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spherical model

We study the cosmic velocity—density relation using theesjglal collapse model (SCM) as
a proxy to non-linear dynamics. Although the dependencdisfrelation on cosmological
parameters is known to be weak, we retain the density paesfigt in SCM equations, in

order to study the limi€Q2,, —

0. We show that in this regime the considered relation is

strictly linear, for arbitrary values of the density corstt;eon the contrary to some claims in
the literature. On the other hand, we confirm that for raalisilues of(2,, the exact relation
in the SCM is well approximated by the classic formula of Bedeau (1992), both for voids
(6 < 0) and for overdensities up td~ 2 —3. Inspired by this fact, we find further analytic
approximations to the relation for the whole range [—1, co). Our formula for voids ac-
counts for the weakl,,,-dependence of their maximal rate of expansion, whicliXgr< 1 is
slightly smaller thaB/2. For positive density contrasts, we find a simple relation

Vv = 3Hy Q08 [(1 )L -

that works very well up to the

(1+0)42],

turn-around (i.e. updtg; 13.5 for Q,,, = 0.25 and neglected

Q). Having the same second-order expansion as the formulaofaBdeau, it can be re-
garded as an extension of the latter for higher density astd#r Moreover, it gives a better fit
to results of cosmological numerical simulations.

Key words: methods: analytical — cosmology: theory — dark matter -elascple structure of

Universe — instabilities.

1 INTRODUCTION

The gravitational instability is commonly accepted as thecpss
of large-scale structure formation in the Universe. Acawgdo this
scenario, structures formed by the growth of small inhomeges
present in the early Universe. Gravitational instabilityeg rise to
a coupling between the density and peculiar velocity fiefduat-
ter. On very large, linear scales, the relation between dueilgar
velocity v and the density contrastin co-moving coordinates is

_Hf(Qv A) 5(X) ’ (l)

whereH is the Hubble constant. [For simplicity of notation, we use
the notation (2, A) instead of (2.,, ©24).] The coupling constant,,
carries information about the underlying cosmological siahd

is related to the cosmological matter density param&esnd cos-
mological constantj, by

w5 (1+3) @

(Lahav et al.| 1991). The linear amplitude of peculiar veiesi
is thus sensitive td2; on the other hand, it is quite insensitive

V- v(x)

F(Q,A) ~ Q%% +
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to A. Hence, comparing the observed density and velocity fields
of galaxies allows one to constrain, or the degenerate combi-
nation 3 = Q°%°/b in the presence of so called galaxy biasing
(e.g..Strauss & Willick 1995 for a review). This is done by ex-
tracting the density field from all-sky redshift surveys -€lswas
the Point Source Catalogue Redshift survey (PSCz, Sauatals
2000), or the 2MASS Redshift Survey (2MRS, Huchra €t al. 2005
— and comparing it with the observed velocity field from pémul
velocity surveys. The methods for doing this fall into twaoad
categories. One can use Equatibh (1), calculating the givee

of the observed velocity field and comparing it directly witte
density field from a redshift survey; this is referred to aeasity—
density comparisarAlternatively, one can use the integral form of
Equation [[1) to calculate the predicted velocity field fromed-
shift survey, and compare the result with the measured jpecd-
locity field; this is called aelocity—velocity comparisoivelocity—
velocity comparisons are generally regarded as more tejisince
they involve manipulation of the denser and more homogeneou
redshift catalogue data, while density—density compasgsequire
manipulation of the noisier and sparser velocity data. thlscases,
the density and velocity fields need to be smoothed in order to
reduce errors and shot noise. Velocity—velocity compasste-
quire a smaller size of smoothing, of a féw' Mpc. For example,
Willick et all (1997) used a smoothing scale df~* Mpc. Such
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scales are calledhildly non-linear the variance of the density field
smoothed over the scale of a féw ' Mpc is of order unity.
Mildly non-linear extensions of Equatiohl(1) have been de-

the factorf (€2, A). Most generally, Nusser & Colberg (1998) (here-
afteriNuCo98) showethe equations of motioof the cosmic pres-
sureless fluid to be ‘almost independent’ of cosmologicaapee-

veloped by a number of workers. These extensions have beenters. The weak dependence of the scaled velocity—denséijare

based either on various analytical approximations of mosak dy-
namics [(Regds & Geller 1989; Bernardeau 1992, hereaftér, B9
Catelan et al. 1995; Chodorowski 1997; Chodorowski & £ bkas
1997; | Chodorowski et al._1998), or numerical (either N-body
or hydrodynamic) simulations (Mancinelli et'al. 1993; Kia#l

et al.2000, hereafter KaCPeRO00), or both (Nusserlet al. ;1991
Gramanr_1993; Mancinelli & Yahil 1995; Bernardeau et al9,99
hereafter B99). Unlike the linear cadé (1), the non-linedation
between the velocity divergence and the density contrasgaten
point is non-deterministic (though in the non-linear regithe two
fields remain highly correlated). Therefore, for a full d@stion of

the relation, the conditional means (meen v given § and vice
versa) are not sufficient: one has to describe the full kavarilis-
tribution function forV - v andé, or at least the conditional scat-
ter. These aspects of the velocity—density relation wardist by
Chodorowski et al. (1998) and more extensively by|B99. Haxev
in practical applications the intrinsic scatter in the o#tip-density
relation is much smaller than the one induced by obsenaitien
rors, and the conditional means are sufficient.

B99 ano_ KaCPeR0O found that very good fits to the mean re-
lations, obtained for the mildly non-linear fields extratfeom nu-
merical simulations, were given by modifications of the fataof
B92. This formula describes a non-linear relation betweérally
Gaussian, random fields & - v andé, under the assumption of a
vanishing variance of the density field (so the relation lasaat-
ter).IB92 claimed his relation to be the same as the one éztibi
in the spherical collapse model (hereafter SCM). In prattp-
plications (namely with non-zero variance of the densitidjiehe
predicted his formula to work well in voids, but ‘to becomeywe
inaccurate fop larger than 1 or 2.

In this paper we study the velocity—density relation in the
SCM. The reason for such an approach is twofold. First, toveler
his formula, B92 used quite sophisticated methods (summjng
first non-vanishing contributions from the reduced parltbrder
joint moments ofV - v andd). On the other hand, the dynamics of
the SCM is very simple and should allow to re-derive the fdamu
of|B92 in a straightforward way. More importantly, in the SGihé
relation can be easily extended to higher valueg, @iith the hope
that this modification will fit better the results of numetieaper-
iments of_lB99 and KaCPeR00. The SCM is in principle insensi-
tive to the variance of the density field (and the resultingcity—
density relation is deterministic), but in practice thei@ace of the
smoothed density field dictates how high density contraatshe
reached.

