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ABSTRACT

We measure the quasar two-point correlation function dveredshift rangé.2 < z < 2.8
using data from the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic SurWwe use a homogeneous sub-
set of the data consisting of 27,129 quasars with spectpiscedshifts—by far the largest
such sample used for clustering measurements at thesdftedstdate. The sample cov-
ers 3,60Qleg?, corresponding to a comoving volume @f (h~'Gpc)? assuming a fiducial
ACDM cosmology, and it has a median absolideand magnitude of-26, k-corrected to

z = 2. After accounting for redshift errors we find that the reftstppace correlation func-
tion is fit well by a power-law of slope-2 and amplitudes, = (9.7 + 0.5) h~*Mpc over
the ranged < s < 25 h~'Mpc. The projected correlation function, which integrates the
effects of peculiar velocities and redshift errors, is fitliviyy a power-law of slope-1 and

ro = (8.4 £ 0.6) h~*Mpc over the rangd < R < 16 h~'Mpc. There is no evidence for
strong luminosity or redshift dependence to the clusteaimgplitude, in part because of the
limited dynamic range in our sample. Our results are coasisvith, but more precise than,
previous measurements at similar redshifts. Our measumsrfithe quasar clustering ampli-
tude implies a bias factor #f~ 3.5 for our quasar sample. We compare the data to models to
constrain the manner in which quasars occupy dark mattesladt ~ 2.4 and infer that such
quasars inhabit halos with a characteristic mags\6f ~ 1012 h =1 M, with a duty cycle for
the quasar activity of 1 per cent.

1 INTRODUCTION
Quasars are among the most luminous astrophysical obgeuts,
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holes (e.gl_Salpeter 1964; Lynden-Rell 1969). They haveinec
a key element in our current paradigm of galaxy evolution — es
sentially all spheroidal systems at present harbor madsaek
holes (Kormendy & Richstone 1995), the masses of which are co
related with many properties of their host systems. The gmer
ing picture is that quasar activity and star formation arexin
tricably linked (e.gl_Nandra et al. 2007; Silverman et al0g)0in
galaxies that contain a massive bulge (and thus a massie& bla
hole) and a gas reservoir. The galaxy initially forms in a-gels,
rotation-dominated system. Once the dark matter halo gtoves
critical scale some event—most likely a major merger (Gagb
1990; | Haiman & Loeb 1998 Cattaneo, Haehnelt & Rees 11999;
Kauffmann & Haehnelt 2000; Springel et al. 2005; Hopkinslet a
2006) or instability in a cold-stream fed disk (Ciotti & O&#r
1997, 2001, Di Matteo et al. 2012)—triggers a period of raplat
scured star formation and the generation of a stellar bufier
some time the quasar becomes visible, and soon after thiostar
mation is quenched on a short timescale, perhaps via regliati
mechanical feedback from the central engine (e.g. Shard@9;2
Natarajan 2012; Alexander & Hickox 2012).

The clustering of quasars as a function of redshift and
luminosity provides useful constraints on our understamdi
of galaxy evolution. The large-scale clustering amplituide

sample atz ~ 2.5. Obviously, quasars simply appear fainter at
greater distances, but in addition quasars seem to exlubihic
downsizing, with the population of less luminous quasarakpe
ing at lower redshiftl(Croom et al. 2009). Thus, the most lumi
nous quasars are both more abundant and the most visibleenemb
of the quasar population at ~ 2.5. Quasar clustering measure-
ments at high redshift from the original SDSS (Shen &t al.7200
therefore only sample the most luminous quasars, implyirag t
deeper spectroscopy than used for the original SDSS quasays
(Richards et dl. 2002a) is necessary for sampling quasasssaa
large dynamic range in luminosity near~ 2.5. Indeed, the final
BOSS quasar sample shouldbel0x larger, and almost 2 magni-
tudes deeper, than the original SDSS spectroscopic quasgies
at2.2 < z < 3.5 (14,065 objects; Schneider etlal. 2010).

The outline of the paper is as follows. P we describe
the quasar samples that we use—drawn from the SDSS and the
BOSS. The clustering measurements are describg@limclud-
ing comparisons with earlier work. The implications of oasults
for quasars are explored if#l. We conclude irf5. Appendix[A
discusses the impact of redshift errors on our measurengnites
Appendix[B contains the technical details of the model fitsdus
in this paper. Where necessary we shall adoptGDM cosmo-
logical model withQn.e = 0.274, Qy = 0.726 and os

creases with the mass of the dark matter halos hosting 0.8 as assumed in White etial. (2011), Anderson et al. (2012) and
the quasars. Comparison of the abundance of such halos tdReid et al.|(2012). Unless the dependence is explicitly specified
that of quasars can provide constraints on the duty cycle or parametrized, we assume= 0.7. Dark matter halo masses are
and degree of scatter in the observable halo-mass relationquoted asMisgs, i.€. the mass interior to a radius within which

(Cole & Kaiser| 1989] Martini & Weinberg 2001; Haiman & Hui
2001; [ White, Martini & Cohn| 2008 Shankar, Weinberg & Shen

the mean density i$80x the background density of the Universe.
Luminosities will be quoted in Watts, and magnitudes in thg A

2010). However quasars are extremely rare, so very large system.
surveys are necessary to suppress the shot-noise from Pois-

son fluctuations. Samples of quasars have only recently in-

cluded enough objects to study their clustering with soneeipr
sion (Porciani, Magliocchetti & Norberg 2004; Croom et 808;
Porciani & Norberg | 2006;| Hennawi etlal. 2006a; Myers ét al.

2 DATA
The Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS; York et al. 2000) mapped

2006, 20074alb;_da Angela et al. 2008; Padmanabhar let all; 2009 nearly a quarter of the sky using the dedicated Sloan Foigmdat

Ross et al. 2009; Shen etlal. 2009).
Naively, measuring the clustering of quasars between idsh

2.5-meter telescope (Gunn etlal. 2006) located at Apache ok
servatory in New Mexico. A drift-scanning mosaic CCD camera

2 and 3 should be a simple task, as this is where the comoving (Gunn etall 1998) imaged the sky in five photometric bandgmss
number density of luminous quasars seemingly pelaks (Weedma (Fukugita et al._1996; Smith etlal. 2002; Doi etlal. 2010) téna: |

1986, Hartwick & Schade 1990; Croom etlal. 2005; Richarddlet a
2006). However, selection effects complicate quasar tiageén
this range. The colours of normal (unobscured) quasarsndrou
z ~ 2.7 resemble far more abundant stellar populations, particu-
larly metal-poor A and F halo stars (elg.. frFan 1999; Richatad.
2001). This issue is enhanced at the faint limits of imaginyeys
that achieve similar depth to the Sloan Digital Sky Survep$S;
York et all2000), where those compact galaxies that are rehtel
by A and F stellar populations contaminate selection at the 1
20 per cent level as star-galaxy separation becomes diffiey.,
Richards et al. 2009; Bovy etlal. 2012). In addition, fainasgrs
with z ~ 2.2-2.6 can have similar colours to quasarg at 0.5,
which are contaminated by redder light from their host galaxg.,
Budavari et all 2001; Richards et al. 2001; Weinstein €2604).
In combination, the cuts that must be made to efficientlyctele
quasars in this redshift range mean that optical surveysiasays
may miss a significant number of quasars. A wide-area surtey a
high targeting density is thus an attractive propositiartfie study
of quasar clustering at moderate redshift. The data we dengi
this paper are drawn from just such a survey; the Baryon [@toih
Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS; Eisenstein &t al. 2011).

Physical effects also conspire to make quasars difficult to

iting magnitude ofr ~ 22.5. The imaging data were processed
through a series of pipelines that perform astrometrichcation
(Pier et all 2003), photometric reduction (Lupton et al. P0@nd
photometric calibration (Padmanabhan et al. 2008). We uasaqs
selected from this 5-band SDSS photometry as describedtail de
in|Bovy et al. (20111) and Ross et al. (2012).

Selecting quasars in the redshift range~ 2-3, where the
space density of the brightest quasars pelaks (Richards28G#;
Croom et al! 2009), is made difficult by the large populatiofis
metal-poor A and F stars, faint lower redshift quasars amopawt
galaxies which have similar colours to the objects of irdete.qg.,
Fan| 1999| Richards etial. 2001). In our case the problem is com
pounded by the fact that we wish to work close to the detection
limits of the SDSS photometry, where errors on flux measunésne
cause objects to scatter substantially in colour spacettatdhe
BOSS key science programs did not include the study of the clu
tering of z ~ 2.5 quasars.

2.1 Clustering subsamplesand the angular mask

The quasar component of BOSS is designed primarily as a Lyman
«a Forest survey, which does not require quasars to be selected
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Figure 1. The angular distribution of our quasar sample, in J2000tegiah
coordinates and Aitoff projection. We have rotated thereafee line byd0°

so that the North and South Galactic survey regions appedigoous in
the left and right parts of the plot, respectively. Areaschhive use in our
analysis (light grey), have completeness to XDQSO targegseater than
75 per cent. Other areas (dark grey) are mainly early suegypmns where
XDQSO was not used as the CORE targeting algorithm. The kdaeas
depict imaging data in which the-band chip was not operating, which are
discarded from our analysis.

in a uniform—or even aecreatable—manner across the sky. For
the study of quasar clustering however, uniform selectkely.
To satisfy these competing scientific requirements, theesuthus

adopted a CORE+BONUS strategy, where the CORE objects cor-

respond to a uniform sample selected byakreme deconvolution
(XD) algorithm. XD is applied in BOSS to model the distributions
of quasars and stars in flux space, and hence to separate tarasa
gets from stellar contaminants (XDQSO; Bovy etial. 2011)slt
this CORE sample that we analyze in this paper.

