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ABSTRACT

Aims. The connection between active galactic nuclei (AGN) and their host dark matter halos provides powerful insights into how
supermassive black holes (SMBHs) grow and coevolve with their host galaxies. Here we investigate the impact of observational AGN
selection on the AGN halo occupation distribution (HOD) by forward-modeling AGN activity into cosmological N-body simulations.
Methods. By assuming straightforward relationships between the SMBH mass, galaxy mass, and (sub)halo mass, as well as a uniform
broken power law distribution of Eddington ratios, we find that luminosity-limited AGN samples result in biased HOD shapes.
Results. While AGN defined by an Eddington ratio threshold produce AGN fractions that are flat across halo mass (unbiased by
definition), luminosity-limited AGN fractions peak around galaxy-group-sized halo masses and then decrease with increasing halo
mass. With higher luminosities, the rise of the AGN fraction starts at higher halo masses, the peak is shifted towards higher halo
masses, and the decline at higher halo masses is more rapid. These results are consistent with recent HOD constraints from AGN
clustering measurements, which find (1) characteristic halo mass scales of log MVir ∼ 12 - 13 [h−1 M⊙] and (2) a shallower rise of the
number of satellite AGN with increasing halo mass than for the overall galaxy population. Thus the observational biases due to AGN
selection can naturally explain the constant, characteristic halo mass scale inferred from large-scale AGN clustering amplitudes over
a range of redshifts, as well as the measured inconsistencies between AGN and galaxy HODs.
Conclusions. We conclude that AGN selection biases can have significant impacts on the inferred AGN HOD, and can therefore lead
to possible misinterpretations of how AGN populate dark matter halos and the AGN-host galaxy connection.
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1. Introduction

The connection between active galactic nuclei (AGN) and their
cosmic web environments may provide powerful constraints on
the mechanisms that trigger and quench supermassive black
hole (SMBH) accretion and growth. There are several proposed
mechanisms that trigger or quench AGN activity and depend
on the galaxy’s large-scale host dark matter halo environments.
These include galaxy interactions (e.g., Hopkins et al. 2008),
ram pressure stripping (e.g., Marshall et al. 2018; Ricarte et al.
2020), and hot coronas in massive halos (e.g., Bower et al. 2017).
Understanding how AGN occupy dark matter halos can thus test
these various scenarios for black hole growth.

In the hierarchical model of structure formation, dark mat-
ter halos are the peaks of the dark matter distribution that have
gravitationally collapsed and grew by accreting mass and merg-
ing with other halos over time. Bound halos that have fallen into
a larger halo are known as subhalos, and they are thought to host
satellite galaxies. Those that are not within any larger virialized
structure (and are sufficiently massive) host central galaxies at
their centers and are known as ‘parent’ halos. Dark matter simu-
lations have characterized the clustering statistics of dark matter
halos across a wide range of cosmic time and mass scale. From
this understanding, the clustering amplitudes of various observed
galaxy populations can provide clues for how galaxies occupy
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their host dark matter halos (e.g., Behroozi et al. 2010; Zehavi
et al. 2011).

The average number of galaxies that reside within a parent
dark matter halo as a function of halo mass is known as the
halo occupation distribution (HOD; Berlind & Weinberg 2002;
Cooray & Sheth 2002). This function can be disaggregated as a
sum of two components: the central galaxies (typically modelled
as a smoothed step function that is equal to zero at parent halo
masses MVir << Mthreshold and equal to unity MVir >> Mthreshold,
where Mthreshold is the threshold mass for a halo to be able to
host a galaxy above a given stellar mass) and satellite galaxies
(modeled as a powerlaw where the number of satellites increases
with parent halo mass). The satellite power law is parameterized
by its slope, α, which determines how sharply the number of
satellites hosted in a halo increases with mass. If α ∼ 1, then
the number of objects within a parent halo scales linearly with
parent halo mass. This is roughly the case for subhalos in dark
matter simulations.

By analytically fitting the correlation function of galaxies
from large, spectroscopic surveys, α has been found to be around
unity for galaxy samples ranging in mass, luminosity, and color
(e.g., Zheng et al. 2007; Zehavi et al. 2011). The HOD of AGN
is much less certain due to their relatively low number den-
sity, which results in poorer clustering statistics. However, from
AGN-galaxy cross correlation function measurements and group
counts of AGN from X-ray surveys, α has been typically con-
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strained to be less than unity (Miyaji et al. 2011; Allevato et al.
2012; Krumpe et al. 2015, 2018; Powell et al. 2018; Comparat
et al. 2023). This has been puzzling given the fact that a num-
ber of recent measurements have shown that AGN cluster like
galaxies with matching parameters (stellar masses, redshifts, and
sometimes star formation rates), inferring that AGN are statisti-
cally drawn from the overall galaxy population (e.g., Mendez
et al. 2016; Yang et al. 2018; Krishnan et al. 2020; Aird & Coil
2021; Alam et al. 2021). In other words, if AGN activity stochas-
tically occurs in all galaxies, then the AGN satellite slope is ex-
pected to be the same as for the galaxies (which is α ∼ 1). The
fact that the α values have been found to be shallower in AGN
HOD models have so far been interpreted as a physical process
for black hole activity that depends on large-scale environment.

Such a physical interpretation includes a scenario where
AGN activity is suppressed in large group and cluster environ-
ments. This scenario is sensible since there is generally less
available cold gas in cluster galaxies to fuel black hole accretion
(e.g., Catinella et al. 2013). It is also thought that major mergers
are less efficient in cluster environments due to the high relative
velocities of cluster members (e.g., Hopkins et al. 2008), leading
to fewer merger-triggered AGN in these systems. These ideas
are consistent with studies of AGN in cluster environments (e.g.,
Ehlert et al. 2015; Noordeh et al. 2020). However, an issue in
interpreting the shallow α values in terms of physical triggering
mechanisms is that analytical HOD constraints often fail to fold
in AGN selection effects and resulting biased samples.

