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Abstract
In hierarchical structure formation, correlations between galaxy properties and their environments reveal im-
portant clues about galaxy evolution, emphasizing the importance of measuring these relationships. We probe
the environmental dependence of Lyman-break galaxy (LBG) properties in the redshift range of 3 to 5 using
marked correlation function statistics with galaxy samples from the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru Strategic Pro-
gram and the Canada–France–Hawaii Telescope U-band surveys. We find that the UV magnitude and color
of magnitude-selected LBG samples are strongly correlated with their environment, making these properties
effective tracers of it. In contrast, the star formation rate and stellar mass of LBGs exhibit a weak environmental
dependence. For UV magnitudes and color, the correlation is stronger in brighter galaxy samples across all red-
shifts and extends to scales far beyond the size of typical dark matter halos. This suggests that within a given
sample, LBGs with high UV magnitudes or colors are more likely to form pairs at these scales than predicted
by the two-point angular correlation function. Moreover, the amplitude of the marked correlation function is
generally higher for LBG samples compared to that of z ∼ 0 galaxies from previous studies.We also find that
for LBG samples selected by the same absolute threshold magnitude or average halo mass, the correlation
between UV magnitudes and the environment generally becomes more pronounced as the redshift decreases.
On the other hand, for samples with the same effective large-scale bias at z ∼ 4 and 5, the marked correlation
functions are similar on large scales.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the standard paradigm of cosmological structure form-
ation, galaxy formation and evolution are heavily influenced
by their surroundings, leading to a strong correlation between
galaxy properties and environment. Observational probes of
these correlations have emerged as a robust tool for constrain-
ing galaxy formation models. The galaxy clustering, meas-
ured by the two-point correlation functions, has been success-
fully used for this purpose; these studies firmly established
that for z ≲ 1, galaxies that are redder, passively evolving,
and early-type exhibit stronger clustering, indicating they are
situated in regions of high dark matter density. Conversely,
bluer, star-forming, and late-type galaxies reside in less dense
environments (Norberg et al. 2002; Zehavi et al. 2005; Coil
et al. 2008; Zehavi et al. 2011; Guo et al. 2013; Law-Smith
& Eisenstein 2017; Lin et al. 2019). Other clustering stud-
ies positively confirm the observed link between environment
and galaxy properties like luminosity, stellar mass (M∗), age,
morphology, and spectroscopic features (Mostek et al. 2013;
Cooke et al. 2013; Cochrane et al. 2018; Durkalec et al. 2018;
Zhai et al. 2023).

The impact of the environment on galaxy properties is also
examined using the local density of neighboring galaxies sur-
rounding each galaxy using nearest-neighbor methods that
determine the volume containing a fixed number of nearest-
neighbors or fixed-aperture measurements, which estimate
galaxy number density within a given volume surrounding the
galaxy (see Muldrew et al. 2012, for details). These methods
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have been widely applied to vast datasets from galaxy sur-
veys, particularly at lower redshifts, for analyzing the correl-
ations between galaxies and their environments. Studies have
found that for z ≲ 1, the star formation in galaxies within
over-dense regions (of high matter or galaxy number dens-
ity) is quenched (Kauffmann et al. 2004; Cooper et al. 2008;
Peng et al. 2012; Woo et al. 2013; Koyama et al. 2018; Old
et al. 2020; Gu et al. 2021) and the quenching efficiency is de-
pendent on parameters like the stellar mass of the galaxy and
increases over time (Sobral et al. 2011; Darvish et al. 2016;
Chartab et al. 2020; Mao et al. 2022).

Unlike the well-studied low-z Universe, there are compar-
atively fewer studies at high redshifts (z ≥ 2) that explore the
environmental dependence of galaxy properties. Furthermore,
the findings from these high-redshift studies often do not
agree with each other. For instance, there are studies that sug-
gest that galaxies in dense regions exhibit higher star forma-
tion rate (SFR) compared to those in low-density regions (Shi-
makawa et al. 2018; Lemaux et al. 2022; Taamoli et al. 2023;
Shi et al. 2024). However, other observational and theoret-
ical studies report either no significant correlation (Darvish
et al. 2015) or even an anticorrelation (Chartab et al. 2020;
Hartzenberg et al. 2023) between SFR and the surrounding
galaxy overdensity.

Moreover, there are even fewer studies at high redshifts
that investigate the correlation between the environment and
other properties such as luminosity/magnitude or color. Given
these, it is crucial to understand how different galaxy proper-
ties—like luminosity, color, M∗, and SFR—trace the galaxy
environment at high redshifts. In this work, we address this
question using marked correlation function (MCF) statistics
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(Beisbart & Kerscher 2000), a powerful tool for detecting
and quantifying the correlation between galaxy properties and
their environment.

The MCF is a two-point statistic that, unlike the conven-
tional two-point correlation function, assigns a weight/mark
to each galaxy based on the value of its physical properties.
The resulting clustering relative to the unmarked clustering
is termed the MCF and is a strong indicative of the envir-
onmental dependence of properties of galaxies. Previous the-
oretical and numerical investigations have shown that MCF
is a robust tool for tracing galaxy environments and galactic
conformity and is complementary to the aforementioned ob-
servables (Sheth & Tormen 2004a; Sheth 2005; Sheth et al.
2006a; Harker et al. 2006; Skibba et al. 2013; Zu & Man-
delbaum 2018; Xiao et al. 2022a). It encapsulates richer in-
formation compared to numerous other environmental probes
because it necessitates the values of galaxy properties (e.g.,
luminosities) rather than relying on binary classification (such
as bright or faint). The MCF has also proven effective in
detecting subtle environmental correlations (Calderon et al.
2018), and easier to model analytically in the framework of
the halo model of large-scale structures (Sheth 2005; Skibba
et al. 2013).

