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ABSTRACT

We derive peculiar velocities for the 6dF Galaxy Survey @& and describe the velocity
field of the nearby4{ < 0.055) southern hemisphere. The survey comprises 8885 galaties f
which we have previously reported Fundamental Plane databtéin peculiar velocity prob-
ability distributions for the redshift space positions ath of these galaxies using a Bayesian
approach. Accounting for selection bias, we find that thatigmic distance uncertainty is
0.11 dex, corresponding &5% in linear distance. We use adaptive kernel smoothing to map
the observed 6dFGS velocity field outde ~ 16,000 kms™!, and compare this to the pre-
dicted velocity fields from the PSCz Survey and the 2MASS Ré&dSurvey. We find a better
fit to the PSCz prediction, although the reduggdfor the whole sample is approximately
unity for both comparisons. This means that, within the olménal uncertainties due to
redshift independent distance errors, observed galaxociteds and those predicted by the
linear approximation from the density field agree. Howewea,find peculiar velocities that
are systematically more positive than model predictionthedirection of the Shapley and
Vela superclusters, and systematically more negativeriadel predictions in the direction
of the Pisces-Cetus Supercluster, suggesting contritmifilom volumes not covered by the

models.
1 INTRODUCTION

[Note: This is the 2D version of this paper. For readers usiupbe
Reader 8.0 or higher, we recommend viewing the 3D versioithwh
includes 3D interactive copies of Figures 11 and 12. Figdresind

12 can be downloaded as ancillary files from astro-ph, whilke t
complete paper with embedded 3D plots should also be availab
from http://www.6dfgs.net/vfield/veldata.pdf .]

The velocity field of galaxies exhibits deviations from Higb
flow induced by inhomogeneities in the large scale distiduof
matter. By studying the galaxy peculiar velocity field, we ex-
plore the large scale distribution of matter in the localense and
so test cosmological models and measure cosmological péeesn

The measurement of galaxy peculiar velocities involve$-eva
uating both the redshifts and distances of galaxies, angatiny
the residual component of the velocity that is not accoufiedy
Hubble flow. The peculiar velocity is defined as

@)

where the peculiar redshift,. is related to the observed redshift

Upee = CZpec

(© 0000 RAS

Zobs @nd the redshift due to the Hubble flaw through
(1+ Zobs) = (1+ 28) (1 + Zpec) - @

(Seé Harrisdh 1974.) At low redshifts, the peculiar velpajpprox-
imates to

HoD 3)

where H, is the Hubble constant an? is the galaxy’s comoving
distance. Throughout this paper, we use the exact reldfiguation
2) rather than this approximation.

VUpee = CZobs — CZH = CZobs —

The measurement of the peculiar velocities thus depends on
the use of redshift-independent distance indicators. Mhstance
indicators have been used over the years|(see JacobV e9alfdr9
an overview of several of these indicators), but the two tzate
yielded the largest number of distance measurements afeitlye
Fisher relation (TF|_Tully & Fisher 1977) and the Fundamenta
Plane relation (FP; Dressler eflal. 1987, Djorgovski & DA@87).

The former is a scaling relation for late-type galaxies thairesses
the luminosity as a power law function of rotation velocitthe
latter is a scaling relation for galaxy spheroids (inclgdspiral
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bulges) that expresses the effective radius as a power+lasupt
of effective surface brightness and central velocity disioe.

The earliest wide-angle peculiar velocity surveys inctude
several hundred galaxies. Many of these surveys were c@uhlxn

IRadburn-Smith, Lucey, & Hudsoh (2004). Ma, Branchini, & fico
(2012), and_Turnbull et all (2012). The density/velocityldiee-
constructions have also been derived using galaxy samples s
lected from the 2MASS XSC catalo tlal. 2000), e.g.

create the Mark Il catalog (Willick et &l. 1995, Willick et/ 4996,
\Willick et al!

[1997). The earliest FP peculiar velocity seys to in-

IPike & Hudsohi(2005). Erdogdu et al. (2006). Lavaux et &11(9),
[Davis et al. -1) Recently Erdogdu et al. (2014, suledjitus-

clude more than 1000 galaxies were ENEAR (da Costallet al.l, 2000 ing the deepef; = 11.75 limited version of the 2MASS Redshift

Bernardi et al. _2002), EFAR| (Colless et al. 2001, Saglialet al
@), and the Streaming Motions of Abell Clusters survey

(Hudson et di. 2001). The earliest TF peculiar velocity sysvof

comparable size were a set of overlapping surveys condumted

Glovanelll Haynes, and coIIaborators (e.g.. Giovanelile1994,

The largest TF survey used for peculiar velocity studiesate d
(and the largest single peculiar velocity survey publisinetil now)
is the SFI++ surveyl (Masters et al. 2006, Springob Et al. [p007
which included TF data for 5000 galaxies (much of which came
from the earlier SFI, SCI, and SC2 surveys). SFI++ has been in
cluded, along with other surveys using additional techesqunto
yet larger catalogs of peculiar velocities, such as the toE

Survey (2MRS 12), have derived an updated re
construction of the 2MASS density/velocity field.

The various density and velocity field reconstructions éte a
to recover all of the familiar features of large scale stites ap-
parent in redshift surveys, though there are some disagnetsmat
smaller scales. Additionally, the question of whether te®eity
field reconstructions can replicate the full CMB dipole rémsain-
resolved, and the degree of agreement between the dipoleof t
observed velocity field and bothCDM predictions and the re-
constructed velocity fields from redshift surveys remamdispute
(e.g. Feldman, Watkins, & Huddon 2010; Nusser & Davis P011)

Deeper redshift and peculiar velocity surveys could help to
resolve these issues and give us a better understanding ob$h
mography of the local universe. Most of the deeper surveysate

POSITE sample_(Watkins, Feldman, & Hudson 2009) and the Ex- include either a very small number of objects or heterogesise-

tragalactic Distance Databamoog).

Peculiar velocity surveys have long been used for cosmo-
logical investigations. In addition they have also beendute
study the cosmography of the local universe. Because tha-exi
ing sample of galaxy peculiar velocities remains sparse ntbst
detailed cosmographic description of the velocity field basn
confined to the nearest distances. Most significantly, thento
Flows surveyl(Courtois, et al. 2011, Courtois, Tully, & Hedeali
[2011) has been used to investigate the cosmography of theityel
field within 3000 km s (Courtois et al._2012). This has now been
extended with the followup Cosmic Flows 2 survt al
@). Cosmographic descriptions of the velocity field aterdis-
tant redshifts have been made, though the sampling of therlar
volumes is sparse (e.@oo4). Perhaps theemos
tensive examination of the cosmography of the local unevéos
somewhat higher redshifts was done by Theureaul &t al./(2069)
looked at the velocity field out to 8000 km Susing the Kinematics
of the Local Universe sample (Theureau et al. 2005, andeeters
therein).

One focus of study has been the comparison of peculiar ve-

locity field models derived from redshift surveys to the olied
peculiar velocity field. Early comparisons involved modeésed
on the expected infall around one or more large attractars, (e
Lynden-Bell et al| 1988, Han & Mould 1990, Mould ef al. 2000).
The subsequent advent of large all-sky redshift surveysvalil
various authors to reconstruct the predicted velocity fietn
the redshift space distribution of galaxies, treating yvedivid-
ual galaxy as an attractor. That is, the velocity field wamec
structed under the assumption that the galaxy density fiatobt
the underlying matter density field, assuming a linear baaame-
terb = d,4/0m, Whered, andd,, represent the relative overdensity
in the galaxy and mass distributions respectively.

Early attempts to compare the observed peculiar veloc-
ity field to the field predicted by large all-sky redshift sur-
veys include_Kaiser et All (1991), Shaya, Tully, & Pierce9A)9
Hudsoh [(1994), and Davis. Nusser, & Willick_(1996). Subse-
quent studies exploited the deeper density/velocity fieldon-
struction of the IRAS Point Source Catalogue Redshift Sur-
vey (PSCz| Saunders et Al. 2000) by Branchini kt al. (1998), e
INusser et al. (2001), Branchini et al. (2001), Hudson e2104),

lection criteria. Real gains can be made from a deep peaglac-
ity survey with a large number of uniformly selected objebighis
paper, we present the results from just such a survey: thegfed
Field Galaxy Survey (6dFGS).

6dFGS is a combined redshift and peculiar velocity survey of
galaxies covering the entire southern skybat> 10° (Jones et al.
12004, Jones et El. 2005, Jones et al. 2009). The redshisimy
cludes more than 125,000 galaxies and the peculiar velsaity
sample (hereafter 6dFGSv) include4.0,000 galaxies, extending
in redshift tocz ~ 16,000 kms~*. This is the largest peculiar ve-
locity sample from a single survey to date.

The peculiar velocities are derived from FP data for these
galaxies. The spectroscopic observations were made wathJkh
Schmidt Telescope, and photometric observations come fnem
Two Micron All-Sky Survey (2MASS) Extended Source Catalog
IO). When plotted in the 3-dimensionahpeater
space with axes = log(Re), s = log(oo), andi = log(le),
where R., oo, and I. represent effective radius, central velocity
dispersion, and effective surface brightness respegytitre¢ galax-
ies lie along a plane that can be expressed in the form

r=as+bi+c 4)

wherea, b andc are observationally derived constants. Because
is a distance-dependent quantity while betand: are essentially
distance-independent, the FP can be used as a distancatamndic
with the galaxy’s FP offset along thedirection providing a mea-
sure of its peculiar velocity.

The final data release for 6dFGS redshifts was presented
by MI.@M). The data release for the FP parameters
was| Campbell et all (20114). The fitting of the FP is describgd b
IMagoulas et d1.[(2012), while the stellar population treiri$P
space were examined by Springob étlal. (2012).

In this paper, we present the method for deriving the peculia
velocities for the 6dFGSv galaxies, and we provide an oegrvi
of the peculiar velocity cosmography, which will inform tkes-
mological analyses that we will undertake in future pap€hese
papers include a measurement of the growth rate of structure
4) and measurements of the bulk flow, défing
ferent methods (Magoulas et al., in prep., Scrimgeour gsab-
mitted).

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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This paper is arranged as follows. In Section 2 we describe

by the grouping algorithm outlined by Magoulas et al. (20E2yr

both the 6dFGSv dataset and the 2MRS and PSCz predicted ve-these galaxies, we use the redshift distance of the groulustec,

locity fields to which we will compare our results. In Sectidn
we describe the fitting of the FP and in Section 4 we describe th
derivation of the peculiar velocities. In Section 5 we dsswour
adaptive kernel smoothing, and the resulting 6dFGSv cosarog
phy. Our results are summarized in Section 6.

2 DATA
2.1 6dFGSv Fundamental Plane data

The details of the sample selection and data reduction ae pr
sented in_Magoulas etlal. (2012) ahd Campbell etlal. (201%). |
brief, the 6dFGSv includes all 6dFGS early-type galaxiethwi
spectral signal-to-noise ratios greater than 5, helioergédshift
znetio < 0.055, velocity dispersion greater than 112 km's and
J-band total magnitude brighter tham, = 13.65. The galaxies
were identified as ‘early-type’ by matching the observedspen,

via cross-correlation, to template galaxy spectra. Thelyde both
ellipticals and spiral bulges (in cases where the bulgetfiks6dF
fibre). Each galaxy image was subsequently examined by age, a

where the group redshift is defined as the median redshifalfor
galaxies in the group.