The non-linear relation betweehand f 'V - v (note the
scaling f 1) depends very weakly on cosmological parameters.
B92 analysed the&)-dependence of the scaled velocity—density
relation in the limit (§°) — 0 and found it to be very weak.
Bouchet et al.| (1995) showed that second and third ordernexpa
sions foré and f 'V - v depend extremely weakly ai and A.
Scoccimarro, Couchman & Friemén (1999) demonstrated Hift t
is the case foall orders. Specifically, they showed that perturbative
solutions for the density contrast for arbitrary cosmolagg, with
a good accuracy, separable; = D" (t) en(x), whereD(¢) is the
linear growing mode for this cosmology amd is the spatial part
of the n-th order solution for the Einstein—de Sitter model. Using
the continuity equation one can then prove, by inductioat the
velocity divergence depends éhand A practically only through

on the background cosmological model has been also confiojned
N-body numerical simulations (Mancinelli et/al. 1993; B99)

However, theR-dependence of the equations of motion of the
cosmic dust stops to be weak whenh <« 1 (see egs. 13-14 of
NuCo098). This regime of2 is not physically relevant, since the
currently preferred value @2 is much higher. Still, B92 derived his
formula applying the limi€2 — 0. Therefore, in the present paper
we will neglectA (settingA = 0), but will retain theQ2-dependence
of the equations of the spherical collapse and in partietamine
the limit of smallQ2.

The paper is organised as follows. Secfidn 2 presents gen-
eral assumptions, terminology and basic formulae of thesgd
model. In Sectiof]3 we focus on the factfrappearing in Eq[{1)
and commonly approximated by Formula (2), or its simplified-v
sion f ~ Q% . Sectior{# contains an analysis of the regime of
very smallQ2 and presents the resulting universal velocity—density
relation. In SectionE]5 arid 6, basing on analytical conatitmrs,
we derive approximations for the relation between the vglat-
vergence and the density contrast respectively for sphlevmds
and overdensities, for realistic values(f These approximations
constitute the main results of this paper. Sediion 7 givesnapar-
ison of our fits with results of numerical simulations. We clode
in Sectior 8.

2 COSMOLOGICAL SPHERICAL MODEL

Let us consider an open Friedman world model (i.e. With< 1)
without the cosmological constant, = 0. We introduce theon-
formal timer related to the cosmic timeby the equation

cdt
dn = 3
1= Roa’ (3)

whereRy = ¢/(Hov1 — o) is the curvature radius of the uni-
verse,c anda are respectively the velocity of light and the scale
factor; subscripts ‘0’ and (used later) ‘i’ refer to the prat day
and to some adequately chosen initial moment, respectiMely,
the time evolution of the scale factor can be expressed msterf
the following parametric equations (e.g. Peeples [1980):

a(n) = A(coshn —1), t(n)=B(sinhn—-n) (n>0),4)

where A and B are constants. Moreover, in this model the confor-
mal timen is unambiguously related to the density paraméter

by

2

=—- 5
1+ coshn ®)

If we now consider dop-hatspherical perturbation (a sphere
of homogeneous density embedded in a Friedman universa), it
be analysed as a ‘universe of its own’ (as was noted for thdifine
bylLemaitre 1931) with a scale facteg which is the radius of the
perturbation. Introducing thdensity contrasbf the perturbation
relative to the background, as
s="Pte P> )

Pb
we obtain two cases to be taken into account. Using the same te
minology for spherical perturbations as for analogous dfnian
world models, aropenperturbation is such that its initial density



contrastd; is smaller than theritical density contrast. (the den-
sity contrast of an Einstein—de Sitter type of perturbatian with
Q®) = 1), given by:
g (' -1). @
It can be checked that the density parameter of thus definex op
perturbation i€2® < 1, as expected. These results are valid under
the assumption that the initial density of the backgrounsluii-
ciently close to the critical densitf¥ ~ 1). The factor3/5 in
Eg. (@) comes from the decomposition of the density field inio
components, one related to the growing mode and the otheeto t
decaying one; we assume here the perturbation to be puréhgin
growing mode. For details see Peebles (1980).

The evolution of such a spherical perturbation is governed b
equations analogous fd (4):

ap(¢) = Ap(cosh ¢ — 1), t(¢) = Bp(sinhé —¢) (¢ = 0).(8)

The normalization factors are such tiat, /A)* = (B,/B)?. Of
course, time is the same for the background as for the perturba-
tion, which leads to the relation betwegrandn:

sinh¢ — ¢ = (1 9)

where we have used= ¢; /4. (for a detailed derivation see Peebles
1980). If§ > 0thenr > 0, so¢ < n, and vice versa for negative
d.

0 =

—r)*?(sinhny — ),

In order to obtain similar relations for @osedperturbation
(6 > 0. or Q® > 1), one should make the following substitu-
tions:

¢ — 19,

remembering that in such a case ¢ < 2.
We can now express the density contrast in terms of the pa-
rameters; and¢, using the relatiop,, /p1, = (a/ap)>:

(a2 () -

for open perturbations and similarly for closed ones, wlith tise

(s (2

(cf.|IRegds & Geller 1989; Fosalba & Gaztafaga 1998). Niote t
alwaysd > —1, but in principle the density contrast has no upper
bound. However, if initially0 < §; < dc, thend cannot exceed a
maximal value which can be calculated takifg- 0 in (@T):

Ap — —Ap, By, — iBp, (20)

sinh ¢ — ¢
sinhn —n

coshn —1
coshop — 1

(11)

¢ — sin ¢
sinhn —n

coshn —1
1—cos¢

(12)

2 (coshn — 1)* 3

9 (sinhn — )2 (13)

5lim =
The above value becomes the minimal value of the densityasint
for closed perturbations, i.e. it is a boundary value of jimesien-
sity contrasts between closed and open perturbations forea g
n.

The linear theory relates the density contrast of a pertioma
to its peculiar velocity divergenc® - v (Eq.[). In the spherical
model we obtaitVV-v = 3(H,— H ), whereH,, = a,/a,. For con-
venience we change units and sign, obtaining what will biedéah
this paper the (dimensionless) velocity divergertce,

i)

9:3(1——" (14)

H
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Some simple algebra is sufficient to find the dependence of
H,/H on n and ¢, which leads to the following expression
(Regts & Geller 1989; B99):

(s=2)

valid for open perturbations on an open background; suwitistit
¢ — i¢ gives the relation for closed perturbations:

(Pe)]
Both the density contrast and the velocity divergence, asngby
(@) and [1b), or[(12) and_(1L6), are parametrically dependan
¢ (n is fixed). Our aim here is to eliminate this parameter (attleas
approximately) and to obtain tléed relation in the spherical model
in an analytic form.