Recently, a simple empirical model connecting black holes,
galaxies, and (sub)halos has been developed by populating AGN
activity into halo catalogs from N-body simulations. By assum-
ing straightforward relationships between the masses of black
holes and galaxies, coupled with a distribution of Eddington Ra-
tios, the clustering and luminosity function of a local sample
of AGN has been reproduced after forward-modeling the hard
X-ray-selection (Powell et al. 2022). This work showed that a
model in which the black hole mass correlates with both stellar
mass and (sub)halo mass was preferred over a model without
a black hole mass - (sub)halo mass correlation. There were no
assumed dependencies on environment or mass for the probabil-
ity that a black hole accretes at a given Eddington rate; rather,
each mock black hole was assigned an Eddington ratio drawn
from the universal distribution constrained by AGN from the
Swift/BAT Spectroscopic Survey (BASS; Ananna et al. 2022).
This assumption was motivated by the findings from BASS and
other X-ray surveys that the shape of this intrinsic distribution
is mass-independent (Aird et al. 2012, 2018; Georgakakis et al.
2017; Ananna et al. 2022).

Apart from the possible physical interpretations for the dif-
ferent AGN and galaxy HODs, one key test has not yet been per-
formed: whether or not observed differences are simply due to an
observational bias arising from how the AGN are selected. In this
paper, we use AGN-(sub)halo models to investigate the impact
of AGN selection on the resulting AGN HOD shape by forward-
modeling Eddington- and luminosity-limited AGN samples. We
test whether or not the resulting satellite occupation slope is sen-
sitive to the choice of selection, and we compare our results to
previous α constraints from HOD modeling of AGN clustering
measurements.

This paper is organized as follows: the empirical AGN-halo
model and analysis method is described in Sections 2 and 3; the
HOD results vs. selection technique is presented in Section 4;
we discuss our results and compare with previous AGN HOD
constraints in Section 5; we summarize our main conclusions
in Section 6. We assume Planck 2015 cosmology (Planck Col-

laboration et al. 2016; H0 = 100 h km s−1 Mpc−1, h = 0.677,
Ωm,0 = 0.307, Ωb,0 = 0.0486). LX always refers to the intrinsic,
rest-frame 2 − 10 keV luminosity.

2. Empirical AGN-halo model

We followed the method outlined in Powell et al. (2022) to popu-
late SMBHs into simulated dark matter halos and forward-model
AGN samples. Because the SMBH masses and accretion rates
are assigned probabilistically (described in detail below), we
made many instances (or mock realizations) of AGN samples
in order to account for the sample variance and to determine the
uncertainties of the resulting AGN HODs.

We used the Unit N-body simulation (Chuang et al. 2019),
which is a 1 h−3Gpc3 volume cube with a particle mass of
1.2 × 109 h−1M⊙ for the halo catalogs. This simulation assumed
a Planck 2016 Cosmology and used the Rockstar halo-finder
(Behroozi et al. 2013a) to obtain the halo catalogs at each snap-
shot. We used the scale factor a = 0.978 (z ∼ 0.02) snapshot
to closely match to the redshift of the BASS AGN survey (Koss
et al. 2022; Powell et al. 2022) that constrained the AGN-halo
models; however, we repeated the analysis using other snapshots
(z = 0.5, 1), which produced similar results and are presented in
the Appendix A. We now outline the main steps in populating
the simulation box with AGN.

2.1. Populating halos with mock galaxies and SMBHs

First, a mock galaxy was placed at the center of all halos and sub-
halos with peak virial masses MVir > 5 × 1010 h−1M⊙1. A stellar
mass was assigned to each mock galaxy according to the stel-
lar mass-(sub)halo mass relation from Behroozi et al. (2013b),
which includes a log-normal scatter of 0.2 dex.

Each mock galaxy was then populated with a black hole with
a mass that depended either on (1) the stellar mass of the galaxy
only (‘Model 1’) or (2) on the masses of both the galaxy and
the (sub)halo (‘Model 2’). These models each assume a power-
law relationship between stellar mass (M∗) and black hole mass
(MBH) with a lognormal scatter.

Because the galaxy-SMBH relation is uncertain (in terms
of its normalization, slope, and scatter), we chose new sets of
SMBH-galaxy parameters each time we generated a mock AGN
realization. In this way, we marginalized over its uncertainties.
We drew from the constrained posterior distributions of the nor-
malization, slope, and scatter from Powell et al. 20222 that pro-
duced population statistics consistent with the luminosity func-
tion and AGN-galaxy cross-correlation function at z ∼ 0.04 (as
calculated from the the Swift/BAT AGN Spectroscopic Surveys
and 2MASS galaxy redshift survey (Koss et al. 2022; Huchra
et al. 2012; Powell et al. 2022)) for each mock realization. The
masses were then assigned given the resulting relation, along
with a random offset drawn from a lognormal distribution to ac-
count for the scatter. For each model, we made many realizations
to fully sample the posteriors.

