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Abstract. Lyman-α forest data are known to be a good probe of the small scale
matter power. In this paper, we explore the redshift evolution of the observable effective
optical depth τeff(z) from the Lyman-α data as a discriminator between dark matter
models that differ from the ΛCDM model on small scales. We consider the thermal
warm dark matter (WDM) and the ultra-light axion (ULA) models for the following
set of parameters: the mass of ULA, ma ≃ 10−24–5 × 10−22 eV and WDM mass,
mwdm = 0.1–4.6 keV. We simulate the line-of-sight HI density and velocity fields using
semi-analytic methods. The simulated effective optical depth for the alternative dark
matter models diverges from the ΛCDM model for z & 3, which provides a meaningful
probe of the matter power at small scales. Using likelihood analysis, we compare the
simulated data with the high-resolution Lyman-α forest data in the redshift range
2 < z < 4.2. The analysis yields the following 1σ bounds on dark matter masses:
mwdm > 0.7 keV and ma > 2 × 10−23 eV. To further test the efficacy of our proposed
method, we simulate synthetic data sets compatible with the ΛCDM model in the
redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6.5 and compare with theory. The 1σ bounds obtained are
significantly tighter: mwdm > 1.5 keV and ma > 7 × 10−23 eV. Although our method
provides an alternative way of constraining dark matter models, we note that these
bounds are weaker than those obtained by high-resolution hydrodynamical simulations.
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1 Introduction

The standard cosmological model has proved to be spectacularly successful during the
past three decade. Among other probes, the measurement of CMB temperature and
polarization anisotropies, galaxy clustering as revealed by large surveys, and the detec-
tion of high-redshift supernova 1a have been key to this success [1–7]. An important
ingradient of the concordance ΛCDM model is the cold dark matter. However, even
after extensitve laboratory and astronomical searches, the nature of dark matter is
yet to be directly determined. Its properties are indirectly inferred based on many
observations covering a wide range of length scales and epochs of the universe (e.g.
[2–4, 8]).

In the ΛCDM model, the cold dark matter particle corresponds to the Weakly
Interacting Massive Particle (WIMP), which in turn is inspired by the well-known
WIMP miracle[9]. The supersymmetric extension of the standard model of particle
physics is consistent with a particle with self-annihilation cross-section 〈σv〉 ∼ 3 ×
10−26cm3s−1 and mass in the range 100–1000 GeV. This theory correctly predicts the
dark matter abundance inferred by the cosmological observations. This coincidence
has spurred many direct [10–13], indirect[14–16] and collider [17, 18] searches of the
WIMP worldwide. However, none of these experiments have yet succeeded in providing
consistent information about the particle nature of the dark matter.

While CMB and galaxy clustering observations show that the CDM is a good can-
didate of dark matter for scales k < 0.1Mpc−1, there exist long-standing astrophysical

– 1 –



issue with the model at smaller scales. N-body simulations based on the CDM model
predict an order of magnitude larger number of satellite galaxy of the Milky way as
compared to the observations [19–22]. CDM N-body simulations predict a cuspy pro-
file at the center of galaxies but the observed profile is flat [23, 24]. Another issue to
emerge from the comparison of N-body simulation with observations is the “too big to
fail” problem [25, 26]. All these issues provide a motivation to go beyond the standard
CDM paradigm and to consider alternatives, which differ from the CDM on galactic
scales but reproduce its success on the cosmological scales.

The Lyman-α forest are the observed absorption features along the directions
of QSOs owing to the fluctuations in the neutral hydrogen (HI) density of the pre-
dominantly ionized diffuse IGM in the post-reionization era (z ≤ 6). Hydrodynamical
simulations have shown these fluctuations correspond to mildly non-linear density con-
trast (δ < 10) of the underlying density field (e.g. [27–31] and references therein). As
this allows one to probe the fluctuations of the density field at scales comparable to the
Jeans’ scale of the IGM (k ≃ 5–7Mpc−1) in the redshift range 2 < z < 5, the Lyman-α
forest provide a suitable setting for the measurement of the matter power spectrum
for a vast range of scales including small scales not accessible to other probes such as
the galaxy surveys[27–31]. These data have found widespread applications in cosmol-
ogy, e.g. the measurement of bispectrum [32, 33], the estimation of the cosmological
parameters [34–36], obtaining constraints on the neutrino mass [37, 38], dark energy
[39], and the detection of the baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) [40–42].

In this paper we propose a novel method to investigate alternative dark matter
models using Lyman-α forest data. These data allow us to measure the flux decrement
as a function of redshift, which can be quantified in terms of the Lyman-α effective
optical depth τeff(z). The observational data have determined τeff over the redshift
range 2 ≤ z ≤ 5 for a range of spectral resolutions [43–46]. For comparison with
the data, we simulate the one-dimensional HI density and velocity fields using semi-
analytic methods (e.g. [47]) to compute the effective optical depth in the redshift range
of interest. The redshift evolution of the theoretically estimated effective optical depth
is compared with the Lyman-α data. We explore whether this method can be used to
discriminate between dark matter models with different small-scale matter power (e.g.
[48]). We also compare theoretical predictions with simulated data.