As a first step, it is useful to simplify the formula férin-
cluding ‘the easy part’ of the dependence @nThis is done by
calculating(sinh ¢ — ¢)/(sinh n — i) from (1) and inserting the
resultant expression intb {1L5). Then, owing to the hypéchiden-

tity cosh? & — sinh? z = 1 and the relation[{5) fof, we finally
obtain a simplified formula for the velocity divergence:

sinh ¢ (sinh ¢ — ¢)
sinh 7 (sinhn — n)

coshn —1

0 —
3 coshgp — 1

(15)

sin ¢ (¢ — sin ¢)
~ sinh7 (sinhn — 1)

coshn —1

0 —
3 1—cos¢

(16)

6—3|1- \/%Q(l +o)1 +cosh¢)‘| . 17)

These considerations were valid for open perturbations.
Q® > 1, then we have

0=3 (18)

17 \/%Q(l +5)(1 + cos ¢)] ,
where ‘' applies to the cage< ¢ < rand ‘+'tor < ¢ < 2.

Formula (1Y) [(I8)] is simpler thab (5] (11 6)], but the dedence
on ¢ remains; the parametes is related tos by Equation [(TI)

(@]

3 FACTOR f

The linear theory (valid for small values &) relates the veloc-
ity divergence as defined above to the density contrast gifwthe
equation

0=fs (19)
[cf. Eq. ()], where the factof = f(Q2, A) is given by

_dlnD
f= dlna ° (20)

The quantity D(¢t) is the growing mode of the perturbation.
The factor f has been a subject of study in many papers (e.g.
Peebles 1976 Lightman & Schechter 1990; Lahavlet al. |1991;
Martel [1991;| Bouchet et al. 199%; Fosalba & Gaztanaga |1998;
NuCo098). The best-known and most widely used approximation
(often without reference) is the one given/ by Peehles (1976)

F(Q) ~Q°°. (21)

In this part we will compare this fit with the exact formula ffr
The spherical model as described here allows us to calculate
f(©2, A = 0) as the limit

(22)
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Figure 1.Factorf = (d1In D) / (d1n a) as a function of density parameter
Q for world models withA = 0: exact relation (solid line) and approxima-
tion f ~ Q0-6 (dashed line).

It can be checked that choosifg) < 1 is equivalent to taking
|r] < 1 [Eg. (9)]. Moreover, from the relatioh](9) it follows that in
this casep = n + ¢, wherele| < 1. Using the first-order approx-
imation (1 — r)*/? ~ 1 — 3 and expanding hyperbolic functions
arounds = 0, we can linearize Equationis] (91, (11) ahd](15). As a
result we get a linear relation betweemndr and further on also
linear dependencies éfandé onr. Diving thus obtained velocity
divergence by the density contrast, we get the followingriga

for f as a function of;:

31 (24 coshn) — 9sinhn
(coshn + 1) (sinhn — 1) — 2sinh 9 (coshn — 1)

fn) =3 (23)
A similar relation, but for a ‘closed’ model of the backgraijrcan

be found in Lightman & Schechter (1990). If we now make the sub
stitutionn) = arcosh (2/92 — 1) [Eq. (8)], then after some algebra
we can express the paramefeas a function of2:

Q)=
3Q(Q4+2)I20 (1 +v/1T-Q) - 1] -18Qv/1-Q
12¢T—Q —8y/(1 — Q)2 —6QIn[22-1(1 + V1 - Q) — 1]

This is the exact expression fg(2) with A = 0 andQ < 1. It
was already derived for example by Fosalba & Gaztafaga&{199
Figure[d presents a comparison of this relation with the leseb
formulaQ°5. It can be seen that the power-law approximation is
sufficiently exact, especially for the currently favouredue of the
density parametef] ~ 0.25). Moreover, owing to the complicated
form of (24), the latter is not very useful. However, one dtal-
ways bear in mind that the formul@{21) is merely an approsiona
and in some applications its usage may lead to errors. A mettlrb
fit is the one given in a footnote bf NUCA98:= Q%/7+(1-2?/20,

Its errors relative to the exact value for the model with= 0 are
below 0.3% forQ2 > 0.1.

.(24)

4 LIMIT OF SMALL €

Let us now examine more thoroughly the limit@f— 0. We begin
with checking the asymptotic behaviour 6fQ2). This regime, al-
though not physically interesting, allows to take a closeklon the

100 < T T T T T T T T T
. Exactf(Q) — |
™ - 0.6 |
A
~ pproximation Q
N Asymptote
S
107 + \ B
c N
S
Q
©
L
102 F i
-3 1 1 1
10
10° 10?1 102 10 10

Density parameter Q

Figure 2. Factor f(Q2) in the limit Q@ <« 1: exact relation (solid
line), power-law approximation (dashed line) and asyniptoelation
f(©) ~ —(3/2)Q(In Q2 + 3 — In4) — dotted line. Note logarithmic scales
on both axes.

bottom-right end of the diagram presented in Elg. 1, anddkalts
obtained will be useful later in the paper. (See also AppelAd)
Starting with the relatior {23) and remembering that thetliofi
small2 means; > 1, we get the following approximation:

f(n) ~6e”"(n—3) (25)

If we now observe that for such we also have; ~ In4 — InQ
ande” ~ 40!, we obtain an asymptotic formula fgi($2):

(n>1).

£(9) :—gﬂ(lnﬂ+3—1n4) Q< 1). (26)

Figurel2 clearly shows that for sufficiently sm&] i.e.Q < 0.01,
the power-law of Peebles could no longer be used. This pbisis
a confirmation that in some cases the usage of log-log diagiam
well-grounded.

B92 studied the cosmic statistical relation between the non
linear density contrast and the velocity divergence, axglfrom
Gaussian initial conditions, in the limit of a vanishing iearce of
the density field. He found the result ‘to be very close to’

3

0B = 5 [(A+0)*°—1]. (27)

Here, and from now on, the so-calledaledvelocity divergence,
O, is defined as

0=7r"Q)80. (28)

Note that for}d| < 1, the non-linear formuld(27) correctly reduces
to ©®) = §, i.e. to the linear-theory relatiof {{19). As already men-
tioned, B92 claimed his relation to be the same as the onbitadhi
in the SCM. In turn|_B99 argued that the approximationl (28) i
strictly valid in the limitQ2 — 0'. Here we check these statements,
applying the regimé > 0 to the equations of the SCM.