Several recent works use the MCF as an effective tool for
probing the environmental dependence of galaxy properties
like M∗, SFR, luminosity/magnitude in different bands, and
colors at z ∼ 0 (Rutherford et al. 2021; Riggs et al. 2021;
Sureshkumar et al. 2021, 2023a; Sureshkumar et al. 2024).
In particular, Sureshkumar et al. (2021, 2023a), using Galaxy
and Mass Assembly (GAMA) the Wide-field Infrared Survey
Explorer (WISE) survey observations, showed that K-band lu-
minosity and M∗ are the most direct tracer of the galactic en-
vironment in the local Universe.

In this paper, we advance these studies to very high-z by
investigating the environmental dependence of Lyman Break
Galaxies (LBGs) using MCF in a broad redshift range of
3 ≤ z ≤ 5. For this, we utilize the wide, deep and ultra-deep
layers of the latest Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru Strategic Pro-
gram (HSC-SSP) data release and the deep and ultra-deep
U-band imaging data provided by the Canada-France-Hawaii
Telescope Legacy (CFHT) U-band Deep Survey (Aihara et al.
2022; Sawicki et al. 2019). The multi wavelength data set al-
lows us to identify sufficiently large samples of both faint and
bright galaxies to measure the MCFs fairly accurately and
draw conclusions on how different properties of high-z galax-
ies are correlated with their environment.

Our work complements other very high-z probes of en-
vironmental dependence of LBG properties using alternative
statistics (Lemaux et al. 2022; Shi et al. 2024; Taamoli et al.
2023). These studies investigate correlations of galaxy prop-
erties from ultra-deep surveys (of survey area ≲ 2 square de-
grees) including CANDELS (Grogin et al. 2011), VIMOS (Le
Fèvre et al. 2015), and COSMOS (Weaver et al. 2022). Our
study, however, leverages data from the wide and deep sur-
veys (of survey area ∼ 600 square degrees) of HSC-SSP and
CFHTU to investigate, with robust statistical significance, the
correlations in LBG samples that are up to two orders of mag-
nitude brighter than those used in previous studies. We further
extend our analysis to higher redshifts than those explored in
these works. In addition, we compare the marked clustering
strength of galaxy samples with similar absolute magnitude,
effective large-scale bias, and effective halo mass across dif-
ferent redshifts to probe how these factors shape the evolution
of environmental dependencies of galaxy properties with red-

shift.
The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 details

the data, while Section 3 describes the methodology used to
measure the MCF of LBGs. The measurements of MCFs for
various galaxy samples at different redshifts and their implic-
ations are discussed in section 4. We provide the summary of
the results in the section 5. The cosmological parameters used
for the calculation of the effective large-scale bias and the ef-
fective halo mass in sections 4.4 and 4.5 are adopted from
Planck Collaboration et al. (2020).

2. THE DATE

2.1. The HSC-SSP data
We use publicly available galaxy catalogues from the 3rd

public data release (PDR3) of the HSC-SSP survey (Aihara
et al. 2022, see also Miyazaki et al. 2018; Aihara et al. 2018;
Aihara et al. 2019). The HSC-SSP comprises of three survey
layers of different depths: wide, deep, and ultra-deep, with
area coverages of about 670, 28, and 2.8 square degrees in
five optical broad-band filters (g, r, i, z, and y) (Kawanomoto
et al. 2018) (see fig. 1 of (Aihara et al. 2022) for details of the
area covered). In this work, we use galaxies from the Spring
and Autumn regions of the wide survey and the COSMOS,
DEEP2-3, ELAIS-N1, and XMM-LSS regions of the deep
survey. The galaxy catalogues are obtained by reducing the
HSC data using the HSCPIPE, the HSC data reduction pipeline
(Bosch et al. 2018; Huang et al. 2018). These catalogues
are used to probe the clustering properties of magnitude-
limited samples of Lyman Break Galaxies (LBGs) at z ∼ 4
(g-dropouts) and z ∼ 5 (r-dropouts), selected using the Ly-
man break color technique (Steidel et al. 1996; Giavalisco
2002) that traces the redshifted Lyman-limit emission from
the galaxy at the rest-frame wavelength λ = 912Å.

As in Harikane et al. (2022), we select galaxies with signal-
to-noise ratios higher than 5 within 1.5′′ diameter apertures
and apply the masks (Mandelbaum et al. 2018; Li et al. 2022),
threshold values, and flags summarized in section 2 and table
2 of their paper, to remove galaxies affected by pixel issues,
cosmic rays, and bright source halos (Coupon et al. 2018; Fur-
usawa et al. 2018). The color selection criteria for the dropout
galaxies are applied to convolvedflux 0 20, the 2′′ diameter
apertures magnitudes after aperture correction, which for g-
dropouts (z ∼ 4) is (Ono et al. 2018; Toshikawa et al. 2018;
Harikane et al. 2018)

(g− r > 1.0)Λ(r− i < 1.0)Λ(g− r > 1.5(r− i)+0.8). (1)

The selection criteria for r-dropouts (z ∼ 5) is given as

(r− i > 1.2)Λ(i− z < 0.7)Λ(r− i > 1.5(i− z)+1). (2)

Once the galaxies are color-selected, the fixed 2′′ diameter
aperture magnitude after aperture correction is used as the
total magnitude in all filters (Harikane et al. 2022). The UV
magnitude (mUV ) for the g- and r-dropouts are, respectively,
the i- and z- band magnitudes, whose central wavelengths are
the nearest to the rest frame wavelength of λ = 1500Å.

We also use the photometric redshifts (photo-z) of the
galaxies as given by PDR3, derived using the empirical photo-
z fitting code DEmP (Hsieh & Yee 2014a; Tanaka et al. 2018).
The DEmP utilizes template data of galaxies with spectro-
scopic redshifts (zsp) from the literature to obtain an accurate
polynomial fit to the probability distribution function (PDF)
of photo-z of galaxies as a function of a small number multi-
broadband magnitudes (Hsieh & Yee 2014b). The PDF is then
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used to derive various point estimates, confidence intervals,
and percentiles of the photo-z (zph). We use the best-fit photo-
z derived using the DEmP due to their lower outlier rate at all
magnitudes. The bias in the estimated photo-z is within 1%
across all magnitudes and redshifts. The scatter in photo-z,
given by the standard deviation of δ z = (zph − zsp)/(1+ zsp),
generally increases as the magnitudes become fainter, vary-
ing between 0.15 and 0.1 in the redshift range of our study
(Tanaka et al. 2018). In addition to photo-z, we adopt the
mode values of the M∗ and SFR computed from respective
PDFs.