We study two alternative dark matter models for comparison with the Lyman-α
data. One of these models is the warm dark matter (WDM) model, which has been
extensively studied for cosmological applications [49–53]. In the model we consider, the
dark matter particle is coupled to the thermal bath in the early universe and its mass
lies in the range from a few hundred eVs to 10 keV. Thermally-produced gravitinos and
the sterile neutrino are the few possible candidates for the WDM particles [54, 55]. The
ultra-light axions (ULA) arise naturally within the framework of axiverse [56]. The
ULA have masses in the range 10−33 < ma < 10−20 eV and behave like a coherent scalar
field. For both the WDM and the ULA models, the matter power is suppressed at small
scales and these models have been studied for various astrophysical and cosmological
applications ([53, 57–76]). These models have also been studied using Lyman-α forest
data for constraining small-scale power ([62, 63, 77–79]). We also discuss how our
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results compare with these findings.
In the following section, we briefly discuss the two alternative dark matter models

we study. In section 3, the semi-analytic simulations are described in detail. In section 4
we discuss the observables and the data. In section 5, we present our main results. In
section 6, we summarize the main findings and conclude.

Throughout this paper, we use the following cosmological parameters: Ωc0 =
0.2285, Ωb0 = 0.046, Ων0 = 0.0013, Ωk0 = 0, ΩΛ0 = 0.7242 and h = 0.7 [3].

2 Alternative dark matter models: warm dark matter and

ultra-light axions

In this section, we briefly discuss the two alternative dark matter models we consider
in our study. They are both motivated by the observational evidence that while the
usual ΛCDM model is in excellent agreement with CMB and galaxy clustering at at
k . 0.2Mpc−1, it overpredicts the matter power at smaller scales. Both the warm dark
matter (WDM) the ultra-light axion (ULA) models yield diminished matter power at
small scales.

In the WDM scenario we consider, the dark matter particles are lighter than the
cold dark matter particles and are coupled to the thermal bath at early times. When the
temperature of the universe is much larger than the mass of the dark matter particle,
T & mwdm, the particles are relativistic and free-stream, which causes suppression
of the matter power at scale smaller than horizon size corresponding to the time at
which T ≃ mwdm(e.g. [80–84]. At later times, the dark matter particles become non-
relativistic and their velocity dispersion falls as 1/a, which causes them to behave as
the CDM particles at late times. The free-streaming length scale kfs is given by [85, 86]:

kfs ≃
(

0.3

Ωwdm

)0.15
(mwdm

keV

)1.15

Mpc−1 (2.1)

where Ωwdm gives the WDM matter density expressed in the units of the critical mass
density of the universe. For mwdm = 0.3 keV, the free-streaming length scale, kfs ≃
0.3Mpc−1.

The impact of the free-streaming of the WDM particles on the matter power
spectrum can be quantified through the transfer function T (k) [86, 87]:

T (k) =

[

PWDM(k)

PCDM(k)

]1/2

=
[

1 + (αk)2µ
]−5/µ

, (2.2)

Here PWDM(k) and PCDM(k) give the linear matter power spectrum for the WDM
and CDM model, respectively and α, µ are the parameters that are used to model the
transfer function T (k) for the WDM model. We use the following fit for the parameters
of the transfer functionµ and α [81]: µ = 1.12 and

α = 0.049
[mwdm

keV

]−1.11
[

Ωwdm

0.25

]0.11 [
h

0.7

]1.22

h−1Mpc (2.3)
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It follows from Eqs. (2.2) and (2.3) that as the mwdm is decreased, the matter power is
erased at progressively larger scales. In this work we consider WDM particles in the
mass range: 0.1 keV < mwdm < 4.6 keV.

Another well-studied alternative dark matter model arises from ultra light axion
(ULA) fields in the context of string axiverse [71, 88–91]. The mass of ULA particles
lie in the range ma ≃ 10−33–10−20 eV.

The ULA field obtains its initial condition after the spontaneous symmetry break-
ing in the early universe and behaves like a coherent scalar field. At an early time
when the expansion rate H ≫ ma, the ULA behaves like a cosmological constant.
At redshifts when ma < H , the field rolls off and starts oscillating coherently around
the nearest minima of the periodic potential. During this period, the average energy
density of the field falls as 1/a3 and therefore the background density acquires the
characteristics of a CDM particle.

The adiabatic perturbations in the scalar field have a scale-dependent effective
sound speed. At late times and sub-horizon scales, the effective sound speed is:

c2s =

k2

4m2
a
a2

1 + k2

4m2
a
a2

(2.4)

At scales k ≫ maa, the sound speed approaches the speed of light which prevents
clustering at these scales. At late times, the sound speed approaches zero which causes
the ULA density perturbation to behave as the cold dark matter perturbation.

The scale below which the matter perturbations are suppressed can be approxi-
mated as [71]:

km ≃
(

m

10−33eV

)1/3(

100 kms−1

c

)

hMpc−1. (2.5)

A smaller ma yields a larger scale of matter suppression. The cosmologically relevant
mass range of ULA is 10−25–10−20 eV, which we consider here.

We compute the ULA matter power spectra using the code AxionCAMB which
is the modified version of the publicly-available code CAMB1.

In Fig 1, we show the small-scale matter power spectra for many WDM and
ULA models which are of interest to us in this paper. To motivate our discussion
in the later sections, we note that for the ULA models corresponding to: ma =
{10−20, 10−21, 10−22, 5 × 10−23, 10−23} eV, the matter power is 10% lower than the
ΛCDM model for k ≃ {30, 10, 4, 3, 1.5} hMpc−1, respectively. The corresponding num-
bers for the WDMmodels are: mwdm = {0.3, 1, 1.5, 2, 3} keV and k ≃ {0.3, 2, 3, 4, 9} hMpc−1,
respectively.

1available at https://github.com/dgrin1/axionCAMB
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Figure 1. The figure displays the small-scale normalized matter power spectrum for the
three models considered in this paper. The choice of parameters for the different models is
listed in the inset.

3 Simulating line-of-sight HI density fluctuations: Lyman-α

clouds

Hydrodynamical simulations show that the Lyman-α clouds are mildly non-linear re-
gions in the IGM with density contrast δ ≤ 10 at high redshifts. This allows one to
capture the ionization, thermal, and dynamical state of Lyman-α clouds using semi-
analytic models.