In the case of the second model, there is an additional as-
sumed correlation between SMBH mass and (sub)halo mass

1 Throughout the paper we note MVir as the maximum virial mass of a
subhalo throughout its lifetime (up until the time of the snapshot), rather
than its instantaneous mass.
2 The best-fit parameters of the MBH−M∗ relation were a normalization
of 7.76+0.24

−0.30 (7.55+0.34
−0.39) dex [M⊙], a scatter of 0.33+0.16

−0.18 (0.43+0.16
−0.20) dex,

and a powerlaw slope of 0.67+0.24
−0.22 (0.51+0.21

−0.22) for Model 1 (2).
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Fig. 1. Distributions of black hole mass vs. (sub)halo mass (Mpeak) according to the models assumed in this work (from Powell et al. 2022), shown
with a lognormal color scale. Model 1 assumes correlations between SMBH mass and stellar mass, as well as between stellar mass and (sub)halo
mass. Model 2 includes an additional SMBH mass-(sub)halo mass correlation, leading to a much tighter relation between the two.

for fixed stellar mass. This was done via conditional abun-
dance matching where, for fixed stellar mass, the most mas-
sive black holes are assumed to reside in the halos with the
largest MVir and the least massive black holes in the smallest
MVir. This was done via the conditional_abunmatch routine
in the halotools Python package (Hearin et al. 2017), which
preserves the MBH −M∗ and M∗ −MVir relations while introduc-
ing the third MBH − MVir correlation (more details are given in
Powell et al. 2022). Examples of two MBH − MVir relations for
each model are shown in Figure 1.

Powell et al. 2022 found that Model 2 was preferred by the
Swift/BAT AGN Spectroscopic dataset by 2 − 5σ (where the
precise significance depended on whether or not an independent
constraint on MBH − Mvir using individual, nearby galaxies was
used). However, we performed the analysis for both models in
this work.

2.2. Assigning accretion rates to the mock SMBHs

The mock SMBHs were then assigned Eddington ratios (λEdd ≡

Lbol/LEdd, where LEdd is the luminosity at which radiation from
the accretion disk balances gravity and is equal to 1.26 ×
1038(MBH/M⊙)) by probabilistically drawing from a universal
Eddington Ratio Distribution Function (ERDF). We assumed the
measured distribution from (Ananna et al. 2022; ERDF 1), which
has the following broken powerlaw form:

dN
d log λEdd

∝ ξ∗ ×

(λEdd

λ∗

)δ1
+

(
λEdd

λ∗

)δ2−1

. (1)

This study constrained these ERDF parameters (ξ∗, λ∗, δ1, δ2)3

by forward-modeling the distributions of the AGN luminosities,
black hole masses, and Eddington ratios in the BASS survey.

The use of a universal Eddington ratio distribution corre-
sponds to the assumption that AGN are triggered by the same
secular processes across mass scale and environment (i.e., no
environmental factors). This is consistent with findings from
constraints of the ERDF from various X-ray surveys (e.g. Aird
et al. 2012; Georgakakis et al. 2017; Ananna et al. 2022; Bir-
chall et al. 2022), as well previous AGN clustering measure-
ments that showed no significant trends with Eddington ratio
(e.g., Krumpe et al. 2015, 2023; Powell et al. 2018). However,
some work has shown evidence that there is a dependence on

3 log ξ∗ = −3.6; log λ∗ = −1.338; δ1 = 0.38; δ2 = 2.26

galaxy mass, where more massive galaxies have a higher prob-
ability to host AGN (i.e., that the normalization of the ERDF
is mass-dependent; Aird et al. 2018). We therefore additionally
tested an ERDF with the same shape as before, but where the
normalization of the Eddington ratio distribution varied by an
order of magnitude over the stellar mass range 10 − 11.5 [dex
h−1M⊙], which we label as ‘ERDF 2’. In this case, more mas-
sive galaxies were more likely to host AGN than less-massive
galaxies.

2.3. Selecting mock AGN

With black hole masses and Eddington ratios assigned in each
mock galaxy, the AGN bolometric luminosities (Lbol) were then
inferred via Lbol = 1.26×1038(MBH/M⊙)λEdd s−1erg. X-ray lumi-
nosities were estimated by assuming a constant bolometric cor-
rection (κ) of 20 (i.e., Lbol = 20×LX; Vasudevan & Fabian 2007).
AGN were then selected based on either an X-ray luminos-
ity or Eddington ratio threshold. As an additional test, we also
performed the analysis assuming an Eddington-ratio-dependent
bolometric correction from (Vasudevan & Fabian 2007), which
we label as κ(λEdd).

Finally, to estimate uncertainties in the resulting AGN
HODs, we made ∼ 50 AGN mock realizations for each AGN-
halo model. The HOD parameters for each AGN selection were
examined via their distributions over the many realizations. This
process is described in more detail in the following section.

3. Mock AGN HOD calculation

The AGN halo occupation distribution of each mock realization
was calculated by averaging the number of mock AGN residing
within each bin of parent virial halo mass. The bins were defined
as 15 logarithmic bins from 1011 < Mvir < 1015 h−1M⊙. For com-
parison, we also calculated the subhalo (i.e., galaxy) HOD by the
same method; namely, by averaging the number of subhalos with
virial masses Mvir > 1011 [h−1M⊙] hosted within the same bins
of parent halo mass. Because high-Eddington accretion events
are much rarer than low-Eddington accretion, most parent halos
within the simulation box did not host a detectable mock AGN
(by typical luminosity or Eddington ratio thresholds). Therefore,
the AGN HOD has a much smaller normalization than the galaxy
HOD. We also determined the AGN fraction vs. parent halo mass
by dividing the AGN HOD by the overall subhalo HOD.