Several changes have been made to the 6dFGS catalog
since the earliest 6dFGS FP papers, Magoulas et al. [(201R) an
Springob et dl. [(2012), were published. First, the velodity-
persion errors are now derived using a bootstrap technique.
Second, the Galactic extinction corrections are appliethgus

the values given by Schlafly & Finkbeiner (2011) rather than
ISchlegel, Finkbeiner, & Davis (1998). Thirg, 100 galaxies with
photometric problems (e.g., either 2MASS processing retday
substantial part of the target galaxy or the presence ofamgtr
core asymmetry indicated multiple structures) have berroved
from the sample. These revisions are discussed in greatsr g
Campbell et dl. (2014). Following these changes, the Fuedgah
Plane has been re-fit, and the revised FP is discussed iro®&cti
The 6dFGSVv sky distribution is shown in Figure 1. Each point
represents a 6dFGSv galaxy, color-coded by redshift. As lsees,
6dFGSVy fills the Southern Hemisphere outside the Zone ofdAvoi
ance. Figure 2 shows the redshift distribution for 6dFG8thie
CMB frame (which we use throughout the rest of this paper). As
the figure makes clear, the number of objects per unit redishif

galaxies were removed from the sample in cases where the mor-creases up to the redshift limit of the sample. The mean itdsh

phology was peculiar, the galaxy had an obvious dust lantheor
fibre aperture was contaminated by the galaxy’s disk (if gmgs
or by a star or another galaxy.

the sample is 11,175 knmv'$. Note that a complete, volume-limited
sample would have a quadratic increase in the number of tshjec
per redshift bin, and thus a mean redshift of 12,090 ki sr 0.75

We have also removed from the sample several hundred galax-times the limiting redshift.

ies within the heliocentric redshift limit ofne.0 = 0.055 that
nonetheless have recessional velocities greater thagdkm s *

in the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) reference frame. W
do this because our peculiar velocity analysis is done irCikis
frame, and we wish the survey to cover a symmetric volumedh th
frame. Since the initial survey redshift limit was made ie tire-
liocentric frame, we must limit the sample to 16,120 km $n the
CMB frame in order to have a uniform redshift limit across skg.
The final sample has 8885 galaxies.

Velocity dispersions were measured from the 6dFGS spec-
tra, using the Fourier cross-correlation metho
). The method involves convolving the galaxy spectwith
a range of high signal-to-noise stellar templates, whichevetso
observed with the 6dF spectrograph. From that cross-etect!
spectrum, we measure the velocity dispersion. As we demaiast
in ICampbell et dl.[(2014), in cases where a galaxy's velodigy
persion has been previously published in the literature,noea-
surements are in good agreement with the literature values.

The apparent magnitudes were taken from the 2MASS Ex-
tended Source CatanOOO). We have detied
angular radii and surface brightnesses from the 2MASS image
J-, H-, and K-bands for each of the galaxies in the sampléngak
the total magnitudes from the 2MASS catalog, and then mesgsur
the location of the isophote that corresponds to the hdif ligdius.
Surface brightness as defined here is then taken to be thegaver
surface brightness interior to the half light radius. WethseJ-band
values here, as they offer the smallest photometric erfgain, as
shown in_ Campbell et all (2014), in cases where previousty pu
lished photometric parameters are available, our measuntsnare
in good agreement.

For the purpose of fitting the Fundamental Plane, the angular
radii have been converted to physical radii using the amgliéan-
eter distance corresponding to the observed redshift irCtti&
frame. 2666 of the galaxies are in groups or clusters, asetkfin

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0Q, 000—-000

2.2 Reconstructed velocity fields

We wish to compare our observed velocity field to reconsgdict
velocity field models derived from the redshift space disttion
of galaxies, under the assumption that the matter distobuitaces
the galaxy distribution. We present here two different gijofield
reconstructions, one derived from the 2MASS Redshift Surve
(Erdogdu et al., submitted), and one derived from the PS€z s
vey (Branchini et gl. 1999). In a future paper, we will alsonpare
the observed velocity field to other reconstructions, iditig the
2M++ reconstruction (Lavaux & Hudson 2011). This followsrCa
rick et al. (submitted), who have made such a comparisondsatw
2M++ and SFI++.

2.2.1 2MRS reconstructed velocity field

At present, one of the largest and most complete reconstiue-
locity fields is derived from galaxies in the 2MASS Redshiit\&y
(2MRS). In the final data release (Huchra éfal. 2012), the 3VR
consists of redshifts for 44,699 galaxies with a magnituiehét lof

K, = 11.75 (with a significant fraction of the southern hemisphere
redshifts coming from 6dFGS). The zone of avoidance for &me-s
ple varies with Galactic longitude, but lies at roughly~ 5 — 8°,
and the sample covefsdl % of the sky. We thus make use of the
2MRS reconstructed density and velocity fields of Erdogtale
(2014, submitted; updated from_Erdogdu €t al. 2006) whisksu
the 2MRS redshift sample to recover the linear theory ptixtis
for density and velocity.

The method of reconstruction is outlined [in_Erdogdu ét al.
), where it was applied to a smaller 2MRS sample of ZD,86
galaxies with a brighter magnitude limit g, = 11.25 and a
median redshift of 6000 km's. The method closely follows that
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Figure 1. Distribution of 6dFGSv galaxies in Galactic latitudg gnd longitude ), shown in an equal-area Aitoff projection. Individual @xies are color-
coded by their redshift. The 6dFGSv galaxies fill the southemisphere apart froat10° about the Galactic plane. Some of the large scale struciures

the 6dFGSv volume are also indicated.

of[Fisher et al.[(1995) and relies on the assumption that tiéem
distribution traces the galaxy distribution in 2MRS, witbias pa-
rameter3 = Q%% /b that is assumed to take the value 0.4 for the
2MRS sample. The density field in redshift space is deconthbose
into spherical harmonics and Bessel functions (or FoBiessel
functions) and smoothed using a Wiener filter. The velociydfi

is derived from the Wiener-filtered density field by relatthg har-
monics of the gravity field to those of the density field (irelam the-
ory). The reconstruction gives velocity vectors on a griguper-
galactic cartesian coordinates with gridpoints spaced by ‘8Vipc
and extending to a distance of 280 ' Mpc from the origin in each
direction. (» is the Hubble constant in units of 100 km'sMpc™.)

[Erdogdu et &l.1(2006) explore the issue of setting boundary

conditions in the density and velocity field reconstructi@ne
must make some assumptions about the calibration of the re-
constructed density field. The density/velocity field restomction
used in this paper defines the logarithmic derivative of travig
tational potential to be continuous along the surface ofsiiteere

of radius 200k~ *Mpc. This is the “zero potential” boundary con-
dition, as described in the aforementioned papers. Forfagilr
smooth, homogeneous universe, one would then expect tiiat bo
the mean overdensity and mean peculiar velocity within ines-

cal survey volume would also be zero. However, because giahe
ticular geometry of local large scale structure, both oséhguan-
tities deviate slightly from zero. The mean overdensityhwit200
h~*Mpc is found to bes = 40.09 (with an rms scatter of 1.21),
and the mean line-of-sight velocity is found to be +66 km(vith

an rms scatter of 266 kns). (Here,d represents the local mat-
ter density contrast.) In contrast to what one might naiesipect,
the slightly positive mean value éfinduces a positive value to the
mean line-of-sight peculiar velocity. This occurs becamsay of
the largest structures lie at the periphery of the surveymel

For comparison with our observed velocities, we convert the
2MRS velocity grid from real space to redshift space. Eaelre
space gridpoint is assigned to its corresponding positigedshift

600

00

Ngals N

200

5000

10°
cz [km s!]

Figure 2. Redshift distribution of galaxies in 6dFGSv in the CMB refiece
frame. The bin width is 500 knTs'.

space, and resampled onto a regularly spaced grid in rédgphite.
The points on the redshift-space grid arg 2'Mpc apart, and we
have linearly interpolated the nearest points from the aid gnto
the new grid to get the redshift space velocities.

Because the real-space velocity field is Weiner-filtered ent
coarsely sampled grid with B~*Mpc spacing, there are no appar-
ent triple-valued regions in the field. That is, there areined of
sight along which the conversion from real space to redshéice
becomes confused because a single redshift correspontiseto t
different distances, as can happen in the vicinity of a lakgaden-
sity. For triple-valued regions to appear in a grid witth 8' Mpc

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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spacing one would need velocity gradients as large as 800kms [Fairall & Woudk (2005), among others, we highlight the piosis
between adjacent points in the grid, and this does not oaogr a  of the Cetus Supercluster, Eridanus Cluster, Sculptor,Wasilira-

where in the velocity field. While the actual velocity fieldlgre- Centaurus Supercluster, Shapley Supercluster, and Hyofte
sumably include such triple-valued regions around rictstelts, Reticulum Supercluster. Note that we mark multiple ovesitees
they have been smoothed out in this model. for a single structure in two cases: We mark both of the twonmai

overdensities of the Shapley Supercluster (as identifi
m), and four overdensities of the Sculptor Wall. The figarin-
2.2.2 PSCz reconstructed velocity field dicative only, since superclusters are extended objectsvarhave

An alt ti tructi f the density and velocistd is of marked them as points. Nonetheless, the points marked digthe
h alternative reconstruction of the density and velocijds s of- ure provide a useful guide in the discussion in Section 5.ih.2

fsered bwg%%mn?flﬁtl% 9), whoPn;ake Lge of dthe lF:Als Zg'ono which we will compare the locations of these superclusterthé
P(;Lé:rcg lada 0915 5eog ! | urvey 'éh Zﬂ aun erO p a‘ll'h )features of the observed and predicted velocity fields.
Z Includes L5, galaxies, wibum flux feo > 0.6. The A few points that should be made in examining this compari-

;sgrvey tc?versé4% c;f thle tstk)(; W|thSmos}30f thﬁ_ ”_“'ss"l‘g sgy_ arlfa son of the two models: 1) The Shapley Supercluster appedhg as
ying at low Galactic latitudes. (See Branchiniefial. 1958- most prominent overdensity within 150 »~'Mpc, particularly in

ure 1J) While the number of galaxies is far .few.er than in 2MRS, the 2MRS model. 2) There is no one particular region of the sky
Erdogdu et al.[(2006) shows that the redshift hlstograr_rpsjmf that shows an unusually strong deviation between the twoefsod
far more slowly for .PSC? than for 2MRS, S0 that the discrepanc Rather, the deviations between the models are scatteressatre
|ane number of objects is not as great at dllstarllces 060 — 150 sky, with the largest differences appearing on the outskiftthe
h™"Mpc, wher_e most of our GqFGSV galaxies lie. survey volume 3) The plot illustrates what was stated in tlegip