Specifically, we take as quasar targets all point sources in
SDSS imaging that have an XDQSO probability above a threshol
of 0.424 to the magnitude limit of BOSS quasar target selection
(9 < 22.00rr < 21.85;|Ross et &l. 2012). By quasar targets in
this sense, we mean all quasars that would have been observed
perfect survey. In reality, not all such targets are obskberause
not all fibers can be placed on an object during normal surpey-o
ations. More importantly, the XDQSO algorithm was not aédpt
as the final CORE algorithm for BOSS quasar target selectitih u
the second year of operations (Ross &t al. 2012). We will wiait
spectroscopy take on or before January 1, 2012—just ovdirgthe
two years of BOSS data. So, on average, more potential sangt
an XDQSO probability greater th&n424 are unobserved (spectro-
scopically) in areas that were covered in the first year of BQx&e
Fig.[).

We use the MNGLE software [(Swanson etlal. 2008) to track
the angular completeness of the survey (the mask). The ebeapl
ness on the sky is determined from the fraction of quasaetsig
a sector for which we obtained a spectrum; a sector is an &tha o
sky covered by a unique set of spectroscopic tiles (see @lagttal.
2003;| Tegmark et al. 2004). For our analyses, we limit theeur
to areas with targeting completeness greater than 75 péerBgn
targeting completeness, we mean the ratio of the numberasfagu
targets that received a BOSS fibemlbquasar targets.

1 XD (Bovy et al! 2009) is a method to describe the underlyirsgritiution
function of a series of points in parameter space (e.g.,aysda colour
space) by modeling that distribution as a sum of Gaussiamgbaed with
measurement errors.
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Figure 2. The absolute magnitude distribution and number of quasars
vs. redshift for our sample. (Upper) Theth, 25tk 50tk 75th andgoth
percentiles of\Z; vs. redshift (see text). (Middle) The same percentiles now
in M; — M, ; vs. redshift. (Lower) the (normalized) redshift distriiout of
guasars. The vertical dotted lines indicate the redshifjea we consider in
our study.

We do not correct fospectroscopiéncompleteness—i.e. ac-
count for the fraction of observed targets which producesgtspm
of sufficient quality to measure a redshift. Quasars at 2.2 are
identifiable in BOSS even at very low signal-to-noise ratgduse
the strong Ly A\1215 line always falls within the BOSS wave-
length coverage (3,600—10,0&),(Eisenstein etal. 2011). In BOSS,
almost all unidentifiable objects are likely to be starsagis or
low redshift quasars, not the > 2.2 quasars of interest in this
paper. Correcting for spectroscopic incompleteness winddce
a false large scale clustering signal because the densitetiér
contaminants varies over the sky.

We apply a veto mask to remove survey regions in which a
guasar could never be observed— areas near bright star$iand t
centerposts of the spectroscopic plates (as described iite \&thal.
2011). We also remove fields where the conditions were not
deemed photometric by the SDSS imaging pipeline (again see
White et all 2011). Finally, we remove areas that havebdata in
the SDSS imaging scang3(3 oflAbazajian et al. 2004, see Hig. 1).
The resulting XDQSO CORE targets were matched to the list of
objects for which the BOSS successfully obtained a spectaumah
throughout this paper we only consider regions where at [Eas
per cent of the XDQSO CORE targets received a BOSS fiber for
spectroscopic observation.

We study BOSS data taken on or before January 1, 2012.
This limits our analysis to version5.0 of the spectral reduction
pipeline pA11-v5_5_0) and to the areas plotted in Fig. 1. Note
that these are slightly later reductions than made pubdiehilable
with SDSS Data Release 9 (DR9; which uses4v85). Algorith-
mically v5.5_0 is the same as v8_45, but changes for calibrations
of a newly installed CCD affects data past DR9.
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2.2 Redshift assignation

The BOSS wavelength coverage is 3,600-104086 for quasars
abovez ~ 1 the [OIlI] AA\4958,5007 complex is shifted out of
the BOSS window. Systemic redshifts for most BOSS quasass th
rely solely on information from broad emission lines in thesstr
frame ultraviolet. The next lowest ionization line typigafound

in quasar spectra Mg N2798, which is a good redshift indicator
(Richards et al. 2002b), is shifted entirely beyond the BGB&:-
tral coverage neat ~ 2.5. To measure quasar redshifts above
z ~ 2.5 we rely on combinations of the CIN1908, C1VA1549,
and Lya \1215 lines. In addition to being broad, the centroid of
each line may be biased—C ll1] is often blended with Si lll],]A
and Felll complexes, CIV can be shifted from the systemie red
shift by strong outflows, and Ly is often affected by Lyv Forest
absorption and is blended with NV (e.g.. Vanden Berk et &0120
Richards et al. 2002b, 2011).

To ameliorate these issues, when the BOSS pi;ﬂikﬂmti-
fies a quasar spectrum as having an Mgll, CIlI] or C1V line that
is within the BOSS wavelength coverage, we default to the red
shift from that line offset using the prescription|of Hew&tVild
(2010). For spectra with no such lines, we adopt the BOSSipigpe
redshift. The BOSS collaboration is visually inspectingogiasar
spectra to check the pipeline redshifts. When a pipelinshiéd
conflicts with the visual redshift (438 objects) we adopthhean-
corrected redshift. As we mainly analyze clustering oneséhat
correspond to velocities that are larger than typical qubsaad
lines, altering redshifts by a small amount does not stroaffect
our results. AppendikJA discusses redshift errors further.

2.3 Quasar luminosities and k-corrections

Fig.[2 plots the conditional magnitude distribution of oangple,

compared to the characteristic luminosity of quasars atéushift.

We correct all magnitudes to= 2 using thek-corrections derived
bylRichards et all (2006). The characteristic luminositykeve the
luminosity function changes slope—fram Croom €t al. (20@%)
modified by Crotan(2009), is

M; o (2) = —21.61 — 2.5 (k12 + k22°) — 0.71 1)

wherek; = 1.39 andk; = —0.29 for z < 3 andk; = 1.22 and
ko = —0.23 for z > 3. We have converted from thig band used
by|Croom et al.|(2004) to theband &-corrected to: = 2) using
M;i(z = 2) = M, — 0.71 (Richards et &l. 2006). Note that in
the range2.2 < z < 2.8, which will be the focus of this paper,
we are able to probe 1-2 magnitudes fainter than the chaistitte
magnitude.

Using SDSS broad-band colours to deriseorrections for
our sample is problematic. Most BOSS quasars at redshit
3 are near the flux limit of SDSS imaging, and so they have
noisier colours than for previous SDSS prescriptions agher
limits (e.g.l Richards et al. 2006). Deriving full-corrections at
z ~ 3 as a function of flux, colour and redshift is beyond the
scope of this paper (but see McGreer et al. 2012, in prepara-
tion). Precisek-corrections will require proper modeling of subtle
changes due to, e.g., the Baldwin Effect, the presence opleom
iron emission crossing through théband, and the movement of
broad lines—which can be offset due to luminosity-and-hétis
dependent winds and absorption features—across the SD&S fil

2 The BOSS pipeline is described.in Aihara €t lal. (2011)

Sample  Name Redshift Magnitude  Ngso
1 All 22<2z<28 [-50.0,—10.0] 27,129
2 Bright 2.2<2z<28 [-50.0,—-25.8] 13,564
3 Dim 22<2z<28 [—-25.8,—-10.0] 13,564
4 Fid 22<2z<28 [-27.0,—25.0] 19,111
5 Loz 22<z<24 [-27.0,-250] 8835
6 Hiz 24<2<28 [-27.0,-25.0] 9,977

Table 1. A summary of the quasar samples we consider. The columns list
the sample number and name, redshift and magnitude ramgethe@num-
ber of quasars. Magnitudes dtecorrected to: = 2.

set. For the redshifts on which we focus in this pae? < z <
2.8) only the CIlIIA1908 line enters thé-band. Fortuitously, this
complex does not shift much with luminosity, which reduceyg a
flux dependence to thie-correction for our sample.

3 CLUSTERING

All of our clustering measurements are performed in conéiian,
rather than Fourier, space. For rare objects, where shisémman
important or dominant piece of the error budget, the conditjon
space estimators have the advantage of more nearly independ
errors. They also deal well with irregularly-sampled getias,
such as we have for our sample. We shall compute both the real-
and redshift-space correlation functions, using the Lata@zalay
(1993) estimator, with a density of random poibtstimes the den-

sity of quasars.

3.1 Therandom catalog

As discussed 2.1 we use MNGLE (Swanson et al. 2008) to
track the angular completeness of the survey. Angular ipasit
for the random points, modulated by the angular completenés
the survey, were obtained from theAMGLE programransack.
To assign redshifts to the random catalog we tried three adsth
which yielded almost identical results. The first was to gssb
each point a redshift drawn at random from the data. Whilg thi
method would produce artificial structure in the redshifitidlbu-
tion of the random points for a small survey, due to samplianae,
the wide angular coverage of the BOSS survey ensures thisoohet
performs well. We also tried fitting splines to the histografithe
quasar redshifts and the cumulative histogram of the rédsimd
using those splines to generate random redshifts. Thetsesate
insensitive to using the histogram or cumulative histogreotthe
number of spline points and to the type of spline used. Forghe
sults presented below we use the first method.

3.2 Fiber collisionsand small-scale clustering

We cannot obtain spectroscopic data for a few percent ofagsas
due to fiber collisions—no two BOSS fibers can be placed closer
than62” on a specific plate. At ~ 2.5 the 62" exclusion cor-
responds td.26 h~*Mpc (comoving). Where possible we obtain
redshifts for the collided quasars in regions where platesiap.