Observationally, X-ray AGN are detected from flux-limited
surveys and are typically defined based on their luminosities. For
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Fig. 2. The impact of different AGN definitions on their host dark matter halo distributions. Left: HODs of mock AGN in our Model 2 simulation
framework selected by an Eddington ratio threshold (orange) and a luminosity threshold (blue). Different slopes are visible above 1013 for the
two different AGN selection methods. The HOD of the full subhalo/galaxy population is shown by the gray data points for comparison which is
identical in shape to the Eddington-limited AGN sample. Right: fraction of mock galaxies classified as AGN by the same definitions as in the left
plot. The fraction remains constant (unbiased) with halo mass for Eddington-limited AGN (by definition); however, the luminosity-limited sample
has a strongly biased halo occupation distribution due to their selection.

each AGN-halo model, we computed the AGN HOD for several
X-ray luminosity limits: 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043 and 1044 erg s−1.
This was done for each MBH −Mvir model (Model 1 and 2) cou-
pled with each ERDF (ERDF 1 and ERDF 2). We also tested
each Models 1 and 2 with the Eddington-ratio-dependent bolo-
metric correction and ERDF 1 (see Table 1 for a summary of
these results). These luminosity-limited AGN HODs were also
compared to those of AGN defined by an Eddington ratio thresh-
old, which corresponds to an unbiased sample (since by defini-
tion the Eddington ratios were independent of environment).

The satellite slope (α) was estimated by fitting a powerlaw
to each HOD realization for log Mvir > 13 [h−1 M⊙] using
least-squares minimization via the curve_fit scipy routine,
weighted by the square root of the number of AGN per bin. A
threshold of log Mvir = 13 [h−1 M⊙] was chosen because satel-
lite galaxies dominate the HOD above masses of log Mvir > 13
[h−1 M⊙] based on previous measurements of typical L∗ galaxies
(e.g., Zehavi et al. 2011). The uncertainties in the satellite slopes
(α) for each model and AGN definition were calculated by the
16th and 84th percentiles of the measurements across all AGN
mock realizations.

4. Results

In this section we examine the HODs of mock AGN selected
by a luminosity threshold vs. by an Eddington ratio threshold.
We also examine trends with luminosity threshold and report the
resulting α values under each AGN-halo modeling assumption.

4.1. Luminosity-limited vs. Eddington-limited AGN selection

The HODs of subhalos, AGN with log LX > 43 [erg s−1] (i.e.,
Lbol > 44.3 [erg s−1]), and AGN with log λEdd > 0.05 within
our simulation framework (assuming Model 2 and ERDF1) is
shown by the the left-hand panel of Fig. 2. The AGN fraction vs.
halo mass (i.e., the AGN HOD divided by the galaxy HOD) for
both definitions is shown by the right-hand panel, demonstrat-
ing how different AGN selections based on the identical parent
AGN sample yield significantly different HOD shapes. While
the HOD of the Eddington-limited AGN only differs from the
overall subhalo HOD by its normalization, corresponding to a
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Fig. 3. Normalized AGN fractions (averaged over all realizations) vs.
parent halo mass. Each luminosity threshold is shown in different col-
ors, and the dashed and solid lines correspond to Model 1 and Model
2, respectively. Higher thresholds correspond to AGN fractions that are
more peaked, especially for Model 2.

flat AGN fraction across halo mass, the luminosity-limited AGN
sample has a very different HOD shape. Note that each AGN
definition draws from the same sample of mock accreting black
holes; therefore, this HOD shape disparity is purely due the lu-
minosity selection.

At lower parent halo masses, AGN are more likely to be
missed by X-ray surveys due to their typically smaller-mass
black holes and resulting fainter AGN luminosities. This leads
to a drop off in AGN fraction at Mvir < 1013 h−1M⊙. The AGN
fraction peaks at Mvir ∼ 1013 h−1M⊙ and again decreases with in-
creasing halo mass at Mvir ∼ 1013. This corresponds to a satellite
slope (α) less than one, and is explained again by the selection
effect against lower-mass black holes; as the parent halo mass
increases, the more satellite galaxies it tends to host. AGN in
satellites are more likely to be missed by surveys because they
are generally in lower mass systems with lower mass black holes.
This mass selection bias is discussed in more detail in Section 5.
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Fig. 4. Range of intrinsic AGN HOD slopes (α) for parent halos with log Mvir > 13 [h−1M⊙] as a function of X-ray luminosity limit. The two
colors correspond to each MBH − Mvir model and their accepted parameters. The solid data points correspond to the standard ERDF 1, while the
transparent, dashed data points correspond to ERDF 2 (which includes a strong stellar mass dependence). The slope for all subhalos is shown in
gray for comparison. In the case of Model 2, where black hole mass correlates more strongly with halo mass, the resulting median AGN HOD
slope decreases and becomes more biased against the overall population of accreting black holes for higher luminosity thresholds. For both models,
ERDF 2 produces smaller values of alpha, especially for the LX = 1041 and 1042 erg s−1 thresholds.

4.2. Trends with luminosity threshold

We repeated the investigation for other luminosity thresholds and
found similar shapes for the AGN fraction vs. halo mass. To
show how the shape of each differs for each threshold, we plot
their normalized AGN fractions in Fig. 3 for both MBH − Mvir
models. As the luminosity threshold increases, the fractions tend
to become more and more biased over the parent AGN sample,
and the peak is shifted to higher halo mass scales. This is espe-
cially the case for Model 2. The shapes of these AGN fractions
with parent halo mass for Model 1 agree qualitatively with what
was found in Jones et al. 2017, which also used a semi-numerical
prescription for AGN accretion within a dark matter simulation.

We plot the satellite slope trends for both models in Fig. 4,
where the median α values calculated for each AGN definition
(via ∼ 50 model realizations) are compared to the satellite slope
calculated for the full sample of subhalos within the simulation.
These values are also given in Table 1 for each modeling as-
sumption. The size of the errorbars on the median alpha values
are due to (1) the range of allowed MBH − M∗ parameters that
each realization draws from and (2) the limited number statistics
in the simulation box.