The _densny and_velocny fl_elds were reconstructed from PSCz ous subsection: The scatter in densities (and velocises)mewhat
by spherical hgrmonlc expansion, based on a method.pr.oﬂnysed larger in the 2MRS model than the PSCz model, meaning that the
lNu§_s_e_r_&_Dawb|_(19_94) The m_ethod uses _the fa(_:t that, infitien former model includes more overdense superclusters ane amar
ory, th_e velocity field in _redshlft space 1 lrrotat|9ng|ﬂa$o may derdense voids. This may suggest that the fiducial valyg tbiat
be derlved from ayelouty potential. The potentlall IS ex!mhm was assumed for the 2MRS model is too large, or that the filucia
sp_h(_arlcal harmonics, <_':1nd the v_alues of t_he SthI’IC?J halooon value of 5 assumed for the PSCz model is too small. We explore
efficients are then Qer|yed_, again assuming a mapping bqtthee that possibility in greater detail in a future paper (Magsuét al.
PSCz galaxy redshift distribution and the matter distrdtwith a in prep.).
bias parametef = 0.5. The reconstruction gives velocity vectors While Figure 3 shows that the familiar features of largelsca
on asupe_rgalactic cartesian grid with spac_in_gh.’ZSMpc, e_xten_d- structure are apparent in both models, we can also ask whethe
ing to a distance 018(.) h 1.MPC from the origin in eaph direction. the two model density fields predict similar peculiar velies on
Th_e mean overdensity within t_he survey \_/olumeri_ls: __0‘11 the scale of individual gridpoints. In Figure 4, we show camt
(with an rms scatter of 1.11), with a mean line-of-sight véipof plots of 2MRS model velocities plotted against PSCz model ve

—1 - —
*79 kms - (with a;]n fms scatt;er (.)f 15(.5d|;m S)- | dshif locities for all gridpoints out to 16,120 knTsthe redshift limit
We convert the PSCz velocity grid from real space to redshift ¢« -co o, nearby points{ < 8000 kms ') the veloci-

space, using the same procedure used to construct the 2MRS Velies in the two models are, as expected, positively cordlatith

locity field;l-l owWever, in thi§ instanpe, the yelocity gridessthg a slope close to unity. However at larger distances the ledioa
same 2.8 .l\/.lpc 9”9' spacing t.hat. IS u;ed in the real space field. grows weaker, mainly because the number of galaxies is asiog
Wh'k.a the original grid spacing Is finer m_the PSCz recgrrs_ttnm rapidly with redshift for both surveys (again, see the corispa in
than in the 2MRS reconstructian, Branchini et al. (1999)imines . 2006). At redshifts 6f 12,000 kms 'or greater

the problem of triple-valued regions by collapsing galaxiéthin (where rou o A
. ; ghly half of our 6dFGSV galaxies lie), there isuaily
clusters, and applying a method dewsedmmmsl no correlation between the velocities of the two models erstiale

determine the locations of galaxies along those lines ditsig of individual grid points. This is because the PSCz survepan
ticular has very sparse sampling at these distances andisavgy
smoothed.

2.2.3 Comparing the model density fields

The two model density fields are shown in Figure 3. In the left

column, along four different slices of SGZ, we show the recon 3 FITTING THE FUNDAMENTAL PLANE
structed 2MRS density field. (SGX, SGY, and SGZ are the three
cardinal directions of the supergalactic cartesian coetéi sys-
tem, with SGZ=0 representing the supergalactic plane.)fighe We employ a maximum likelihood method to fit the FP, similar
has been smoothed using a 3D Gaussian kernel, which we explai to the method developed by Colless et al. (2001)/and Saggik et
in greater detail in Section 5, when we apply this smoothihg a  (2001) to fit the EFAR sample. The method is explained in tietai
gorithm to the velocity field. In the central column, we shdwe t Magoulas et al! (2012), but summarized below.

smoothed PSCz field, and in the right column, we show the ratio As MI.@M) noted, when plottedriz-i space,

of the 2MRS and PSCz densities. We only show gridpoints with early-type galaxies are well represented by a 3D Gauss&n-di
distances out to 161.2~'Mpc, the distance corresponding to the  bution. This was shown to be true for 6dFGSet al.

3.1 Maximum likelihood methodology

6dFGSyv limiting redshift of 16,120 km's. M). (See, e.g., Figure 9 from that paper.) Our maximuae li
In this figure, we also plot the positions of several indiabu lihood method then involves fitting the distribution of géks in
Southern Hemisphere superclusters, as identified in th&8dEd- r-s-i space to a 3D Gaussian, where the shortest axis is orthogonal

shift survey. Based on the features identifiem @), to the FP and characterises the scatter about the planes thieil
which itself relies on superclusters identified@i@) and other two axes fit the distribution of galaxies within therga
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Figure 3. Gaussian smoothed versions of the 2MRS matter density fadt)l the PSCz matter density field (centre) and the logariof the ratio between
the 2MRS and PSCz densities (right) in four slices paratiethie supergalactic plane, covering the ranges (from topottoim) SGZ>+20h ! Mpc,
—20<SGZ<+20h~ 1 Mpc, —70<SGZ<—20h~! Mpc and SGZ —70h~! Mpc. Note tha® is the densitcontrast while 1 + § is the density in units of
the mean density of the universe. The slices are arrangduasthere are roughly equal numbers of 6dFGSv galaxies im é4ajor large-scale structures
are labelled: the Cetus Supercluster)( the Eridanus Clustery), the Horologium-Reticulum Supercluster)y, the Hydra-Centaurus Superclustér)(
the four most overdense regions of the Sculptor Wall, (and the two main overdensities of the Shapley Superelggtg Only gridpoints for which the
distance to the origin is less than 162 Mpc are displayed, so that the limiting distance shown heatehes the limiting redshift of 6dFGSv.

For this functional form, the probability densify(xx) of ob- mic form, this is
serving thenth galaxy at FP space position, can be computed 3 1
according to Magoulas etlal. (2012) equation 4, In(P(xn)) = — [5 In(27) +In(fn) + 5 In(|Z + Ea|)
- 1 _
Plx) = exp[—%iE(E + Enl) "Xn] 7 5) + 5%A (2 + En) " xal (6)
(2m)2 (2 + Enl> fn
whereX is the variance matrix for the 3D Gaussian describing the o o o
galaxy distributionE,, is the observational error matrix,, isthe ~ Theintrinsic 3D Gaussian distribution of galaxies in FPcepa
position in FP space given lfy—7, s—3, i—1), andy,, is a normali- is deflned. by the variance mqtrB, V\{hlch has eight parameters:
sation term depending on the Sample selection functiom(@iﬂs andb (Wh|Ch determine its O”enta“onﬁ, S, andz (Wh|Ch set the

with n subscripts are specific to the particular galaxy.) In Idgari ~ centroid), andr, o2, andos (which determine its extent), as given
by the relations provided hy Magoulas et al. (2012). Our maxh

likelihood fitting method involves finding the values of thighe
fitted parameters that maximize the total likelihood,

In(£) = In(P(xn)) . 7
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Figure 4. Contour plots, comparing the model velocities from 2MRS B&LCz, calculated at individual gridpoints for differendshift slices. The lower
right panel shows all gridpoints witte < 16,120 kms™!, which is the redshift limit of 6dFGSv. The remaining thrempls show subsets of this volume,
with redshift ranges written at the top of each panel. Thertalrs show the number of gridpoints found within a singlesthing length, which corresponds
to 40 kms ! x 40 kms™!. The white diagonal line in each panel shows the 1-to-1 lile note that while the velocities from the two models appedet
correlated at low redshift, that correlation fades way far gridpoints at higher redshift (where we find the bulk of 8dFGSv galaxies).

This is achieved by searching the parameter space with aWe thus do not include any corrections for stellar age, orathgr
non-derivative multi-dimensional optimization algorithcalled stellar population parameters, in the FP fitting done here.
BOBYQA (Bound Optimization BY Quadratic Approximation;
Powell 2005).

The method is described in detaillin Magoulas étlal. (2012). 3.2 Calibrating the FP zeropoint
However, as explained in Section 2.1 of this paper, the agtiahs
been revised since that paper was published. As a resuftitthg
method has been applied to the revised catalog, which yéelst
fit 6dFGS.J-band FP of

In the expressiom = as + bi + ¢, the value ofc gives us the
zeropoint, and the calibration of the relative sizes of thixgjes
depends on how one determines the value.oks we are using
the FP to measure peculiar velocities, it also gives us theppint

r = (1.438+0.023)s 4 (—0.887+0.008)¢ + (—0.108+0.047) of peculiar velocities (or more specifically, the zeropahioga-

8 rithmic distances). We need to make some assumption abeut th
wherer, s andi are in units of logh "' kpc], log[kms™'], and peculiar velocity field, in order to set the zeropoint of teétion.
log[Le pc?] respectively. For converting between physical and When we fit the FP ih Magoulas et al. (2012), for example, we as-
angular units, we assume a flat cosmology with = 0.3 and sumed that the average radial peculiar velocity of the dgeais
Qa = 0.7, though the specifics of the assumed cosmology affect zero.
the FP fit very weakly. For a large all-sky sample, the assumption that the average p

We should also note that in previous papers, we investigated culiar velocity of the sample is zero is equivalent to assnthat
the possibility of adding one or more additional parameterthe the velocity field includes no monopole term, since a monefah
FP fit. Magoulas et all (2012) investigated FP trends witth g error in the expansion rate given k) is completely degener-
rameters as environment and morpholagy. Springoblet al2(?0  ate with an offset in the FP zeropoint. As long as the galaaies
investigated the FP space trends with stellar populatioarpeters. evenly distributed across the whole sky, this assumptidy iom-
The only supplemental parameter with the potential to im@iaur pacts the velocity field monopole, and we can still measuybéri
FP fit was stellar age, as explained by Springob let al. (2G4@y- order multipoles. The situation is somewhat different ia tase
ever, as stated in that paper, while stellar age increases#iter of of a sample that only includes galaxies in one hemispheng; ho
the FP, the uncertainties on the measured ages of indiviguiak- ever. In this case, assuming that the mean velocity of thexged
ies are too large to allow useful corrections for galaxyatises. in the sample is zero means suppressing the polar compoftet o
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dipole. In the case of a southern hemisphere survey with aedlip
motion directed along the polar axis, for example, assurttiag
the mean velocity of the galaxies is zero corresponds tbreaihg
out the entire dipole.

this quantity that has a Gaussian error distribution. Tiiact ap-
plies to distance estimates using the FP, which is fit in litlgyauic
r-s-1 space.

However, because of the various selection effects and bras ¢

6dFGS is of course just such a hemispheric survey. We can rections, the probability distribution is not exactly Gsias in log-

essentially eliminate this FP calibration problem, howgifeve set

the zeropoint using only galaxies close to the celestiaghtmuSuch
a ‘great circle’ sample is, like a full-sphere sample, orégenerate
in the monopole—even if the velocity field includes a dipolighw
a large component along the polar direction, this compohast
negligible impact on the radial velocities of galaxies elde the

celestial equator.

How do we then set the zeropoint with such a great circle sam-
ple? Recall that the zeropointis not represented by any of the 8
parameters in our 3D Gaussian model alone. Rather, it isciifum
of multiple FP parameters (explicitly,= 7 — a5 — bi). However, if
we fix the other FP parameters to the fitted values for theetytaf
the sample, then the zeropoint is represented Byis is a quantity
that we measured to be= 0.184 + 0.005 for the whole sample.
However, because of degeneracies betwgen i, and the slopes
a andb, 0.005 dex does not represent the true uncertainty in the
zeropoint.

We define our equatorial sample as tNg = 3781 galaxies
with —20° < § < 0°, and fit the FP zeropoint) after fixing
the other coefficients that define the FRY, 5,7, 01, 02, o3) to the
best-fit values from the full sample. The best-fit value ofiean
effective radius for the equatorial subsample is 0.178. For this
equatorial sample, the uncertainty @rwould be 0.007 dex if we
were fitting for all 8 FP parameters. However, because wet@ins
all parameters except fot, the uncertainty is only 0.003 dex, and
this represents our uncertainty in the zeropoint of theimiaThis
measurement of the uncertainty assumes a Gaussian disnili
peculiar velocities in the great circle region, with no $glatorre-
lation.