If Q@ <« 1thenn > 1. Therefore, since for voidsi(< 0)
we havep > 7, also¢ > 1. For overdensitiesd(> 0), the limit
n — oo applied to Eq.[(IB) gives;;,, — +oo. Thus we can focus
only on Formula[(Il1) fos. From Eq. [I) we see that in order
to keepé finite (though arbitrarily large), alsg should tend to
infinity. In other words, ify > 1, then alsap > 1, both for voids
and overdensities. Hence, still from Equationl(11), we getp the
leading order,



¢1=n—1In(1+4+9),
and up to the second order
¢2 =n—In(1+8) 4+ [4(1 4+ 6)In(1 + ) — §(4n — 6)] e”".(30)

Equivalently,

(29)

(1+) cosh ¢ = cosh +% [4(1+ 8) In(1 + 6) — §(4n — 6)].(31)

Applying this formula in Equatiori{17) and using the langémit
of the functionf(n) (Eq.[23) we obtain

s N(©) N(9)
e B T e Y (82)
where
N(@) =@+ +1)—6. (33)

In the limit @ — 0 the second term in Equatioh (32) vanishes,
hence

©=34. (34)

This is exactly the same relation as for the linear regimeefeh
|0| < 1). However, here the density contrast can have an arbitrary
value. Thus, the formula of BOP (R7) doest describe the dynam-
ics of perturbations in the limi® — 0. The relation[(34), being
very simple, is a non-trivial result. Whéntends to 0, then also the
(not scaled) velocity divergencé — 0 (peculiar velocities van-
ish with diminishing(2). However, the quantity, as introduced
by Eq. [28), converges to a non-zero value $br— 0, due to the
presence of the factof(Q2), approximated by[(26) for smafb.
The normalisation used here leadsQo= ¢ in the linear theory.
Why for very small values of? this relation holds also in the non-
linear regime? It turns out that this is a general result ofasigics
in a low-density universe, and does not rely on any symmetrg.
derivation is presented in AppendiX A.

For large but finite values of, Formula [32) can be applied.
Specifically, it can be used farsignificantly greater than 3Xsig-
nificantly smaller thar0.2), which falls well below the presently
accepted value of the cosmic density parameter. Therdforgp-
proximation [32) is of no practical importance; we have totowe
our search for a relevant relation. Just for illustrativepgmses, on
Figurel3 we plot the exact relation, the B92 approximatiow), the
approximation[(3R), for an exemplary valuedt= 10~° (n ~ 13).
We see that although for this value Qfthe relation is still non-
linear, the B92 approximation drastically overestimatesdegree
of non-linearity.

5 RELATIONS FOR VOIDS

As voids we will understand any underdense perturbations, i.e.
those for whichd < 0. In this section we examine the behaviour
of the velocity divergence vs. the density contrast for Snblomo-
geneities.

When considering overdense perturbations (@it 0), the
regime of§ ~ 1 is usually calledveakly(or at mostmildly) non-
linear. It may thus seem that it should be similarly for thaiti
d 2 — 1 (cf.IMartel 1991). However, if we analyse Equatibnl(11),
which is valid both for voids and for open overdensities, @@ c
see that for finite values of (which correspond to non-zefe), the
conditioné — —1 may only be satisfied fob — +oo. Hence,
the evolution of such a perturbationhgghly non-linear when the
density contrast approaches its minimum value.

Velocity—density relation 5
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Figure 3. A comparison of the relation between density contrastnd
scaled velocity divergend® = f~1 6 for very smallQ (hereQ2 = 10—°):
linear theory resul® = § — dotted line, exact relatio® () — solid line,
approximation for smalf2 — crosses and B92 approximatiénk27) — dashed
line.

The scaled velocity divergend®, as defined in Eq[(28), is
a monotonically increasing function éf(for n, or 2, treated as a
fixed parameter). Its minimum value@®,i, = ©(—1) (dependent
onn), obtained easily by calculating the limit— +oo in (I5):

(coshn — 1)?

-1
© 3fm) sinh 7 (sinhn — n)

. (35)
Forn — 0, equivalent td? — 1 (the Einstein—de Sitter model of
the universe), we get the value®f.;, = —1.5, which can also be
calculated otherwid8.The opposite limit of2 — 0 (n — +o0)
leads t00.,i, — —1; this can be equally deduced from{34). If we
adopt the currently accepted valuefaf ~ 0.25 (o ~ 2.63), we
obtain®(—1) 1.43. Thus, the B92 approximatiof {27), which
givesO(—1) = —1.5 independently of2, has a relative error of
approx. 5% in this limit for suclf,.

We would now like to find an (approximate) relatié-o for
the whole rang& < [—1, 0]./1B92 derived his formula expanding
the relation around = 0. We adopt a different approach: we ex-
pand the relation arountl= —1. (Thatis, at a first step we assume
0 < 0+ 1 <« 1). Then, for arbitrary,, the perturbation parameter
¢ > 1. From Equation[{1]1) we obtaitbsh ¢1 = g(n)/(1 + ),
where

~

~ (coshn —1)?
and further on
cosh ¢p2 = cosh 1 + 3 — 201 . (37)

L In the E-dS model we havel = 2/(3t) and f(2) = 1; adopting the
empty world model (Milne model) for the perturbation, we @& = ¢!
and further or® = 0 = 3(1 — H,H™ ') = —1.5.
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Using Equation[{37) in Equatioh{lL7) we get

3 (sinhn —n) (¢1 —2)

02 = Omin + /7 (n) sinhn (coshn — 1)

(1+9), (38)

where
¢1 =1n[29(n)] —In(1 +96). (39)

Equation [[3B) satisfies explicitly the highly non-lineamit
©(—1) = Omin. Also, in the limit > 1, this Equation reduces to
asymptotic Equatioi(32), as expected.

