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Abstract. We present numerical solutions to Einstein’s equations describing large spherical
cosmic voids constituted by two components; dark matter and baryons, with a non-vanishing
initial relative velocity, in an asymptotically homogeneous background compatible with the
ACDM concordance model. We compute numerically the evolution of such configurations
in the dark matter frame, with a hypothetical homogeneous distribution of baryons, but re-
specting the values dictated by the concordance model for the average baryon-to-dark matter
density ratio. We reproduce the well known formation of overdensities at the edge of the
void, and recover the Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi solutions in the comoving limit of our simula-
tions. We compute the average growth factor of matter fluctuations, and find that it departs
significantly from the linear perturbative prescription even in the comoving case, where the
non-linearity of inhomogeneities has an impact.
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1 Introduction

Since the first evidence of the current accelerated expansion, many models have been pro-
posed to introduce a dark energy component [1-3|, and subsequently observables have been
sought for probing such alternatives to a cosmological constant both at the background level
[4, 5], as well as in the statistics of structures [6-9]. In particular, the growth function
f =dlogD/dloga is an observable widely studied in the galaxy distribution [10, 11| in the
search for deviations from the standard theory [12]|. In theory, this is customarily calculated
from the evolution of perturbations within the model and parametrised with the growth index
v, where f = Q, [13]. The observational counterpart is constrained through the Redshift
Space Distortions (RSD) manifest in the dipole and quadrupole of the galaxy power spec-
trum [14]|. The different prescriptions for the growth function in several dark energy models
has motivated the advancement of surveys of great precision in the determination of this
observable [15-18]. For example, several models propose a scale-dependence of this function,
aside from the redshift dependence allowed by the above parametrisation. The experimental
evidence allows for such dependence and deviations from the standard ACDM prescription
are still open.

In the precise characterization of this observable it is important to account for possible
effects from velocity bias (see e.g. [19]). Specifically, if the baryon field is not exactly comoving
with the dark matter structures, then the relevance of a bias in the determination of the growth
function demands special attention. Since the magnitude of such bias is largely unknown, its
effect could well lie beyond a perturbative one, and nonlinear models of structure formation
are required to account for its influence on the growth function.

While it is standard to describe the evolution of cosmological structures using linear
perturbations on a FLRW background, it is insufficient when quantities such as the density
contrast d reach non-linear values. Alternative approaches for the description of non-linear
phenomena are needed such as “spherical collapse” [20, 21| and inhomogeneous cosmological
models. Inhomogeneous cosmological models have the advantage over linear perturbations



and spherical collapse that they are exact solutions to the field equations that reduce to
FLRW models at the appropriate limit [22]. These models can be used in a variety of scenarios
(see [23] for a comprehensive discussion of examples) including the modeling of cosmological
structures. Important examples of the usefulness of these types of solutions include the quasi-
spherical Szekeres Class I models, where it is possible to model arrays of multiple structures
arranged in a spheroidal manner [24-26].

Relevant to this study, a particular advantage of inhomogeneus cosmological solutions is
the ability to describe several matter components, such as non-comoving fluids with relative
velocities between them. This description can range from simple models containing a single
structure [27] to more complex arrangements of structures [28]. Relative velocities are impor-
tant to model since peculiar velocities are measured in supernovae data which can lie within
a range of 328 - 620 km/s [19]. Characterizing the effect of (non-linear) velocity bias on the
growth function is imperative to determine the possible values of this observable within the
standard model of cosmology. Such results may help interpret observations within the ACDM
model before considering more exotic theories.