Despite the fact that we have calibrated the zeropoint of the
FP relation using the galaxies in the rang20° < ¢ < 0°, to mit-
igate the possibility of a largdipole motion biasing the zeropoint,
we cannot rule out the possibility of monopolein the velocity
field within that volume creating such a bias. In SectionA.lue
explore the possibility of an offset in the zeropoint of tHe fela-
tion in greater detail.

Finally, we note that there is the potential for some biahén t
zeropoint due to the fact that20° < § < 0° is not exactly a great
circle. The extent of this bias depends on the size of the fibmuks
polar component relative to the mean velocity dispersiogabéx-
ies. If we assume that the mean velocity dispersion of gataid
~ 300 kms™!, then we estimate that a comparably large bulk flow
of ~ 300 kms™'along the celestial pole would introduce a bias of
0.0007 dex in the zeropoint. This is much smaller than oud®.0
dex uncertainty, however, anda300 km s~ tbulk flow along the
polar direction alone is most likely a pessimistically kvestimate.

4 DERIVING PECULIAR VELOCITIES
4.1 Bayesian distance estimation

When measuring a galaxy distance, authors typically dersiagle
number, along with its error. If the distance estimates za@aus-
sian distribution, these two numbers fully characterise globa-
bility distribution for the galaxy distance. However, itaffen more
natural to estimate the logarithm of the distance, pawidylif it is

arithmic distance. Thus in order to retain all the availabferma-

tion, we choose to calculate the full posterior probabititgtribu-

tions for the distance to each galaxy. This requires that ave fa
clear understanding of the definitions being used in theipusv
section.

We have referred to ‘Fundamental Plane space’, by which

we mean the 3D parameter space defined by andi. r, s and

i can be described either as observational parameters oicphys
parameters. That is, galaxy radius, velocity dispersiom sur-
face brightness are all clearly observational paramebersthey
are also (when defined appropriately) physical propertias the
galaxy possesses independent of any particular set ofvatbiers.
When we fit the FP we are simultaneously fitting an empirical-sc
ing relation of observable quantities for our particulampée and
deriving a scaling relation of physical quantities thatidddhold
for any similarly-selected sample.

There is, however, a distinction that needs to be made: .for
The observed quantity is actualty, or the physical radius (in log-
arithmic units) that the galaxy would have if it was at its gheidt
distance. (The actual observables here are angular radilised-
shift, butr, is a convenient and well-defined function of those ob-
servables.) Using the definition of angular diameter distaf*

(in logarithmic units), we have. — ry = d2 — d4, whered?
anddy are the logarithms of the angular diameter distances corre-
sponding (respectively) to the observed redshift of thexgabnd

the Hubble redshift (cf. equation 2 a tal. oQiaeq
tion 8). However, the relevant distance for our purposes, (for
measuring peculiar velocities) is logarithmic comovingtdnce,

d, which is related to logarithmic angular diameter distabge

d = d* +log(1 + z). Hence

r: —rg =d. —du —log[(1+42)/(1 + zn)] ©)

wherez is the observed redshift ang; is the redshift correspond-
ing to the Hubble distance of the galaxy. Tlhe[(1+2)/(1+zx)]
term thus accounts for the difference between angular denmdes-
tance and comoving distance. At this point, we define thetkand

Ar=r, —rg (20)
Ad=d. —dy (11)
Az =log[(1+2)/(1+ zm)] 12)

Our goal is to deriveP (d g ,n|7=,n, Sn, in ), Which is the probability
distribution of thenth galaxy’s comoving distancéz, given the
observational parameters (the galaxy’s size, assuming it is at the
distance corresponding to its observed redshiftandi. For any
given galaxy,-. andd. are observed directly, but; anddz must
be determined.

How then do we calculate the probability distribution fos-di
tance? Because equation 5 provides the probability digtoib of
physical radius for given values of velocity dispersion andace
brightness, the simplest approach available to us is toulzte
P(Arp|rz n, sn,in) Over an appropriate range dfr values, and
then use a transformation of variables to §&§Adn, |7 n, Sn,in)-
P(Arp|rz n, sn,in) is the posterior probability that the ratio of the
nth galaxy’s size at its redshift distance to its size at ite tomov-
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ing distance (in logarithmic units) ifr,,. P(Adn|rzn, Sn,in)
is the corresponding posterior probability for the ratio af-
moving distances for galaxy. Since the redshift of the galaxy
is given andd. is known, P(Ady|rz,n, Sn,in) iS €quivalent to
P(dH,n'Tz,'m Sn, Zn)

We implement this approach in the following manner:

(1) Specify the FP template relation using our fitted 3D Gaus-
sian model, as described by the eight parametets 7, s, 7, o1,

o2, andos. The best-fit values of these parameters are given in
IMagoulas et d1[(2012) for various samples and passbandshé&o

full J-band sample that we are using here, the best-fit values are:
a = 1438, b = —0.887, 7 = 0.178, 5 = 2.187, 7 = 3.175,

o1 = 0.047, o2 = 0.315, andos = 0.177. The value off was
specifically fit to the region-20° < ¢ < 0°, as explained in Sec-
tion 3.2.

(2) For each individual galaxy, loop through every possible
logarithmic comoving distancéy,, that the galaxy could have.
Distance is of course a continuous quantity, but in practieeare
limited to examining a finite number of possible distances.ddh-
sider 501 evenly spaced valuesfl,,, between -1.0 and +1.0 in
steps of 0.004 dex, and compute the corresponding valuAs:of
These steps correspondlith in relative distance.

(3) For each of these possible logarithmic ratios of radius,
use Bayes’ theorem to obtain the posterior distributiorttiernth
galaxy’s size as a function of the observables,
P(rzm, Sn,in|Arn) P(Ary)

P(7r2m, Sn,in)

P(Arp|rzm, Snyin) = (13)
Given our assumed physical raditig,, we can evaluat®(xy) in
equation 5, on the assumption tHatxn) = P(72n, Sn, in|ATx),
so long as th&, in question uses the physical radius corresponding
to the distancel x .. That is, while equation 5 is written in such a
way that it suggests that there is a single probability dgr3{xy)
for galaxyn, we now suggest that for galaxy, we must consider
many possible distances that the galaxy could be at, eachiohw
corresponds to a different radius and different

Having evaluatedP (7. n, $n, in|Ar,), we multiply by the
prior, P(Ar,,), assumed to be flat, and apply the proper normal-
ization (that is, normalizing the probabilities so that tb&l prob-
ability across all possible radii is unity), to give us thestasior
probability P(Ary|72.m, Snyin)-

(4) Convert the posterior probability distribution of size
P(Arp|rzn, Sn,in), to that of distances? (Adn|rz,n, Sn,in), DY
changing variables fromto d. To do so, we use the fact that

d[Ar,)
d[Ad,)

(14)

P(Ady,) = P(Ary)

Let us now defineD. ,, and Dy, as the linear comoving
distances of the galaxy in units of h~*Mpc, corresponding (re-
spectively) to the observed redshift and the Hubble retishihe
galaxy. That is, they are the linear equivalents of the litigauic
d=,» anddg,». From the chain rule, we have

dAr 1 dAz _ dAz dzyg dDg
dAd dAd

 dzy dDy dAd (15)
dAz/dzg anddDg /dAd can be evaluated relatively easily.
However, in order to evaluatéDy /dAd, we must examine the
relationship between redshift and comoving distance. masg a
standardACDM cosmology with(2,, = 0.3 andQ, = 0.7, we
numerically integrate the relations given |b;TH|o@999)get
the following low redshift approximation, relating the shift in

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0Q, 000—-000

km s~ 'to the comoving distance il Mpc:

cz ~ kiDy + koD% (16)

wherek; = 99.939 andk. = 0.00818. Evaluating the relevant
derivatives gives us

k1D + 2k D%

P(Adn) = P(Arn)(1 - =277

) 17)
with ¢ expressed in units of kms. We use this numerical ap-
proximation in computing the peculiar velocities for theF&S
galaxies, as it is extremely accurate over the range of iislsh
of interest. However we note that the approximate formula of
Lynden-Bell et al.[(1988) also provides adequate preciaifmhcan

be used with different cosmological models through its delpece
oNngqo.

The question of how to calculate the different normalizatio
terms f,, in equation 5 is addressed in the following subsection.
However, it should be noted that whether one needs to inthide
term at all depends on what precisely the probability distion in
guestion is meant to represent. If we were interested in tthieap
bility distribution of possible distances for each indiva galaxy
considered in isolation, then thfg term should be omitted. In this
case, however, we are computing the probability distrdsutf the
comoving distance corresponding to the redshift-spacgipoof
galaxyn, and so thef,, term must be included.

4.2 Selection bias

Malmaquist bias is the term used to describe biases origigdtom
the spatial distribution of obje024). lsuls from
the coupling between the random distance errors and theegpa
density distribution along the line of sight. There are twpets of
distance errors that one must consider. The first of thesehis- i
mogeneous Malmquist bias, which arises from local densitiav
tions due to large-scale structure along the line of sighis most
pronounced when one is measuring galaxy distances in raeésp
This is because the large distance errors cause one to eluysdax-
ies scattering away from overdense regions, creatingcatlfi in-
flated measurements of infall onto large structures. By resit
when the measurement is done in redshift space, the muckesmal
redshift errors mean that this effect tends to be negligi#e e.g.,
Strauss & Willick 1995).

For the 6dFGSv velocity field as presented in this paper,
we are measuring galaxy distances and peculiar velocitiesd-
shift space rather than real space. In this case, inhomogsne
Malmaquist bias is negligible, and the form of Malmquist bihat
we must deal with is of the second type, known as homogeneous
Malmaquist bias, which affects all galaxies independenfiyheir
position on the sky. It is a consequence of both (1) the volafne
fect, which means that more volume is covered within a givgia s
angle at larger distances than at smaller distances, artig2e-
lection effects, which cause galaxies of different lumities, radii,
velocity dispersions etc., to be observed with varyingleeécom-
pleteness at different distances. We note, however, tlff@reint
authors use somewhat different terminology, and the |atfect
described above is often simply described as ‘selectiasi.bia

The approach one takes in correcting for this bias depends in
part on the selection effects of the survey. If the seleaitects are
not well defined analytically, then the bias correction carcbm-

plicated, though still possible. For example, Freudlingle{1995)
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use Monte Carlo simulations to correct for Malmquist biashie
SFI samplel(Giovanelli et &l. 1994, Giovanelli et al. 1995).

In our case, however, we have explicit analytical expressio
for the intrinsic distribution of physical parameters, amdglicit
and well-defined selection criteria. It is thus possibleleast in
principle, to correct for selection bias analytically. Hower, as we
will see, in practice we are obliged to use mock samples fer th
purposes of evaluating the relevant integral.

Our bias correction involves applying an appropriate weigh
ing to each possible distance that the galaxy could be atierdo
account for galaxies at those distances that are not inglideur
sample due to our selection criteria. One complication & ter-
tain regions of FP space are not observed in our sample teechus
our source selection. The expression for the likelihootiweagive
in Equation 5 includes a normalization factfyr that ensures the
integral of P(xn) over all of FP space remains unity, even when
certain regions of FP space are excluded by selection cuts.