2.2. CLAUDS HSC-SSP data
The CFHT U-band Survey (CLAUDS) (Sawicki et al. 2019)

in the deep layer of the HSC-SSP program is useful for select-
ing z ∼ 3 LBGs via the U-dropout technique. The U-band im-
ages are obtained with two filters, u or u∗, in four deep fields:
COSMOS, DEEP2-3, ELAINS-N1, and XMM-LSS, cover-
ing about 20 square degrees. The COSMOS and XMM-LSS
regions contain ultra-deep fields with each of area 0.8 square
degrees. We utilize the combined galaxy catalogue from De-
sprez et al. (2023), which is based on CLAUDS data pro-
cessed with SExtractor (Bertin & Arnouts 1996) and HSC-
SSP data reduced using HSCPIPE. From the catalogue, we
have selected clean galaxies by applying suitable flags and
masks as described in Desprez et al. (2023). The color selec-
tion criteria for U-dropouts (z ∼ 3) is described in section 3.5
of (Harikane et al. 2022) and is given by

(g− r < 1.2)Λ(u∗−g > 0.9)Λ(u∗−g > 1.5(g− r)+0.75)

or

(g− r < 1.2)Λ(u−g > 0.98)Λ(u−g > 1.99(g− r)+0.68).
(3)

The catalogue also provides the source redshifts estimated
using two template fitting codes: (i) LE PHARE for SExtractor
catalogue (Arnouts & Ilbert 2011) and (ii) PHOSPHOROS for
HSCPIPE catalogue (Paltani et al., in prep.; Euclid Collab-
oration et al. (2020)). The UV magnitude (mUV ) for the U-
dropouts is the r-band magnitude. We additionally adopt the
best-fit values of M∗, and SFR provided in the catalogue for
the ultra-deep regions; however, these values are not available
for the deep region. Table 1 summarizes the number of dro-
pout galaxies in the samples analyzed in this study.

2.3. Removal of bright spurious sources and low-z
interlopers

The presence of extremely bright spurious stellar sources
in the data could introduce potential biases in the clustering
measurements. To address this, we applied a bright magnitude
cutoff of mUV ≥ 20 as in Harikane et al. (2022) at every red-
shift to exclude such sources. Adjusting this cutoff to nearby
values has minimal impact on the sample size as spurious
sources are much brighter. For instance, at z ∼ 3 lowering the
cutoff to 18 adds only 1 source, while changing it to mUV ≥ 22
removes 33 sources compared to the sample with the cutoff at
20.

Low-z interlopers satisfying the above color-selection cri-
teria contaminate the HSC-SSP and CLAUDS samples. To
remove these, as in Toshikawa et al. (2024), we first select
galaxies with the upper bound on the 95 percent confidence
interval of the photo-z (z95) greater than 2.8 for g-dropouts
and 3.8 for r-dropouts. For U-dropouts, the upper bound on
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Figure 1. Top panel: Normalized redshift distribution of U-, g-
, and r-dropouts from CLAUDS/HSC-SSP deep survey. Bot-
tom panel: The redshift distribution of g-, and r-dropouts from
the wide survey of HSC-SSP.

the 68 percent confidence interval of the photo-z is taken to
be greater than 2.3, and galaxies are further selected with
2.6 ≤ z ≤ 3.4. This constitutes our final sample, which will
be used for clustering analysis.

In Fig. 1, we show the photo-z distribution, N(z), of the U-
, g-, and r-dropouts from the deep and wide surveys. For g-
and r-dropouts, a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was conducted
to assess the differences in N(z) between the wide and deep
datasets at the same redshift. The resulting p-value was close
to 0, implying that the redshift distributions of the deep and
wide datasets differ at each redshift. We note that the angu-
lar correlation function is quite sensitive to the N(z) of the
galaxy sample. However, as the marked correlation function
(MCF) is defined as the ratio of weighted to unweighted an-
gular correlation functions (see Section 3), it is expected to be
less affected by N(z).

3. THE MCF

In this section, we describe the MCF statistics, which will
be used to probe the environmental correlations of properties
of the galaxy samples. The MCF measures how the properties
of galaxy pairs—rather than individual galaxies—depend on
their separation. Specifically, it is the correlation coefficient of
the properties of galaxies (such as luminosity, color, M∗, SFR,
morphology, etc.) relative to the standard unweighted cor-
relation function. The MCF provides additional information
compared to traditional fixed-aperture measurements and the
nearest-neighbor statistic (Calderon et al. 2018) and has the
potential to place strong constraints on cosmological paramet-
ers (Yang et al. 2020; Xiao et al. 2022b; Lai et al. 2023; Mas-
sara et al. 2023), modified gravity models (White 2016; Sat-
pathy et al. 2019; Aviles 2021; Aviles et al. 2020; Hernández-
Aguayo et al. 2018; Armijo et al. 2018), and neutrino mass
(Massara et al. 2021).