In this paper, we have followed the semi-analytic approach given in [47]. We briefly
outline different steps in this process. The first step is the computation of the three-
dimensional baryonic matter power spectrum P

(3)
b (k, z) from the three-dimensional

matter power spectrum P
(3)
m (k, z):

P
(3)
b (k, z) =

P
(3)
m (k, z)

(1 + λ2
bk

2)2
, (3.1)

Here λb ≡ k−1
J is the thermal Jeans scale:

λb =
1

H0

[

2γkBTm(z)

3µmpΩm

]1/2

× (1 + z)−1/2 (3.2)
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All the parameters that appears in Eq. (3.2) have their usual meanings with µ = 0.6.
For the parameters we use, kJ ≃ 8.5 hMpc−1 at z = 32

The relevant one-dimensional baryonic power spectra can be computed from the
three-dimensional baryonic power spectrum (Eq. 3.1):

P
(1)
b (k1, z) =

1

2π

∫ ∞

|k1|

dk
′

k
′

P
(3)
b (k

′

, z)

P (1)
v (k1, z) = ȧ2k2 1

2π

∫ ∞

|k1|

dk
′

k′3
P

(3)
b (k

′

, z)

P
(1)
bv (k1, z) = iȧk

1

2π

∫ ∞

|k1|

dk
′

k′
P

(3)
b (k

′

, z) (3.3)

Here k1 denotes the Fourier mode along the line of sight. P
(1)
b (k, z), P

(1)
v (k, z) and

P
(1)
bv (k, z) denote the line-of-sight density, velocity, and the cross power spectra of the

density and the velocity fields, respectively.
Given the one-dimensional power spectra (Eq. (3.3), the correlated density and

velocity fields are simulated by applying the Gram-Schimdt procedure on two indepen-
dent Gaussian random fields (for details see e.g. [48] and references therein).

This process yields the correlated density and velocity fields in the Fourier space.
we then apply inverse Fourier transform on these fields to obtain the corresponding
real-space density and velocity fields, δb(x, z) and v(x, z), respectively. The main aim
of this paper is to study the redshift evolution of observables derived from Lyman-α
data. Therefore, we simulate the density and the velocity fields for 40 different redshift
bins each of width ∆z = 0.1 over the redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6. In each of these bins,
there are 214 points that resolve the Jeans scale λb by at least a factor of 4. The
simulated fields are then smoothed to the instrumental resolution (discussed in detail
later).

In the semi-analytic approach, the non-linearity of the density perturbations in the
IGM is incorporated by assuming the density field to follow the lognormal distribution
[47]. This allows us to relate the simulated baryonic density contrast, δb(x, z) to the
baryon number density nb(x, z) as,

nb(x, z) = Aeδb(x,z) (3.4)

A is a normalization constant that can be determined by averaging the baryon number
density:

〈nb(x, z)〉 ≡ n0(x, z) = A〈eδb(x,z)〉 (3.5)

2The thermal Jeans’ scale correspond to Jeans’ mass MJ ≃ 5× 108M⊙ at z ≃ 3. The Jeans’ mass
in the unheated IGM at z ≃ 20 is MJ ≃ 105M⊙. After the re-heating and the reionization of the IGM
in the redshift range 7 < z < 20, the Jeans’ mass increases and remains large in the post-reionization
universe. The net impact of these processes is to prevent of growth of perturbations at sub-Jeans’
scale for z . 20. While this would result in the suppression of the density contrast at these scales
as compared to the larger scales, the suppression might not be as large as given in Eq. (3.1), which
corresponds to a more conservative choice. This is partly justified as the reheating and reionization
history of the universe during the era of cosmic dawn and the reionization is not yet well understood.
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Since the density perturbation δb(x, z) is assumed to be Gaussian, we can write 〈eδb(x,z)〉
as,

〈eδb(x,z)〉 = e〈δ
2

b
(x,z)〉/2 (3.6)

Using Eqs. (3.5) and (3.6) in Eq. (3.4), the baryon number density nb(x, z) can be
expressed as:

nb(x, z) = n0(z)e
(δb(x,z)−〈δ2

b
(x,z)〉/2) (3.7)

where n0(z) gives the background number density of the baryons at a redshift z:

n0(z) =
Ωbρc
µbmp

(1 + z)3 (3.8)

Here µb = 1.2.

4 Neutral hydrogen and the Lyman-α optical depth

For comparison with Lyman-α data, we need the fluctuating component of the neutral
hydrogen field along the line of sight, nHI(x, z). The relation between the baryonic field
(Eq. (3.5)) and the neutral hydrogen field can be computed by assuming ionization
equilibrium in the IGM and the Lyman-α clouds, which are optically thin to the
ionizing radiation. This gives us:

nHI(x, z) ≃
α[T (x, z)]nb(x, z)

Γci(x, z) + J(z)/[µenb(x, z)]
(4.1)

In writing Eq. (4.1), it has been implicitly assumed that the gas is highly ionized, as
is expected for the physical parameters of the IGM. The temperature field, T (x, z) =
T0(z)[nB(x, z)/n0(z)]

γ−1, where T0 gives the mean IGM temperature and γ is the poly-
tropic index of the gas. The variation of γ provides information about the dynamical
state of the Lyman-α clouds. α[T (x, z)] is the recombination coefficient and its value
is determined by the temperature field at a given location. Γci(x, z) is the coefficient
of collisional ionization (in cm3 sec−1) and J(z) denotes the rate of photoionization (in
sec−1). For a fully ionized gas, µe = 1.07 (see Eq. (25) in [92]). To model Lyman-α
clouds, the free parameters have values in the ranges: 7000 ≤ T0 ≤ 15000 K and
1.3 ≤ γ ≤ 1.6 [93].