Let us consider one such selection effect. Suppose there is a

lower limit on s, which we calls..;, above which we observe all

galaxies and below which we observe none. Th¥x,) = 0 for

s < Scut, and P(xy) follows Equation 5 fors > sc.:. We must

include the normalization factgf, here, which in this case is
didsdr

el L

In practice, because’(dw,n|r>n,Sn,in) iS Normalized to 1
(across the range afx,, values for each galaxy), thé, only
comes into play if it varies for different distances. It thusns out

to be irrelevant in this case, becausis distance-independent and
scut dOes not change as a function of galaxy distance or peculiar
velocity.

We next consider what happens when, in addition tostbet,
we also have an apparent magnitude cut. At a particular ithgar
mic distanced, this corresponds to a cut in absolute magnitude,
Mt (d). At that distance, we observe all galaxies witlgreater
thans..: and M brighter than)M...:(d), whereas we miss all oth-
ers. A cut in absolute magnitude corresponds to a diagoriahcu
r-s-i space, since absolute magnitude is a function of bathds.
We can incorporate this cut into the equation farby integrating
i from —oo to oo, butr from rcu:(i) to oo, whererc...:(3) is the
radius at the surface brightnessorresponding td/c..

We can then rewrite the expression foras
Xn) didsdr

In= /rcm ) /swt / )

Unfortunately, there is no easy way to evaluate this infegra
analytically. We thus determing, using a large Monte Carlo sim-
ulation of a FP galaxy sample (with, = 10°) drawn from the
best-fit /-band FP values and our 6dFGS selection function. The
entire mock sample of galaxies is used to calculate the \&flyfe
as a function of distance, as seen in Figure 5.

Note that each galaxy has its own individual error mafily,
and we should be using the specifig matrix for galaxyn. How-
ever, running such ai, = 10° Monte Carlo simulation sepa-
rately for all~ 9000 galaxies is computationally impractical. As a
compromise, when we run the Monte Carlo simulation, we assig
measurement errors to every mock galaxy parameter acgotalin
the same algorithm specified for 6dFGS mock catalogs exgiain

in IMagoulas et al.[ (2012) Section 4. This treats the mockxyala

measurement errors as a function of apparent magnitude.

exp[ 0. 5xn (Z+ En) 1xn]

exp[—0.5%p (B + Ep)™*
(2m)15|2 + Ey|05

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

100 150
distance [h~'Mpc]

Figure 5. The normalization factor used to correct selection biasfasa
tion of distance, derived from a mock sample with 100,00@xjek.

P(log(D,/Dy),)

0
log(D,/Dy),

Figure 6. For ten randomly-chosen galaxies in 6dFGSv, we show the prob
ability density distribution ofAd,, = log(D-/Dm)n, which is the log-
arithm of the ratio of the comoving distance associated gilaxy n's
redshift to the true comoving distance of the galaxy. Theegeobability
distributions are represented by circles, whereas theoappations from
Equation 21 are represented by solid lines.

4.3 Peculiar Velocity Probability Distributions

In Figure 6 we show the posterior probability density disiri
tions as functions of logarithmic distance for ten randowtipsen
6dFGSv galaxies.

Because the probability distributions are nearly Gaussian
fit Gaussian functions to the distribution for each galaxy aal-
culate the mean valug\d) and the width of the Gaussian (and
thus, the error on the logarithmic distance ratio). While skew-
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ness of the distributions is sufficiently small that igngrinand as-
suming a simple Gaussian distribution should be adequatadet
cosmological applications, we do also calculate the patameor
each galaxy to characterize the skewnesdescribes the skewness
according to the Gram-Charlier series (see, @)lee
begin with the standard Gaussian distribution

o~ (Ad— (Ady)? /262

(Ad) (Ad, eq) T (20)
which is then modified to take the form
3
P(Ad) = G(Ad, eq) |1+ <<Ad - (Ad)) 3(Ad — (Ad))
€4 €4
(21)

To computen for galaxyn, we evaluatev,, ; in theith bin of Ad
for that galaxy, sampled across a subset of the same 501yevenl
spaced values between -1.0 and +1.0 that are describedtiorsec

{ PDF(Adn,:)

4.1:
— 1
G(Adn,i,€d,n) ]
{Adm —(Ad,)®  3(Ad

€d,n

Qn,i =

)

ni = (Adn))

€d,n

(22)

wherePDF(Ad., ;) is the probability density ahd,, ; for galaxy
n as described in Section 4.1, with the selection bias caorect
applied as in Section 4.2. This is calculated across theerghd) —
2eq < Ad < (Ad)+ 2¢q, but excluding the rang@Ad) —0.1eq <
Ad < (Ad) + 0.1eq because the function is undefined frl =
(Ad). The mean value ofv is -0.012, and it has &c scatter of
0.011.

The values of Ad), eq, anda are given in Table 1. The in-
terested reader can reconstruct the probability disiohatfrom
Equation 21. However, note that this is an approximationictvh
breaks down in the wings of the distribution, as it can yigldys-
ically impossible) negative values when the function apphes
zero. The reconstructed probability distributions fromuBiipn 21
for the ten galaxies shown in Figure 6 are represented irfithae
by solid lines.

Note that while we use the group redshift for galaxies found
in groups, we provide here the individual galaxy redshiftsTa-
ble 1 as well. As explained in Section 2.1, we refer the irstee
reader to_ Magoulas etlal. (2012) for a more detailed desoniptf
the grouping algorithm.

In Figure 7, we show the histogram of the probability-
weighted mean values of the logarithm of the ratio of redshs-
tance to Hubble distanc@&d,, for each of the 8885 galaxies in the
6dFGSv sample; put another way, this is the histogram of@xpe
tation values/Ad,). The mean of this distribution i$-0.005 dex,
meaning that we find that the peculiar velocities in the syma-
ume are very slightly biased towards positive values. Thesoat-
ter is 0.112dex, which corresponds to an rms distance efror o
26%. As explained in_Magoulas et al. (2012), one might ngivel
assume that the 29% scatter about the FP along-#hrds trans-
lates into a 29% distance error, but this neglects the fatttre
3D Gaussian distribution of galaxies in FP space is hot mieich
on the FP itself at fixed andi. The distance error calculated by

IMagoulas et dl.[ (2012) neglecting selection bias is 23%,thet

bias correction increases the scatter to 26%.

We note that while all of our analysis is conducted in loga-
rithmic distance units, some applications of the data mayire
conversion to linear peculiar velocities. The interestatler is in-
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11

600

00

Ngals N

200

-0.2

0 0.4
<log(D,/D,),>

Figure 7. Distribution of (Ady,) = (log(D. /Dy )n), the expectation val-
ues of the logarithm of the ratio of redshift distance to HeladistanceAd,,
for each of the 8885 galaxies in the 6dFGSv sample.

vited to convert these logarithmic distance ratios accwigl ac-
counting for the fact that the measurement errors are logaoin
peculiar velocity units. Further elaboration on this pasrrovided
in Appendix A.

5 PECULIAR VELOCITY FIELD COSMOGRAPHY

In a future paper we will perform a power spectrum analysithen
peculiar velocity field in order to extract the full statestl infor-
mation encoded in the linear velocity field. In this papemvaeer,
we display the data in such a way as to illuminate these @orrel
tions, and to give us a cosmographic view of the velocity figie
approach this goal using adaptive kernel smoothing.

We impose a 3D redshift-space grid in supergalactic camesi
coordinates, with gridpoints 4~ Mpc apart. At each gridpoint
we compute adaptively smoothed velocities from both the 3MR
predicted field and the 6dFGSv observed field using the fellow
ing procedure. It draws on methods userﬂl%) a
[Ebeling, White, & Rangarajan (2006), but we have adjustedeh
approaches slightly to produce smoothing kernels thatverage,
lie in the range~ 5 — 10 h~"Mpc, as that appears to highlight the
features of the velocity field around known features of lasgale
structure most effectively.

If v(r;) is the logarithmic line-of-sight peculiar velocity of
gridpoint: at redshift-space positior, then our smoothing algo-
rithm definesv(r;) according to the relation

N; —rr; i/2 _—3
> livjcostje iR

N.
i —rri /2 3
Sl e alte

where:o; is the smoothing length of the 3D Gaussian kernel for
galaxyj; 6;,; is the angle between thevectors for the gridpoint

i and galaxyj; andrr; ; is the square of the distance between the
gridpoint ¢ and galaxy; in units of o;. The index;j is over the
N; galaxies in the sample for whiatr; ; < 9 (i.e. those galaxies
within 3 smoothing lengths of gridpoin).

v(r;) =

(23)

e
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Table 1. 6dFGSv logarithmic distance ratios, and associated paeasielhe columns are as follows: (1) source name in 6dFGSogate; (2, 3) right
ascension and declination (J2000); (4) individual galadshift in the CMB reference frame; (5) group redshift in @B reference frame, in cases where
the galaxy is in a group (set to -1 for galaxies not in grou(®)group identification number (set to -1 for galaxies nagiiaups); (7) the logarithmic distance
ratio (Ad) = (log(D-/Dyr)); (8) the error on the logarithmic distance ratiq, derived by fitting a Gaussian function to thel probability distribution;
(9) the skew in the fit of the Gaussian functien,calculated using Equation 22. The full version of this ¢aiBlavailable as an ancillary file, and will also be
made available omww.6dfgs.net

6dFGS name R.A. Dec. CZgal CZgroup ~ group number  (Ad) €4 «a
[deg.] [deg.] [kms1] [kms™1] [dex] [dex]

(1) (2 3) 4 (5) (6) (") (8) 9)
g0000144-765225 0.05985 -76.8736 15941 -1 -1 +0.1039 6.1290.0200
g0000222-013746  0.09225 -1.6295 11123 -1 -1  +0.0870 0.095@.0066
g0000235-065610  0.09780 -6.9362 10920 -1 -1 +0.0282 0.1078.0116
g0000251-260240 0.10455  -26.0445 14926 -1 -1 +0.0871 6.1060.0111
g0000356-014547  0.14850 -1.7632 6956 -1 -1 -0.0743 0.1166.0112
g0000358-403432  0.14895 -40.5756 14746 -1 -1 -0.0560 @.1530.0217
g0000428-721715 0.17835 -72.2874 10366 -1 -1 -0.0486 6.1120.0135
g0000459-815803  0.19125 -81.9674 12646 -1 -1 -0.0131 0.1260.0153
g0000523-355037  0.21810 -35.8437 15324 14646 1261  -0.0209145 -0.0083
g0000532-355911  0.22155 -35.9863 14725 14646 1261  +0.04@1077 -0.0098

The smoothing length; is defined to be a function of a fidu-

cial kernelo’ and a weighting depending on the local density 1500 P
1
N 2
Ind; /N r 7
o = %" exp(21:1 no;/N) (24)
(5]' B 7
where | ]
1000 -
Ny | |
5=y e i/ (25)
k=1 s | i
z

andrr; i, is the square of the distance between galaxiasd in
units ofo’. The summation ok is over theN,, galaxies within 3’
of galaxyj, while the summation ohis over all N galaxies in the 500 -
survey. Thus the bracketed term in Equation 24 is the measitgien 3
for all galaxies divided by the local densidy. In our case, we set L
o’ =10 h~* Mpc, though we find that the actual smoothing length
o; depends fairly weakly on the fiducial length. The histogram

of smoothing lengths is shown in Figure 8. The mean smoothing
length is{o;) = 8.2 h™*Mpc. 0 10 20 30

smoothing length o, [h-'"Mpc]

Figure 8. Distribution of smoothing lengthss;, for all 6dFGSv galaxies,
5.1 Features of the velocity field following Equation 24.