We account for the remaining exclusions by restricting auala
yses to relatively large scales and by up-weighting qugeasar
pairs with separations smaller thé2{’. The upweighting is derived

by comparing the angular correlation function of all tasgefth

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000
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Figure 3. The projected correlation function split by hemisphereGatac-
tic latitude), compared to the fiducial sample. The dasheeldorresponds
to the projected correlation function for a real-space aation function
with rg = 8 h~1Mpc and a power-law slope ef2 to guide the eye. Note
the weakly significant excess power at large scales for ththsmly sam-
ple (see text).

that of the quasars for which we obtained redshifts (Hawéired.
2003;| Li et al| 2006l Ross etlal. 2007; White et al. 2011). This
tio is close to unity abové2” but drops to about two-thirds below
62"”. The number of pairs for which this correction is appre@abl
is quite small, and the impact of this correction is much kass
1o even on the smallest scales. If fiber-collided quasars efe
tially live in regions of higher-than-average density thege-scale
clustering would be affected by fiber collisions and would be
properly corrected by our weighting procedure. The efficyeaf
the tiling algorithm, the prioritization of quasar targetser galax-
ies and the depth of the survey combine to make fiber colksi&on
very small effect on our analysis (see also Ross/et al.l2009).

3.3 Testsof systematics

We have performed numerous jackknife tests to check wheilrer
results are robust to possible systematics. Specificallpave in-
vestigated whether our results are stable to cuts on taggedit
what point in the survey the plates were drilled and whatetarg
ing algorithm was used, sector completeness, Galacttadiztiand
hemisphere (Fid.]3), extinction in theband, target areal density,
stellar density, raw-band magnitude (which is a proxy for signal-
to-noise ratio), sky brightnesg;band seeing (Fi@l]4) and selection
threshold. In all cases but one we see no evidence for atitaliis
significant systematic effect. The exception is that themedak ev-
idence that the large-scale clustering of quasars in théhSaalac-
tic Cap is stronger than that in the North Galactic Cap. It veit
quire more data to determine whether this is a statisticedifation
or a significant difference—and, of course, we conducieyen
not one, different tests of systematics. When eleven (iadéent)
trials are performed the likelihood of ar2letection is quite high
(~ 40 per cent instead o 5 per cent for a single trial). In fu-
ture a quasar catalog with good photometric redshifts cbelg
with some of these issues. In addition BOSS will continuebiaim
quasar data until 2014, so we defer a more detailed inveéistgef
geographical discrepancies to a future publication.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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Figure 4. The projected correlation function split by whether the raad
seeing ing band in a sector is better thdn25” (SB125) or worse than
1.25"" (SW125) compared to the fiducial sample. The dashed linecorr
sponds to the projected correlation function for a reakspeorrelation
function withrg = 8 h~Mpc and a power-law slope of2 to guide the
eye. There is no statistically significant difference bamwéhe two halves
of the data. This is typical of the other jackknife tests weenperformed.

34 Clustering results

We have insufficient sensitivity to measure the angular depe
dence of the redshift-space clustering induced by redspifice
distortions for our highly biased quasars. Therefore, wg quote
redshift-space results from the angle-averaged coroel&inction,
which we denote(s) at redshift space separatien Real-space
clustering is constrained by the projected correlatiorcfiom

wp(R) = /dZ (R, 2) 2)

avoiding the need to model redshift space distortions artidjati
ing any effects of redshift errors. We truncate the integnadr
the line-of-sight separatior, to =50 h~*Mpc. This value rep-
resents a trade-off between the goal of fully integratingtba ef-
fects of redshift space distortions and the disadvantaf@gro-
ducing noise from only weakly correlated structures aldraine-
of-sight and mixing a wide range of 3D scales into a singlbin.
By 50 h~'Mpc the effects of redshift space distortions are negligi-
ble, and the truncation has only a modest effect on our lasgede
point. However this truncation must be kept in mind when [zec
modeling of the data at the largeRtis important (see below).

We divide our quasar sample into bins of redshift over which
the bias and mass correlation function are evolving stsoriegpr-
tuitously, on the scales of relevance the effects appraeinaan-
cel, i.e. the clustering amplitude stays approximatelystamt. The
redshift-bin-averaged can be approximated as a measurement of
¢ evaluated at an effective redshifts:

_ [dz(dN/dz)*(H/x?) 2

Zeff = f dz (dN/dz)2(H/x?) (3)
so that
&(s, zomt) = (E(5)) = [ dz (dN/dz)*(H/x?)&(s, 2) @

[ dz (dN/dz)2(H/x?)
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Figure5. The projected correlation functions,, ( R), for the six samples considered in this paper (Table 1). Tiwe bars are the square roots of the diagonal
elements of the covariance matrices, as determined bythaptesampling (see text). The dashed lines show the bestifir-laws with slope-2 (see Table

3).

Table 2. The w,, data for sample #1, “All", (the largest data set).

R 4.36 5.19 6.17 7.34 8.72 10.37 12.34 14.67

wp 42.87 2418 3212 23.21 23.98 21.13 16.25 16.80

o 17.08 10.89 10.77 8.36 9.85 7.12 6.16 4.08
436 1.000 0.459 0.156 0.125 0.187 0.154 -0.198 -0.146
5.19 — 1.000 0.210 0.094 0.261 0.032 -0.256 -0.019
6.17 - - 1000 0.341 -0.029 0.118 0.168 0.173
7.34 - - — 1.000 0.069 0.404 -0.113 -0.076
8.72 - - - - 1.000 0.004 0.053 0.091
10.37 - - - - - 1.000 -0.107 -0.119
12.34 - - - - - - 1.000 0.251
14.67 - - - - - - - 1.000

The firsb@s list the transverse separatid®, w, and its error (all inh~'Mpc). The

remainder of the table presents the correlation coeffisiestestimated from the covariance matrix computed usintstvapping, as described in the text.
These values are plotted as the greyscale image ifiFig. 7.

where dN/dz is the redshift distribution of the samplé] is

the Hubble parameter at redshift and x is the comoving
angular diameter distance to redshift (Matarrese et al. _1997;
White, Martini & Cohn[2008). Assuming passive evolutionneo

correlation function is poorly determined by the projecatedrela-
tion function data. Power-law indices froml to —2.6 are viable.
The best-fit slope is quite shallow, neat.2. The value ofw,(R)
atR ~ 9 h~'Mpc for the best-fit model is almost independent of

stant halo mass, or constant bias leads to differences éetwe the assumed slope.

&(zes) and(€) that are far smaller than our observational errors.

and[®, and the values for the full sample, wit2 < 2 < 2.8
and no cuts on magnitude, are given in Table 2. Both the redl- a
redshift-space clustering are fit well by a model with an ulyde
ing power-law correlation function, once the effects ofjpotion
and redshift errors are taken into account. As it providesadit

to the data, and for consistency with earlier work (e.g. Myadral.
2006; Ross et al. 2009; Shen 2009), we shall show lines indhe fi
ures and provide fits in the tables assuming a power-law s¥bpe
r~2 for the real-space correlation function. The actual sldhe

We estimate the covariance matrix of our measurements by

Results for each of the samples in TdBle 1 are shown in[Bigs. 5 bootstrap resampling (elg. Efron & Gong 1983). We dividesiine

vey into angular regions specified byeWL Pix pixels (Gorski et &l.
2005) with Ngige = 4 (i.e. approximatelyl5° on a side). Pixels
which contain fewer random points than two-thirds of the maie
merged with higher occupancy pixels to ensure pixels have- si
lar weight. We then estimate both the mean and covariancexmat
by bootstrap resampling pair counts from a random draw alpix
(with replacement).

The bootstrap-determined correlation matrices for thé ful
2.2 < z < 2.8 sample forw, and¢ are shown in Fig$.]7 ard 8 re-

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000
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Figure 7. The correlation matrix for the projected correlation fuowt
wp (R), of quasars witl2.2 < z < 2.8 and no cuts on magnitude (i.e. sam-

ple #1).

spectively. Note that the matrices are diagonal-dominatechight

be expected for shot-noise limited measurements—extgnidin
larger scales we see larger correlations between the b, mo-
tably in w,. As we begin to restrict the quasar sample in redshift
or luminosity, and the number of objects becomes smallercth

variance matrices and their inverses can become incrénsiogy.

We have several options at this point—with the most desrabl
ing a reduction in the number of degrees of freedom (i.e.-data

compression) so that we can apply bootstrap resamplingterob

a converged covariance matrix, or error on a summary stafcst
statistics). The simplest approach would be to reduce thebeu

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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Figure 8. The correlation matrix for the redshift-space correlafionction
£(s), of quasars witl2.2 < z < 2.8 and no cuts on magnitude (i.e. sample
#1).

of bins so that we have fewer, better constrained points.dvew
this is not optimal for our purposes. We describe below aeckifit
approach based on the sparsity of our sample and the natthre of
clustering.

To begin we note that the correlation functions are fit well
(x* = 4.5 for 7 degrees of freedom faw,, andx®> = 12 for
9 degrees of freedom f&) by power-laws over the range where
our constraints are tightest (as expected if quasars atechby
massive halos, see Figl 9). We adopt a two parameter model for
both¢(s) andw, of the form¢ = (so/s)” and
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Figure 9. The clustering of a sample of halos spanning an octave éceorf
of 2) in mass centered od x 10'2 h—1 Mg . This sample has a narrow
range of halo masses with a clear “characteristic” massevatdo contain-
ing enough halos to enable a precision estimate of the atioelfunction.
The solid line shows the linear-theory, real-space cdioglafunction for
our fiducial cosmology while the dashed line is a power-lathwlope—2.
The points are computed from haloszat= 2.5 from two simulations of
30003 particles (n = 6 x 10'° A~ M) each in a2.75 h~1Gpc box
run using the code described/in White (2002). The halos aredaising
the friends-of-friends method (Davis el al. 1985) with &ilirg length of
0.168 times the mean inter-particle separation. In the upaeel the points
show the mean of the angle-averaged, redshift-space atoreffunctions
computed from the periodic boxes in the distant observercqapation.
The lower panel shows the ratio of the two, which becomestaohst
large scales. The horizontal dashed line is a fit to the asytefitetween
20 < s < 40 h~'Mpc. Assumingt(s) = [b2 + (2/3)bf + f2/5)€1in
(Kaiser 1987) withf = [Q.,(2)]°-%¢ givesb ~ 3.9, in good agreement
with the value inferred from the real-space clustering. $lope and am-
plitude of the power-law piece @f(s), and how low ins it extends, varies
with the particular halo subsample chosen, but the scalependence of
the bias at large scales is generic.

wp(R) _ val[(v—1)/2] (’“_0)V 7 (5)

R I/2] R

which corresponds to a 3D correlation of the fof(w) = (ro/7)”
integrated tatco along the line-of-sight. Foy = 2 the prefactor
is 7 and we shall fixy = 2 throughout so that we have one re-

100 [~ .
= L 1
N
9} L
o
=)
w2
= | 1
e

Figure 10. The projected correlation function for the same sample tafsha
described in Fid:]9. The dotted and dashed lines corresgopadvier-laws
of slope—0.8, —1 and —1.2, arbitrarily normalized to the data & ~
10 h~Mpc. We imposed an upper limit aE50 A~ 'Mpc on the line-of-
sight separation in Eg](2). Changing the mix of halos in thegle can
change the amplitude and slopewf, but the break is a generic feature.

covariance matrix we could extend the range of the measurteme
and tighten the constraints on quasar models.