To compare the simulated data set against the observed flux decrement in the
Lyman-α clouds, we need the optical depth τ(ν) of the clouds for Lyman-α scattering
as a function of frequency, which is given by:

τ(ν) =

∫

nHI(x, z)σa

(ν

a

)

dl. (4.2)

Here nHI(x, z) gives the number density of the HI and ν is the observed frequency. The
absorption cross section σa is given by:

σa =
Ia

b
√
π
V

(

α,
ν − νa
bνa

+
v

b

)

, (4.3)
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where the parameter b = (2kBT/mp)
1/2 gives the velocity dispersion of the HI atoms,

v(x) is HI velocity field, α = 2πe2νa/3mec
3b = 4.8548 × 10−8/b, Ia = 4.45 × 10−18

cm−2, and V denotes the Voigt function.
For a temperature T ≃ 104 K, these effects combine to yield us the optical depth

τ as a function of redshift, which can be approximated as (e.g. [27]):

τ(z) = A(nB/n0)
2−0.7(γ−1) (4.4)

where

A = 0.946

(

1 + z

4

)6 (
Ωbh

2

0.0125

)2 (
T0

104K

)−0.7 (
J

1012s−1

)−1 (
H(z)

H0

)−1

(4.5)

For the purpose of comparison with the data, we compute the Lyman-α effective
optical depth τeff(z) as,

τeff(z) = −log[〈exp(−τ)〉], (4.6)

which is the observable that quantifies the decrease in the observed flux (F ∝ e−τ ) as
a function of redshift. The closed angular bracket 〈..〉 in the above equation refers to
the average of exp(−τ) over all possible realizations of the optical depth τ ≡ τ(z) for
a given redshift bin.

4.1 Data for τeff

The aim of this paper is to constrain certain dark matter models in which the small
scale power (≤ a fewMpc) is suppressed in comparison with the usual ΛCDM model.
This motivates us to analyze high-resolution observations of the Lyman-α forest. We
therefore consider the data compiled by [43]. This data measures of the Lyman-α
optical depth τeff over a redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 4.2 at an interval ∆z = 0.2 using
a sample of 86 high-resolution, high S/N (Signal-to-Noise) quasar spectra. The data
set consists of 16 (44) quasar spectra observed using HIRES (ESI) spectrographs with
the Keck telescope, while the remaining 26 quasar spectra were obtained from with
the MIKE instrument on Magellan. The HIRES and ESI spectrographs yield velocity
resolutions ∆v ≃ 6–8 km/s and ∆v ≃ 33–44 km/s, respectively, and the MIKE spec-
trograph operates at ∆v ≃ 11–14 km/s. Most of the quasar spectra obtained using
HIRES and ESI spectrographs are used to study the Damped Lyman Alpha (DLA)
systems [94, 95] and have S/N ≥ 15 pixel−1, whereas the spectra obtained using MIKE
spectrograph were analyzed for the Super Lyman Limit (SLL) systems given in [96]
and has S/N ≥ 10 pixel−1.

For an expanding universe, the velocity resolution width ∆v corresponds to a
line-of-sight comoving length: ∆r = ∆v(1 + z)/H(z). This gives ∆r ≃ 0.01Mpc for
∆v = 1 km/s at z = 3. This allows us to express the observed velocity resolution in
terms of the largest line-of-sight Fourier mode that the data can probe (Eq. (3.3)).
One can readily show that the lowest resolution of the data we use (∆v ≃ 40 km/s)
is comparable to the Jeans’ scale (Eq. 3.2). In our theoretical model, the baryonic
power spectrum is sharply cut off at the Jeans’ scale (Eq. (3.1)), which means that
even though the data resolves the Jeans’ scale we do not expect the data to contain
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information on scales k > kJ . In our analysis, we first obtain the optical depth for
individual clouds (Eq. (4.2)), which is followed by the computation of the transmitted
flux ∝ exp(−τi(ν)) as a function of frequency. The simulated transmitted fluxes are
then smoothed with a velocity resolution ∆v = 7.5 km/s for comparison with data.
We note that our results are insensitive to the choice of the velocity resolution if the
length scale corresponding to the velocity resolution is smaller or comparable to the
thermal Jeans’ scale (Eq. 3.2), which is the smallest scale we can probe in our study.

More Recently, [45] have estimated τeff over a larger redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 5
using a sample of 6065 moderate-resolution quasar spectra drawn from SDSS DR7
[97]. However, the velocity resolutions of the quasar spectra are in the range ∆v ≃
143–167 km/s, which correspond to length scales considerably larger than the Jeans’
scale and therefore are not suitable for our analysis3

5 Results

Our analysis is based on comparing the measured effective optical depth against the
simulated optical depth as a function of redshift. We compute the effective optical
depth τeff(z) from the simulated line-of-sight HI field for three different cosmological
models — ΛCDM, WDM and ULA models. The dark matter model is constrained
from comparing the slope of the redshift dependence of the effective optical depth for
different models.

We simulate the Lyman-α effective optical depth τeff(z) over the redshift range
2 ≤ z ≤ 6 at a redshift interval of ∆z = 0.1 using the method detailed in the last
section. Throughout this section, the following parameters, unless otherwise specified,
are used for computing τeff(z): J = 1.5 × 10−12 s−1, T0 = 1.3 × 104K, γ = 1.4, and
∆v = 7.5 km/s.