In Figures 9 and 10, we show the reconstructed 2MRS and PSCz
velocity fields alongside the 6dFGS observed field. In eacle,ca
the velocity field has been smoothed, using the adaptiveekern the velocity field on large scales

smoothing described above. In F|g.ure.9, the fogr panels @fefh ) In addition to displaying the velocity fields in SGZ slicesmas
column show the smoothed velocity field predicted by 2MRS, in 165 9 and 10, we would also like to view the fields in a fully

slices of SGZ. The fqur panels in the central column show the o 3D manner. Figure El].shows the smoothed 3D 6dFGSV peculiar
served 6dFGS velocity field, smoothed in the same manner. Thevelocity field

four panells !n tfheldrightdc?]Iumg show tlhe _dif:frﬁjncg betwdrm; tl We note that because of the adaptive smoothing, the mean
2MRS velocity field and the 6dFGS velocity field. Figure 10-fo error on theAd value for a given gridpoint is relatively uniform

lows Fhe same format, but with the PSCz field in, pla}ce O,f 2MRS. 4cross the survey volume. We find that the mean error, avérage
That is, the left column corresponds to the velocity fielddprted

by PSCz, and the right column corresponds to the differemee b
tween the PSCz field and the 6dFGS field. In each case the color-; In the 3D version of this paper, this plot is an interactive @Bual-

coding gives the mean smoothed IOgarith_miC distance rato-a _ization, generated using custom C code and the S2PLOT gsajpibiary
aged over SGZ at each (SGX,SGY) position. We note that while (Bames et 4l 2006) following the approach describell im8

and 10 that both models make qualitatively similar preditgi for

& =

Figure 4 showed that the correlation between the 2MRS andPSC (2008). View and interact with this 3D figure using Adobe Reradersion
model velocities weakens at higher redshifts, we see inrEg@ 8.0 or higher.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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Figure 9. Adaptively smoothed versions of the reconstructed 2MR®8ciil field, as derived by Erdogdu et al. (submitted) (lefife observed 6dFGS
velocity field (centre) and the observed 6dFGS field minu2M&S reconstruction (right), in the same four slices of SGat aare displayed in Figure 3.
In each case, the velocity field is given in logarithmic dist units (\d = log(D-/Dp ), in the nomenclature of Section 4.1), as the logarithm of the

ratio between the redshift distance and the true Hubblamtst As shown in

the colorbars for each panel, redder (bbodors correspond to more positive

(negative) values of\d, and thus more positive (negative) peculiar velocitiesdi@rints are spaced 4~ Mpc apart.

over all gridpoints, is 0.02 dex in the 3D grid. However, hesm=
Figures 9 and 10 involve additional averaging of gridpaqiirtghat
we collapse the grid onto four SGZ slices, the mewd error in
those plots is 0.009. Thus features in that plot that varyebg than
~ 0.009 may simply be products of measurement uncertainties.

5.1.1 \Velocity field ‘monopole’

One must be careful in defining the terminology of the velocit
moments when considering an asymmetric survey volume, asich
the hemispheric volume observed by 6dFGS. In general, tlotize
order moment of the velocity field, or ‘monopole’, cannot beam
sured by galaxy peculiar velocity surveys. This is becabeecl-
ibration of the velocity field usually involves an assumptabout
the zeropoint of the distance indicator which is degenertie a
monopole term. The same logic applies to velocity field retare-
tions, such as the 2MRS and PSCz reconstructions used ipahis
per.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0Q, 000—-000

In Section 2.2, we noted that the mean peculiar velocity of
gridpoints in the 2MRS reconstruction is +66 km's This value
is of course dependent on the fact that we have assumed ¢reat-th
erage gravitational potential is zero along the surfacespireere of
radius 200k~ Mpc. We now note that for the particular set of grid-
points located at the redshift space positions of galariesir sam-
ple, the mean is actually somewhat more positive: +161 ks
with an rms of 297 km's!. When converted into the logarithmic
units of Ad and smoothed onto the 3D grid shown in Figure 9, we
find a mean value ofAd) = +0.007 dex for the smoothed 2MRS
gridpoints. This is close to the mean value (dfd) = +0.005
found in the smoothed 6dFGS gridpoints. Similarly, for PSiGe
mean peculiar velocity of all gridpoints is +79 km's while the
mean at the positions of our 6dFGS galaxies is +135 khnwith
an rms of 172 km's'. This corresponds t@Ad) = +0.005. That
is, in both the 2MRS and PSCz predicticensd in the 6dFGS ob-
servations, we find that the mean peculiar velocities ateklstrift
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Figure 10. Same as Figure 9, but with the PSCz velocity fim@) in place of the 2MRS field.

space positions of the galaxies in our sample skew somewhat t
wards positive values.

This isnot, however, indicative of a monopole in the velocity
field, as our survey only covers the southern hemispheréeRat
is an indication that the model predicts a net positive meatian
of galaxies in the southern hemisphere, at least within #raih
sphere of radius- 160 h~*Mpc covered by the survey, and that
our observations show a similarly positive mean motion ¢dixgjas
in the same hemispheric volume. (And of course, the latt®ulre
depends on the assumption that the mean logarithmic comovin
distance ratio{Ad), is zero along a great circle in the celestial
equatorical region.)

While the mean value ofAd) is the same for both the pre-
dicted and observed fields, the standard deviation is nohofed
in Section 4.3, the scatter {@\d) for the 6dFGSv galaxies is 0.112
dex. With the adaptive kernel smoothing, this scatter isiced to

values. The scatter is much larger in the observed fieldltiegin
many more gridpoints with negative values.

The offset of(Ad) from zero then, does not necessarily indi-
cate the existence of a velocity field monopole, but may syimgl
flect the existence of higher order moments such as the dipdle
net positive motion towards the southern hemisphere. Weiden
the velocity field dipole in the context of the origin of thelltflow
in the following subsection.

5.1.2 \Velocity field dipole and comparison with models

Measurements of the peculiar velocity field dipole, or ‘bfitkv’,
have been a source of some controversy in recent years.tBespi
differences in the size and sky distribution of the varioesup

liar velocity catalogs, there is general agreement amorgoes!

on thedirection of the bulk flow in the local universe. For exam-

0.023 dex, whereas for the smoothed 2MRS and PSCz predictedple,|Watkins, Feldman, & Hudson (2009), Nusser & Davis (9011

fields, the scatter is only 0.009 and 0.007 dex respecti@elywhile
the three fields have the same mean valu€ fod), the (Ad) val-

ues in the predicted field have a scatter which is comparalbkeetr
mean offset from zero, resulting in very few points with raga

and Turnbull et 811(2012), among others, all find a bulk flovosg
direction, in supergalactic coordinates, points towagls~ 160
degreessgb ~ —30 degrees, roughly between the Shapley Super-
cluster and the Zone of Avoidance.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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Figure 11. The smoothed 6dFGSv peculiar velocity field in 3D, plottedaogrid in supergalactic cartesian coordinates, with giitdsocolor-coded by
the value ofAd = log(D./Dg). In the 3D version of this paper, Adobe Reader version 8.0giten enables interactive 3D views of the plot, allowing

rotation and zoom.

Disagreement remains, however, about thegnitude of

of large scale structure near the Local Group may be suclitthat

the bulk flow, and the extent to which the value may be so duces a bulk flow that is much larger than would typically berse
large as to represent a disagreement with the standard modeby a randomly located observer. In particular, there has debate

of ACDM cosmology. Watkins, Feldman, & Hudson (2009), for
example, claim a bulk flow of~ 400 kms 'on a scale of
50 h~'Mpc, which is larger than predicted by the standard
ACDM parameters of WMAP. (Hinshaw et|al. 2013) and Planck
(Planck Collaboration et al. 2013). Others, such as Nusdeadis
(2011), claim a smaller value that is not in conflict with therslard
model.

If the bulk flow is larger than the standard cosmology pre-
dicts, then it may be because the standard cosmologicalrgict
is incomplete. In a ‘tilted universel (Turner 1991), for exale,
some fraction of the CMB dipole is due to fluctuations from the
pre-inflationary universe. In that case, we would expectiseove
a bulk flow that extends to arbitrarily large distances. ({gto
it should be noted that the results lof Planck Collaboratiadle
2013b cast the plausibility of the titled universe scenantm
doubt.)

However, a large bulk flow could instead have a ‘cosmo-
graphic’ rather than a ‘cosmological’ explanation. The metry

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000

regarding the mass overdensity represented by the Shapjmr-S
cluster (e.g.._Hudson 2003, Proust et al. 2006, Lavaux & Huds
2011), which, as seen in Figure 3, represents the most massiv
structure within~ 150 A~ *Mpc. (We should note, however, that
the dichotomy between a cosmological and cosmographi@eapl
tion for a large bulk flow expressed above is somewhat incetapl
A cosmographic explanation could have its own cosmological
gins, in that a deviation frodCDM could impact the local cos-
mography. Nonetheless, certain cosmological origins Herkulk
flow, such as a tilted universe, would not necessarily hach sn
impact on the cosmography.)

Whether we are able to identify the particular structures re
sponsible for the bulk flow thus bears on what the origin of the
large bulk flow might be. Most previous datasets were shaiow
than 6dFGSy, so this is of particular interest in this casg. €ir-
vey volume covers most of the Shapley Supercluster, allgws
to compare the predicted and observed velocities in the I8&hap
region. In Magoulas et al. (in prep) and Scrimgeour et abifsit
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ted), we will make quantitative measurements of both thi fholv
and the ‘residual bulk flow’ (the component of the velocitpale
not predicted by the model velocity field), but those reswitsbe
informed by our cosmographic comparison here.

The first question is whether the velocity field models previd
a good fit to the velocity field data. For each of the 6dFGSwgala
ies, we fit theAd probability distributions to a Gaussian function.
We defineAd?**® as the mean value dd in the Gaussian fit, and
e as the width of the Gaussian. The correspondigifrom either
the 2MRS or PSCz models is thexd™?!. We then define the
reducedy? statistic,

N
Xo =

n=1
for the N = 8885 galaxies in the sample. We find, = 0.897 for
2MRS andy? = 0.893 for PSCz. Both values are 1, and thus
represent a good fit of the data to the model. This is not singr—
because the uncertainties in the observed peculiar vieleaire
substantially larger than the predicted velocities, camspas are
bound to yieldy2 ~ 1. However, we note that the FP scatter as
measured ih Magoulas et al. (2012) assumes that the 6dF@8 gal
ies are at rest in the CMB frame, and $§ ~ 1 by construc-
tion. The fact that both 2MRS and PSCz show smaller valugg of
thus indicates an improvement over a model in which the gegax
have no peculiar velocities at all. To compare between theefso
we look at the total?, x2,, = Nx2. In this casex?,; = 7970
for 2MRS andy?,, = 7934 for PSCz. PSCz is thus the preferred
model with high significance.