We found that, for Model 2, α tends to decreases with in-
creasing AGN luminosity threshold, meaning that the HOD
shape becomes more biased against the overall population of ac-
creting black holes as more ’typical’ AGN are missed by the se-
lection. For both models the uncertainties increase towards larger
LX limit due to the decreasing number of objects in the simula-
tion with higher luminosities. However, the trends between α
and the luminosity limit are different for Model 1. For Model

1, no significant differences between the median α values of
the AGN and the underlying population as a function of LX is
found. This means that the systematic selection bias in the HOD
shape depends not only on the AGN luminosity limit, but also
on the underlying physical relationship between SMBH mass
and (sub)halo mass. While this relation has yet to be firmly con-
strained, Model 2, in which the SMBH mass more tightly cor-
relates with its host subhalo, has been found to be preferred by
local datasets (Marasco et al. 2021; Powell et al. 2022).

Shallow α values were also found when assuming both Ed-
dington ratio distribution functions: the universal distribution
(ERDF 1), and the one whose normalization varied with stel-
lar mass (ERDF 2). The alpha values found for both models
and ERDFs (for each luminosity threshold) are given in Table
1. The mass-dependent ERDF (ERDF 2) produced slightly shal-
lower AGN satellite slopes for moderate luminosity cuts (i.e.,
0.77 vs. 0.81 for log LX > 43 [erg s−1]) for both models (Fig. 4).
This is because the additional ERDF dependence on stellar mass
(and therefore on (sub)halo mass) further decreased the proba-
bility for AGN in lower mass galaxies/(sub)halos to be detected.
Therefore, any mass dependence of the Eddington ratio distri-
bution function may also contribute smaller measurements of α.
Lastly, we find no significant differences in the results or trends
found between the constant bolometric correction and the Ed-
dington ratio-dependent case.

While this analysis focused on the low-redshift regime from
using the BASS survey constraints, similar overall trends were
found with higher-z simulation snapshots (z ∼ 0.5 and z ∼ 1) un-
der the assumption that the same AGN-halo connection as found
for low-redshift can be applied to higher redshifts (see Appendix
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α values (z = 0)
Log LX limit [erg s−1] 41 42 43 44

Model 1; ERDF 1 0.92 ± 0.01 0.92 ± 0.02 0.91 ± 0.05 0.94 ± 0.19
Model 1; ERDF 2 0.83 ± 0.02 0.82 ± 0.05 0.82 ± 0.10 0.88 ± 0.35
Model 2; ERDF 1 0.89 ± 0.02 0.87 ± 0.02 0.81 ± 0.05 0.80 ± 0.16
Model 2; ERDF 2 0.79 ± 0.02 0.77 ± 0.03 0.77 ± 0.08 0.87 ± 0.17

Model 1; ERDF 1; κ(λEdd) 0.90 ± 0.01 0.90 ± 0.02 0.87 ± 0.05 1.00 ± 0.27
Model 2; ERDF 1; κ(λEdd) 0.87 ± 0.01 0.86 ± 0.02 0.81 ± 0.04 0.85 ± 0.16

Table 1. Satellite slopes (α values) for the different LX thresholds and modeling assumptions in our simulation framework. In addition to the two
MBH − MVir models (Model 1 and Model2), we tested two different Eddington ratio distribution functions; one universal distribution (ERDF1;
Ananna et al. 2022) and one whose normalization is mass-dependent (ERDF2). Lastly, while a constant X-ray bolometric correction was assumed
by default, we also calculated α for each model assuming an Eddington-ratio-dependent BC (κ(λEdd); Vasudevan & Fabian 2007).

A). However, we note that the relationships between MBH and
λEdd with environment are even less understood at moderate-to-
high redshifts and may be different than the local Universe.

5. Discussion

5.1. Interpreting the shallow AGN satellite slopes

X-ray detection provides one of the most efficient AGN selection
methods. However, since LX ∝ λEdd × MBH, this selection tech-
nique is biased against low-mass SMBHs; unless they are accret-
ing at very high Eddington ratios, smaller-mass black holes are
likely to be undetected since they are less luminous. At the same
time, SMBHs accreting at low Eddington ratios are also missed
in X-ray surveys, and this is especially the case in lower-mass
systems. Because more massive galaxies tend to have more mas-
sive SMBHs (and since X-ray emission approximates the total
accretion luminosity), X-ray AGN activity tends to be more dif-
ficult to detect in smaller-mass galaxies (e.g., Aird et al. 2012).

In the hierarchical model of structure formation, dark matter
halos grow by accreting matter and merging with each other. Be-
cause of this, larger-mass halos tend to have more substructure
(and host more satellite galaxies) than smaller mass halos due
to their many mergers over cosmic time. A bias against AGN
in low-mass (sub)halos would cause AGN to more likely be un-
detected in (1) central galaxies in lower-mass parent halos and
(2) satellites, since each of these have smaller masses and tend
to host less luminous AGN. Therefore, imposing a flux or lumi-
nosity limit results in an AGN fraction that initially rises with
halo mass (as AGN in central galaxies become easier to detect),
peaks around group-size halo masses, and then declines with
halo mass in the regime where the number of satellite galax-
ies start dominating the HOD (Mvir ∼ 1013 h−1M⊙), as we show
in Figs. 3 and 4. The AGN fraction decreases in the massive
halo regime because AGN are harder to detect in the lower-mass
satellite galaxies due to hosting smaller-mass SMBHs, and this
effect corresponds to a shallower HOD power-law slope than for
inactive galaxies (e.g., α < 1). It is purely due to an imposed
AGN selection based on a luminosity threshold.