The Lyman-α effective optical depth τeff(z) at a given redshift z can be calculated
by replacing the ensemble average defined in Eq. (4.6) by an average over optical depths
of individual clouds in the simulated HI field: τeff(z) = −log[

∑

i

exp(−τi)/N ] where N

and τi denote the number of the Lyman-α clouds and the optical depth of the i-th
Lyman-α cloud at that redshift, respectively. The HI column density of a Lyman-α
cloud at a given redshift depends on both the baryonic density perturbation δ and
the background baryon density at that redshift. In a matter-dominated universe, a
reasonable assumption for the standard ΛCDM model at z > 2, the matter density
contrast, δ ∝ (1 + z)−1 while the background density nHI ∝ (1 + z)3. This gives:
τi ∝ n2

HIH
−1(z)(1+δ)β where β = 2−0.7(γ−1). Using δ ≫ 1, we get, τi ∝ (1+z)4.5−β.

Here H(z) ∝ Ω0.5
m (1+z)1.5 is the Hubble parameter. The optical depth of an individual

Lyman-α cloud, τi, evolves sharply with the redshift. A part of this change arises from
the evolution of background quantities (Hubble’s parameter and background density)

3We note the mean flux decrement is independent of spectral resolution and therefore in principle
our proposed method should work with low-resolution data sets also. However, continuum subtraction
does depend on spectral resolution and it impacts the mean flux decrement. Hence, we prefer to work
with the highest spectral resolution data set.
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but an additional change comes from the density contrast and equation of state γ of
the clouds.

At any given redshift, the range of optical depths of clouds is governed by the
log-normal density distribution (Eq. (3.4)). To understand the redshift evolution of
this distribution, we note that the line-center cross-section for Lyman-α scattering for
a non-expanding region of temperature T ≃ 104K is ≃ 5× 10−14 cm2. As the column
densities of most clouds lie in the range 1013–1015 cm2, many clouds are optically thick
at any redshift and a larger fraction of clouds is optically thick at higher redshifts.

To further analyze the implication of this dynamics, we compare the redshift
evolution of τavg(z) ≡

∑

i

τi/N with the observationally determined effective optical

depth, τeff(z). If optical depths of all the Lyman-α clouds are small, τi ≪ 1, then
τavg ≃ τeff at all redshifts. In the other limit, if all the clouds are optically thick
τi > 1, the redshift evolution of τavg is the same as in the first case, but the τeff doesn’t
change with the redshift. In the intermediate situation which is suitable for the allowed
cosmological models, a fraction of clouds are optically thick at any redshift and this
fraction increases at larger redshifts. This implies that the redshift evolution of τeff is
always flatter than the redshift dependence of τavg.

In figure 2, we show the redshift dependence of Lyman-α effective optical depth
τeff(z) and the average Lyman-α optical depth τavg(z) for the ΛCDM model. We notice
that τeff(z) ≃ τavg(z) at z ≃ 2 but τave(z) diverges from τeff(z) at high redshifts. As
anticipated, the slope of τeff(z) is smaller than that of τavg(z).

5.1 Effective optical depth and dark matter models

The main aim of this paper is to constrain dark matter models using the redshift
evolution of τeff . The alternative dark matter models we consider are described in
detail in section 2. The discussion in the foregoing provides motivation of this aim and
we elaborate it further here.

Both the alternative models we consider yield a suppression of matter power
at small scales as compared to the usual ΛCDM model (Figure 1). The scales at
which the power is suppressed is determined by the mass of particles in both cases.
As discussed above, the optical depth of an individual cloud depends on both the
background density and the density contrast, δ. While the background density is
left unchanged in alternative dark matter models we consider, the density contrast
decreases owing to the decrement in matter power at small scales.

We next study the evolution of τeff(z) and τavg(z) in these models relative to
the ΛCDM model, which is shown in Figure 2. In Figure 3 the relevant plots are
displayed. As expected τavg(z) is smaller in alternative dark matter models because of
the decrement of density contrast in these models. The difference between the average
optical depth τavg(z) for these models and that for the ΛCDM model is seen to be
negative in the redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6.

This also allows us to understand the difference of the average optical depth
between the two alternative dark matter models. The scales at which the suppression
of the matter power occurs in the WDM model for mwdm = 0.3 keV are larger as
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Figure 2. The figure shows the redshift evolution of the effective and the average optical
depths, τeff(z) and τavg(z), for the ΛCDM model for the following parameters: J = 1.5 ×
10−12 s−1, T0 = 1.3× 104 K, γ = 1.4 and ∆v = 7.5 km/s.

compared to the ULA model for ma = 10−23 eV. The matter power gets suppressed
roughly by a factor ≃ 10 in the range k ≃ 0.3–0.5 hMpc−1 for mwdm = 0.3 keV,
whereas, for ma = 10−23 eV, the matter power decreases by a factor ≃ 3 for the range
k ≃ 0.3–1.0 hMpc−1. This explains the smaller values of τavg(z) for the WDM model
for mwdm = 0.3 keV as compared to the ULA models for ma = 10−23 eV over the entire
redshift range.

Figure 3 also shows the effective optical depth for different models. However,
unlike the monotonic behavior of average optical depth, we notice a transition at
z ≃ 34. The discussion in the foregoing allows us to understand this transition. At
small redshifts, the ΛCDM model has higher effective optical depth for the following
reasons: (a) the optical depth for an individual cloud, τi < 1, for most clouds for all
the models and (b) the optical depth of individual clouds τi is higher for the ΛCDM
model owing to a larger density contrast. So the effective optical depth converges to
the average optical depth at small redshifts (Figure (2)), which is higher for the ΛCDM
models as compared to the alternative dark matter models. This also means that at
higher redshifts a larger number of clouds become optically thick for the ΛCDM which
causes the effective optical depth to partially saturate and consequently the redshift
evolution of the effective optical depth has a smaller slope. On the other hand, for the

4The redshift at which the transition occurs depends on the choice of dark matter model parame-
ters. For instance, the transition redshift shifts to smaller redshifts as mwdm is increased.
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alternative dark matter models, the effective optical depth tracks the average optical
depth up to a much higher redshifts and therefore has a sharper slope in the redshift
space. This explains the transition from a positive difference to a negative difference
in the effective optical depth between the ΛCDM and the alternative dark matter
models. This also explains the evolution of the difference between the two alternative
dark matter models.