The range of applicability of formuld (88) is very limited: i
starts to deviate from the exact relation éabout—0.9. We would
like to introduce such a modification so as to satisfy alsdittear-
theory limit: for|§| < 1, © = §. Therefore, we adopt the following
three boundary conditions:

A. @(—1) = eminv
B. ©(0) =0,
C. (d©/d) |s—0 = 1.

Inspired by Equatior[(38), we write
O = Omin + al(n)(l + 6) + a2 (77)(1 + 5) 11’1(1 + 6) ) (40)

wherea; andaz are arbitrary functions of). Imposing the three
boundary conditions A.—C. on the above formula we find

where©.nin as a function of2 [cf. (@2)] is

Omin(Q) =3 f71(Q) x

) 2,/(1-Q)3
X - ~
21— Q- Q211+ vVI-Q) — 1]
~ 1 — 0.50012-0.06 2 (42)

[heref(Q2) is given by [Z#)] andV () has the form of(33). Indeed,
formula [41) meets all the three boundary conditions: tiseti@o
are fuffilled since for smalb, N(8§) = 62/2 + ..., and the first
one becaus@&/(—1) = 1. This simple approximation is robust for
¢ close to—1 and around); for intermediate values af it slightly
underestimates the exact value@{with a maximal relative error
of 2% for 2 ~ 0.25).

Formula [41) is probably already sufficiently accurate for

practical applications. Still, it is of course possiblengorove it. In
order to do this, we expand the ex&etd relation around = —1
up to third-order in the perturbation parameterThe result is the
following series:

O3 = aqg —|—a1(1 + (5) —|—a2(1 + (5)111(1 + (5) —|—a3(1 + 5)2
+as(146)°In(1+6) + as(1+6)°In*(1 +6), (43)

wherea; are some functions of (see AppendiXB). From the six
terms above we construct their linear combinations whidfiilfihe
constraints A.—C. This, together with the condition of siieity,
leads us to postulate

O =04[1+Omin(Q]N(G) +0a1(Q)5(1+6)In(1+6)+
a(Q)(1+6)2In*(1+46), (44)

Fitting this formula to the exact relation givess = 0.12 and
az = —0.09 for Q = 0.25. The fit is very accurate: it has a max-
imal error smaller tha.2%. In general, bothy; and a2 depend
weakly on{2: we haver; ~ 0.19 Q%35 anda, ~ —0.15 Q°-3° for
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Figure 4. Relation between density contrast and scaled velocityrgiree
for spherical voids (underdensities): linear theory (gbtine), exact rela-
tion (solid line),. B92 approximation (dashed line) and fitegi by Equa-
tion (44) (crosses). The density parameter of the backgr@f? = 0.25.

0.1 < Q < 0.9. Figure[4 presents a comparison of the exact rela-
tion for ©(4), calculated for voids fron{{17), with the fli (¥4) and
thelB92 approximatiorf (27). As we can see, our fit lies acelyat
on the approximated curve and the 392 formula slightly uesiér
mates exact values @ for ¢ close to—1. However, it should be
admitted that the latter is considerably simpler than ours.

6 OVERDENSITIES

An overdensityis any perturbation for whicld > 0. As already
mentioned, these can be of two types, depending on thelinitia
density contrast: ‘open’ or ‘closed’. For a specific valuebfor,
equally,n), the boundary value of the density contrast, maximal for
the first type and minimal for the second, is given byl (13). ther
currently accepted value 6f, ~ 0.25 we haved;i, ~ 1.6: such
overdense but open perturbatiods<{ diim,) fall within the weakly
non-linear regime.

In order to find an approximation fo®(d) for overdense
spherical regions, we will use a similar procedure as we did f
voids, examining the highly non-linear regime ¥ 1). Owing to
the considerations above, it is sufficient to focus on clqgsertiur-
bations; the formula fo® is then of the form[(18), with the ‘+’



sign. Highly non-linear infall means that the overdensijiapses
to a point: the conformal time of the perturbation— 2x. This
is in general not physical, as in practice #0I< 27 virialisation
would occur and prevent further collapse. However, as irctse
of voids, examination of this regime leads to interestingfolae.

First of all, we can directly pup = 27 into (I8), getting the
‘1-st order approximation’:

©: (45)

3171(Q) [1 a0 5)} .

We can see that the B92 formu[@a]27), which was not intended to
work in this regime, indeed will not work: already the slogele
curve is incorrect (2/3 instead of 1/2). For realistic valu# 2,
FH)VQ ~ Q%1 Using this approximate equality and ne-
glecting the constant term in Equatidn{45) yields the ‘@GtHer
approximation’,®, = 307 %1y/T+ 4. The same relation can be
deduced from dynamical considerations (namely, from gneog-
servation in the highly non-linear infall). NuC098 also fousuch
a form of the weaKl-dependencéQ*M) of the peculiar velocity
in virialised regions. This is not surprising, since bothour and
their casey > 1 andO© < §.

Expanding the relatiof (18) arougd= 27 (0 < 27—¢ < 1)
to higher order, we obtain the following series:

© =3 [1+ V(1 +06)"? + ay6VQ1+ )" +
+a—1/6\/§(1+5)71/6+"']7 (46)

wherea; are functions of2 only. In order to obtain a fit that would
both converge td(45) in the highly non-linear regimedofs> 1
and have proper behaviour in the vicinity &= 0 (conditions B.
and C. from Sectiohl5), we proceed similarly as we didffet 0.
First, already here we neglect the fourth (and all next) comept
of the series. Then we modify the expansibnl (46) by intraaiyici
two parametersd, 5 and an integen:

©=3f"" [A+VaVI+i-BVQ1+4)"/"]. (47)

Imposing the condition®(0) = 0 and (d©®©/dJ) |s=0 = 1, we
obtain:
n

A:(g—1)\/ﬁ—§f(9)7 :g—mf(m. (48)
In particular, forn = 6 [cf. (46)] we have

A(Q,n =6) ~20"°(1- Q%) (49)
and

B(Q,n = 6) ~ 3 —20Q°" (50)

(remembering thaf ~ Q°°). Inserting the above expressions for
A and B into Equation[(4]7) withn = 6 and neglecting the weak
Q-dependence [sincg ! (Q)vQ ~ Q7 °!], we obtain the fol-
lowing result, which can be treated as a generalisation exB®2
formula:

©=3[1+0)"*-1+0)"]. (51)

An interesting feature of this fit is that it has the same sdemder
Taylor expansion arounil= 0 as the approximation given by B92:

@:5—%52+~.. (52)

This means that in the weakly non-linear regime these twoopp
mations give similar results. However, for mildly non-laxesalues
of § (from d1im up to the turn-arouﬁ) our approximation works

2 Theturn-aroundof a closed perturbation is the moment when it stops
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Figure 5. A comparison of proposed approximations f0(5) with the
exact relation for spherical overdensities in the mildiyndimear regime
(up to the turn-around). Solid line shows the exact relatibe B92 approx-
imation [27) is illustrated by dashed line and crosses ptdbke fit given by
(&1); dotted line is the linear theory relation. The dengityameter of the
background equals @@y = 0.25; the density contrast of the turn-around is
thendia ~ 13.5.

generally better than the formulalof B92. The maximal erfao
fit for such an interval of density contrasts is about 1.5%uFe%
shows the discussed approximations for the weakly and ymiloth-
linear regime.