In this paper we look at a toy model realization of the effect of non-linear bias [29]
in cosmic voids, which are a suitable scenario to test gravity [30-33]. With the technique
deveolped in a previous paper [27] we study the late-time evolution of spherically symmetric
voids with non-comoving components of dark matter and baryons. We take the dynamical
system of the Einstein Field Equations (EFEs) and solve for the evolution of two fluid compo-
nents out of the proper frame. We show how these components are evolved numerically from
high redshifts to the present cosmic time. Our formalism is suited for inhomogeneities with
arbitrary amplitude (particularly beyond the perturbative regime). We look at the growth
factor f(z) for departures of the averaged void and emerging overdensity, and compare it
to the perturbative prescription. We find that even a small (perturbative) initial curvature
inhomogeneity yields sizable differences with the linear prescription, mostly for non-comoving
fluids, and to a lesser extent for the comoving case.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. 2 reviews the 143 formalism of general relativity
to describe general fluids. In Sec. 3 we derive the system of equations which describe the
evolution of a dark matter plus baryons configuration with a non-trivial profile of relative ve-
locity. In Sec. 4, we present the evolution of a large void with two non-comoving components,
in an otherwise homogeneous ACDM universe. Finally in Sec. 5 we discuss the prospects of
detection of the effect that a relative velocity brings to the discrepancy of the growth factor
from its perturbative prescription.

2 The 1+3 Formalism

In General Relativity there are two main formalisms for the splitting of spacetime in space
and time. The 3+1 formalism deals with the foliation of spacetime through a 3D spacelike
hypersurface ¥;, at ¢t = to and a timelike vector field (orthogonal to these surfaces) which
defines the time evolution to find hypersurfaces 3; at ¢t # ty. In this way, the spacetime is
foliated by the different »; hypersurfaces. In contrast the 1+3 formalism threads spacetime
by defining a timlike vector field, usually the 4-velocity u® of a set of special observers, and
through it defining orthogonal spacelike hypersurfaces. We will give a brief discussion on this
formalism, an in depth discussion can be found in Ref. [34].

The core of the 1+3 formalism is the 4-velocity u® (usually comoving) and the projector



operator h,, defined as

hap = Jab + UgUp. (2.1)

It is worth mentioning that this tensor works both as a projector tensor from the 4-dimensional
spacetime to the 3D hypersurfaces as well as a metric on those hypersurfaces. Having these
quantities one can split the covariant derivative of u® in terms of its irreducible kinematical
quantities

1
Ve = Wap + Oap + §®hab — U Up, (2.2)

where wyp is the vorticity tensor, o, the shear tensor, © the expansion scalar, and , =
ubVyu, the acceleration 1-form. These quantities are used to split the Einstein equations
into their 143 form together with the electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl tensor E,. =
Copeqbu® and Hap = 1aeaC® peUS/2 respectiveley, where 7gcq = Nacdett® = —+/|9|€acdet® is
the volume form of the spacelike hypersurfaces.

Now, for a general stress-energy tensor,
Tap = puaup + 2q(qup) + Phap + Ilap (2.3)
with elements

1
p= Tabuaubv P = g abhab7 4o = _hcachub7

1
and Iy, = Tgp) = [h(;hbf — ghabifd]Tcd, (2.4)

we have the covariant 143 evolution equations, derived from the Einstein field equations:

p+(p+p)O + Vi = —20%, — 0%y, (2.5)
. 1 —
O+ 592 +47G(p + 3p) — Vg = —0apo™ + 2wew® + agt®, (2.6)
. 4 L= =b .
d(a) + gQQa + (P + p)ua + Vap+ Vil = *O-abqb + nabcwch - ubHaba (27)
Dy + 2Owa + —eurl ity = b (2.8)
w<a> 3 Wq 20111‘ Ug = OgpW .
. 2 = . .o
O (ab) T g@dab + Egp — 4AnGllyp — V(a“b) = —0'c<a0'b>c — W(aWp) T+ U(gUp), (2.9)
) ) 1 _
Eap 4+ ©Eq, — curl Hap + 47G [(p + p)oap + Uiy + Z@H“” + Vit ] = (2.10)
_SWGqub) + 2uc’r}cd(a;’-[bsi + 3Uc<aEb)c_wc77cd(aEb)d —4nG (Jc<anb)c - wcncd(anb)d)’
H gy + OHap + curl Eqy — dnGourl Tap = 30,0, Hyf — Wy Hy) — 1)

%c%d(aEbSi +47G (0 c(aﬁb)cdqd — 3W(an));



the above system is complemented by the constraint equations derived from the Ricci identities