These shallow AGN satellite slopes (and the AGN fraction
decline at high halo masses) can alternatively be understood by
the following: more massive satellite galaxies are more likely to
be hosted in more massive parent halos, as opposed to less mas-
sive parent halos. Consequently, the HOD of subhalos moves
rightward to higher parent halos masses for higher and higher
(sub)halo mass thresholds. This is shown in Fig. 5 (left), where
the average number of subhalos is plotted as a function of par-
ent halo mass for several (sub)halo virial mass thresholds; each
HOD has the same shape and slope, but begin at different par-
ent halo mass scales. When fitting the HODs with a simple

powerlaw (as is often done in observational clustering studies)
within the same given parent halo mass range, this results in
comparatively shallower satellite slopes (α values) for increas-
ing mass thresholds (Fig. 5, right). We limited the halo mass
range MVir < 5 × 1014 h−1M⊙ for this calculation since the vol-
umes of most X-ray surveys are too small to statistically probe
AGN within these rare, highest halo masses. Therefore, since X-
ray AGN samples are biased against small-mass SMBHs (and
therefore against small subhalo masses), then the AGN HOD is
likely to have a shallower slope than galaxy samples, since ob-
served galaxies are generally more complete towards lower stel-
lar/(sub)halo masses than AGN samples.

The selection effect against AGN in lower-mass (sub)halos
is more significant when there is a tighter correlation between
SMBH mass and (sub)halo mass (i.e., Model 2), since there is
also a stronger trend between (sub)halo mass and AGN luminos-
ity. We show this in Fig. 6, which plots the mock AGN X-ray
luminosity vs. (sub)halo mass for each MBH −M∗ Model, where
the colors correspond to their Eddington ratios (assuming ERDF
1 and limiting the mocks to log λEdd > −4). Model 2 results
in a tighter correlation between LX and (sub)halo mass. There-
fore, when enforcing a luminosity limit, it is more probable that
the AGN in lower-mass systems are missed in Model 2 then in
Model 1. This is why the trends shown in Figures 2 and 3 are
different for each model; the larger scatter between AGN lumi-
nosity and (sub)halo mass in Model 1 blurs out the mass depen-
dence of the AGN detection probability, and leads to little or no
trend between α and a luminosity limit. Consequently, measure-
ments of shallow α values from previous AGN clustering studies
may provide further evidence that Model 2, where SMBH mass
tightly correlates with (sub)halo mass, is more likely to be true
than Model 1.

The peak AGN fraction at log Mvir = 12.5 − 13 [h−1M⊙] is
consistent with typical host halo mass estimates obtained from
the large-scale (i.e. 1 − 10 h−1Mpc) clustering amplitudes of X-
ray AGN over a wide range of luminosity and redshift (e.g., Cap-
pelluti et al. 2012; Powell et al. 2020). This work shows that this
characteristic halo mass scale could be purely caused by an ob-
servational bias due to the fact that the probability for finding
an X-ray AGN peaks at this parent halo mass when assuming
typical X-ray luminosity limits; Fig. 2, right). Indeed, Aird &
Coil 2021 found that when incorporating the probabilities for
AGN activity within simulated galaxies, the average parent halo
masses of LX-limited AGN were also around this characteristic
mass scale. This highlights the importance of folding AGN se-
lection in to clustering analyses and their interpretations; before
the details of how selection in observed AGN samples impacts
the AGN HOD is understood, any physical interpretation of the
HOD shape has limited scientific value.
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Fig. 5. Subhalo HOD shapes for various mass thresholds. Left: Average number of subhalos in a parent halo as a function of parent halo mass for
several peak virial (sub)halo mass limits. The solid colored lines correspond to the fitted powerlaw in the parent halo mass range 1013 < MVir <
5 × 1014 h−1 M⊙. Right: HOD slopes (α) of each subsample of subhalos, showing the apparent decline of α with mass threshold.
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point corresponds to Eddington ratio. Model 2 results in mock AGN that have a tighter correlation between luminosity and (sub)halo mass.

5.2. Comparison to previous measurements

While AGN HOD measurements have been limited due to
current survey statistics, cross-correlations between AGN and
galaxies have provided HOD constraints for several X-ray and
optical AGN surveys. First, Miyaji et al. 2011 cross-correlated
AGN from the ROSAT All-Sky Survey (RASS) with the SDSS
LRG sample, and by fitting the cross-correlation function ana-
lytically, constrained α < 1. This was recently confirmed with
the updated samples of the RASS/SDSS DR14 broad-line AGN
cross-correlated with the SDSS CMASS galaxy sample in the
redshift range 0.44 < z < 0.64 (Krumpe et al. 2023). Their sam-
ple has median luminosity X-ray of ∼ 44.8 [erg s−1], and so this
is consistent with our results for Model 2 and/or ERDF 2. At
similar redshifts (z ∼ 0.35), Comparat et al. 2023 found that the
best-fit HOD model for AGN in eFEDS had α = 0.73 ± 0.38, in
agreement with these previous findings.

In deeper, smaller-volume X-ray surveys, uncertainties on
the AGN HOD have been larger (e.g., Richardson et al. 2013).
However, by directly counting the number of X-ray-selected
AGN within X-ray-selected galaxy groups and clusters in the
COSMOS survey at 0 < z < 1, Allevato et al. (2012) deter-
mined α < 0.6. This is quite low; however, this could be because
the smaller-volume is less sensitive to the rare, higher-mass sys-
tems where the satellites dominate the HOD. On the other hand,
Leauthaud et al. (2015) inferred α ∼ 1 for AGN in COSMOS

via weak lensing measurements. In their analysis, they showed
that the AGN lensing signal was consistent with galaxies with
similar stellar masses and redshifts as the data, thereby taking
the incompleteness of the survey into account and the effects of
AGN selection biases.