Before computing the MCF, it is useful to define the stand-
ard two-point correlation function (2PCF), which represents
the excess probability of finding two galaxies separated by
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Dropouts Region Limiting Magnitude
(mUV)

Number of
galaxies

U
deep

24 4151
24.5 14,329
25 38,801

25.5 82,942

ultra deep 26 20,843
26.5 34,019

g
wide 24 28,145

24.5 1,58,305

deep 25 14,194
25.5 38,408

r
wide 24.5 38,633

deep 25 3828
25.5 10,768

Table 1: The number of U-, g-, and r-dropouts at various mag-
nitude thresholds used in our study.

a given spatial or angular scale compared to what is expec-
ted in a Poisson point process (Peebles 1980). The angular
2PCF is estimated using the well-known Landy-Szalay estim-
ator (Landy & Szalay 1993) as

ω(θ) =
⟨DD(θ)⟩−⟨2DR(θ)⟩+ ⟨RR(θ)⟩

⟨RR(θ)⟩ , (4)

where ⟨DD(θ)⟩, ⟨DR(θ)⟩, and ⟨RR(θ)⟩ are the numbers of
galaxy-galaxy, galaxy-random, and random-random pairs at
a pair separation angle θ , normalized by the total number
of pairs. A random catalogue that accounts for masked areas
of the survey region and edge effects is necessary to com-
pute the random pairs. In this work, we use the random cata-
logues provided by Aihara et al. (2022) (see also Coupon et al.
(2018)), which have a surface density of 100 points per square
arcminute.

The MCF is defined as in Skibba et al. (2013) (see also
Arnold 1995; Beisbart & Kerscher 2000; Sheth & Tormen
2004b; Sheth 2005; Sheth et al. 2006b; Skibba et al. 2006;
Martinez et al. 2010; Sureshkumar et al. 2023b).

M(θ) =
1+W (θ)

1+ω(θ)
≡ WW (θ)

DD(θ)
, (5)

where W(θ ) is the weighted angular correlation function, es-
timated similarly to the ω(θ) but with an additional step of
assigning a weight or marks to each galaxy based on its prop-
erty value.

To compute the MCF,instead of explicitely calculating
W (θ) and ω(θ), we use the estimator WW (θ)/DD(θ) on the
RHS of Eq. 5. Here, WW (θ) are weighted pair counts com-
puted after weighing each galaxy with a mark.

WW (θ) = ∑
i j

wiw j , (6)

where wi is the mark of the ith galaxy assigned based on the
value of its physical property. The definition WW (θ)/DD(θ)
allows the estimation of MCF without requiring a random

catalogue as it incorporates edge effects, eliminating con-
cerns about the survey’s geometry (Sheth et al. 2005; Skibba
et al. 2006). The estimator effectively calculates the correla-
tion between galaxy properties and their environments, and it
is expected to converge towards unity on large scales where
the environmental influence on galaxy properties diminishes
(Sheth et al. 2006a; White & Padmanabhan 2009; Skibba et al.
2012).

3.1. Assigning marks
To compute MCFs, marks or weights must be assigned to

galaxies based on the values of galaxy properties. Earlier stud-
ies used the absolute value of the physical property of interest
as the mark (Sheth et al. 2005; Skibba et al. 2006). However,
this approach causes the MCF to depend on the distribution
of the physical property, making it difficult to compare MCFs
marked with different properties. This issue can be resolved
by rank ordering the physical property and using the rank it-
self as the mark (Skibba et al. 2013). The rank of a galaxy in
a sample of n galaxies will be a unique integer between 1 and
n, with ranks 1 and n corresponding to the galaxies with the
lowest and highest values for the physical property, respect-
ively. We then linearly rescale these ranks to a range between
0 and 2, so that the galaxy with the lowest value for the prop-
erty (e.g., faintest galaxy) has rank 0, and the galaxy with the
highest value (e.g., brightest galaxy) has a rank of 2.

The mark emphasizes galaxy pairs where both galaxies
have higher property values. Thus, the MCF measured using
Eq. 5 shows whether the property’s spatial correlation is above
or below the average, which is unity. A deviation from unity,
referred to as the marked clustering signal or MCF signal, in-
dicates how the number of such pairs deviates from what is
expected by the standard two-point correlation function. A
deviation greater than unity signifies an excess of pairs, in-
dicating a positive correlation of the property, while a devi-
ation less than unity suggests a reduced likelihood, reflecting
an anti-correlation between the marking properties of galaxy
pairs.

3.2. Statistical Uncertainties
The statistical errors of the angular two-point correlation

function are estimated using the Jackknife resampling method
(Norberg et al. 2009) with Jackknife regions of size ∼ 5
square degrees. The Jackknife covariance matrix is then

Ci j =
N −1

N

N

∑
k=1

(ωk(θi)− ω̄(θi))(ω
k(θ j)− ω̄(θ j)) (7)

where ωk(θi) is the angular correlation function at θ=θi from
the kth Jackknife region and ω̄ is the average correlation
function of all the N Jackknife regions (Zehavi et al. 2005;
Scranton et al. 2002).

Simply summing the jackknife errors in W (θ) and ω(θ)
would overestimate the true error in the MCF because the
errors in W (θ) are strongly correlated with those in ω(θ).
Therefore, to estimate the statistical errors in the MCF, we
use the random-scrambling method (Skibba et al. 2006; Sheth
et al. 2005). Here, the error is estimated by remeasuring the
MCF about 100 times after randomly scrambling the marks.
The standard deviation around the mean of these measure-
ments (which is unity) gives the uncertainty in the MCF.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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Figure 2. The MCF of LBGs obtained by rank-ordering galaxies using different properties at z ∼ 3, z ∼ 4, and z ∼ 5 for various
threshold apparent magnitudes.

In this section, we present the measurements of rank-
ordered MCFs at z ∼ 3,4, and 5 for galaxy samples selec-
ted based on a threshold UV apparent magnitude mUV. First,
we investigate how different properties trace the galaxy en-
vironment at each redshift as a function of the separation
between pairs. To compare the environmental dependence of
galaxy properties across redshifts, we also present the MCF
for samples with the same absolute magnitude, large-scale
bias, and the average halo mass (inferred from the large-scale
bias) at different z. The two-point angular correlation function
of all the samples estimated using Eq. 4 is consistent with the
measurements of Harikane et al. (2022) using HSC-SSP pub-
lic data release 2.