For higher values of, neither the B92 approximation, nor the
fit (§1) are adequate. In case of the first one this is mainlytdwee
wrong slope of the curve; in case of the second — due to the neg-
ligence of the dependence éh For that reason in the regime of
very bigé we prefer to use the fit{(47), of a more general form. The
approximation[(5l1) suggests that the best choice & n = 6;
however, it turns out that in practice, for highly non-linekensity
contrasts (greater than the value for the turn-around);ceipa-
tion (44) withn = 4 works slightly better than witlh = 6 (with
the weak(2-dependence included in both cases). In Fidure 6 we
show the behaviour of the functig®(4) in the highly non-linear
regime. For comparison, we plot the formulal of B92, the sémpl
approximation[(Bl1) and the approximationl(47) with= 4.

Our results for the highly non-linear regime are rather @-ac
demic value, since, as stated earlier, highly non-lineatliis con-
siderably modified by the effects of virialisation. To acobtor
them (and for deviations from spherical symmetry), Shaw &ivio
(2008) constructed amproved(extended) semi-analytical spheri-
cal collapse model. F@rup to aboub, (which equals te- 4.6, as
the background assumed in the discussed paper is of theelinst
de Sitter type) their model coincides with the standard spake
model (studied here), while for larger density contrastieitiates
from the latter and under some additional assumptions raatch
well the results of N-body simulations presented by Hamikoal.
(1991). Indeed, formula (20) of Shaw & Mota (2008), fbr= 7
(the limit of the standard model), reduces to our Equatids) (1

expanding, i.eap = 0. In the spherical model as discussed here it oc-
curs for ¢ = m; the density contrast for the turnaround spans from
Sta = 972/16 — 1 ~ 4.6 for @ = 110 6ta ~ 30 for Q@ = 0.1. If

Q = 0.25, thendsa ~ 13.5.
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Figure 6. An illustration of the behaviour of the functio®(d) for spheri-
cal overdensities in the highly non-linear regime, i.e.ahe virialisation.
The solid curve is the exact relation, the dashed line shbe/882 approx-
imation and crosses present two approximations describdtkitext: plus
marks represent the formu[@a{51) and multiplication maHasthe fit [4T)
with n = 4.

(their hsc = 6/3). The authors argue that for background uni-
verses with dark energy their formula is valid only ®? 100.
They claim that for smaller values éf their results are not ac-
curate. We disagree with these statements. As alreadyd state
weak(2 and A dependence of the scaled velocity—density relation
has been shown on the level of the equations of motion (NU}Z098
so independently of the level of non-linearity. Since foradimed-
shifts dark energy behaves similarly to the cosmologicalstant
(e.g[Riess et al. 2007), and since only for such redshiésbak
dependence of equations of motion on cosmological paramete
starts to play any role (because earlier we Kiag 1; INuC098),
the velocity—density relations for cosmological modelshwand
without dark energy must be similar.

7 COMPARISONS WITH FITS TO NUMERICAL
SIMULATIONS

KaCPeRO0O studied the mildly non-linear velocity—denséhation
using the Cosmological Pressureless Parabolic Advec@PA)
hydrodynamical code. They found that the mean relation éetw
the scaled velocity divergence and the density contrasbearery
well described by the so-calleg-formula’,

O=v[1+8"" —1] +e, (53)

with v ~ 1.9. This formula is a modification of the B92 for-
mula with v instead of3/2. The offsete > 0 is introduced to
account for an effect of a finite variance of the density figfa:
value ofe is such that the global mean 6f is zero, as required.
(Another effect of a finite variance is to modify the degree of
non-linearity of the relation.) Without the offset, the abofor-
mula yields®(-1) = —y = —1.9 for v = 1.9, in signifi-
cant difference with the value 1.5, obtained neglecting the weak
Q-dependence of the exact limit, E.{35). However, for Giaumss
smoothing scales of a few Mpc, employed in KaCPeRO0O0, thebffs
shifts the value 0B (—1) much closer to-1.5.

B99 analysed the velocity—density relation using N-body si
mulations performed for various background cosmologidseyT
noticed a weak dependence of the relation{band A. [B99 in-
vented a somewhat more elaborate fit to the extracted mean rel
tion, presented in the form of density in terms of velocityedli
gence,

5=B(1+6/7) 1.

Here, 3, slightly smaller than unity, plays a role of the offsein
Equation [[5B): it assures that the global meard é§ zero, as re-
quired. In Equation {34y is not a constant, but is approximated as
a following function of©:

3 voaee(o)
y=5+039% (04 7).

(54)

(55)

The above equation quantifies the fact that for larger vatfie®-
locity divergence, the observed relation becomes morelinear.
Indeed;y grows with growing® (we recall thaty = 1 corresponds
to the linear theory). Moreover, f@® = —3/2, we havey = 3/2,
sothery = —1, as itwas intended. [Note a typo in eq. (20) of B99:
instead o (in our notation©), there should bé.]

How do these findings, based on fully non-linear simulations
relate to our results? In overdensities, our Formlld (51pvs
closer to the exact relation in the SCM than the formula_of.B92
Moreover, our approximation is a formula with increasinigetive
index~.g. Its second order expansion is the same as that of B92, so
for smalld, ves = 3/2. For large density contrasts, the second term
in Equation [(5]l) becomes negligible, so asymptotically = 2
(for § > 1). Therefore, qualitatively our formula is consistent with
the fit oflB99, in a sense that as a function 0B or §, is growing.

It is also consistent with the fit of KaCPeRO0O, in a sense that t
averagey is slightly larger thar8 /2. Clearly, our formula is a better
fit to the results of numerical simulations than the formulB@Z.