Vwa = 1%, (2.12)
vbaab —curl wg — ;va@ + 81Gq, = —27)abcwbu6, (2.13)
curl ogp + Vqwpy — Hap = —20 4wy, (2.14)
V' Ea + ? (V' — 2V ap + 204,) =

nabcadeCd — 3H oy 447G (Uab + 377abcwc)qb, (2.15)

vb’Hab + 4G [curl qa —2(p+ p)wa] =
3E b — nabcadeCd — 4G (nabcadeCd + Habwb), (2.16)
B R(apy = Eap + 47GTly — %@(Uab + Wab) + 00,04 F W) — 200,00 (2.17)
GIR =167Gp — %@2 + oo™ — waw. (2.18)

Here ﬁaSbc = hbdhbehchdSef is the projected covariant derivative, Sap = uV,oSyp is the

derivative projected along the flow of the 4-velocity and curl [ Sqp] = 7, d(ﬁcsb)d.

3 Spherically Symmetric Equations for Non-Comoving fluids

We will now move to the problem in question: The evolution of a spherically symmetric
void constituted by two non-comoving, self-gravitating pressureless fluids. We first present
in detail the equations that describe the evolution of our configuration. We first show how
a relative velocity between fluid components turns the matter fields oberver-dependent and
secondly, we use a spherically symmetric metric to obtain the explicit equations for the two
non-comoving dust components.

3.1 Relative velocity between fluids

Between two or more non-comoving fluids, there is a transformation between frames depending
on the different relative velocities. For relative velocities vf' between a component with 4-
velocity u® and the components with 4-velocity u{, we use the inverse transformation given
by

u = y(uf +97), with of = =3 (v + vfu®), (3.1)

a

where ggpu®v® = 0, v2 = gapvto?, 11 = (1—v2)(71/2) | and the subindex I denotes the I-th fluid
component with a 4-velocity u{. This results in the following components of a transformed
stress-energy tensor for multiple fluids with a barotropic equation of state

* 1 *
pr =21 +wod)plf, o= [w+ 2yReR(1+w)]pf,

3
* * b
" = 72(1 +w)prvf, T = A2(1 4 wy)piol™of.

(3.2)

The * index in p} denotes that it is measured in its respective proper frame, and w; = p}/p;.



3.2 Spherically Symmetric Inhomogeneous Equations

We study a spherical void density configuration of two distinct dust fluid components, Cold
Dark Matter (CDM) and baryons, in a ACDM background, so we consider the following
inhomogeneus metric

ds? = —N(t,r)2dt* + B(t,r)2dr? + Y (t,r)?(d6? + sin® (8)de?). (3.3)

For this metric, the 4-velocity is given by u® = §%/N(t,r). The covariant objects (Hubble
scalar, shear tensor and the electric part of the Weyl tensor) are given, in terms of scalar
functions and the basis tensor for spacelike, symmetric and trace free Petrov D spacetimes
e, = h% — 3n®n, = Diag0, -2, 1, 1], as [35]
Yo,B — Bo,Y
o = , (3.4)
3BNY 3BNY

where ng = \/gr0",, ¥ = X(t,7), and W = W(t,r). Note that we are choosing non-rotating
fluids so wgp = 0 = Hyp. Aditionally, we define the relative velocity, the energy flux and the
anisotropic stress tensor, also in terms of scalar functions, as

Vit,r) Q(t,r)
= 0 = 0® d TI% =TI(¢,r)e%. 3.5
YT B2 T T B2 M (t7)e% (8:5)
The variables can be complemented by the Misner-Sharp mass [36], which yields an alternative
expression for the electric Weyl scalar

e, EY =We%, and H =

D e © YO,B+2BoY
O'b:ECb: §

_Y ab _Y @y} oY)
M= (1= g"VYVY) = < < e+ 1 (3.6)
4 M

Finally, by defining x = 9,Y and K = 1 — x%/B?, the 3-dimensional Ricci scalar G)R and
the extrinsic curvature K take the form