For a power-law correlation function of fixed slope each poin
provides an estimate of the correlation length, sinces] =
s7&(s:). The number of pairs in a bin of fixedl log s is Npair
(1+¢)s® and if shot-noise dominates the bins are independent and
the fractional error ot + £(s) in each bin scales als{;rm. Thus,
assuming logarithmic bins and that shot-noise dominatesame
average the estimates with inverse variance weights so that

1/~
S0 = ZS?{(Si)wi/zwi (6)

where the weights are

/ Y
w; {14— <S—O> } §2178 . (7
Si

The values ofv; depend on an estimats,, for so, and reduce to
Si

w; X
Most of the weight in the fit is produced By ~ s;,, with the weight
scaling ass*~” for smalls ands®~2” for larges. Since the bins are
assumed to be logarithmically spaced, 4or 2 this suppression
is quite rapid in both directions, reflecting the paucity afrp at

maining degree of freedom. We fit these models to the measuredsmalls and the weakness of the correlation signal at lardéthe

correlations over the range < s < 25h *Mpc and4 < R <

correlation function continued as a power-law to lasgee could

16 h~*Mpc. The non-linear, scale-dependent bias of dark matter tighten our constraints by extending the fitting range, bus it

halos makes their correlation functions close to a powerda
Mpc scales (see Fids. 9 dnd 10) but at larger scales the hiasles
scale-independent and the correlation functions drop muoickly
than the power-law extrapolation would suggest. In addjtion
larger scales sample variance becomes increasingly iengcand
the radial bins become increasingly correlated (espgdatiw,,).
For these reasons we limit the fitting range as indicated e

these larger scales where deviations from a power-law lehane
most expected, and where the correlations between measotem
in adjacent radial bins act to weaken the constraints.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to find a precise redshift for
quasars in the range < z < 3 from optical spectroscopy, so our
correlation function is smeared by redshift errors whiatuee the
small-scale clustering signal (the dotted lines in Elg. ppAndix

Croom et al. 2005). With more data and a numerical model fer th [Al discusses the impact of redshift uncertainties furthéf. in-

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000



clude redshift errors in our model through a multiplicatfaetor,
&(s) — F(s)&(s), derived in AppendiX’A. The best fif, can be
derived from a generalization of E] (6) which replaces teaits
with w; — F2(s;)w;, multiplies theg(s;) in the weights byF'(s;)

and divides each term in the numerator of [E¢j. (6){y;).

For a given estimates(, the optimal estimate aof, can be
written either as a weighted sum of thebins or directly in terms of
the pair counts themselves. One can iterate this estimatehich
case the error properties & become more complex and are best
handled by a bootstrap procedure. We genesgtior each boot-
strap sample, with the iterative weighting scheme aboweirsga
from s{, = 0, and use the standard deviation for our estimate of un-
certainty. This uncertainty estimate does not include tditemnal
contribution from our uncertainty in the redshift error i@ation.

A change in redshift errofo(,) of £25 per cent moves the best-fit
so by 1o, which can be considered an additional systematic error
on the fit. While a 25 per cent uncertainty on the redshiftreigo
consistent with AppendixJA, we find that reasonable fit§(to) can

be obtained for a wide range of redshift error due to a degeger
between the assumed redshift error and the amplitude (apé)sl

of the underlying correlation function. Because of thisitddal
uncertainty, our strongest cosmological constraintseaithe from

the projected correlation function, to which we now turn.

A similar estimator can be used for the real-space correla-
tion length,ro, under the same assumptions. The weights in this
case become; ' o (2Zmax + wpi) R if the integration in
Eq.[2 extends from—Z,,,aX t0 Zmax. FOrv = 2 the weights are
nearly constant for all the samples we consider forrabf inter-
est. As for the case of the redshift errors #fid), we can account
for the effects of finiteZ,.. on Eq.[B by modifying the weights
to wl — F2éR w; and dividing each term in the numerator by

), wher = (2/m) arctan(Zmax/R) for v = 2.

The clusterlng strength derived from this procedure is a sta
tistically valid summary of the data under the assumpticat th
power-law provides a good fit t@,,. However it does not need to
be an optimal compression of the available information —hé t
data are sufficiently informative a better constraint oncdhester-
ing amplitude could be obtained by fitting all of the data. Hor
full sample (#1 in TablEl1), where we have a reasonably cgeeer
estimate for the covariance matrix, we can compare therdiffe
methods. In this case, the likelihood derived fromitheetermined
as above is very similar to that derived from the full covaca
matrix (or the diagonal elements) indicating that in ourecasr
estimate ofro does provide an almost exhaustive summary of the
constraints available (Fig.1L1). This will be even more thsecfor
samples with more shot-noise. Our simple estimator is tefemed
approach for quoting clustering measurements and errcspanse
samples where estimating a full covariance matrix is natifge.

In addition to our estimates of, and so we also pro-
vide another summary statistic (motivated by Croom &gt ab520
da Angela et al. 2008; Ross etlal. 2009),

3 Srnax 2
—_— d
. /S o sds &(s)

Srnax
min

3

)

3 Assuming thatZm,.x is large enough that fingers-of-god are correctly
included and > 1 so that the anisotropy due to redshift-space distortions
is small.
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With $min = 5h7'Mpc andsmax = 20k~ "Mpc. Foré(s) =
(s0/s)? Eq. [@) becomes

- 3s3
= 10
¢ $%ax + SmaxSmin + 812nin (10)
2 .
~ 3(80 ) [1_m+... (11
Smax Smax

where the last step assumesin < smax. We adopt a lower
limit, smin # 0, to mitigate the effect of redshift errors and scale-
dependent bias—EQ. 111 shows that this differs fromsthg case
by 25 per cent for a power-law of index2. With our lower limit
the bias inferred from modelingusing the Kaiser (1987) prescrip-

tion
) {rcal

agrees to 1 per cent with that inferred from the real-spacsteting

for the simulation results described in Figk. 9 1@y )fis used

in place ofé,ca1 in Eq.[12, the error is also 1 per cent for the case
shown in Figs[ P and 10, though it becomes larger for morestias
samples. We computé from the data by assuming(s) can be
modeled as a constant within the 10 bins, spaced equallygin lo
betweensmin and smax. The values are corrected upwards by 7
per cent to account for the effect of redshift errors. Toval&asy
comparison with earlier work we use the valuetdb estimate the
bias in TabléB.

Our results are listed in Tabld 3 and compared to previous
work in Figure[I2. We do not detect a luminosity or redshift de
pendence of the clustering strength, although our seitgitvthis
dependence is weak due to the limited dynamic range in both va
ables in our sample. When comparing to previous work, we do no
plot the last 4 points quoted in Table 2 of the SDSS Data Relgas
(DR5|Adelman-McCarthy et al. 2007) quasar clustering asialyf
Ross et 8l.1(2009). Due to the flux-limited quasar selectipthie
original SDSS, the projectad, measurement for these higthins
are quite noisy (Shen etlal. 2007; Ross €&t al. 2009), and timedi-u
able for any direct comparison to our BOSS measurement. Wée ha
checked that even if we use the SDSS DR7 data this situatiuot is
improved for our2 < z < 3 redshift range of interest.

Our results strongly favor the consensus that quasarsiinhab
rare and highly biased dark matter halos on the exponertilal t
of the mass function. In the absence of merging we would éxpec
the clustering of such halos to evolve slowly with time. Far o
assumed cosmology our quasar samples have biases in the rang
3.4-4, consistent with early observations and the extetionl of
previous measurements by Croom etal. (2005). Estimatelsein t
literature on the typical halo mass for a bright quasar atpama-
ble redshifts vary wildly, in part due to methodologicalfeiences
and the fitting functions assumed. So, we now turn to how gqaasa
occupy dark matter halos (see also Appendix B).

2f  f?