In the local Universe, cross-correlations between hard X-
ray selected AGN from Swift/BAT with 2MASS galaxies at
0.01 < z < 0.1 resulted in HOD constraints with α = 0.8+0.2

−0.5
(Powell et al. 2018). Krumpe et al. 2018 did a similar analy-
sis with Swift/BAT and INTEGRAL/IBIS AGN at 0.007 < z <
0.037 and found 0.68 < α < 1, with the galaxy sample having
α = 1.13 ± 0.07. Moreover, Powell et al. (2018) found that the
clustering measurement matched predictions based on the stellar
mass distribution of the AGN, again showing no difference be-
tween AGN and galaxy halo occupation when taking the survey
incompleteness and AGN selection biases into account.

These previous X-ray measurements favoring shallow α val-
ues (and typical halo masses of ∼ 1013 h−1M⊙) may be further
evidence that Model 2, where SMBH mass tightly correlates
with (sub)halo mass, is more likely to be true than Model 1,
since Model 2 predicted shallower alpha values. However, fur-
ther investigation into the environmental dependence of AGN
activity vs. redshift is needed, as well as careful consideration of
the modeling assumptions and the observational biases that go
into measuring and interpreting AGN HODs.
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For optically-selected AGN, the satellite power-law slope
has tended to be more consistent with galaxies (Richardson et al.
2012; Chatterjee et al. 2012; Shen 2013; Krumpe et al. 2023).
Optical selection, which usually involves color cuts and/or emis-
sion line diagnostics, comes with a distinct set of selection biases
that are very different from X-ray selections and depend on the
host galaxy properties (i.e., stellar mass, star formation rate, and
dust content; Azadi et al. 2017). Therefore, the resulting HOD
selection biases are less straightfoward to model and to interpret
than an X-ray luminosity threshold for an X-ray selected AGN
sample. Future work forward-modeling multiple AGN selection
methods are needed to determine whether optical quasars occupy
their host dark matter halos consistently with X-ray AGN.

6. Summary and conclusion

We have investigated the impact of X-ray AGN selection on
measurements of the halo occupation distribution by forward-
modeling AGN activity into halo catalogs from N-body simu-
lations. By assuming correlations between the black hole mass,
stellar mass, and subhalo mass from Powell et al. (2022) cou-
pled with a universal Eddington Ratio distribution function, we
measured the AGN HOD for several different AGN definitions
based on Eddington ratio and luminosity thresholds to investi-
gate the sensitivity of the resulting measured satellite slope. Our
main conclusions are as follows:

– X-ray luminosity-limited AGN selection can significantly
impact the resulting AGN fraction as a function of halo mass,
leading to biased measurements of the AGN halo occupation
distribution.

– We find that for AGN samples with typically-used X-ray lu-
minosity thresholds, the AGN fraction peaks at ∼ 1013 h−1

M⊙ and decreases with halo mass. This corresponds to a
satellite HOD slope α < 1, which agrees with estimates
from AGN clustering measurements (and differs for galax-
ies, where α ∼ 1).

– For the case where black hole mass correlates with (sub)halo
mass, the resulting AGN satellite power-law slope α de-
creases with increasing AGN luminosity thresholds.

The findings presented in this paper are the result of lumi-
nosity X-ray selection alone, and not from any assumed trends
between SMBH accretion physics and environment. It is no-
table that we are able to reproduce previously found HOD results
without invoking such triggering dependencies.

To conclude, AGN selection methods can result in missed ac-
creting SMBHs in certain galaxy and/or AGN types. The missed
AGN may correlate with the mass scale of their host halos, lead-
ing to a warped HOD. With several future surveys on the horizon
that will provide order-of-magnitude better clustering statistics
(e.g., eROSITA, Athena), understanding AGN selection effects
will become even more crucial for characterizing the underlying
AGN-halo connection and its evolution. If we do not correctly
account for these observational biases, we cannot claim to under-
stand the physics that gives rise to the shape of the AGN HOD.
Forward-modeling the AGN population in simulations provides
a promising way to interpret these future high-precision mea-
surements correctly while having full control of the selection bi-
ases.
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123
Astropy Collaboration, Robitaille, T. P., Tollerud, E. J., et al. 2013, A&A, 558,

A33
Azadi, M., Coil, A. L., Aird, J., et al. 2017, ApJ, 835, 27
Behroozi, P. S., Conroy, C., & Wechsler, R. H. 2010, ApJ, 717, 379
Behroozi, P. S., Wechsler, R. H., & Wu, H.-Y. 2013a, ApJ, 762, 109
Behroozi, P. S., Wechsler, R. H., & Wu, H.-Y. 2013b, ApJ, 762, 109
Berlind, A. A. & Weinberg, D. H. 2002, ApJ, 575, 587
Birchall, K. L., Watson, M. G., Aird, J., & Starling, R. L. C. 2022, MNRAS, 510,

4556
Bower, R. G., Schaye, J., Frenk, C. S., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 465, 32
Cappelluti, N., Allevato, V., & Finoguenov, A. 2012, Advances in Astronomy,