O (KY) GR
CBr=0""""7 — K=—. 3.8
Y2y 6 (38)
As stated before, we are considering two dust components representing CDM and baryons. We
make the choice of CDM as the comoving frame with 4-velocity u® in a ACDM background.
The thermodynamical variables for the fluids are, according to the velocity transformations
(3.2), given by
1 ,V2 1 @

= 2 % = = — —_— = ——

Q=Qy=""p;V, N=1II=—p.
It is important to note that since we are considering dust components, then N = 1 which

implies that 4* = 0. Finally, we take the initial Hubble scalar H, and the initial characteristic
void size [, to obtain a set of dimensionless variables

Y T by w
y l* ) 6 l* ) H* ) HE Y
H Kp Kp KQ kIl
j_(: = — = — = — Q = — T = — .1
m Y732 P 3EY 3H2 3H2 (3.10)
M K A 1
s X~ %Y, a2 a2 Y YT L



We note that in order to obtain the standard redshift z we need to define a scale factor a.
For this we take the asymptotic radial value of the metric function B(¢,r) since

B(t,r — o0) — a(t), (3.11)
where a(t) is the FLRW scale factor. This also means that
H(t,r — o0) — H(t). (3.12)

When we mention the redshift, it is obtained through these asymptotic values. The resulting
evolution equations are then given by

Y=YH+89), (3.13)
B = B(H — 28), (3.14)
. 3
X =—QY+ (FH —28)x, (3.15)
2a
. 1
FH=—H>—28% - 5 (Beon + 1+ 3p) + A, (3.16)
§ =82 —2HS + g? -W, (3.17)
frepm = _3(MCDM + p)f}fa (3-18)
. Qy adcQ Q0B
fuy = —3(pp + p)IH — 6PS — 2aYB2 ~ + 5 (3.19)
6Py

Q = —3HQ — adp + 229 P + (3.20)

y 9y
where U = 9,0 /H, for any variable W. The system is complemented by the Hamiltonian

constraint, the Weyl constraint and the Misner-Sharp mass (where equation (3.13) is plugged
into (3.6))

H? = popm + iy + A — K + 82, (3.21)
1 3. M
W= _§(IU’CDM + pp + A) — Q:P + PER (3.22)
M=yt 872+ X (3.23)
= 2 8] B2 . .

The previous system of equations is equivalent to that presented in (Ref. [27]).

4 A two-component spherical void

We study two particular cases of a spherically symmetric central void: one with an initial
extrinsic curvature profile of higher amplitude than the other. For both cases we match an
asymptotic background universe representing a flat ACDM cosmology with fiducial values for
the density and Hubble parameter taken from the Planck 2018 results [37]!.

!Taken from Table 2, the parameters for baryons Q3h? and for dark mater Q.h? together vary slightly from
the total matter content €,,h? in that table, we use the separate quantities as they are the ones relevant for
this study.



The initial profiles for the velocity, curvature and density (for the CDM) are given by
the following Gaussian profiles

2
oo = Qepmi (1 — 0.016_(m) ) ,

9 _(r=0.01y2 9 _(_r_ 2 (4'1)
‘/i = ‘/Cr e ( 0.025 ) and KZ = k‘cr e (0.03) .

From the equations (4.1) we take the two specific cases of differing curvature by using the
values for the amplitude constant k. = —0.05 and k. = —0.009. The different velocities are
modulated by the amplitude constant V., and we present 6 different velocities for each of the
curvature profiles: V., =0,0.2,0.6,1.0, 1.4, 1.8 corresponding to maximum relative velocities,
expressed in km/s, of V.., = 0, 28.472, 85.416, 142.361, 199.305, 256.249 respectively —All
of these representing values compatible with the peculiar velocities according to statistics
from recent surveys [38]. Note that the comoving case of V. = 0 represents the Lemaitre-
Tolman-Bondi (LTB) solution. We take the baryonic density profile as non-trivial only in the
comoving case. That is:
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Figure 1: Initial profiles of the void configuration: the upper left is the initial Gaussian dark
matter density profile, the upper right is the initial relative velocity profile for V. = 1.8, and
the lower panel is the graph of the initial intrinsic curvature normalized by the amplitude
LAE



_Jou (1001w it =0

Hbi = (4.2)
Qi i Ve#0

Since the LTB case imposes a null relative velocity between baryons and dark matter, the
equations naturally yield similar radial profiles. On the other hand, that restriction is absent
for a non-zero relative velocity, in which case we chose a homogeneous baryonic density profile
as an initial condition (as measured in their proper frame of reference). The initial profiles
for CDM, velocity and curvature are shown in Fig. 1.