4.1. How LBG properties trace the environment?
In Fig. 2, we present the MCF of LBGs derived by us-

ing the UV magnitude/luminosity, UV color, M∗, and SFR as
marking properties. Since galaxy catalogs from the deep sur-
vey at z ∼ 3 (corresponding to samples with threshold mag-
nitude mUV < 25.5) do not provide derived M∗ or SFR values,
the marked correlation functions for these samples will not
be presented using these properties as markers. For the ultra-
deep catalogs, the derived M∗ and SFR are provided at z ∼ 3
(mUV < 26), and the corresponding MCF measurements are
shown in the top-right panel of Fig. 2. We first observe that for
each redshift and threshold magnitude, the MCF amplitude
varies significantly with the galaxy property used, clearly in-
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dicating that different galaxy properties trace the environment
in distinct ways. Further, at all redshifts and for all galaxy
properties, the deviation of the MCF from one is larger for
brighter samples on all scales; thus, the properties of brighter
galaxies are generally more correlated with the environment
than fainter ones.

It is also clear from the figure that at most redshifts and
threshold magnitudes, UV magnitude-derived MCF differs
substantially from unity. Notably at z ∼ 4, for the threshold
magnitudes 25.5 and 26 at z ∼ 5, and for the faintest mag-
nitude at z ∼ 3, this measure shows the strongest signal com-
pared to those based on other properties. This highlights UV
luminosity/magnitude as one of the most effective tracers of
the environment for high-z galaxies.

The MCF where galaxies are rank-ordered using UV colors
(g-r at z ∼ 3, r-i at z ∼ 4, and i-z at z ∼ 5) are also signific-
ant and comparable to those obtained from UV magnitude
for many samples. Thus, the UV color is also a powerful
tracer of the LBG environment. Since the UV spectral slope
(β ), defined by the relation fλ = f0λ β , is independent of
UV magnitude (Morales et al. 2024; Finkelstein et al. 2012),
the UV color exhibits a strong linear correlation with mag-
nitude. Therefore, it is expected that the MCF using the UV
color would follow that using the UV magnitude. However,
the MCFs derived from UV magnitude and color do not pre-
cisely align. For brighter samples (mUV < 25.5) at z ∼ 3, the
amplitude of MCFs using UV color is higher than that using
magnitude, whereas the trend reverses at z ∼ 4. The under-
lying cause of this difference remains unclear; however, the
scatter in the color-magnitude relation may be a contributing
factor.

On the other hand, the MCFs for magnitude-selected LBG
samples, when galaxies are rank-ordered by their SFR and
M∗, do not show significant deviations from unity compared
to MCFs based on other observables. Therefore, these proper-
ties are less reliable tracers of the LBG environment. For the
faintest sample at z ∼ 3 and the brighter samples at z ∼ 4 and
5, the MCFs weighed using SFR or M∗ show a marginal de-
parture from unity. Notably, the deviation at z ∼ 3 is less than
one when SFR is the marking property whereas, at z ∼ 4 and
z∼ 5, the deviations exceed one when SFR and M∗ are used as
marking properties, respectively. This suggests that the LBGs
differ from z ∼ 0 galaxies, where SFR and M∗ strongly trace
the galaxy environment (Sureshkumar et al. 2021). Specific-
ally, at z ∼ 0, the M∗ is the most reliable tracer of the environ-
ment, which contrasts with what we find at high-z.

The UV magnitude, originating from young stellar popula-
tions, serves as a reliable proxy for the SFR in galaxies with a
constant star formation history (Kennicutt 1998; Madau et al.
1998). In this context, the SFR, like UV magnitude, should
also be a robust indicator of the galactic environment. How-
ever, a more complicated star formation (including rising, de-
caying, constant, and bursty phases) and the metal enrichment
history for a galaxy can introduce a scatter in the UV mag-
nitude - SFR relation (Wilkins et al. 2012; Domı́nguez et al.
2015). This may eliminate the correlation between SFR and
environment that was observed between UV magnitude and
environment.

Previous high-redshift studies by Darvish et al. (2016) and
Chartab et al. (2020) found that SFR decreases with increas-
ing galaxy number density in the environment. In contrast,
more recent studies (Shi et al. 2024; Taamoli et al. 2023) ob-
served a positive correlation between SFR and environmental

density. These studies are based on the COSMOS2020 catalog
(Weaver et al. 2022), where mUV reaches a depth of ∼ 27.5.
The galaxy samples analyzed in this paper, derived from wide
and deep surveys, are significantly brighter in UV magnitude
compared to those used in these studies. Furthermore, while
their samples are complete in either stellar mass or Ks-band
magnitude, they are incomplete in UV magnitudes. Therefore,
a comparison with these studies, if feasible, is restricted to
the faintest samples (with magnitude threshold mUV < 26) at
z ∼ 3 in our work. For this sample, we find the MCF of SFR
to be below unity, indicating that galaxy pairs with high SFR
are less common than ordinary pairs. Nonetheless, a direct
comparison remains challenging due to differences in sample
selection criteria and statistic used, which may limit the con-
clusions that can be drawn.

4.2. Dependence of MCF on Scale
Fig. 2 clearly shows that at all redshifts, the MCF meas-

ured using UV magnitude and color deviates from unity,
even on angular scales extending up to 400′′. The marked
clustering signal is most pronounced on small scales with
θ ≲ 10′′, where clustering within a single dark matter halo
(the 1-halo term in the halo model) dominates (Jose et al.
2013, 2017; Harikane et al. 2022). This strong signal on small
scales is likely due to the correlation between properties of
central-satellite and satellite-satellite galaxy pairs within a
dark matter halo. For the brightest samples at every redshift,
the marked clustering signal extends well beyond scales of
100′′, reaching up to 400′′ at z ∼ 4. This scale is an order of
magnitude larger than the size of a typical dark matter halo
at these redshifts. For comparison, the virial radius of a large
dark matter halo with a mass of 1012 M⊙ at z ∼ 4, collapsing
from 3σ fluctuations, is approximately 300 kpc, which cor-
responds to an angular scale of 40′′.