Of course, quantitatively there are discrepancies. Firstlp
it is strictly impossible to satisfy simultaneously the tigas of
both fits:~ is either constantor increasing. This discrepancy be-
tween the results of the two groups is not necessarily a dign o
major flaw in any of their analyses. The two groups used differ
ent codes: N-body versus hydro. The first one follows acelyat
non-linear evolution, but provides naturally a mass-, ratime-

, weighted velocity field, while the latter is needed. CPPAaay
hydrodynamical code, provides naturally a volume-weidvioc-
ity field, but follows the non-linear evolution after shetbssings
only approximately. Moreover, the density power spectredus
both simulations were different. Also, f_(64) of B99 was ifiou
for top-hat smoothed fields, while fit (63) lof KaCPeR00 wabela
orated for fields smoothed with a Gaussian filter (more approp
ate for velocity—density comparisons). The effects of stiog,
though small, are different for these two filters (see e.pléfa of
KaCPeRO00). Finally, an inverse of the forward relation &ignin
terms of velocity divergence) does not strictly describe mrean
inverse relation, due to scatter.

Which results better reflect real non-linear dynamics of
cosmic random density and velocity fields? Instead of bet-
ting, it would be probably best to repeat the analysis us-
ing an output from high-resolution N-body simulations wih
ACDM power spectrum, employing — instead of a Voronoi tes-
sellation (Bernardeau & van de Weygaert 1996) — a much sim-
pler algorithm of extracting volume-weighted velocity €lebf
Colombi, Chodorowski & Teyssier (2007). Voronoi tessétias
are complicated and very CPU-consuming, so they can be ap-
plied only to a limited number of points, while the method of



Colombi et al.|(2007) can be (and actually has been) apphied t
simulation points §12% in their work). If the actual relation is not
more non-linear than in the highly non-linear regime of ti&\VG

(v = 2), then we can use Formula{47), with neglected w8ak
dependence and treated as a free parameter. Let us write it ex-

plicitly:

et _ 3 [(1+5)1/2_%(1+5)1/”} te, (56)
wheree = n/2 — 3. [Forn = 6, it reduces to Formuld(51).]
For example, if the best-fit value ef is found to be close t4.9
and fairly constant, then = 2.3 would provide an excellent fit.
Instead, significant ‘run’ of the index would probably demand
n > 6.

If, on the other hand, the results|of B99 are found to be ac-
curate, then fo) = 0.25 Equation [5b) yieldsy = 2 already
for © ~ 2.3, and even more for highe&®. In this case, in order
to describe the relation up to the turn-around, one shouldifyno
also the exponent of the leading term in FormQld (36):{ instead
of 1/2, with miQ)E It is a matter of choice if to fit one ‘run-
ning’ exponent 4) or two constantsz andn). In any case, it is
better to use an additive offseinstead of the factof, appearing
in Equation [[5#): in applications to velocity—velocity cparisons
the value ofe is not relevant at all. The mildly non-linear veloc-
ity field is vorticity-free to good accuracy, so the predéittelocity
field (from the density field) is

7T/dr

O[] (' —r)
v(r) T = (57)
and the contribution of the offset to velocity averages ouero.

An advantage of the-formula over Formuld{36) or its mod-
ification is that it works also for voids. For underdensitige for-
mula of [B92 is a very good description of the exact relation in
the SCM, except for the very tall ~ —1 (where the weak?-
dependence becomes important). Results of numerical sfiong
show very limited need to modify the formulalof B92 for voids —
the discrepancies appear at larger density contrasts.afedstar-
lier, B92 predicted this fact. Our formulae for voids givesuks
very similar to that of B92, but describe better the regime —1.
This regime is important for predicting expansion vel@stof al-
most completely empty voids (e.g., see Tully et al. 2008kr&h
fore, using approximation_(41) for underdensities, we peapthe
following combined formula:

|

Here, (™™ is the ‘m-modification’ of Formula[{5B),N(¢) is
given by Equation[(33) ane, treated as a free parameter, is the
same in both cases. Alternatively, as the relation for voaise
could use more complicated and extremely accurate Equ@fn
To sum up, we admit that it is disputable if to fit results of nu-
merical simulations using our formula_{(58), ¢fformula. What
remains indisputable is that for overdensities, our stathftamula
(with m = 2 andn = 6) is a better starting fit than the standard
formula ofl B92 (withy = 3/2).

@(m,n) ,
§ —0.5Q01270062 N (5) 4 ¢

6 >0,

~1<6<0. (58)

3 This modification would create a coefficient of the leadimgrtequal to
m/2 and modify the offsette = n/2 — (3m/2).
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8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The main motivation of this paper was to rederive the fornafla
B92 in a simple way, using the spherical collapse model (SCM)
and to extend it to larger density contrasts, where it is myéo
valid. The undertaken project abounded in surprises:

i. Contrary to the claim af B99, the formula lof E92 is not exact
in the limit of an empty universe. On the contrary, it comelgt
fails in this regime: the exact relation in the SCM is then'Vv -

v = 4, for an arbitrary. In fact, this is a general result of dynamics
in a low-density universe.

ii. Although the formula of B92 fails fof2 — 0, where it was
expected to work best, for realistic values(of(say,? > 0.1), it
describes very well the SCM velocity—density relation indgo It
also works for overdensities up fo~ 2 — 3.

The velocity—density relation in the SCM is given in a para-
metric form. Our goal here was to eliminate this parametdegst
approximately) and to provide the relation analyticallye \Aimed
at describing the relation in the whole range= (0, co) (realisti-
cally, up top.ir). Therefore, instead of expanding it aroyne: py,,
we adopted an entirely different approach. Namely, we ddriv
asymptotes of the relation in the highly non-linear regipyg, >
1 (6 > 1) for overdensities angy,/p > 1 (0 <1+ < 1) for
voids. (Although we also ‘expanded’ around them, in a sehae t
we also calculated next-to leading-order terms.) Theseasyap-
totes turned out to be qualitatively different. Inspiredtbgir func-
tional forms, we invented semi-phenomenological fits toakact
relation (separately for overdensities and voids), fitigithe linear
theory conditionf "'V - v = 6.

For overdensities, our main result is Form{ila (51). It diéssr
well the exact relation in the SCM up to the turn-around (for
Q = 0.25, &, = 13.5). As already stated, the formula lof B92
starts to deviate from the exact relation fox 3. We have also fit-
ted the regimé& € (dta, dvir), though virialisation and departures
from spherical symmetry make practical applicability of tBCM
in this regime very limited.

In case of voids, the most important results of this paper are
Formulae[(41l) and(44), witB..i» given by Equation[{42). Com-
pared with the SCM, simple Formula{41) has a maximal error of
about2% and is probably sufficient for practical applications. The
formula 0f B92 is an even better approximation, except feditmit
& — —1, where forQ2 = 0.25 it has approximately% relative er-
ror. Our more complicated formul@_{44) is extremely acaiiat
the whole rangé < 0: its maximal error is aboui.2%.