To analize the growth of structure, we take the definition of the growth function f as
given in (Ref. [39]). In the linear regime, this is defined in terms of the growing mode D of
the linear density contrast

B D _dlog Dy

f= HD,  dloga’

In a ACDM background, the analytical growth function in the linear regime obeys the pow-
erlaw (see e.g. [40])

(4.3)

F( Q) = QM. (4.4)

This prescribes the evolution, at different values of z, for the density contrast in the case of
comoving baryons and dark matter as shown in Figs. 5-6.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Y (Mpc) Y (Mpc)

Figure 2: The left panel shows the evolution of Dark Matter’s density contrast for different
values of z. The right panel shows the evolution for the ratio between the two component’s
densities, pp/pcpm in the dark matter frame. Both panels correspond to the higher amplitude
in curvature, k. = —0.05. Both figures are the result of a relative velocity profile with V, = 1.8.

We generalize the definition of the growth function, by first defining the mean density
contrast in non-linear structures. We take the average given by

_ ot r)Y?Bdr _@p) _ dlog(d)y

[ Y2Bdr H{(§)p dlogB(t,r — o)’

0)p (1) (4.5)
The notation ()p denotes the quantities in brackets averaged over the domain D. Also ()},
denotes the time derivative of the averaged quantity. The motivation for adopting these
definitions is presented in Appendix A.

We divide the profiles in two averaged structures as shown in Fig. 4, representing a
void region and the over-dense spherical shell. From the initial conditions described at the



0.1

0.0 A

-0.1

6com

-0.2 1

—0.31

z=0.2
z=0.1

—-0.4

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Y (Mpc) Y (Mpc)

Figure 3: Like both figures in Fig. 2 the left panel shows the evolution of Dark Matter’s
density contrast while the right panel corresponds to py/pcpm for different values of z. Both
figures are the result of a relative veocity profile with V. = 1.8 but with a curvature with an
amplitude constant of k. = 0.009. Note the considerable amplitude difference in the profile
is due to the curvature magnitude.
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Figure 4: As seen in both graphs, we take the region of negative ¢ values and average it over
the volume as defined by the metric (3.3) and consider it as the void region while we take the
average for the positive values representing the over-dense spherical ridge and consider it as
the over-density region. Both of these regions are represented as the filled in regions in both
graphs.

beginning of this section, the resulting growth function f after the numerical evolution for
the k. = 0.05 case is shown in Fig. 5 within a range of z € [0,20] for multiple velocities. On
the other hand, the case for k. = 0.009 is shown in Fig. 5 for the same range of z. They
are shown compared to the analytic function obtained from linear perturbation theory. As
we can see in Fig. 2, the density contrast of both components behave in a similar way . We
can clearly see how the void expands as time passes and even achieves non-linear amplitudes
for the density contrast (dcpm ~ —0.8 at z = 0.1). Additionally, we observe the formation
of a spherical over-dense region surrounding the void region (as represented by the positive
values of the density contrast) which also achieves non-linear values (6 ~ 0.3 for the CDM and
d ~ 0.4 for the baryons at z = 0.1). This is a generic result of the evolution of cosmic voids



[21, 41, 42]. We observe in all cases that the behaviour further deviates from the analytic
function the higher the maximum velocity is. A thing to note is that for the case of no relative
velocity between the matter components the CDM and baryonic density contrast and, as a
result, their growth function behave exactly in the same manner. As the velocity increases,
the discrepancy between the components’ behaviour increases. For the total matter density
contrast, the effect of the relative velocity is less pronounced as the separate components one.
As one can see in both figures, for both curvature cases the numerical growth function gets
closer to the analytic one for lower z values for the case of the over-dense ridge excepting the
total growth function where the lower z values are where the function differs mostly from the
analytic function. For the void region we see the opposite effect, where the lower ranges of
redshift are the ones where the numerical and analytic growth functions differ the most with
the cases of higher relative velocity exceeding a difference of 40%. For the case of the lower
curvature, the deviation from the analytic function is still present but to a lesser extent than
for the case of the higher curvature.