£(s) ~ (zf +5 (12)

4 INTERPRETATION AND MODELING

One of the main goals of studying quasar clustering is to pro-
vide information on the parent dark matter halos hostinghauns
quasars. The large-scale bias of the quasars providesnafion

on the mean dark matter halo mass; the small-scale clugteras
vides information on satellite fractions and potentiakylial pro-
files within halos. Unfortunately the space density of quasan-

not be used directly in such constraints because the quasar d
cycle (or activity time) is not known. This is a major diffeee
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Sample Redshift Zeff Magnitude Median Mean T S0 3 Bias
1 22<2<28 239 [-50.0,—-10.0] —25.8 —25.9 84+0.6 9.6 £0.5 0.52+0.06 3.8+0.3
2 22<2<28 241 [-50.0,—-25.8] —26.5 —26.6 9.2+09 9.6 £1.0 0.54+0.12 39+£0.5
3 22<2<28 236 [—25.8,-10.0] —25.2 —25.1 84417 102+08 065£0.12 434+04
4 22<2<28 239 [-27.0,-25.0] —25.9 —25.9 75£09 9.24+0.7 0.48 +£0.06 3.7+£0.3
5 22<2<24 228 [-27.0,—25.0] —25.8 —259 7.8+13 9.5+0.9 0.51£0.10 3.74+0.4
6 24<2<28 251 [-27.0,-25.0] —25.9 —25.9 69+1.8 88+1.1 0.43+0.13 3.6+£0.6

Table 3. A summary of our clustering results. The samples are as ite[lbTlhe effective redshift is computed using Elg. 3. The eangnedians and mean

magnitudes refer to absoluteband magnitudé-corrected taz = 2. The corre

lation lengths are measured in (comoving}Mpc. Thel o errors onrg, so

and¢ are from bootstrap resampling, as described in the text.€firme for sg does not include the additional uncertainty due to the rédstror from the
pipeline. The bias is estimated frafrusing EqslP and12 with the fitting function|of Smith €t al.g2pfor the real-space correlation function of the mass.
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Figure 11. A comparison of fits to the real-space clustering data, uaing
variety of approximations. The model in each case is thetaling of a
sample of halos covering one octave in mass, centerefi/pnThe like-
lihood of the central mass is computed by fitting to thg measured for
sample 1 using the full covariance matrix determined by stoap (solid),

a diagonal covariance matrix (dotted) or the value@tietermined as de-
scribed in the text (dashed). For this model the central massn error of
0.5 x 102 h=1 M.

with studies of e.g., galaxy clustering, and has serioudigaions
for the constraints that can be derived.

Our median quasar has/;(z 2) —26 and so a
bolometric luminosity of L,o; = 2.5 x 10%° W (Croom et al.
2005; | Shen et al. 2009). If this object is radiating at the Ed-
dington limit (Lgaqa = 10%*°'[Myn/10° Mg W), then the me-
dian My, in our sample i2 x 10® M. As we shall describe,
our data are consistent with host halos having a charatiteris
mass of2 x 10*?> h~' My (Fig.[I1), in agreement with earlier
work (Porciani, Magliocchetti & Norberg 2004; Croom el d)05;
Porciani & Norberg 2006; Lidz et al. 2006). This value is atso-
sistent with estimates from the,;, — M, relation (Ferrarese 2002;
Fine et all 2006)M;, ~ (1 — 3) x 10'? h™* My, with the differ-
ences arising from different assumptions about the halfil@swmr
data sets. This result suggedigLeqaq ~ 1, consistent with the
results of Croom et al. (2005).

However, we don’t expect quasars to inhabit halos of a sin-
gle mass (though see Shanks et al. 2011). Constraining $®-po
bly complex manner in which quasars occupy halos from the rel

atively featureless correlation functions we have acoess diffi-
cult, but the modeling is made easier by a number of factss@sa
are rare, their activity times are short and the fraction ioaty
quasars is very smEI(Hennawi et al. 2006a; Myers etlal. 2007b).
This suggests that most quasars live at the center of theimadat-

ter halos and the majority of halos host at most one activeajua
To place constraints on the range of halos in which quasays ma
be active we consider two illustrative models describedwdkee
AppendiXB for further details and De Graf eflal. 2011 for aergc
discussion in the context of numerical hydrodynamic sittothes).

To make interpretation easier we use a quasar sample wHiaofris
ited at both the bright and faint ends, i-e27 < M; < —25 or
39.0 < logyo Lbol < 39.8 (see Tablé¢]l, sample #4, “Fid"). We
use ther, measurements listed in Talé 3 to constrain the mod-
els, though similar results are obtained using thedata and its
covariance matrix. We also find that the best-fitting models\
provide a good fit to the redshift space clustering, assuroing
fiducial model for redshift errors.

4.1 Lognormal model

In this model we assume that quasars of some luminabitlive

in halos with a Iognormldistribution of masses, centered on a
characteristic mass that scales witlfsee also AppendixIB). Each
halo hosts at most one quasar with probability

(In Mj, — In Meen (L))?
202(L)

P(Mp|L) x exp |— (13)
where the normalization is set by the observed space-geofit
guasars but does not matter for the clustering. We expetcitha
will be larger for more luminous quasars that are hosted byemo
massive galaxies.

For illustration we assume that the lognormal form holds for
quasars in the luminosity bir-27 < M; < —25, i.e. that the
luminosity dependence d¥/.., is weak. This is a reasonable ap-
proximation to many models (see Appenflik B) and in particula
the type described in the next section. We generate quasar sa
ples from halos in the = 2.4 output of 4 cosmological simula-

4 When the virial radius of the hosting halo is much smallenttiee mean
inter-quasar separation, the fraction of quasar-hostaigshwhich contain
a second quasar scaleslgs,,noéy < 1, wheregy, is the volume aver-
aged correlation function within the virial radius.

5 Quasars are known to have a relatively high bias and hereénliialos
on the steeply falling tail of the mass function. The diffezes between
occupation models which include a hidl-cut-off and those that do not is
therefore relatively small.

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0O, 000—000
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Figure 12. Estimates of the real- and redshift-space correlationttenfpr
our last three samples (#4-#6, solid circles) and from previvork. Open
squares are from Porciani. Magliocchetti & Norberg (2084)id triangles
from|Croom et al.l(2004, converted frafrmeasurements), open 5-pointed
stars from_Porciani & Norberg (2006), open octagons flom g al.
(2006), 8-pointed stars from_Ross et al. (2009), crosses f&hen et al.
(2009) and 3-pointed stars from Hickox et al. (2011, obstumed unob-
scured). In the upper panel the dotted line indicates théugen of rq
for a sample of halos of a single magd, = 2 x 10'2 h—' Mg, while
the dashed line shows the evolution of a passively evolvargme with
no mergers, (Fly 1996). Both lines are meant for illustrapueposes, and
there has been no attempt to fit to the data. In the lower phaaidlid error
bars plotted exclude the contribution from our uncertaiintghe redshift
error, which is significant (see text). The dashed error bhaosv the effect
of doubling the errors for our measurements.

tions, each employing500° particles fn = 2 x 10'° A~ M)

in a1h~*Gpc box. As in Fig[P, halos are found in the simula-
tions by the friends-of-friends algorithm with a linkingnigth of
0.168 times the mean inter-particle separation. The haleser
lected with a lognormal probability centered on a seried/ff, .

To test for sensitivity to the width of the distribution wensider

o = 25, 50 and 100 per cent. The former is more appropriate for
higher redshift or brighter quasars_(White, Martini & Coh®08;
Shankar, Weinberg & Shen 2010; De Graf etial. 2011) while the
latter is roughly expected based on the amount of obsenatesc
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in the localMpr — Mg relation. We average the projected corre-
lation function for each model—with the same binning dfgax

as the data—over the 4 simulations to reduce noise, and dempu
a goodness-of-fit. Using either the full bootstrap covareamatrix

or just the diagonal entries, we find that the best-fit modgbisd

for all choices ofo. Not surprisingly, we obtain consistent results
if we fit ro to the averagev, of the simulations using the proce-
dure of§3 and then compare to the value in Tdble 3. Our measure-
ments suggesdbg,, Mcen =~ 12.00, 12.05 and 12.15/(* M,) for

o = 25, 50 and 100 per cent, corresponding to an average halo
mass(log,, M) ~ 11.9 — 12.0 (h~' Mg).

The majority of high mass galaxies at high redshift are
the central galaxy in their dark matter halo, so observation
stellar mass functions can provide constraints on the astell
to-halo-mass relation at ~ 2 — 3 (see| Moster et al. 2010;
Behroozi, Conroy & Wechsler 2010, for recent examples) oim-<
bination with the constraints oi/.., from quasar clustering, and
an assumption about the mean Eddington ratio of our sample,
we can infer the typicalM gy — M, relation for our quasars.
Taking the lognormal model and adopting the conversion of
Moster et al.|(2010), the average stellar madsds, (M. /M) =
10-10.2 (with larger values corresponding to larger If the
accretion occurs at\L.qq the median black hole mass is
log,,(AMpBr /M) = 8.3 using the conversions af (Croom et al.
2005%;/ Shen et al. 2009). We compare these numbers to a variety
of publishedMpgr — M, relations in Fig[[IB. Our results are in
broad agreement with the high redshift inferences but ptéaliger
black holes (at fixed halo mass) than what would be inferrehfr
the local relation of Haring & RIx| (2004), even if we assumk al
of the stellar mass associated with the halo central galsxn i
the bulge and that quasars radiate at Eddington= 1). This
result argues thad/zx should increase, at fixed/,, by a fac-
tor of approximatelys A\~! betweenz = 0 andz ~ 2.4. This
change is consistent with the increase measured in lenseshqu
hosts by Peng et al. (2006) and the model of Hopkins|et al.Ag@00
By comparison, the model of Croton ef al. (2006, Fig. 1) pdi
roughly an order of magnitude increaseMizy at M, ~ 10'°
betweenz = 0 andz = 3. On the other hand, the simulations
of ISijacki et al. (2007, Fig. 15) predict almost no evolutainthe
massive end. Merloni et al. (2010) infer evolutionfizy — M,
from the zZCOSMOS survey with a best-fit power-law( - z)%-®®
—a factor of 2.3 between= 0 and2.4— while/Decarli et al.[(2010)
measure a best-fit power-law @f+ z)°-*® —a factor of 1.4 between
z = 0 and2.4— from a carefully constructed sample of 96 quasars
drawn from the literature. Our result favors stronger etrohy but
given the statistical and systematic uncertainties infahe mea-
surements, the uncertainties in stellar mass estimatesed@ction
biases towards more massive black holes in flux-limitedestsnall
we can say is that it is encouraging that we see evolutionen th
samesense

Inverting this argument, we note that, at these high retshif
and masses, obtaining a reasonallg; — M, relation provides
constraints on the possible occupancy distributions obarsa In
particular, because the halo mass function is much stelbaerthe
galaxy stellar mass function, the typical stellar mass oétral
galaxy drops steeply with decreasing halo mass—anotherofvay
stating that galaxy formation is inefficient in low mass Isaltf
black-hole properties are set by the galactic potentiakrahan by
halo properties we expect curvature in thE&sg — M, relation,
which impacts how we interpret the duty cycle or the activasgu
fraction.
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Figure 13. The halo-black hole mass relation. The point with errorsasho
the mean and &- spread inlog M}, for our lognormal model (as if4.1)
with 100 per cent scatter. The vertical error bars convestltiminosity
range toMpy assuminglL = Lgqq. The lines indicateM gy — M,
relations inferred from the literature and from our scalingdel. The long
dashed line gives the relation for the scaling mogél4) which best fits our
data. The short dashed line is the result of Ferrarese |(2002}he dotted
line with the same slope is the result of Fine etlal. (2006 Bwer solid
line indicates the local scaling relation |of Haring & Rix () assuming
Mypuige €quals the stellar mass inferred from the relation_of Mosted.
(2010) atz = 2.4. The upper solid line assum@g ;; is 5 times larger at
fixed M, than the local relation. Note the curvature of the line duthto
inefficiency of galaxy formation at high and low halo mass.