Rather than simply compute a globgf, we can also in-
vestigate the agreement between data and model alongypartic
lines of sight. Note that most of the Southern Hemisphenegcstr
tures highlighted in Figure 3 lie roughly along two lines ajh,

/N

data __ model 72
{Adn Ady (26)

€n

assign errorbars according dg,, as a function of the,, values of
the galaxies within each redshift bin (whetgis the same,, used
in Equation 26), according to:

Npin
Chin = Z Ei/me

n=1
whereN,;,, is the number of galaxies in the bin. We compare these
to the corresponding average values/f at the redshift space
positions of the same galaxies in both the 2MRS and PSCz sodel
As we see in this figure, there is a systematic offsef\ihin the
Cetus direction (a more significant disagreement for 2MR for
PSCz), withAd being, on average, 0.020 and 0.010 dex lower than
the 2MRS and PSCz predictions respectively. We note thet ke
a somewhat smaller systematic offset in the Shapley diecis
well, with Ad being, on average, 0.007 and 0.005 dex higher than
the 2MRS and PSCz predictions respectively.

As a point of comparison, we have generated similar plots for
several additional lines of sight, shown in the remaininggiain
Figure 13. We show the binnetid values along the directions of
the Norma Cluster, the Hydra-Centaurus Supercluster, tdreH
Cluster, and the Vela Supercluster. The first three strastare fa-
miliar features of the local large scale structure, notedhboyner-
ous past authors (e.g.. Lynden-Bell etlal. 1988, Tully £18P2,
Mutabazi et dl. 2014). Vela is less well know, but Kraan-kereg
et al. (in prep, private communication) find preliminary ebs-
tional evidence for a massive overdensity in that directibez ~
18,000 — 20,000 kms™!. Each of these four sky directions lies
closer to the Shapley direction than the Cetus directioeyTdiso
lie close to both the Zone of Avoidance and the bulk flow dimett
observed by various authors, such as Feldman, Watkins, &#iud
(2010),l Nusser & Davis (2011), and Turnbull et al. (2012)dAd

tionally, they each show a similar trend to the one seen iistiap-

@7)

~ 130 degrees apart. Hereafter, we refer to these directions asley direction: TheAd values lie above the model predictions from

the ‘Shapley direction’ (the conical volume within 30 deggeof
(sgl, sgb) = (150.0°, —3.8°) ) and the ‘Cetus direction’ (the con-
ical volume within 30 degrees @6gl, sgb) = (286.0°, +15.4°)).
These sky directions correspond to the positions of the mtistant
concentration of the Shapley Supercluster and the Cetusr8up-
ter, as identified in Figure 3, respectively.

We can see the velocity flows along both of these directions in
3D in Figure 11. However, even with such an interactive pog
cannot easily see deep into the interior of the survey voluroe
mitigate this problem, we have created Figure 12, whichestidal
to Figure 11, except that only certain gridpoints are higitied. In
this figure, we display only those gridpoints with extremkiea of
Ad (greater than +0.03 or less than -0.03 dex). We also highligh
the positions of each of the superclusters highlighted guig 3,
in addition to the position of the Vela Supercluster (seeWgl

As seen in these figures, we find mostly positive peculiar ve-
locities along the Shapley direction, and negative pecwidoc-
ities along the Cetus direction. Does this agree with the ets®d
In the Shapley direction along2 = 0.920 for 2MRS and 0.917
for PSCz. Whereas in the Cetus direction alopg,= 0.914 for

2MRS and 0.898 for PSCz. Thus the agreement between data and

models is somewhat worse along each of these lines of sightith
is in the survey volume as a whole.

both 2MRS and PSCz.

The remaining two panels in Figure 13 show the velocity
field along the directions towards Abell 3158 and the Horlog
Reticulum Supercluster. These are much closer to the Cetrs d
tion than the Shapley direction, and they show a similarctren
the one seen for Cetuid values which liebelowthe model pre-
dictions from both 2MRS and PSCz. Like Cetus, they also show a
somewhat larger divergence between the 2MRS and PSCz model
predictions, with PSCz lying closer to our observkd values.

These plots confirm what can be seen in Figures 9 and 10 as
well. There is a gradient of residuals from the model, goiragnf
somewhat negative residuals in the Cetus direction, to pasiive
residuals in the Shapley direction, with the Cetus directiepre-
senting a particularly large deviation between the dataraadel
for 2MRS, at least in terms of the mean value/®d, even if the
X2 value in that region is no worse than the corresponding vialue
the Shapley direction.. This suggests a residual bulk flomfboth
the 2MRS and PSCz models, pointing in the vicinity of the $&ap
Supercluster, which is explored in greater detail by Magst al.

(in prep).

One might worry that the apparent direction of this residual
bulk flow lies close to the Galactic plane. Might erroneous ex
tinction corrections be creating a systematic bias, whictws

We investigate the agreement between the observations andour results? As noted in Section 2.1, a previous iteratiothisf

models further in Figure 13. As shown in this figure, we have
binned the 6dFGSv galaxies in 20 'Mpc width bins along vari-
ous directions, including the Shapley and Cetus directibneach
bin, we average the values 4fd for all galaxies in the bin. We then

catalog made use of the Schlegel. Finkbeiner, & Davis (1298)
tinction map rather than the_Schlafly & Finkbelner (2011) ex-

tinction map. We find virtually no change in the cosmography,

when using the_Schlegel, Finkbeiner, & Davis (1998) coioest

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000




The 6dF Galaxy Survey: Peculiar Velocity Field and Cosmpbsa 17

Shapley(b)

log(D./Dy)
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-0.03
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Figure 12. Same as Figure 11, except that we only show gridpoints With= log(D. /Dy ) either greater than +0.03 or less than -0.03, in order to
highlight the regions with the most extreme values. We abelleach of the features of large scale structure labelEdjire 3. Though they are outside the
survey volume, we include labels for the Vela and HorologReticulum superclusters, as they exert influence on thed iegdocity field. In the 3D version

of this paper: To toggle the visibilty of individual suparsters in the interactive figure (Adobe Reader), open theelfdckbe, expand the root model, and

select the required supercluster name.

rather than those of Schlafly & Finkbeiner (2011). Magoulzale
(in prep.) investigates this issue further, measuring th& low
when the extinction corrections are changed by as much as thr
times the difference between the Schlegel, Finkbeiner, &ida
(1998) and Schlafly & Finkbeiner (2011) corrections, findordy

volumes of both 2MRS and PSCz, or that the velocity field is be-
ing influenced by structuresutsidethe survey volume. However,
the fact that the larger discrepancy in mead occurs in the Ce-
tus direction rather than the Shapley direction would seeardue
against a more-massive-than-expected Shapley Supercheing

small changes in both the magnitude and direction of the bulk the main cause of the residual bulk flounlesswe are underesti-
flow between one extreme and the other. It thus seems un-mating the zeropoint of the FP by much more than the 0.003 dex

likely that the apparent residual bulk flow is an artifact of e
roneous extinction corrections, unless the Schlafly & Faiker
(2011) extinction map includes systematic errors acrosssity
far larger than the difference between those values and thbs
Schlegel, Finkbeiner, & Davis (1998).

So, in summary, the global? is ~ 1 for both models, though
lower for PSCz than for 2MRS. Both models systematicallylfmte
peculiar velocities that are too negative in the Shaplegation,
and too positive in the Cetus direction. This suggests adves$
bulk flow’ that is not predicted by the models.

uncertainty derived in Section 3.2.

We did note in Section 3.2, however, that the calibratiorhef t
FP zeropoint depends on the assumption that the samplessdigsl
within the equatorial region (those galaxies in the rar@®° <
decl. < 0°) exhibit no monopole feature in the velocity field. We
could ask, at this point, whether shifting the zeropointimizhange
the agreement between data and model.

We thus calculate?,, for both the 2MRS and PSCz models,
allowing the zeropoint ofAd to vary as a free parameter. As seen
in Figure 14, the best fit zeropoint for 2MRS and PSCz resyelgti

The residual bulk flow suggests that the models may either be would be +0.0080 and +0.0102 dex higher than our nominalkvalu

underestimating features of large scale structure witinénsurvey

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000

This “higher zeropoint” means that tied values would be corre-
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Figure 13. AveragedAd = log(D. /D) for 6dFGS observations, as compared to both the 2MRS and P®@els, in redshift space distance bins along
the Shapley Supercluster, Cetus Supercluster, Normaet|istdra-Centaurus Supercluster, Hydra Cluster, Vel&&lister, Abell 3158, and Horologium-
Reticulum Supercluster directions. Each bin isht0'Mpc wide, and the directions are defined as the regions waidegrees of the coordinates listed at
the bottom of each panel. For each bin, we have averaged linesvaf Ad for all 6dFGSv galaxies within the bin, and display the agethvalue as the
black circle. The errorbar is then given by Equation 27. TWeragedAd values as given by the 2MRS and PSCz models are representiee t®d and blue
squares respectively. Red and blue lines connect the p¥iletglso draw a black line @d = 0, and dotted lines to show th&d values corresponding to
+/ — 400, 800, and 1200 kms!, as indicated along the righthand side of the plot.

spondinglylower (i.e., the redshift distance is less than the Hubble ter fit to the 6dFGSv velocities than 2MRS does? To see why the

distance). Thus, allowing the zeropoint to float as a freampater 2MRS and PSCz velocity fields differ, it is instructive to koat the

in the comparison to both 2MRS and PSCz models would have the respective density fields, as shown in Figure 3.

effect ofimproving the overall fit, but making the offset etmean

value of Ad between data and models in the Cetus directionse As seen in that figure, while the same basic features of large

scale structure appear in both models, they differ in thaildetvith

Finally, is there anything that we can say about the diffeesn a mean rms of the log density ratio on a gridpoint-by-gridpbia-

between the two velocity field models, and why PSCz offersta be sis being 0.73 dex. (The scatter appears somewhat smatetttls

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASDOG, 000-000
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us to take advantage of the full probability distributioogaunting

for the fact that it is not perfectly Gaussian in logarithnaicits

(and certainly not in linear units). In the units of the ldgamnic
distance ratioAd, we find a mean value akd equal to +0.005, in
agreement with the slightly positive values for southenmisphere
galaxies given by the 2MRS and PSCz models. The mean scatter
in Ad for individual galaxies is 0.112 dex, corresponding to a 26%
distance error in linear units.

The peculiar velocities are then smoothed using an adaptive
Gaussian kernel to give 3D maps of the observed velocity.field
We similarly smooth the 2MRS and PSCz predicted velocityl§iel
and compare them to the 6dFGSv field. We figll = 0.897
for 2MRS andy? = 0.893 for PSCz. The difference itotal x
is 36, favoring the PSCz model with high significance. Though
x2 ~ 1 in both cases, the agreement is not uniform across the
survey volume. The observed field shows a stronger dipole sig
nature than is seen in either of the predicted fields, withesys
atically positive peculiar velocities being found in thesivity of
the Shapley Supercluster, as well as other neighboringtstes,
such as the Norma Cluster and Vela Supercluster. Severabpse

authors (e.gl, Feldman, Watkins, & Hudson 2010, Nusser &dav

Figure 14. x2 , as a function of the zeropoint offset for 2MRS (red) and ) have found that the bulk flow of the local universe moint

PSCz (blue). The best fit zeropoint offsets are +0.0080 an@il:6@ dex for
2MRS and PSCz respectively. These means that the valugd afould be
shifted correspondingliower in each case.

in Figure 3, because we have averaged gridpoints at a give) SG
SGY position onto our four SGZ slices.) The deviations aeatgst

at the edges of the survey volume, though relatively evepigax
across the sky, with no one particular feature of large sstale-
ture dominating the differences between the models. Witlsih
h~*Mpc, the mean overdensity) is -0.07 in 2MRS and -0.15 in

in the vicinity of these structures. We find that these morgtpe

than expected peculiar velocities are offset by more negaiian
expected peculiar velocities in the direction of the PisCetus Su-
percluster (‘Cetus direction’}y 130° away.