5 Discussion

In the previous sections we have described the 1+3 splitting of space-time and the Einstein
equations. We described how this splitting plus an inhomogeneous model helps us describe
a two-component cosmological system that takes into account a relative velocity between
components and uses fully non-linear equations. The effect of a relative velocity between two
matter components on a spherical void has been previously studied in [27] showing the effects
this velocity has on the evolution of the void. Similar to that previous work, we developed
a numerical system and extended the work to analyze the growth factor f. We can see in
figures 5 and 6 that even the inhomogeneus LTB case with zero relative velocity has a clear
distinction from the perturbative case and the relative velocity between baryons and CDM
further intensifies this difference.
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Figure 5: For the higher amplitude in curvature, k. = —0.05. the panels are aranged as

follows: top left figure represents the growth function f of CDM for multiple velocities of the
over-dense ridge, top right belongs to the void region for CDM, middle left and middle right
are the growth functions for the baryonic goiripgnent for the over-dense ridge and the void
region respectively and, finally, the bottom right and bottom left are the growth function
for the total matter density contrast for the over-dense and void regions respectively. All
individual figures include the percentage difference between the different growth functions for
a given velocity profile and the analytic linear function.
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For the following discussion we focus on the low curvature, with k. = —0.009, case. In
figure 7 we plotted the percentile difference between the analytic growth function of (4.4) and
our numerical growth functions for the different velocities and the lower curvature compared
to the expected margin of meassurement from the DESI collaboration [16] plotted in a redshift
range of z € [0, 2] for consistency with DESI’s report.

We divert our attention to the over-dense ridge first: as we can see from the left hand-
side plots of the figure for both the baryons and CDM separately the numerical plots lie
mostly outside the ranges given by DESI. The one exception is the LTB plot corresponding
to no relative velocity between components. All lines corresponding to all the relative velocity
amplitudes tested lie within the margin of error of the closest redshift meassurement error
available for both fluid components. The effect of having a higher value for |f/f(Q2) — 1]
increases with an increase in the relative velocity distribution amplitude; this same effect of
increase is seen more pronounced for the case of the baryonic component. Finally when the
total density contrast is considered the effects of relative velocity in the growth function are
much less pronounced.

By considering now the void region (right hand-side panels) we see a similar effect
but more pronounced. Even for the case of CDM and no relative velocity the curve lies
outside most of the values of DESI expected errors; while for the baryonic case the two curves
corresponding to the higher velocity lie completely outside of all DESI expected errors. One
difference between the behaviour of the void and over-dense regions is that the behaviour of
the total density contrast for the void lies in between the CDM and baryonic components
instead of being the most close to the DESI expected values.

With all this in mind we conclude that such effects produced by relative velocity between
field sources and, to a lesser extent, inhomogeneities is meassurable in future observational
collaborations.

There are claims that the non-linearity of LTB models with large density gradients in the
supercluster scale is merely an effect of using a comoving gauge that disappears when passing
to the conformal Newtonian gauge and considering the values of realistic Newtonian peculiar
velocities defined as vpee = R — HR, with R the areal radius of the LTB model (see [43, 44]).
According to these authors, this supports the claim that the Universe is quasi-Newtonian at
these scales [45, 46]. These claims are sustained on a gauge transformation from the comoving
to the conformal Newtonian gauge applied to the linear approximation of the LTB metric in
comoving and non-comoving frames and neglecting higher order terms on v, < 1. However,
the definition of these authors of peculiar velocities is completely artificial and ad hoc, while we
have defined peculiar velocities properly in terms of the energy flux of an energy-momentum
tensor in the context of two dust sources in comoving and non-comoving frames, even if we
have also assumed that vpe. < 1. In fact, the reasoning of [43, 44] might apply only to the
idealized unrealistic case of a single dust source and an ad hoc artificial definition of peculiar
velocities. As a contrast, we have considered in this paper a more realistic situation of two
sources and a correct relativistic definition of peculiar velocities. Our results clearly shows
that the dynamics of the non-comoving dust are relativistic and non-linear, distinct from the
dynamics of dust in a conformal Newtonian gauge of linear perturbations, even if we also
assumed peculiar velocities to be Newtonian and an almost LTB metric ((3.3) with N = 1).
This issue is outside the scope of the present paper, so we will discussed in a separate article.
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A On the definition of the growth function