4.2 Scaling-relation model

Another possibility is that the instantaneous luminosifytioe
quasar is drawn from a lognormal distribution with centralue
proportional to a power of the halo mass (or circular veigoir
the central galaxy mass (or dispersion). Physically suchoeem
would arise if quasars radiate with a small range of Eddimgte
tios and are powered by black holes whose masses are tigintly ¢
related with the mass or circular velocity of the galaxy osthwalo
(through e.g. black-hole bulge, bulge galaxy and galaxg bafre-
lations). The lognormal scatter is a combination of the gisipns
in each of the relations connecting instantaneous lumintashalo
mass (see e.g. Croton 2009; Shen 2009, for recent examdasiof
models and AppendixIB for further references).

We consider two examples here. First we relate the black-hol
properties to those of the host halo directly. We choose ¢otlws
peak circular velocity of the dark matter halo as our measdire
halo size and takig L to be normally distributed around the (log

of)

Lpx = Lo (

Upeak )4
200 kms—1!
The normalization[o, is set by matching the clustering amplitude
at a given luminosity. In principle we can allow the powentlim-
dex to varﬁ. Unfortunately the range of luminosities we can probe

(14)

6 For example, an index of would be appropriate to black holes whose
growth is stopped by momentum-driven winds ahdor those whose
growth is stopped by luminosity-driven winds (Silk & ReeD89.

observationally is relatively small and the differencesnidex are
difficult to measure.

For a givenL, and scatter the halo population defines a lumi-
nosity function of possible quasars. The comparison oftthihe
observed luminosity function of active quasars allows usetothe
duty cycle, which will be luminosity (and hence halo masg)ate
dent. For each model we generate a mock catalog drawn from the
halos of the simulations introduced {&.1. We impose the duty
cycle by randomly subsampling the possible quasars to ertbar
distribution matches the observed luminosity function tresh im-
pose the magnitude limits to match the observed sample. Wie co
putew, and fit forro as described previously.

Fig. 14 shows the duty cycle for the best-fit model with
log,, Lo = 38.8. The duty cycle peaks near one per cent at
logqo Lbor =~ 39.5, corresponding taV/;(z = 2) ~ —26.3 or
black hole masses ¢2—3) x 10® M. This is near the center of our
magnitude range and in our model corresponds to halos ofadeve
times10'? h™' My Of vpear ~ 300kms™!. Converting the duty
cycle into an activity time is somewhat ill defined. If we assu
to = fontm, With ¢ the Hubble time, we findg ~ 107 yr. These
activity times are broadly consistent with those derived at 0,
though since the Hubble time is significantly shorter theydwyt
cles are significantly higher. Also, note the luminosityghmass
dependence of the duty cycle, which implies that in this rhade
need extra physics to describe the LF beyond simply majogensr
with a fixed light-curve.

A second option is to tie the black-hole properties to the hos
galaxy, relating the galaxy properties to those of the hglatn-
dance matching. For the stellar masses and dispersiondenf in
est here the velocity dispersion of the galaxy is propodida the
galaxy circular velocity, and we can take the black-hole srtas
scale as the'" power of either quantity (as in the local universe;
Tremaine et al. 2002). Then

T x

4
_— M?P ~1
200kms*1) x » P

Lo = Lo ( (15)
where the power-law index is approximately unity in bothebs
vations and numerical simulations (for representativergtas see
Haring & Rix|2004] Hopkins et al. 2007a, and references thgre
Fig.[14 shows that in this model the low luminosity slope of th
luminosity function is in good agreement with the obsenvadi
or the duty cycle has little luminosity dependence—muchhef t
suppression of low luminosity quasars can be accomplishieteb
same physics as is invoked to suppress star formation irr imass
galaxies. This cut-off in the occupancy to low halo massedsé¢o
flatten the run of bias with luminosity (Fig.1L5) in a manneniar

to luminosity dependent lifetime models, where there age aéry
few quasars in low mass halos.

At the high luminosity end the suppression could be due to in-
creasing inefficiency in feeding a black hole as cold-modeetion
becomes less effective (e.g. Sijacki €l al. 2007) or thetfaattit is
harder to have a major galaxy merger (which would simultasiso
drive gas to the center and deepen the potential, allowimgnious
guasar activity) when the stellar mass is increasing slawitly halo
mass or due to curvature in thiép gy — M, relation (e.g. Graham
2012). To illustrate the general point we have randomly sotped
the halos above0'? h~! M by a fraction2 x 10'2 /(M 4+ 10'2)
to obtain the duty cycles shown in the lower right panel of. E#
While the agreement is by no means perfect, the generalstiamed
in quite good agreement with observations, i.e. the luniinate-
pendence of the duty cycle is relatively weak.

The determining factors for the flatness of the bias-lunityios
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Figure 14. The duty cycle or active fraction of quasars. The solid lméhe luminosity function of quasars from Croom etlal. (20@$)modified by Croton
(2009), converting fronb; to M; asM;(z = 2) = M;, — 0.71 (Richards et al. 2006) and frod¥; t0 Ly, Via M;(z = 2) = 72.5 — 2.5log;o(Lbol)
(Shen et al. 2009). The left hand plot shows, as the histagiarihe upper panel, the predicted luminosity functionsidaid by 100) from the scaling relation

; 4
model with Ly ~ VS ek

and 25, 50 and 100 per cent scatter, assuming all black hodeactive. The lower panel shows the fraction that needs to be

active at any given time in order to obtain the observed lasity function (solid line). This is the duty cycle. The rigfand plot shows the same parameters
for a model withLy,o; ~ M*3 and in which we have randomly sampled halos abtw& h—! M, as described in the text. The possible quasars in our

al

simulations are downsampi%d by these duty cycles to enspeefect match to the luminosity function as described intéxé

Bias

Figure 15. The predicted run of bias with magnitude for quasar samples t
magnitudes wide inV/;(z = 2) centered on the x-ordinate. There are two
sets of curves, each with scatteriin,s of o = 25 (dotted), 50 (dashed)
and 100 per cent (long dashed). The steeper curves corgptire model
with Ly, ~ vécak while the flatter curves correspond £g,,; ~ Mgl({lg.

In each case the active fraction has been adjusted to matcbbterved
luminosity function, as in Fig.14. The dependence on thewarhof scatter
assumed is small because of the two magnitude wide bin thakes for
each sample to increase statistics.

relation (Fig[Ih) is the slope of the halo mass observakge I(i-
minosity) relation and the degree of scatter in that retatieor
very high clustering amplitudes (as measured at higlone ob-
tains an upper limit on the scatter, which can be quite caimsiygy

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000

for models, but at intermediatequite a large degree of scatter is
allowed (White, Martini & Cohn 2008; Shankar, Weinberg & Ehe
2010). The scatter can arise from a number of sources imgudi
minosity dependent lifetime, but also stochasticity in thkations
between halo mass and galaxy mass, galaxy mass and central po
tential well depth, potential well depth and black hole masck
hole mass and optical luminosity. For reasonable valuesataf-h
observable slope, luminosity bin width and stochasti@tye ob-
tains quite flatb(L) — whether or not there is a sharp cut-off in
the halo mass distribution. Thus while it is definitely plidles that
quasar lifetime is luminosity dependent, it is not striathguired
by the current clustering data at these redshifts.

The run of bias with halo mass becomes quite shallow at the
low mass end. If quasar luminosity is additionally affecbsdthe
inefficiency of galaxy formation in lower mass halos, we etpe
to see a luminosity dependent quasar bias primarily at higine-
nosities (and redshifts). Unfortunately this is where ausbecome
increasingly rare, which argues that cross-correlatioy bethe
best means of obtaining a strong clustering signal (e.an $hal.
2009). We explore this issue briefly in Fig.]16, where we show
the number of quasar pairs we expect to see in a compléfe,
sq. deg. survey with separatien 20 ~*Mpc in bins of redshift
and magnitude. In the black areas, with more th@hpairs, a solid
detection of clustering from the auto-correlation shoutdpossi-
ble. In the other regions (or for smaller or less completeeys)
cross-correlation with other quasars or a different trasdikely
required.

By contrast the bias at the low luminosity end is an effec-
tive discriminator between models where quasar luminodéy
pends on halo mass or galaxy mass. Unfortunately BOSS idainab
to probe this range of quasar luminosities. Future surveyshw
probe fainter magnitudes may be able to settle this quedtioray
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Figure 16. The number of quasar pairs with separationr20 h~*Mpc in
the redshift and magnitude bins shown, as predicted by thnhsity func-
tion of|Croom et al.|(2004) as modified by Craton (2009). Weuass all
quasars in the redshift and magnitude bin are observedi®¥esq. deg. of
sky. Reducing the sky area reduces the pair counts linealie iinding
only a fraction of the quasars reduces the counts quadhatit@e black
regions indicate more thard? pairs, the grey regions indicate betwed?
and103 pairs and the white regions fewer thad? pairs. A solid detection
of clustering from the auto-correlation should be possibléhe black re-
gions while in the white regions it is likely necessary toss-@orrelate with
more numerous samples or to make wider bins in redshift onihatg.

also be possible to cross-correlate faint, photometyicsdlected
quasars with the brighter spectroscopic quasars from th8BO
sample (using e.g., the methods in Myers, White &/Ball 2009).