To illustrate this aspect further, we show the relative difference of the aver-
age and effective optical depths between the ΛCDM model and the alternative dark
matter models in Figure 4. We define the relative difference ∆τ(z) as, ∆τ(z) =
[τmodel(z)/τCDM(z) − 1] × 100% for a given model where τCDM and τmodel refer to
corresponding quantities for the ΛCDM model and one of the alternative dark matter
models considered in our analysis. As expected , the relative differences ∆τavg(z) are
negative throughout the redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6 (see the left panel of Figure 4).
For the ULA model with ma = 10−23 eV, the relative difference varies in the range
∆τavg(z) ≃ 3–6% over the redshift range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6. For the WDM model with
mwdm = 0.3 keV, the difference increase by factors ∼ 1.3–1.6 over the redshift range.

We further see that the relative differences ∆τeff are negative at redshifts z < 3
and positive at redshifts z > 3 (see the right panel of Figure 4). For ma = 10−23 eV,
the relative difference varies from ∆τeff(z) ∼ −4% to ∆τeff(z) ∼ 12% over the redshift
range 2 ≤ z ≤ 6. The WDM models show similar cross-over from negative to positive
difference as is seen in the Figure 4 (right panel). We note that for the WDM model
with mwdm = 0.3 keV, the difference increases by a factor ∼ 1.5 over the redshift range.

5.2 Comparison with data

In Figure 5 we display the redshift evolution of τeff(z) for a few dark matter models
along with the high-resolution Lyman-α data ([43]).

For a detailed statistical analysis, we carry out a likelihood analysis that compares
the simulated effective optical depths with the data.

In addition to the masses: mwdm and ma, we consider the following four parame-
ters related to the ionization, thermal and dynamical state of Lyman-α clouds in our
analysis: J(z), α, T0 and γ.

The ionization and thermal history in the redshift range 2 . z . 5 is known
from the observation of Lyman-α clouds (for a comprehensive review see e.g. [98]
and references therein). The temperature of the IGM T0 ≃ 104K with no discernible
redshift evolution for z > 3.5. The reionization of singly-ionized helium raises the
temperature by approximately a factor of 1.5 for z < 3.5 [99]. This is consistent with
the fact that the temperature of optically-thin photoionized hydrogen gas is nearly
independent of the magnitude of the ionizing flux with a weak dependence on the
spectral index [98, 100]. We therefore expect T0 to be nearly independent at higher
redshifts if the gas is photoionized and the spectral index of the ionizing sources doesn’t
change appreciably. The equation of state parameter γ has been extensively studied
using hydrodynamical simulations and its acceptable range has been determined by
comparison with Lyman-α forest data [93, 101]. The Lyman-α forest data suggests
that the ionizing intensity J(z) doesn’t evolve in the redshift range 2 < z < 4.2 [102].
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However, its redshift evolution at higher redshifts remains uncertain. We account for
the redshift evolution of the ionizing intensity J(z) by assuming: J(z) = J0(1 + z)α;
here J0 and α are constants.

Based on these considerations, we vary J0, α, T0 and γ over the following ranges
(with a flat prior) in the likelihood analysis: 0.7×10−12 ≤ J0 ≤ 4×10−12, −1.2 ≤ α ≤ 1,
0.7 × 104 ≤ T0 ≤ 2.3 × 104 and 1.4 ≤ γ ≤ 2.2. For the WDM and ULA models, the
masses mwdm and ma are varied over the ranges: 0.1 keV ≤ mwdm ≤ 4.6 keV and
10−24 eV ≤ ma ≤ 5 × 10−22 eV. Before embarking on the details of likelihood analy-
sis, we discern the structure of degeneracy of the proposed five parameter likelihood
function. Eqs. (4.4)–(4.6) show the dependence of effective optical depth on all the
parameters. The alternative dark matter impacts the effective optical depth through
the baryon density nb ≡ n0(1+δB) in Eq. (4.4). For mildly non-linear regions, δB ≃ 10,
nb ≃ n0δB. For alternative dark matter models, δB is obtained by simulating the den-
sity and velocity fields from a different matter power spectrum. So if a combination of
the other modelling parameters/functions, needed to infer the density field from the
observed flux decrement (γ, T0, and J(z)), can entirely compensate for the change in
δB over the redshift range of interest, the proposed impact of the change in the cos-
mological model would be unobservable. Eqs. (4.4)–(4.6) also allow us to compare the
efficacy of our approach with the more direct method, which is normally based on the
simulation of the three-dimensional density field using hydrodynamical simulations.
This allows one to draw the density field along many line-of-sights. Eqs. (4.4)–(4.6)
yield the line-of-sight transmitted flux field as a function of frequency, which is then
used to compute transmitted flux correlation function. The correlation function from
the simulated data can then be compared to the Lyman-α data. As Eqs. (4.4)–(4.6)
are needed to compare the theoretical predictions with the data for this method also,
it also partly shares the degeneracy structure of our proposed method.

However, while our method is based on using just one quantity, average overden-
sity, at a given redshift, the other method computes flux correlation function at any
redshift and therefore is also sensitive to the spatial variation of the density field at any
given redshift, while it can also use information from different redshifts. This method,
therefore, retains more information than our approach. And, given the uncertainty
in modelling parameters, it is expected to yield better constraints on the dark matter
masses.