In the standard approach, the growth function of cosmic structures is defined in the linear
regime, where (considering only the growing mode D ) the density contrast exhibits separate
time and spatial dependencies

oL(r,t) = DL (H)A(r) . (A1)
Then, the growth function is defined as

D dlog D
f=+—= * (A.2)
HD, dloga

Here H and a are the Hubble expansion and scale factor of the FLRW background model.
From this definition, we can appreciate that under the assumption of linear perturbations,
primordial overdensities grow at the same rate everywhere, regardless of the initial matter
distribution or curvature perturbation. This description differs from that of inhomogeneous
cosmology, where structures backreact on the gravitational field, and such a background model
emerges from averaging the solution on sufficiently large scales.

To extend this framework to more general scenarios, we propose the following definition
of the growth function:

1 (0)p  dlog{d)p

= = . A3
f Hp, (0)p dlogap, (A.3)
In the equation above the spatial average is defined as [47]?
1
(8)p = — / §Jd°r with Vp = / Jd’r | (A.4)
Vp Jp D

and the volume element of the spatial hypersurfaces is given by dV = Jd3r. The average
extends over a compact domain D containing the entire structure. ap, and Hp, represent
the effective scale factor and averaged expansion rate on the ’scale of homogeneity’ (large
enough to define the cosmological background)

M V8 HD _1@ dDH
) ’ "

— — ZH A5
Vo, (tini 3Vp, apy (85)

enn ()= (

The physical motivation behind (A.3) becomes more transparent if we consider the fol-
lowing elements. (i) this definition reduces to (A.2) under the assumptions of linear pertur-
bations ((6*),, = D, and ap,, — a, the Friedmann scale factor). (ii) The average extends all
over the entire structure, resembling the growth of a uniform spherically symmetric overden-
sity detached from the expansion, as in the so-called “spherical collapse model” (for example,
see Section 8.2 in [50]). (iii) As thus defined, f considers the variations in the domain D.

Note that a similar definition f = ﬁ <5>D / (0)p satisfies (i) and (i¢) but fails to include
H
the effects of changes in D(t).

2Despite the fact that we are considering a multi-fluid approach, our observers move with the dark matter
and have no acceleration (N = 1). This entitles us to use the standard average formalism for dust cosmologies.
See Ref. [48, 49] for the average properties of general fluids in arbitrary foliations.
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B Removing og from the DESI report values

In figure 7 we present plots for the quantity |f/f(Q2) — 1| and place the DESI values for the
expected errors in order to present a comparison. However the DESI collaboration presents
results for the product fog, so we must remove the og from the DESI values for a proper
comparison with our results. To that end, we start with equation (53) from [40]

Dy <2f(Qm) +3Qm> H, (B-1)

Where Q,, = Qp + Qepar. We define og(2) and Aog(z) as

D D
o8(z) = 0.8111D++ and  Aog(z) = 0.0060 : . (B.2)

Using the values given in tables 2.3 and 2.5 from [16] for the errors for A fog(z) obtaining for
each z given (in the notation of that same reference)

Afos(2) = {5522 @) (o) (B3

Finally, we obtain the desired value for Af(z) that we present in figure 7

Af(z) _ Afas (Z)O'S(Z) *Zf(z)ag(z)Ao-g(Z) '

o3 (2)

(B.4)
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