The MCF of galaxies at z ∼ 0, measured using galaxy
samples from the SDSS and GAMA surveys with r−band lu-
minosities, also exhibits a deviation from unity on large scales
(Skibba et al. 2013; Sureshkumar et al. 2021). Notably, the
deviation observed for high-z LBGs in this work is generally
more pronounced than that at z ∼ 0, both on small and large
scales. This indicates that at high redshifts, there is an excess
probability for galaxies with high luminosity or color to form
pairs compared to those at low redshifts, which cannot be ac-
counted for by the standard two-point correlation function.

The marked correlation function is often used to probe
2-halo galaxy conformity, which is the correlation between
properties of central galaxies in distinct dark matter halos on
scales bigger than a typical halo. Calderon et al. (2018) iden-
tified a weak yet statistically significant 2-halo conformity
signal in low-z SDSS samples. While we find much stronger
MCF signals on scales where 2-halo clustering is important,
our measurements are not done on a sample of central galax-
ies, unlike those of Calderon et al. (2018). Low-z studies have
pointed out that the physical origin of such large-scale signals
could be attributed to factors such as the correlation between
the halo mass function and environmental density (Skibba
et al. 2006), halo/galaxy assembly bias (Paranjape et al. 2015;
Zu & Mandelbaum 2018), etc. Further research is necessary
to understand these more comprehensively.

4.3. Samples with the same luminosity at different redshifts
In this section, we examine how the environmental depend-

ence of galaxy properties varies with redshift, for samples
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Figure 3. The MCF for galaxies at z ∼ 3, z ∼ 4, and z ∼ 5 with the same threshold absolute magnitude across different redshifts.
The left and right panels present the results for galaxies rank-ordered by UV luminosity and UV color, respectively.

with the same threshold absolute magnitude (MUV ). Figure 3
shows the UV magnitude and UV color marked MCFs for
these galaxy samples at different redshifts. Note that MCF
measurements are not shown for z ∼ 5 with MUV = −20 and
z∼ 3 with MUV =−22 due to large uncertainties. We find that,
in general, the amplitude of the MCFs using the magnitude in-
creases from z∼ 5 to ∼ 3 for all samples. Moreover, a compar-
ison of results for samples with MUV >−20 and MUV >−21
reveals that the strength of the marked signal at z ∼ 3, relative
to that at z ∼ 4 increases with the threshold magnitude of the
sample. Similarly, the ratio of the MCF between z ∼ 4 and 5
is larger for the brightest sample.

When galaxies are rank-ordered by color, the environmental
correlations of galaxy properties are found to be strongest at
z∼ 3. For the fainter sample (MUV <−21), the MCFs at z∼ 4
and z ∼ 5 are comparable. On the other hand, for the brightest
sample (MUV < −22), the deviation of the MCF from unity
is larger at z ∼ 5 than at z ∼ 4, differing from the behavior of
MCFs based on magnitude at similar redshifts.

The evolution of the marked clustering signal with redshift
for samples with the same absolute magnitude is intriguing.
It is important to note that, although the absolute magnitudes
of these samples are similar across redshifts, their dark matter

halo and galaxy properties can differ. For example, cluster-
ing analysis of Jose et al. (2013) finds that the average halo
mass of the galaxy samples for the same absolute magnitude
at z∼ 3 is higher by a factor ∼ 3 compared to samples at z∼ 5.
Furthermore, the average M∗ of a high-z galaxy at a given UV
luminosity evolves in the redshift range 3 to 5. At MUV =−20
and 21, the M∗ of the galaxies at z ∼ 3 are larger by factors 1.5
and 1.25 respectively compared to that at z ∼ 5 (Shibuya et al.
2015; Song et al. 2016; Behroozi et al. 2019). Moreover, the
average galaxy bias of these samples also evolves over time.
The evolution of marked clustering signal with redshifts thus
may be attributed to variations in dark matter halo character-
istics and galaxy properties.

There are low redshift studies that measure the MCFs of
samples complete in M∗ (Sureshkumar et al. 2021). This helps
to gauge the importance of M∗ on the environmental depend-
ence of galaxy properties. However, the high redshift samples
used in this study are not M∗ complete. This is because a pop-
ulation of high star-forming, high M∗, and dusty galaxies at
high-z that is not visible in UV is not included in our work, as
one requires FIR - submillimeter observations to probe these
galaxies (Harikane et al. 2019; Zhang et al. 2022). Moreover,
as discussed in Section 4.6, the SFR and M∗ estimates in our
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Figure 4. Top panel: UV magnitude rank-ordered MCF for galaxy samples with effective galaxy bias, beff ∼ 5.5 at z ∼ 4 and 5.
Bottom panel: The galaxy bias of samples as a function of angular separation. The dashed horizontal line is the effective galaxy
bias.

samples suffer from various uncertainties. Thus, rather than
examining the evolution of the MCF across redshift within
M∗ bins, we construct galaxy samples at different redshifts
with the same effective large-scale galaxy bias and average
halo mass and investigate how the environmental dependence
of the properties of these samples evolves with redshift.

4.4. Samples with same effective halo bias
In this section, we compare the magnitude-marked MCF

of galaxy samples with the same effective large-scale galaxy
bias at different redshifts. The large-scale bias, the ratio of the
galaxy to dark matter correlation functions on large scales,
measures the clustering of galaxies relative to that of mat-
ter. In linear theory, the large-scale bias is found to be a uni-
versal function of σ(M,z) (expressed in terms of ν(M,z) =
δc/σ(M,z) where δc = 1.686), the rms variation of density
contrast in comoving spheres of mass M at z. Comparing the
MCF of samples with the same large-scale bias allows us to
assess whether the evolution of the MCF with redshift, espe-
cially on large scales, is linked to the sample’s σ(M,z).

To compute an effective large-scale galaxy bias of the
sample, we first estimate the galaxy angular correlation func-
tion as discussed in section 3. We also require the linear dark
matter spatial correlation function given by

ξmm(r,z) =
1

2π2

∫
dkP(k,z)

sin(kr)
kr

, (8)

where P(k,z) is the linear matter power spectrum, evaluated
using Planck cosmology (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020).