An ultimate goal of studies such as the present one is to find
the relation valid for realistic random cosmic velocity ahehsity
fields. Unlike the work of B92, our calculations were greatiym-
plified by the strong assumption of spherical symmetry. &hisr
therefore no guarantee that better agreement with the SGilieisn
better agreement with the real relation. In order to check itk
sue we compared our formulae to fits to results of cosmolbgica
numerical simulations, that are present in the literatWe.have
found that in voids, our formulae, as well as the formula oEB9
describe well the real relation. This is partly a conseqeesfcthe
fact that voids are more spherical than overdensities. émdmnsi-
ties, both our formula and thatlof B92 require modificatiaut,durs
less. This discrepancy is not a failure of the latter of the, tsince it
has never been intended to work B¢ 2. Our formula [51), hav-
ing the same second-order expansion as the formula of B®2, ca
be regarded as its extension into the mildly non-linearnegfor
¢ up to the turn-around). We have also discussed how to (Blight



10 Bilicki & Chodorowski

modify our formula to better fit numerical simulations.

In Sectior 1 we have enlisted arguments for weak dependence
of the velocity—density relation on the cosmological pasars.
Therefore, in the present analysis we et 0. To study the limit
Q — 0 we have retained2-dependence of the equations of the
SCM. Analysing these equations we have confirmed that fdr rea
istic values of(2, the Q-dependence of the relation is indeed very
weak. In final formulae it has been therefore neglected, pxfoe
Formula [42) for©.in. The difference betwee® i, for Q = 1
andQ = 0.25 is about5%. In fact, if we want to have better accu-
racy, there is no guarantee thfatloes not contribute at a compara-
ble level. It is then worth to repeat the analysis with= 1 — Q.

We plan to undertake such a study in the future.
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APPENDIX A: THE VELOCITY-DENSITY RELATION IN
AN EMPTY UNIVERSE

The general equation of motion for the cosmic pressurelagksifi
comoving coordinates is

ov 1 a

E—I—E(V-V)v—l—avfg, (AL)

whereg is the peculiar gravitational acceleration,

g(x,t) = Gpua [ d*%’ x, 1) (% —x) (A2)
X —xP?

(e.g. Peebles 1980). F&§| < 1 we can neglect the non-linear
term on the LHS of Equatiori {Al). Let us choose some instant
of time, t;, of the evolution of an open universe when already
Q < 1. For suchQ) perturbations stop growing, so for> t¢;,
g(x,t) = gi(x)/a’. Our Equation[{AlL) simplifies then to

%[av(x, 1] = % (A3)
The solution is
vix,t) = Hy (g — )8 4 vl | F() (A%)

a(t)  a(t)  a(t)’
where the conformal time is in general defined in Equatiof] (3).
The last term in Equatio_(A4) is the homogeneous part. Here w
do not assumae priori irrotationality of the velocity field, so we
retain this term. (Though it does not contribute to the vigjodi-
vergence, becausé - F = 0.) The limit 2 — 0 corresponds to

n — oo. Therefore, in the above equation we can neglect the terms
vi/a andF /a, as well agy;. This yields

v=H;'nag. (A5)
From Equation[{AR) we have

V.g=—4rGprad = —%HQQad. (AB)
This yields in [A%)

V.v= —gﬂgl(Ha)QQna. (A7)

In an (almost) empty universé (t) = ¢t~' anda(t) = t/to, hence
Ha = Hy. Also, the general relatiofi](5) betweénand the con-
formal time simplifies then t& = 4e~". Substituting this in Equa-
tion (A7) we obtainV-v = — Ho6ne~"4. Comparing this equation



with Equation[(2b), we identify the factérne ™" as the lows2 limit
of the factorf(2). Hence,

V.v=—Hyf(Q)Ss, (A8)

in agreement with the general linear theory prediction, &qu
tion (1).

Now, we claim that in the limif2 — 0, solution [AD) is also
a solution of the general equation of motign [Afr, arbitrary 6.
To prove this statement we have to demonstrate that in this, li
the non-linear term in equation (A1) is negligible. Suhstitg so-
lution (A5) in this term gives
ov a

1 -1 —1
ot T oV =8- - (Ho'nag- V) (Hy 'nag). (A9)

The amplitude of the second term on the RHS is of order
Hy’n?agV - g ~ Hy *nag H*Qa §. The amplitude of the sec-
ond term relative to the first is thus

% ~ H2(Ha)*n?Q5 ~ 206 ~ ne "5, (A10)
and in the limitQ — 0 it tends to zero. (Formally speaking, for
arbitrarye > 0 and arbitraryd, there always existg. such that for
alln > n., n%e™"|8| < €.) Thus, in the limit? — 0 the non-linear
term in the equation of motion becomes negligible, for aalyt
value of §. This is why in every matter-only, open universe, the
velocity—density relation evolves towards the linear one.

APPENDIX B: THIRD-ORDER EXPANSION FOR ©® IN
VOIDS

Our aim here is to extend calculations of Secfidn 5 for voids u
to third order in the perturbation parametef¢ is assumed to be
large, but not infinitely large). We begin applying to Eqoati{11)
the equalitysinh ¢ = cosh ¢ — exp(—¢) and expand this equa-
tion up to terms of the ordarosh =2 ¢. Solving perturbatively the
resulting equation fops we obtain

2 —
cosh ¢ = cosh o — w
cosh ¢1

wherecosh ¢ is given by Equatiod (37): by (39) and the second
term on the RHS of the above equation is a small correctiois Th
enables us to write

; (B1)

347 — 1091 + 10
1+ cosh¢s ~ /1 +coshpg — ——————
\/ ¢s \/ 02 2 cosh?/2 b1

Using the above equation in Equati@nl(17) yields

_ 3 /Q (sinhp—mn)? 2
03 =0:+34/3 (coshy —1)°72 (3¢1 — 10¢1 + 10) x

(B2)

(1+6)%, (B3)

or, finally,
_ 3 (sinhn —n)? 2
O3 =02+ 2 sinhn (coshn — 1)* F@m -+ B4
Here,
F(6,1) = 3In*(1 4 6) + [10 — 61n(2g)] In(1 4 6) + 31n*(2g)

—101n(29) + 10, (B5)

andg(n) is given by Equation(36). Inspecting terms in the above
equation we see that Equatidn {B4) can be indeed writtenén th

form (@3).
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