It is difficult to quantify the nature of the degeneracy analytically as the average
overdensity is computed from a simulation and τeff is a highly non-linear function of
modelling parameters. Eq. (4.4) only partially captures the nature of this effect as
the Lyman-α clouds that most impact the redshift evolution of τeff are the ones with
τ ≃ 1 (Figure 4). However, Eq. (4.4) strongly suggests that the only models that can
be constrained using our method are the ones for which the change in overdensity is
larger than obtained by changing the modelling parameters within the prior range.
This also means that we expect the bound on dark matter mass to weaken as the prior
range is expanded. To study this further, we explored the dependence of the dark
matter posterior probability on the modelling parameters by expanding the range of
priors for each parameter. We found that the dependence on the prior is negligible if
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the maximum of the posterior probability of the relevant parameter lies in the prior
range. For γ the maximum of the posterior probability is around 1.1 which is outside
the original range (1.4 ≤ γ ≤ 2.2). We extended the prior range to encompass the
maximum (0.5 ≤ γ ≤ 2.2) and find a discernible but small weakening of the bound
on dark matter masses. This also means that a better understanding of priors from
complementary data might allow better determination of dark matter masses using
our method.

Our analysis yields likelihood function as a function of the parameters, J0, α, T0,
γ, and either of the two masses, mwdm or ma. As our method of constraining the alter-
native dark matter models relies upon the redshift evolution of τeff , we first investigate
the possible degeneracy between the masses of alternative dark matter particles and α,
which gives the redshift evolution of the ionizing radiation. We marginalize over the
parameters J0, T0, γ to obtain the marginalized joint likelihood of α and the masses:
mwdm and ma, for the WDM and the ULA models respectively. We find that the pa-
rameters: α and the masses: mwdm and ma are weakly anti-correlated. We marginalize
the joint likelihood over the masses: mwdm and ma to get the marginalized posterior
likelihood of the parameter: α for the WDM and the ULA models, respectively. The
posterior probability of α is displayed in Figure 6. We notice that the marginalized
posterior likelihood of the parameter α peaks at α = −0.1 (left panel) and α = −0.05
(right panel), respectively, for the WDM and the ULA models. The peak values of
the parameter α for both the WDM and the ULA models are consistent with α = 0
i.e. a redshift-independent background hydrogen-ionizing intensity, in agreement with
the findings of [102]. In Figure 8 we show contour plots in the spectral index α and
dark matter masses plane, which allows a further assessment of the dependence of
dark matter mass on modelling parameters. In particular, the contour plots capture
the degeneracy between dark matter masses and the evolution of ionizing radiation,
which is difficult to determine from theoretical considerations

To get the posterior likelihoods of the masses for the WDM and the ULA models,
we further marginalize the joint likelihood of α and the masses over the parameter α. In
Figure 7, we show the posterior probabilities of the WDM mass mwdm (left panel) and
the ULA mass ma (right panel). The posterior probabilities peak at mwdm ≃ a few keV
for the WDM model and at ma ≃ 5 × 10−22 eV for the ULA model and are flat for
larger masses. As the ΛCDM model is a limit of these models for large masses, the
data are seen to be consistent with the ΛCDM model. The posterior probabilities fall
for smaller masses which shows that the data are sensitive to the change in the matter
power at small scales. Figure 7 shows that 1-σ (defined as the value at which the
posterior probability is nearly 0.68) bounds from our analysis are: mwdm & 0.7 keV
and ma & 2× 10−23 eV.

The discussion in section 2 allows us to understand these results. For mwdm ≃
3 keV, the matter power is smaller than the ΛCDM model by around 10% at k ≃
9 hMpc−1. The corresponding scale for ma = 2 × 10−22 eV is k ≃ 4 hMpc−1. For the
1σ bounds on the dark matter masses, the matter power is smaller than that for the
ΛCDM model by approximately 10% at scales k ≃ 2 hMpc−1. This suggests that our
proposed probe is sensitive to scales comparable to or larger than the Jeans’ scale by
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a factor of 2. The posterior probability doesn’t fall sharply for smaller masses which
suggests that a range of even larger scales impact the observable. Figure 4 shows that
the redshift coverage of the data is partly responsible for this behavior, as the deviation
of the models corresponding to the peak of the posterior probability is less than 3%
at z ≃ 4.2, which is the largest redshift in the data. This difference triples for z ≃ 6
which means the higher redshift data is a better discriminator between the different
models. In the following subsection, we shall compare our theoretical predictions with
a simulated data set that spans a redshift range: 2 ≤ z ≤ 6.5.

The Lyman-α data can be analyzed in many different ways to probe the matter
power spectrum at small scales. One way is to model the the one-dimensional power
spectrum of the observed flux field along the line of sight using three-dimensional
power spectra at any given redshift (Eq. (3.3)). Such modelling requires high-resolution
hydrodynamical simulations. This method has been successfully applied to probe the
matter power spectrum for over two decades now (e.g. [62, 63, 77–79, 103, 104]). Both
the WDM and ULA models have been constrained using this approach ([62, 63, 76]).
The resultant upper bounds on the masses are: mwdm & 3 keV and ma & 10−21 eV,
which are significantly stronger than our results. These bounds suggest that such
probes are sensitive to k ≃ 10 hMpc−1, while, as discussed above, our analysis can
only probe scales larger than k ≃ 2 hMpc−1 (see the discussion in section 2). As this
is partly owing to the redshift coverage of the high-resolution Lyman-α data, we next
assess the efficacy of our proposed method using simulated data.