By applying Limber transformation to ξmm(r) and using
the redshift distribution of sample galaxies given in Section 2
(Limber 1953), we estimate the dark matter angular correla-

tion function ωmm(θ). The galaxy bias as a function of an-
gular separation θ , b(θ) = ω(θ)/ωmm(θ), is found to be a
constant over 100′′ ≤ θ ≤ 500′′ for all galaxy samples. We
define the effective large-scale galaxy bias as

beff =

∫
ω(θ)θ 2 dθ∫

ωmm(θ)θ 2 dθ
, (9)

where the integration ranges from θ = 100′′ to 500′′.
In Fig. 4, we compare the MCFs derived from the UV mag-

nitude of samples from the deep region with approximately
the same effective galaxy bias of 5.5 at z ∼ 4 and 5. The ap-
parent magnitudes of the samples with beff ∼ 5.5 are 25.32
and 25.35 at z ∼ 4 and 5, respectively. In the lower panel,
we also show the galaxy bias as a function of scale for these
samples. We also measured MCFs for galaxy samples from
the wide survey with the same effective bias; however, the
signal strength was not statistically significant at every red-
shift, which limited the comparisons of these measurements
between redshifts.

Fig. 4 demonstrates that the MCFs of samples with beff ∼
5.5 at z ∼ 4 and z ∼ 5 are comparable. It is likely that the
strength of the small-scale (θ ≲ 10′′) MCF is heavily influ-
enced by the processes of galaxy formation within a dark
matter halo. Therefore, we compare the MCFs of galaxy bias-
selected samples only on large scales. The similar large-scale
MCF signals at z ∼ 4 and z ∼ 5 suggest a potential depend-
ence on the large-scale galaxy bias; however, accurate meas-
urements using multiple samples across different redshifts are
needed to confirm this.

4.5. Samples with same effective halo mass
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Figure 5. The UV magnitude rank-ordered MCFs of galaxy samples with the similar average halo mass at different redshifts. The
top panel corresponds to wide survey whereas middle and bottom panel corresponds to deep survey.

Galaxy samples at different redshifts with the same galaxy
bias can possess varying halo masses since the halo mass-bias
relationship evolves with redshift (b = b(σ(M,z)) = b(M,z)).
Specifically, the large-scale bias of a galaxy sample of a given
average halo mass increases with increasing redshift. Con-
sequently, comparing the MCF of galaxy samples with similar
average halo masses at different redshifts helps to determine
the role of halo mass in the evolution of the MCF.

Determining the average mass of a galaxy sample requires
a comprehensive halo occupation distribution (HOD) analysis
(see, for example, Harikane et al. (2022)). However, at high
redshifts, the halo mass derived from such analyses is con-
strained by uncertainties in the HOD model and a lack of pre-
cise understanding of halo clustering on quasi-linear scales.
Therefore, we compare galaxy samples with the same ‘effect-
ive’ halo mass across different redshifts. The effective halo

mass of the sample, Mh, is determined from the large-scale
bias (estimated in section 4.4) using the halo mass-bias rela-
tion of Tinker et al. (2010). Although this effective halo mass
is not an exact estimate of the sample’s average halo mass, it
serves as a reliable indicator of the same.

By comparing the effective/average halo mass, estimated
for samples with different threshold magnitudes, we obtained
three galaxy samples with similar masses across different red-
shifts. The masses of these samples are log(Mh/M⊙) ∼ 12.1
at z ∼ 4 and 5, log(Mh/M⊙) ∼ 12.3 at z ∼ 3 and 4, and
log(Mh/M⊙)∼ 12.4 at z ∼ 3 and 4. The magnitude-weighted
MCFs of these samples are presented in Fig. 5. The apparent
magnitude threshold for the sample with log(Mh/M⊙) = 12.1
is 24.5 at both z ∼ 4 and 5. For samples with log(Mh/M⊙) =
12.3 and 12.4, the thresholds are 24.5 and 24.3 at z ∼ 3, and
25.2 and 25 at z ∼ 4, respectively.
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Figure 5 shows that for the galaxy sample with
log(Mh/M⊙) ∼ 12.1, the MCF signals at z ∼ 4 has slightly
higher amplitude than that at 5 for θ > 10′′. On smaller scales,
measurement uncertainties prevent meaningful comparisons.
For more massive samples, the environmental correlations are
stronger at z ∼ 3 than 4. We do not show MCFs at z ∼ 5
for these samples due to large of statistical uncertainties in
measurements. Overall, for samples selected by effective halo
mass, the marked clustering strength increases as redshift de-
creases.

4.6. Systematics and Caveats
The intrinsic UV luminosity of galaxies is commonly used

as a proxy for SFR (Kennicutt 1998). However, the SFR to
UV luminosity calibration is influenced by assumptions on
metal enrichment, dust attenuation, and the initial mass func-
tion (IMF) (Mitchell et al. 2013). Variations in star forma-
tion history, whether bursty, rising, or declining, can cause
significant changes (up to a factor of ∼ 2) in UV luminos-
ities, theoretically derived from the SFR (Domı́nguez et al.
2015; Flores Velázquez et al. 2021) (see also Kennicutt 1998;
Wilkins et al. 2012; Cassarà et al. 2016; Schaerer et al.
2013; Lee et al. 2010). Conversely, the SFR or M∗ inferred
from broadband spectral energy distributions (SEDs) (John-
son et al. 2013) are subject to biases and scatter. The MCF
remains unaffected by systematic biases in derived SFR or
M∗ that are independent of luminosity, as such biases do not
alter the rank-ordering of galaxies. However, the scatter in the
derived SFR or M∗ results in the weakening of the corres-
ponding marked clustering signal. The photo-z derived using
SED fitting are also susceptible to uncertainties (Tanaka et al.
2018; Nishizawa et al. 2020).