2012, 853701
Catinella, B., Schiminovich, D., Cortese, L., et al. 2013, MNRAS, 436, 34
Chatterjee, S., Degraf, C., Richardson, J., et al. 2012, MNRAS, 419, 2657
Chuang, C.-H., Yepes, G., Kitaura, F.-S., et al. 2019, MNRAS, 487, 48
Comparat, J., Luo, W., Merloni, A., et al. 2023, A&A, 673, A122
Cooray, A. & Sheth, R. 2002, Phys. Rep., 372, 1
Ehlert, S., Allen, S. W., Brandt, W. N., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 446, 2709
Georgakakis, A., Aird, J., Schulze, A., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 471, 1976
Gilli, R., Comastri, A., & Hasinger, G. 2007, A&A, 463, 79
Harris, C. R., Millman, K. J., van der Walt, S. J., et al. 2020, Nature, 585, 357
Hearin, A. P., Campbell, D., Tollerud, E., et al. 2017, AJ, 154, 190
Hopkins, P. F., Hernquist, L., Cox, T. J., & Kereš, D. 2008, ApJS, 175, 356
Huchra, J. P., Macri, L. M., Masters, K. L., et al. 2012, ApJS, 199, 26
Hunter, J. D. 2007, Computing in Science & Engineering, 9, 90
Jones, M. L., Hickox, R. C., Mutch, S. J., et al. 2017, ApJ, 843, 125
Koss, M. J., Trakhtenbrot, B., Ricci, C., et al. 2022, ApJS, 261, 6
Krishnan, C., Almaini, O., Hatch, N. A., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 494, 1693
Krumpe, M., Miyaji, T., Coil, A. L., & Aceves, H. 2018, MNRAS, 474, 1773
Krumpe, M., Miyaji, T., Georgakakis, A., et al. 2023, ApJ, 952, 22
Krumpe, M., Miyaji, T., Husemann, B., et al. 2015, ApJ, 815, 21
Leauthaud, A., J. Benson, A., Civano, F., et al. 2015, MNRAS, 446, 1874
Marasco, A., Cresci, G., Posti, L., et al. 2021, MNRAS, 507, 4274
Marchesi, S., Gilli, R., Lanzuisi, G., et al. 2020, A&A, 642, A184
Marshall, M. A., Shabala, S. S., Krause, M. G. H., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 474,

3615
Mendez, A. J., Coil, A. L., Aird, J., et al. 2016, ApJ, 821, 55
Miyaji, T., Krumpe, M., Coil, A. L., & Aceves, H. 2011, ApJ, 726, 83
Noordeh, E., Canning, R. E. A., King, A., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 498, 4095
Planck Collaboration, Ade, P. A. R., Aghanim, N., et al. 2016, A&A, 594, A13
Powell, M. C., Allen, S. W., Caglar, T., et al. 2022, ApJ, 938, 77
Powell, M. C., Cappelluti, N., Urry, C. M., et al. 2018, ApJ, 858, 110
Powell, M. C., Urry, C. M., Cappelluti, N., et al. 2020, ApJ, 891, 41
Ricarte, A., Tremmel, M., Natarajan, P., & Quinn, T. 2020, ApJ, 895, L8
Richardson, J., Chatterjee, S., Zheng, Z., Myers, A. D., & Hickox, R. 2013, ApJ,

774, 143
Richardson, J., Zheng, Z., Chatterjee, S., Nagai, D., & Shen, Y. 2012, ApJ, 755,

30
Shen, Y. 2013, Bulletin of the Astronomical Society of India, 41, 61
Suh, H., Civano, F., Hasinger, G., et al. 2019, ApJ, 872, 168
Vasudevan, R. V. & Fabian, A. C. 2007, MNRAS, 381, 1235
Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020, Nature Methods, 17, 261
Yang, G., Brandt, W. N., Darvish, B., et al. 2018, MNRAS, 480, 1022
Zehavi, I., Zheng, Z., Weinberg, D. H., et al. 2011, ApJ, 736, 59
Zheng, Z., Coil, A. L., & Zehavi, I. 2007, ApJ, 667, 760

Article number, page 8 of 9



M. C. Powell , M. Krumpe, A. Coil and T. Miyaji: The impact of AGN X-ray selection on the AGN halo occupation distribution

Appendix A: Higher-z trends

We repeated the analysis at higher redshift snapshots by ex-
trapolating Model 1 and Model 2 to z = 0.5 and z = 1. We
used the galaxy-halo models at the respective redshifts (Behroozi
et al. 2010) with the same galaxy-SMBH relation as before for
z ∼ 0.04. The same galaxy-SMBH relation was used because the
MBH−M∗ relation has not been found to significantly evolve with
redshift (e.g., Suh et al. 2019). The parameters of the universal
ERDF were modified such that resulting mock X-ray luminosity
function were consistent with the z = 0.5 and z = 1 XLF from
Gilli et al. (2007) and Marchesi et al. (2020). Fig. A.1 shows
the α values vs. luminosity limit from the mocks generated by
each model in these higher-z snapshots. Similar trends are seen
as at low-z, although the error bars are larger due to the poorer
numbers of massive systems at these cosmic epochs (therefore
making it harder to constrain α). The normalized AGN fractions
are plotted in Fig. A.2, which also show a general agreement
with the z = 0 HOD shapes. The AGN fractions again peak at
log Mvir = 12.5 − 13 [h−1M⊙], consistent with previous AGN
clustering measurements that show that AGN are typical found
in these halo mass scales across a wide range of redshift (Cap-
pelluti et al. 2012; Powell et al. 2020). However we note that the
decline in AGN fraction at Mvir > 1013 h−1M⊙ is less dramatic
than at z = 0, indicating that the α bias may still be present at
these higher redshifts, but less severe.
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Fig. A.1. Satellite slopes (α) vs. X-ray luminosity limit in the z = 0.5
snapshot (top) and z = 1 snapshot (bottom) assuming a universal ERDF.
The trends are consistent with those found at low redshift for both
Model 1 (cyan) and Model 2 (red); however, the error bars are larger
for increasing redshift.
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Fig. A.2. Normalized AGN fractions (averaged over all realizations)
vs. parent halo mass for the z = 0.5 snapshot (top) and z = 1 snapshot
(bottom). Each luminosity threshold is shown in different colors, and the
dashed and solid lines correspond to Model 1 and Model 2, respectively.
Higher thresholds correspond to AGN fractions that are more peaked,
especially for Model 2.
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