5.3 Comparison with simulated data

We simulate synthetic data sets for the ΛCDM model in the redshift range 2 < z < 6.5
and at redshift intervals ∆z = 0.1. The following parameters are used for computing
τeff : J = 1.5 × 10−12 s−1, T0 = 1.3 × 104K, γ = 1.4, and ∆v = 7.5 km/s. The error at
each data point is obtained by drawing from a Gaussian random variable of standard
deviation σ = pτeff . Here p is chosen in the range 0.1 and 0.055

We use the same priors on the parameters: J , T0 and γ, as in the previous section.
The parameters J0, α, T0 and γ are marginalized to obtain the posterior probability
of masses mwdm and ma for the WDM and the ULA models respectively. In Figure 9,
we show the posterior probabilities of the masses for p = 0.05. For comparison, the
posterior probabilities from Figure 7 are also shown.

From Figure 9, the 1-σ forecasts on dark matter masses are: mwdm & 1.5 keV and
ma & 7×10−23 eV. This is significant improvement over the constraints obtained from
the data set of [43]. This result satisfies our theoretical expectation (Figure 4) that
the higher redshift data should provide better constraints. We also assess the impact
of the error bar (given by the choice of p) in the simulated data points on the posterior
probability. For p = 0.1, we still find substantial improvement but the constraints on
WDM mass are found to less sensitive to the choice of p.

While the comparison of the simulated data sets with the theory bears out the ef-
ficacy of our proposed method, the forecast bounds are still weaker than those obtained

5For comparison, p varies in the following range for the existing data sets: p = 0.15–0.03 ([43])
and p = 0.1–0.02 ([45]).
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from hydrodynamical simulations. As already noted (see footnote 2), our prescription
of implementing the physics close to the Jeans’ scale results in a sharp cut off in the
matter power for scales corresponding to kJ ≃ 5Mpc−1, which is probably a factor of
a few larger than the scales accessible to hydrodynamical simulations.
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Figure 3. The figure displays the redshift evolution of the average and effective optical
depths, τavg(z) and τeff(z), for ΛCDM, WDM, and ULA models. The other modelling pa-
rameters are the same as in Figure 2.
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Figure 4. The redshift evolution of the relative differences ∆τavg(z) and ∆τeff(z), comparing
the ΛCDM model with the WDM and ULA models, are plotted.

6 Summary and Conclusions

It is well known that the Lyman-α forest in the redshift range 2 < z < 5 are an
excellent probe of the matter power spectrum for scales as small as the Jeans’ scale of
the IGM, kJ ≃ 5–7Mpc−1.

– 16 –



 0

 0.5

 1

 1.5

 2

 2.5

 3

 3.5

 4

 4.5

 2  2.5  3  3.5  4  4.5  5  5.5  6

PSfrag replacements

redshift z

τ e
ff
(z
) ΛCDM

mwdm = 0.3 keV
ma = 10−23 eV

mwdm = 1.0 keV
ma = 5× 10−23 eV

FG (2008)

Figure 5. The figure compares the simulated τeff(z), for one set of parameters, for the
ΛCDM, the WDM, and the ULA models, with the data [43]. The other modelling parameters
are the same as in Figure 2.
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Figure 6. The figure shows the posterior probabilities of α (see text for details) for the
WDM (left panel) and the ULA (right panel) models.

In this work, we use semi-analytic modelling of Lyman-α clouds and the redshift
evolution of the effective optical depth to distinguish between dark matter models
whose matter power spectra differ from the ΛCDM model at small scales. This ap-
proach has been shown to be sensitive to the small scale matter power ([48]). We
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ULA (right panel) models are displayed.
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consider two alternative dark matter models: ULA and WDM. Both these models
yield lower matter power at small scales as compared to the ΛCDM model.

We simulate the line-of-sight HI density field corresponding to Lyman-α forest
and as our focus is the probe of small scales, the simulations resolve the Jeans’ scale.
Figure 4 allows us to gauge the impact of the alternative dark matter models of the
evolution of effective optical depth. The effective optical depth for these model diverges
from the prediction of the ΛCDM model at higher redshifts. The percentage difference
of these models from the ΛCDM model nearly triples in the redshift range 4 < z < 6.
Therefore, data at higher redshifts is expected to be the principle discriminator between
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Figure 9. The Figure shows posterior probabilities of dark matter masses by comparing the
theory with simulated data compatible with the ΛCDM model. The posterior probabilities
from Figure 7 are also shown (magenta curves) for comparison.

different dark matter models.

Using Likelihood analysis, we compare the evolution of the effective optical depth
from the simulations with the high-resolution Lyman-α data [43] that spans a redshift
range: 2 ≤ z ≤ 4.2. The posterior probabilities of the dark matter masses are shown
in Figure 7. These results yield the following 1-σ bounds on the dark matter masses:
mwdm > 0.7 keV and ma > 2 × 10−23 eV respectively for the WDM and the ULA
models.

We next compare our theoretical predictions against simulated ΛCDM effective
optical depth data sets over a larger redhift range: 2 ≤ z ≤ 6.5. This allows us to assess
the efficacy of high-redshift data as a discriminator between the different dark matter
models (Figure 4). The resulting posterior probabilities are shown in Figure 9). The
1-σ forecasts on the dark matter masses are more stringent in this case, as expected
from the theory, and are given by: mwdm > 1.5 keV and ma > 7× 10−23 eV.

The nature of dark matter remains a mystery. One possible way to understand its
nature is to probe cosmological matter power spectrum at progressively smaller scales.
The future detection of the 21-cm forest holds the promise of probing even smaller
scales ([105]).
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cosmological structures in warm dark matter models, Monthly Notices of the Royal
Astronomical Society 424 (2012) 684–698.

[69] J. Baur, N. Palanque-Delabrouille, C. Yèche, C. Magneville and M. Viel,
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