The presence of low-z interlopers with unknown cluster-
ing strength could introduce potential biases in the meas-
urements, an effect that is neglected in the angular correla-
tion function analysis of (Harikane et al. 2022). To evaluate
the impact of low-z interlopers, we analyzed the magnitude-
weighted MCFs for three wide-area g-dropout samples with
a magnitude threshold of 24.5, defined by photometric red-
shift constraints of z95 > 2, z95 > 2.8, and z95 > 3, where z95
represents the upper bound of the 95% confidence interval for
the photometric redshift. The results shown in the left panel
of Fig. 6, indicate that the MCFs do not change significantly
between the samples, suggesting that the measured environ-
mental correlations are largely robust against variations in the
low-z interloper selection criteria.

We also investigated the effect of uncertainties in observed
magnitudes on the measured MCFs by adding Gaussian ran-
dom noise with a mean of 0 and standard deviations of
σUV = 0.1 and 0.2 to the galaxy magnitudes. After adding
the noise, the galaxies were re-ranked based on the modified
magnitudes, and the MCF was recalculated. The right panel of
Figure 6 shows the resulting MCFs at z∼ 4 after adding noise,
alongside the baseline MCF for the sample with a threshold
magnitude of 24.5, where no uncertainties were added to the
magnitudes. As expected, the MCF of the samples with ad-
ded uncertainties in the observed magnitudes is lower than
the baseline measurements. However, a strong signal persists
even for σUV = 0.2, demonstrating the robustness of MCF
measurements to such uncertainties.

We also note that the differences in MCFs at different red-
shifts (as presented in Figs. 3 and 5) could partly be attrib-
uted to the varying uncertainties in the measured magnitudes
across these redshifts. To illustrate this, in Fig. 7, we show the

MCF for z ∼ 3 (dotted blue), where noise with σUV = 0.2 has
been added to the magnitudes. Also shown in the figure are
the noise-free MCFs at both z ∼ 3 and z ∼ 4 (as shown in the
middle panel of Fig. 5) for samples with Mh/M⊙ ∼ 12.3. It is
clear that the difference between the MCFs at z ∼ 4 and z ∼ 3,
with added noise, is smaller.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we use rank-ordered MCF statistic to obser-
vationally probe how the properties of LBGs in the redshift
range z∼ 3 to 5 correlate with their environment. Our analysis
utilizes data from the ultra-deep, deep and wide surveys of the
CLAUDS and HSC-SSP programs( See table 1) . Taking ad-
vantage of a survey area covering approximately 600 square
degrees at these redshifts, we are able to examine the envir-
onmental correlations of brighter LBG samples compared to
previous studies that used alternative statistics. LBG samples
are selected using a UV magnitude threshold, and MCFs are
calculated by rank-ordering galaxies according to their UV lu-
minosity, UV color, M∗, and SFR. The key findings from the
measured MCFs are as follows:

• Different LBG properties trace the LBG environment
in distinct ways. The UV magnitude is a strong tracer
of the LBG environment. The MCF obtained using UV
colors (g-r at z ∼ 3, r-i at z ∼ 4, and i-z at z ∼ 5) as
markers are strong and comparable to those derived us-
ing UV luminosity, though they do not precisely align.
MCFs using SFR and M∗ show less deviation from
unity, making them less reliable tracers of LBG envir-
onments.

• The UV magnitude and color-derived MCFs for
brighter LBGs exhibit larger deviations from unity
across all redshifts, indicating a strong environmental
correlation of these properties in brighter samples.

• The marked signal is most pronounced on small scales
(θ ≤ 10′′) corresponding to the size of typical dark mat-
ter halos, and hence, the signal is likely due to inter-
actions between central and satellite galaxies in a dark
matter halo. The MCF deviates from unity even on lar-
ger scales (10 ≤ θ ≤ 100′′), and the signal persists even
up to 400′′ at z ∼ 3 and 4. The presence of a large-scale
signal could be evidence of 2-halo conformity, though
further research is needed to fully understand these sig-
nals and their origins.

• The MCF of LBGs using the UV magnitude and color
show stronger deviation from unity compared to r−
band luminosity derived MCFs of z ∼ 0 galaxy samples
from SDSS and GAMA (Skibba et al. 2013; Sureshku-
mar et al. 2021).

To compare galaxy populations across different redshifts,
we analyzed the MCFs of populations with identical absolute
magnitudes and observed the following:

• The environmental correlations of galaxy magnitudes
generally increases from z ∼ 5 to z ∼ 3 for all samples.

• The MCF signal is strongest at z ∼ 3 when galaxies are
ranked by color. For the brightest sample (MUV =−22),
the deviation of the MCF from unity is more pro-
nounced at z ∼ 5 than at z ∼ 4, which contrasts with
the MCFs ranked by magnitude.
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Despite similar absolute magnitudes, galaxy samples ex-
hibit significant variations in dark matter halo and galaxy
properties - such as large-scale bias and effective halo mass-
across redshifts. These variations could explain the observed
differences in marked clustering signals. To control for these
effects, we compared MCFs of samples at different redshifts
with comparable effective large-scale galaxy bias and aver-
age halo mass (defined in Sections 4.4 and 4.5), leading to the
below findings:

• For samples with effective galaxy bias 5.5 at z ∼ 3 and
4, the MCF signals are comparable on large scales, sug-
gesting a potential dependence of large-scale MCF on
galaxy bias.

• For samples selected by effective halo mass, the marked
clustering strength generally increases as the redshift
decreases from 5 to 3.

Our measurements present the first exploration of environ-
mental correlations of galaxy properties within the redshift
range of 3 to 5 using the MCF statistic. Additionally, we lever-
age brighter galaxy samples compared to previous studies that
employed alternative statistical methods for probing environ-
mental correlations. Comparing our key findings—including
the strong environmental correlations of certain properties
in high-redshift LBGs, the evolution of these correlations
with redshift, and their potential link to galaxy bias and
mass—with simulations and semi-analytic galaxy formation
models is expected to provide tighter constraints on theor-
etical models (see, e.g., (Skibba et al. 2013; Calderon et al.
2018; Storey-Fisher et al. 2022; Szewciw et al. 2022) for MCF
models using semi-analytic approaches and N-body simula-
tions that probe the environmental correlations of galaxies at
low z). We plan to explore these in future work.
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