4.3 Redshift evolution

In Fig.[T7 we compared the clustering of our quasar samplestio t
of other well-studied objects at ~ 2. The quasar clustering am-
plitude is similar to that of submillimetre galaxies, sugtjeg they
live in similar mass halos, and stronger than the typical fetan-
ing population. This is consistent with an evolutionarytpie in
which a merger triggers a massive starburst that createbrailsu
limetre galaxy and which is then quenched by the formatioa of
bright quasar (e.g. Alexander & Hickox 2012). The descetwlah
our quasar hosts will have comparable clustering ampl#tdéhe
guasars themselves, indicating that they will likely eedlvto mas-
sive, luminous early-type galaxies at low redshift.

To better understand the possible fate of quasar host halos w
employ another high-resolution N-body simulation whictoab
us to track halos and subhalos downzzto= 0 (for details see
White, Cohn & Smit 2010). We select all haloszat= 2.4 which
are central subhalos of halos which lie within an octave {ae-
tor of 2) in mass centered ¢hx 10'2 h=' My (> 10* particles).
Essentially all of these halos are the most massive in toeil|
environment. One quarter of the hosts fall into a large hbabks (
coming a satellite) and then lose more than 99.9 per centeirf th
mass (falling below the resolution limit of the simulatiomithout
merging with the central galaxy or another satellite subhb the
extent that this process is well resolved, the stars in atgxgs
hosted by these subhalos would likely contribute to an ihai®
light component, while the black holes would form a freelyafto
ing component or be associated with highly stripped s&aslliOf
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Figure 17. Comparison of our measured correlation length (square with
error bars) to that of other objects at ~ 2. In each case the hori-
zontal error bar or width of the shaded region shows the iftdsinge
over which the measurement is performed while the verticalreéar or
height of the shaded region shows td o region. The other data sets
are mid-IR selected star-forming galaxies (MIRS; Gilli Et2007), BM,
BX and LBG star-forming galaxies (Adelberger etlal. 2005 millime-
tre galaxies (SMG; Hickox et &l. 2012) and dust-obscuredxges (DOG;
Brodwin et al! 2008). The lines show the clustering of haldth weak cir-
cular velocity250 , 300 and350 km s —! as measured from the simulations
described irf41l. Se¢ Krumpe, Mivaii & Coil (2010), Figs. 9-11, for a sim-
ilar comparison at lowes.

the remaining 75 per cent of the subhalos, three quarterthare
most massive progenitor in all their subsequent mergersaandin
central galaxies ta = 0. The remaining quarter become satellites
which survive toz = 0 inside more massive halos. As a whole
the population inhabits ~ 0 halos over a broad range of masses
(2 x 10" — 10" h™' M) peaking a(1 — 2) x 10'* h~* M. Ha-

los of this group scale host galaxies of a féwtoday, a population
dominated by elliptical galaxies. This wide diversity otcomes is
reminiscent of the varied fates ef~ 2 star-forming galaxies (e.g.
Conroy et all 2008). As constraints on the stellar masseslakg
ies within halos become tighter, comparison of the stellasses
of quasar hosts with that of their~ 0 descendants will put con-
straints on the star-formation history of these objects.

The evolution of clustering with time can place strong con-
straints on how episodic quasar activity can be. As empaddiy
Croom et al.|(2005), if the typical host of quasars does notvev
significantly with redshift then quasars cannot be repelabests of
the same black hole because such black holes would live ashal
which grow in mass as the Universe evolves. However the guant
tative strength of this statement, and the allowed fraatfoobjects
which could burst more than once, is difficult to assess. Gggei
is the size of the observational errors, the other is thdidriged-
shift samples typically probe more massive black holes toaer
redshift samples (as emphasized e.d. by Hopkins et al. 3007b

For example, the highest redshift clustering measurement
comes from_Shen etal. (2007), at~ 4. Their result is consis-
tent with host halos of2 — 10) x 10'? h~! M. Such hosts would
grow in mass by a factor of approximately 4 betweers- 4 and
2.4. Similarly, the progenitors of o& x 102 h™* Mg, z = 2.4
halos are approximately 4 times less massive at 4. This sug-
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gests on average an order of magnitude mismatch in halo sjasse
but with a large error. Assuming no evolution in Eddingtotiaa
betweenz = 4 andz = 2.4 the quasars in the Shen et al. (2007)
sample are a factor of about 5 brighter than the BOSS qudstirs.
power-law index of the\ig i — Mj, relation is close to unity there

is little tension from clusteri@in assuming quasars episodically
burst.

The time span between = 4 andz = 2.4 in our adopted
cosmology isl h~'Gyr. The Universe is anothdrh ™' Gyr older
atz ~ 1.5. Takingro atz = 1.57 from|Ross et al/ (2009) and con-
verting it to a host halo mass we obtain5 x 10?2 h=* M. The
descendants of o x 10'2 A= M, z = 2.4 halos are approxi-
mately twice as massive at= 1.5, again leading to little tension
in a model with episodic outbursts.

We can see the issues most clearly in Eig. 12. If halos moved
with the same large-scale velocities as the dark matter amdrn
merged the decrease of their bias would approximately tance
the increased clustering of the matter (Fry 1996; see Figf 1 o
White, et all 2007). For a highly biased sample such passive€
tion corresponds to almost constant clustering strengttslightly
less-biased objects the clustering strength grows slovtly time.
This result is shown as the dashed line in Eig. 12, correspgnd
to objects withb(z = 0) 1.8. Merging of halos and includ-
ing a finite range of halo masses alters the details of thituevo
tion, but keeps the sense unaltered. By contrast, halos ekd fi
mass predict a clustering strength which drops slowly wiitret—
shown as the dotted line in Fig.J12 for halos2ok 10*% h~* M.
Again, a more realistic scenario with a finite range of halcses
has the same sense of the evolution. The current data are not i
strong conflict with either scenario. If a random fractiorgoisars
repeats at later epochs while new quasars always appeatois ha
of a fixed mass, the measured clustering resembles a santple wi
bias frepeatbrepeat + (1 — frepeat )bnew. The measured values of
are consistent with being roughly constant ovex =z < 3. For
this reason it is difficult to put a strong upper limit on thadtion
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of a highly biased population, although this interpretai®by no
means unique. Our results are consistent with quasarg limiha-
los of typical masg0'? h=' M atz ~ 2.4, in line with expecta-
tions from earlier surveys. The measured bias and spacéyehs
guasars can be used to infer their duty cycle (Cole & Kais86).9
For our best-fit models the duty cycle peaks at one per ceptyim
ing an activity time of~ 107 years. This time is comparable to the
activity times inferred for quasars at lower redshift, aligh the
Hubble time atz = 2.4 is shorter than at lowet and hence the
active fraction is larger.

The typical host halo mass is similar to the inferred hosts of
submillimetre galaxies and is more massive than the irdenoests
of typical star-forming galaxies at the same redshift. Thierpre-
tation is in turn consistent with an evolutionary picturenthich a
massive starburst creates a submillimetre galaxy and isoipeel
by the formation of a bright quasar. While the typical destzen
of the halos that host BOSS quasars is likely to host a lunsinou
elliptical galaxy at the present time, we find a wide divergitde-
scendants in N-body simulations.

Using abundance matching to infer the properties of quasar
host galaxies we find evidence for evolution in sy — Mgal
relation in the sense that black holes musth&x more massive
at fixed galaxy mass at = 2.4 than atz ~ 0. We find that the
predictions for how quasar activity and clustering (bisepehd on
luminosity differ depending on whether we take as our fungiam
tal relationship a black hole-halo correlation or a blaclehgalaxy
correlation. This is because the efficiency of galaxy forarats
strongly (halo) mass dependent for the halos of interesheset
redshifts, leading to strong curvature in thg.; — M, relation. In
either scenario a modest scatter between halo or galaxy anass
observed quasar luminosity (arising, for example, from ialzie
nation of scatters in the black-hole bulge, bulge galaxygadexy
halo correlations and the Eddington ratio) leads to a sivaliepen-
dence of clustering on quasar luminosity, as observed.

Future surveys of quasars which probe different regionkef t

of quasars that turn on more than once or the maximum number of lJuminosity—redshift plane will inform models of quasar rfwtion

times a given quasar can burst.

5 CONCLUSIONS

We have performed real- and redshift-space clustering meas
ments of a uniform subsample of quasars observed by the Baryo
Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS). These quasais the
redshiftrang@.2 < z < 2.8 where there has previously been a gap
in coverage due to the fact that the quasar and stellar lossand
the difficulty in targeting quasars in large numbers to fémtes.
We detect clustering at high significance in both real- aidét-
space for the entire sample and subsamples split by redsfdft
luminosity (see Tablgl3). We do not detect a luminosity oshéft
dependence of the clustering strength, although our $étysib
this dependence is weak due to the limited dynamic rangetim bo
variables in our sample.

The two-point correlation functions are consistent wittvpo
laws over the range of scales measured, with an underlyialg re
space clustering of the forré(r) = (ro/r)?. The correlation
length, o, does not appear to evolve strongly over the redshift
rangez ~ 3 to 1. This result is consistent with passive evolution

7 The dramatic decrease in quasar numbers to higher redshitichpose
constraints.
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and evolution. In this regard BOSS continues to measureaquas
redshifts, and we expect the number of quasars in the luminos
ity and redshift range discussed here will be more than @albl
by the end of the survey. It may be possible to incorporate the
additional, BONUS quasars through cross-correlation aréss-
correlate spectroscopic and photometric quasar samplestter
allow us to break the sample by luminosity, spectral or raadap-
erties. In addition BOSS is measuring redshifts for a lasgage

of z > 3 quasars, and analysis of those data will be crucial in un-
derstanding the early phases of quasar growth.
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APPENDIX A: REDSHIFT ERRORS

At the signal-to-noise ratio and redshift at which BOSS iskirgy

it is difficult to obtain precise redshifts for quasars. Esios lines,
such as Mg which are good redshift indicators and which can be
used at lower redshift, have redshifted into a relativelispart

of the spectrum or off of the device altogether. One hourgirste
tions on &2.5 m telescope make it difficult to measure redshifts for
guasars with weak lines.

