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ABSTRACT

Estimates of galaxy merger rates based on counts of closetypically assume that most
of the observed systems will merge within a few hundred Mgr ffrojected pair separations
< 25h~! kpc). Here we investigate these assumptions using viralakyg catalogues derived
from the Millennium Simulation, a very large N-body simitet of structure formation in
the concordancACDM cosmology. These catalogues have been shown to be atdeghly
consistent with a wide range of properties of the observdaxggoopulation at both low
and high redshift. Here we show that they also predict cl@segbundances at low redshift
which agree with those observed. They thus embed a readisticrealistically evolving
galaxy population within the standard structure formatanadigm, and so are well-suited
to calibrate the relation between close galaxy pairs andjensr We show that observational
methods, when applied to our mock galaxy surveys, do inddedtify pairs which are
physically close and due to merge. The sample-averagedmgdamne depends only weakly
on the stellar mass and redshift of the pair.zAK 2 this time-scale i ~ T,rq5 M %3,
wherer,ys is the maximum projected separation of the pair sample its w257~ 'kpc, M,

is the typical stellar mass of the pairs in unitsdok 10'1°4~'M4, and the coefficienty is
1.1 Gyr for samples selected to have line-of-sight velodifference smaller than 300 km/s
and 1.6 Gyr for samples where this velocity difference ig@&ffely unconstrained. These
timescales increase slightly with redshift and are longantassumed in most observational
studies, implying that merger rates have typically beemestemated.

Key words. galaxies: general — galaxies: formation — galaxies: eimiut galaxies: interac-
tions — galaxies: statistics

1 INTRODUCTION the stellar masses and of the morphological properties lakigs
(e.g..Kauffmann, White, & Guiderdoni 1993). Observatiorati-
mates of galaxy merger rates thus became a critical teseafiéas
underlying these theoretical models.

Ever since the pioneering work of Holmberg (1937) the stufly o
close pairs has been considered an important tool for utathels
ing galaxies. Early work was primarily directed towards gaming

properties such as luminosity, colour, and morphology itise A number of studies have used close pair_counts to es-
of isolated systems, but also recognised that the dynanhiciese timate_merger rates as_a function of redshift (Zepf& Koo
pairs can be used to estimate their masses|(e.q./Pade 196@). C 1989;Burkey et dll_1994: Woods ef al. 1995; Patton et al. 1997
pairs seemed a natural key to understanding the initiakesia- Le Févre et al. 2000). Such studies assume that the obspaved
tive idea that galaxies might frequently merge. This was ¢inam- will merge on a rather short timescale, provided they satsf-
pioned by Toomre & Toomre (1972) in their famous study of the tain conditions that indicate that they are on a tightly wborbit.
dynamics of interacting spiral galaxies, and as it was gatilac- The inferred merger rate is inversely proportional to thepaed
cepted, mergers came to be seen as an important factor ghapin timescale, so the results of such studies depend critioallshoos-

the observed galaxy population, in particular, producitigteal ing the correct timescale with the correct dependence arppap-

galaxies (e.d. Fall 1979). In its Cold Dark Matter (CDM) inca- erties and on redshift. Studies using this method have gickl
tion, the hierarchical picture of structure growth gainedemdancy ~ Wide variety of results, a diversity which can be attributediffer-
throughout the 1980's and 1990’s, and with it came ever mere d ~ €nces in pair definition and in the timescales adopted. Nsistemt
tailed models which integrated merging into the build-uphbof picture has so far emerged.
A different technique which has become popular more re-
cently is the identification of mergeesposteriorithrough the dis-
* E-mail: mgk@mpa-garching.mpg.de turbed morphology of the merger remnants. An apparent aagean
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is that one doesn't have to make any assumption about wheatier
when a merger will occur. Instead the merger can be takenaxd.a f
On the other hand, one must adopt a timescale over which she di
turbed morphology remains visible, and this timescalekislyi to
depend on redshift, on observing conditions, and on thelddta
properties of the merging systems. In practice it is hightger-
tain. In addition, this method requires high-resolutioighhsignal-
to-noise imaging, and has therefore become possible fatisient
universe only in the last decade with the advent of efficipacs-
borne imagers.

the concordancA CDM cosmology and follows the trajectories of
2160° ~ 10'° particles in a periodic box 500~ 'Mpc on a side,
using a special reduced-memory version of GwDGET-2 code
(Springel et al. 2001h; Springel 2005). A full descripti@angiven
by|Springel et al..(2005); here we summarise the main cheniaet
tics of the simulation.