The larger than expected dipole signature across the sky may
have either a cosmological or cosmographic origin. Thedatt-
terpretation would suggest that the models either ovenaesgi or
underestimate features of large scale structure withinstiveey
volume, or that some features of large scale strucbutsidethe
survey volume have a large impact on the velocity field. We not
that the bulk of the 6dFGSv galaxies lie at distances greheer

PSCz. With PSCz being, on average, less dense than 2MRS nean00 »~*Mpc, whereas the number counts in both the 2MRS and

the limits of the 6dFGS survey volume, it features more regat
peculiar velocities in both the Shapley and Cetus direstiqer-
haps accounting for some of the better agreement with 6dRGSv
the Cetus direction.

PSCz surveys peak at nearer distances. Thus, the cordrbuati
the models from more distant structures is dependent on aaem
atively small number of objects. It does not appear, howebheit
any mismatch between data and models results from a sti@ight

We should note that, as seen in the original 2MRS and PSCz ward underestimate of the Shapley Supercluster in the rapds)

papers | (Erdogdu et &l, 2006, Branchini €t al. 1999), botheys
have very few galaxies at redshifts ef ~ 15,000 kms 'and
greater, leading to considerable uncertainty in the dgfhsibcity
model at those redshifts. A future paper will improve on this-
tation by comparing the observed velocity field to the de@pét+
reconstruction | (Lavaux & Hudson 2011). In the future, deepe
all-sky redshift surveys, such as WALLABlZ
and TAIPAN [Beutler et dl. 2011, Colless, Beutler, & Blakel2)
should be able to provide more accurate models of both thatglen
and velocity fields at the distance of structures such as|&hap
Those same surveys will also provide significantly more pacu
velocities than are presently available, which may be endoge-
solve the source of any residual discrepancies betweenasata
models.

6 CONCLUSIONS

We have derived peculiar velocity probability distributssfor 8885
galaxies from the peculiar velocity subsample of the 6dFa@al

thoughx? in the Shapley direction alone is larger than the global
x2, the discrepancy in the mean of all logarithmic distancéissa
is greater in the Cetus direction than the Shapley directiofact,
when we allow the zeropoint of the FP to float as a free parame-
ter, we find greater agreement between data and models when th
observed velocities are pushed towards more negatives;atues
making the agreement between data and models in the Cegas dir
tion worse

We are currently investigating improved density and vejoci
field models, to advance our understanding of any discrégsnc
between data and models. In the forthcoming Magoulas einal. (
prep), we examine the bulk flow, and residual bulk flow fromhbot
2MRS and PSCz models, in greater quantitative detail. Aafdit
ally, future all-sky redshift surveys will improve the knkzgge of
the density to a greater depth than can be studied by thenturre
generation of surveys.
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APPENDIX A: THE LOGNORMAL DISTRIBUTION OF
PECULIAR VELOCITIES FROM A GAUSSIAN
DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDAMENTAL PLANE OFFSETS

In this appendix, we address the distribution of peculidociées
arising from Fundamental Plane distance estimates. Sqabjfi
we derive the lognormal distribution of peculiar velocitignat re-
sults from a Gaussian error distribution for the offsetsoigdrith-
mic distance ratio from the Fundamental Plane. We compaseth
results with the original work af Lynden-Bell etlal. (1988)ting
similarities and differences. We discuss the particulasés that
arise from the asymmetry of the lognormal distribution, leate it
up to the reader to decide how best to account for this in usiag
6dFGS dataset for a particular application.

For simplicity, the following derivation considers the pec
liar velocity distribution of galaxies that derives fronethnominal
offset from the Fundamental Plane and its Gaussian unaogytét
ignores the fact that for our 3D Gaussian model the maximkea li
lihood offset for a fixed ands is not the offset from the Fundamen-
tal Plane itself (a matter discussed in Section 8 i)
-)) as that does not affect the general argument madelhe
also ignores complicating effects due to selection biasthdse
complications are dealt with in the detailed algorithm utsede-
rive the posterior velocity distributions discussed in thain text;
the point of this appendix is to derive a simple but relevauaytic
result to inform the reader’s understanding.

Al Peculiar velocities from Fundamental Plane offsets

First we derive from basic principles the relationship bedw a
galaxy’s peculiar velocity and its offset from the Fundataén
Plane.

A galaxy’s peculiar redshift,, is related to its observed red-
shift z and its Hubble redshift; (the redshift corresponding to its

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0Q, 000-000

distance) by
(1+2) =

We measure distances from the standard ruler provided ythe
damental Plane through the relation

Rz _ RH
~da(z)  da(zm)

where Ry is the angular size of the galax§. and Ry are the
corresponding physical sizes if the galaxy is at angulameiar
distancesda(z) andda(zm) given by the observed and Hubble
redshifts Ry is the galaxy’s true physical size because corre-
sponds to its true distance). In practice we infer from the ob-
served redshift aRod 4 (z).

The ratio of the true and observed physical sizes is thus

Ry . dA(ZH) B d(ZH) 1+ 2 . d(ZH) (1+Z )
R.  da(z) — d(z) 1+zu  d(2) P
whered(z) andd(zx) are the comoving distances corresponding
to z and z, and we have used the general relatiohgz) =
d(z)/(1+%) and, from Equation Al(1+z,) = (1+2)/(1+zm).

We infer the (logarithmic) true size from the Fundamental
Plane relation

(I+zm)(1+2) - (A1)

Ro = (A2)

(A3)

loc Ry =rg =a(s—3)+b(i—i)+7. (A4)

We assume that any offset from the Fundamental Plane is due to
the peculiar velocity, so that

logR. =7, =a(s—3)+b(i—i)+7+7. (A5)
Thus

log R, — =10° .

(A6)

Up to this point we have made no approximations, but now we
make use of the low-redshift approximatié(zx ) ~ czx /Ho (of,
more precisely, the approximatiat{zx)/d(z) =~ zm/z), which
turns Equation A3 into

RH o d(ZH)
R.  d(2)
Using Equation Al to eliminatey = (z—z,)/(1+2p) and Equa-
tion A6 for the relation between the distance ratio and thedau
mental Plane offset we obtain
Ry zZ—Zp
R. z
Solving for z, givesz, ~ z(1 — 107%), so the inferred peculiar

velocity for a galaxy at observed redshifhaving an offset from
the Fundamental Plane is

(14 2,) ~ Z7H(1+z,,). (A7)

~ 1079 .

(A8)

Q

vp = czp A cz(1—1077). (A9)

This is the standard approximate relation for the peculéar v
locity based on the low-redshift Hubble law—see, for exampl
lLynden-Bell et al./(1988) and Colless et al. (2001). Noté shzor-
responds tdAd), the mean logarithmic distance ratio given in Ta-
ble 1 (¢ here has the opposite sign convention to that adopted in

1).

In determining the 6dFGS peculiar velocities we in fact use
the exact distance relation, but this approximation presid sim-
ple and precise analytic formula to work with. 4f;/z = (1 +
€)d(zm)/d(z) thencz, = (1+¢€)cz(1—107°%), and so the relative
error in the peculiar velocity i8\cz,/cz, = e. Direct numerical
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comparison with the exact relation shows that the approxima
is very good: the resulting relative error in peculiar véipés less

than 5% at all redshifts (i.e. less than 15 ki gor a peculiar ve-
locity of 300 kms™! and less than 50 knT$ for a peculiar veloc-
ity of 1000 kms!), and less than 1% for atz > 3000 kms*.

A2 The lognormal distribution of peculiar velocities

As we have noted both in this paper and in our investigation of
the properties of the Fundamental Plane (Magoulas et aR)201
the error distributions for the offsets of galaxies from thenda-
mental Plane (combining observational errors and intissatter
about the relation) are very closely approximated by a Ganss
Equations A8 and A9 then imply that the posterior distribog of
relative distances and peculiar velocities inferred friwe Funda-
mental Plane offsets will have lognormal distributions.

To derive the peculiar velocity distribution corresporglio a

Gaussian distributiotN(d|u, o) for the Fundamental Plane offset
5

4, we note that the quantity given byu = e~ ° is lognormal
distributed asn[N(u|u, )], with
- 1 —(Inw — p)?
P(u) = In[N(ulp; 7)) = ——— exp ——5 (AL0)

This means that the peculiar velocity given by
v=1cz2(1-10"°) =cz(1 —e ") = cz(1 — ™) (A11)

is distributed as

du
By Equation A11 we have
u= (l—ft)/cz)ﬁ , (A13)
and thus
du| 1 L1
ol = Czlnlo(l—v/cz)l o, (A14)

Inserting these expressions ferand |du/dv| into Equation A12,
we obtain

_ 1 . —(In(cz —v) — ,uu)2
Plv) = \/%a',u(cz —) P 202
= In[N(cz — v|pw, 04)] (A15)

wherep,, = In(cz10") = In(cz), in the usual case where the error
distribution hag: = 0, ando,, = o In 10.

Hence the peculiar velocities have a lognormal distribsuiio
cz—w, which is the Hubble approximation to the comoving distance
in velocity units Hod(zu) =~ czu ~ cz — czp = cz — v); for
v K cz this is a good approximation.

The mean of this lognormal distribution is

Mean[cz — v] = exp(p, + 02/2) = 21027710 . (A16)
implying
Mean[v] = cz(1 — 10277 10y, (A17)
The standard deviation is
SD[cz — v] = Mean[cz — v]y/exp(c2) — 1

= Mean[cz — v]\/ 100710 — 1 | (A18)

implying
SD[v] = 21027 10, /1002 10 — 1 . (A19)

From Equation Al7, even if. = 0 the mean peculiar ve-
locity is non-zero and depends on the scatter about the Funda
mental Plane. For example, for the canonical 20% scatteutabo
the Fundamental Plane we would have= 0.08 dex, and in that
casev/cz = 1 — 100-08%n10/2 o 1 707 \which corresponds to
—170 kms ' if ¢z=10,000 kms".

Lynden-Bell et al.|(1988) (hereafter LB88) obtained a simil
result when deriving the radial velocity distribution atigen dis-
tance corresponding to an offset from the—o relation (a close
relative of the Fundamental Plane). However the approxanat
they provide Equation 2.9) is a Gaussian distributidtin
mean |LL_B_&B Equation 2.11) and standard deviaMBSS Equa
tion 2.10) identical to those given above for the lognormsiribu-
tion (allowing for differences in nomenclature and igngraompli-
cations due to Malmquist bias and intrinsic scatter abauthbble
flow).

In fact,[LB88 do not appear to have realised that the velocity
distribution is actually lognormal. They certainly do napécitly
identify it as such, even though they derive the first four raota
Appendix D). They neglect the distribution’s skewsiesd
kurtosis in adopting a Gaussian approximation, arguingttieade-
viations from Gaussian form are not significant. While thisyrbe
true at small distances, the effect becomes significanteatlr
tances of most of the galaxies in the 6dFGS sample. Moretheer,
cumulative effect of the small asymmetries in the pecul&oeity
distributions can have a significant biasing effect on tkelilhood
of the sample as a whole, and must be properly accounted for in
careful analysis of this dataset.
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