The BOSS pipeline measures quasar redshifts by fitting their
spectra to a set of PCA templates (Aihara et al. 2011) plus& cu
polynomial to allow for changes in continuum slope. The el
x* vs. redshift is mapped in steps &flog,,()\) = 10~* from
z = 0.0033 to 7 and the template fit with the best reducgd
is selected as the redshift. In addition redshifts are caetpby
fitting any lines in two groups (forbidden and allowed). A com
parison of redshifts determined from different lines (Hannet al.
2006b; Shen et al. 2007), and visual inspections, sugdestau-
tomatic redshifts are good tdz/(1 + z) ~ 0.003. At z = 2.5
this corresponds to an error in the line-of-sight distarfa@aghly
10 h~*Mpc (comoving), which is significant compared to the cor-
relation length of quasar clustering. We are attemptingriprove
our quasar redshift determination, but for now we simplyoaicdt
for the residual line-of-sight smearing induced by redghifors in
our fitting.

In the limit b > 1 the redshift-space halo correlation function
is approximately isotropic and a power-law. If the redshifors on
guasars are uncorrelated and Gaussian distributed withdixgpli-
tudeo . the observed correlation function is

o) =3 [ £ [ Z

2o
wheres = /2(co.)/H(z). The integral£.s, divided by the in-
put power-law is what we refer to in the main text/aés).

Fig.[AT compares this model, with a power-law correlation
function of slope 1.8, to halos from N-body simulations wath-
plied Gaussian line-of-sight velocity errors. As expecthd agree-
ment is excellent. In this test the redshift errors wererahah from
a Gaussian of the same dispersion. In the observationallsamp
we might reasonably expect the errors to depend on the piregper
of each quasar. In this situation we should interpreds a pair-
weighted, “effective”, redshift error. The above testsighe clus-
tering measurements themselves, are consistent with aupsaq
redshift error corresponding t® 4~ 'Mpc, and we use that as our
fiducial value throughout.
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Figure Al. The effects of redshift errors on the redshift space (mol&)po
correlation function. The dashed line shows a power-lawetation func-
tion with slope 1.8, and the other lines are for Hg.J(A1) witir-pbject
redshift errors corresponding to 2.5, 5 ar@h —!Mpc. The points are for
mock quasars as .2 with Gaussian errors added to the line-of-sight ve-
locities.

APPENDIX B: QUASAR MODEL

Models of the quasar phenomenon come in several basic flavors
but are in fact all quite similar. The majority of models assu
that quasar activity occurs due to the major merger of twerids
galaxies, since this scenario provides the rapid and \iaeant
needed to funnel fuel to the center of the galaxy (e.g. vicbtrs-
within-bars instability Shlosman etlal. 1989) and feed taatal
engine while at the same time giving a connection betweetkbla
hole fueling and the growth of a spheroidal stellar compankn
black hole growth is feedback limited, it is only a rapidlyogr
ing potential well that can host a rapidly accreting hole.okaile
exception is the models of Ciotti & Ostriker (1997, 2001) whhi
postulate the fuel is funneled to the center by thermal biities,
which provide the rapid growth of the spheroidal componestt-n
essary for black hole growth. As we shall see, both sets ofetsod
can predict very similar halo occupancy.

Some models implement the physics directly in numeri-
cal simulations which attempt to track the hydrodynamics of
the gas, with subgrid models for quasar and star formation
and the associated feedback (Sijacki et al. 2007; Hopkiag et
2008;| De Graf et al. 2011). Other models work at the level of
dark matter halos, but follow the same physics — in simplified
form semi-analytically |(Cattaneo, Haehnelt & Rees 1999;
Kauffmann & Haehnelt 2000, 2002; \olonteri, Haardt & Madau
2003; |Bromley, Somerville & Fabian | _2004;| _Granato et al.
2004; | Croton et al.| 2006; Monaco, Fontanot & Taffoni_2007;
Malbon et al.| 2007; Bonoli et al. 2009; Fanidakis etlal. 2012)
Even more idealized are models which are built upon dark
matter halos but use scaling relations or convenient fanati
forms to relate the quasar properties to those of their hast h
los (Efstathiou & Rees 1988; Carlberg 1990; Wyithe & Lioeb
2002,12003| Haiman, Ciotti & Ostriker 2004; Marulli et al. G&)
Lidz et all2006; Croton 2009; Shen 2009; Booth & Schaye 2010)
A final level of abstraction is to simply provide a stochasécipe
for populating dark matter halos with quasars which is tuioee-
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produce the observations as best as possible while notgtttento
follow the underlying physics (Porciani, Magliocchetti &okberg
2004; | White, Martini & Cohn| 2008; Padmanabhan etlal. 2009;
Shankar, Weinberg & Shen| 2010;| _Volonteri & Stark  2011;
Krumpe et al. 2012; Kirkpatrick et al. 2012).

The modeling is simplified by several facts. Quasars are rare
their activity times are short and the fraction of binary sps is
small (Hennawi et al. 2006a; Myers et al. 2007b). The hydrody
namic and semi-analytic models tend to reproduce the obderv
z = 0 relation between black hole mass and halo, which is used
as input to the scaling models. The models agree on the Iével o
scatter in the relation (roughly a factor of two) and in brédsh
on the evolution in the amplitude and slope of this relatiathw
redshift. Some models invoke quasar feedback limited &oore
explicitly while others achieve the same scaling relatiaithout
such a limit—e.g., by coupling the mechanisms by which ksilge
and black holes grow. At these masses and redshifts thditeatel
galaxy fraction is tiny, so the halo to stellar mass relatfoget by
abundance matching and any model which reproduces theygalax
stellar mass function will reproduce this relation. At higgashift
bright quasars radiate near Eddington, so the models paditar
halo occupancies.

The probability that a halo will undergo a major merger
in a short redshift interval is only weakly dependent on the
mass of the halo| (Lacey & Cole 1993; Percival etial. 2003;
Cohn & Whité 2005; Wetzel, Cohn & White 2009; Fakhouri & Ma
2009; Hopkins et al. 2010), i.e. the mass function of sucbsha
almost proportional to the mass function of the parent patpn.
Similarly the clustering properties of recently mergedolaare
similar to a random sample of the population with the samesmas
distribution (Percival et al._2003; Wetzel, Cohn & White 200
Thus in any interval Az, the fraction of halos of mas&/;, which
undergo a quasar event is almost independei pfandz and can
be regarded as a random selection. This makes it difficultfer i
that quasars arise from mergers simply from their largéestdas-
tering, but also implies that for the purposes of modelireggithand
2-point functions of the quasar population it is sufficiemspecify
the halo occupation of the parent population (more compleg-m
els may be needed if correlations between quasars and pesper
of e.g. galaxies were required).

To determine whether a quasar candidate makes it into any
sample it is necessary to relate the observed luminosityet@éeak
luminosity which is determined by/zx. This is done either by
specifying a light curve (e.g. a power-law, a power-law veitvary-
ing slope or an exponential) or directi)(L|Mp) using the fact
that the triggering rate is understood. For constant triggeate a
light curve L ~ t~7 implies P(L) ~ L~0*Y/7 so0 a wide range
of v maps to a narrow range iR(L) index. For the high luminos-
ity thresholds we only see objects very near their peak brags.
Taking into account the facter 2 scatter inM gy at fixed bulge
mass, we exped®?(L|Mj}) to be roughly lognormal with a similar
width (it can be slightly broader due to variation in the Eugh
ton ratio at peak). As we probe lower luminosities we are more
likely to see older, more massive black holes leading to alldail
in P(L|Mp) and more lower-Eddington-ratio objects (Lidz et al.
2006] Shen 2009; Cao 2010). Unless we cut off the probalbiiey
a halo hosts a quasar at low and high halo mass, we will overpro
duce low and high sources|(Lidz et al. 2006; Croton 2009; Shen
2009). In the physical models these limits occur due to lddkel
in low mass halos and the inability of gas to cool in high-nfeaes
(e.g.Cattaneo, Haehnelt & Rees 1999). As discussgd.th mod-
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els which match théZ,, — M., relation for galaxies tend to roughly
match the required quasar suppression.

We are interested in the probability that a given halo hosts a
quasar in our sample, e.fn (M) o< P(> Lmin|My). From the
arguments above we expect this relation to be an approxXiynate
lognormal function which is asymmetric towards higfy, at low
L. Itis quite difficult to put constraints on the detailed foofrthis
function using luminosity function and clustering measueets.

We argued above that the steepness of the halo mass function
and the high bias of quasars implies that the quasar setiHit-
tion is small. The luminosity function thus provides a coaistt on
the duty cycle. (This extra degree of freedom reduces thé@yabi
of large-scale structure measurements to constrain tleedtaiu-
pancy, compared to modeling galaxies.) The steeply falirags
function also implies that the number of quasars hosted ig ve
massive halos is small regardless of the occupancy statisfi
such halos. On scales larger than the virial radius of thecayp
quasar host halo (i.200 — 300 h~*kpc) the 2-point function is
dominated by pairs of quasars in different halos, and thinsgpily
measures the quasar-weighted halo bias which allows ugfdp in
the mean, quasar-weighted halo mass. This result remaiagar
cross-correlation studies too, provided we work on scaegelr
than the virial radius of the quasar hosts. On smaller s¢taéeam-
plitude and slope of the correlation function allow us to mea
a combination of the satellite fraction of quasars and therass
cutoff.
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