The adopted cosmological parameter values are consistent
with a combined analysis of the 2dFGRS (Colless gt al.|206d) a
the first-year WMAP data (Spergel eflal. 2003; Seljak et 0520
Specifically, the simulation takeQ,, = Qam + Q2 = 0.25,

The most recent attempts to estimate merger rates with each2,, = 0.045, h = 0.73, Qo = 0.75, n = 1, andog =

of these methods (Lin etal. 2004; Lotz et al. 2006; Bell &t al.
2006) have indicated that evolution with redshift is much
weaker than found in earlier observational analyses aretried
from theoretical treatments of the merging of dark-mattaios
(e.gllLacey & Cole 1993; Khochfar & Burkzrt 2001). Berrierét
(2006) gave an possible explanation for this discrepansgdan
halo-occupation-distribution (HOD) modelling of galaxjuster-
ing. They concluded that the galaxy merger rate does noomirr
the halo merger rate because it is strongly affected by tiiadal
processes which govern the merging of galaxies within a comm
halo. This was demonstrated explicitly by Guo & White (2008)
ing the Millennium Simulation galaxy catalogues we anallgse
low. They found that whereas specific merger rates for dalésha
depend weakly on mass and strongly on redshift, the oppissite
true for galaxies, at least for the particular galaxy folioramodel
they analysed.

0.9, where all parameters are defined in the standard way. The
adopted particle number and simulation volume imply a plrti
mass 0f8.6 x 10® h~'Mg. This mass resolution is sufficient to
represent haloes hosting galaxies as fain0.ad., with at least

~ 100 particles. The short-range gravitational force law is soft
ened on a comoving scale &%~ 'kpc which may be taken as the
spatial resolution limit of the calculation. The effectidgnamic
range is thusi0® in spatial scale. Data from the simulation were
stored at 63 epochs spaced approximately logarithmicaltyme

at early times and approximately linearly in time at lategffwith

At ~ 300Myr). Post-processing software identified all resolved
dark haloes and their subhaloes in each of these outputshand t
linked them together between neighboring outputs to coos
detailed formation tree for every halo (and its substrugtpresent

at the final time. The formation and evolution of the galaxyppo
ulation is then simulated in post-processing using thigestdvalo

In the current paper, our focus is not on understanding these merger tree, as described in the following subsection.

theoretical issues, but rather on checking the assumptidmich
are made when estimating galaxy merger rates from countess c
pairs. In particular, we calibrate the relevant timescakes func-
tion of pair properties and of redshift. We identify closdrpan
virtual galaxy catalogues following standard observaltaniteria,

2.2 Thesemi-analytic model

Our semi-analytic model is that of Croton et al. (2006) as up-
dated by| De Lucia & Blaizot| (2007) and made public on the

and we study whether and when these pairs merge. The simiulate Millennium Simulation data download dfte These models

galaxies are embedded in a dynamically consistent way mthé-
alisation of the concordanceCDM cosmology. Furthermore, their
properties and their small-scale clustering are a reas$pmmnd
match to observation. Thus, we believe that the relatiow®en
close pairs and mergers in the simulation should be sinoléinat

in the real universe.

Our paper is organised as follows. In Secfibn2 we sum-

marise the properties of the Millennium Simulation (Spéhet al.

include the physical processes and modelling techniquis or
inally introduced byl White & Frenk | (1991); _Kauffmann et al.
(1993); | Kauffmann & Charlot| (1998); Kauffmann ef al. (1999)
Kauffmann & Haehnelt [(2000); _Springel et al.l_(2001a) and
De Lucia et al. [(2004), principally gas cooling, star forioat
chemical and hydrodynamic feedback from supernovae,astell
population synthesis modelling of photometric evolutionda
growth of supermassive black holes by accretion and merging

200%) and the associated galaxy catalogues that we analyseThey also include a treatment (based on that of Kravtsov et al

here. The latter are based on the fiducial model of Croton et al
(2006) as modified by De Lucia & Blaizat (2007) and extended by
Kitzbichler & White (2007). We describe the treatment ofayal
mergers in this model and the connection between close ygalax
pairs and mergers. We also contrast the behaviour of galagdy a
halo merger rates. Sectioh 3 then explains the techniquessee
to identify close pairs and to correct for contamination agdom
projections. In Sectidd4 we calibrate the timescale whilates
pair counts to merger rates. Finally the results are digtlssid
summarised in Secti¢nh 5.

2 MODEL
2.1 TheMillennium N-body simulation

We make use of the Millennium Simulation, a very large simula
tion which follows the hierarchical growth of dark matterust
tures from redshift = 127 to the present. The simulation assumes

2004) of the suppression of infall onto dwarf galaxies asseen
guence of reionisation heating. More importantly, theytude an
entirely new treatment of “radio mode” feedback from gadmxat
the centres of groups and clusters containing a static lsoagao-
sphere. The equations specifying the various aspects ohtuel
and the specific parameter choices made are listed in Croth e
(2006) and_De Lucia & Blaizbt| (2007). The only change made
here is in the dust model as described in_Kitzbichler & White
(2007).

We note that most of the assumptions made for the semi-
analytic model only affect our merger rate study in an inctiveay
by influencing how merging systems are identified with obsérv
galaxies. The dynamics of the underlying distribution akdaat-
ter haloes and subhaloes is not changed in any way by theygalax
formation modelling. Only when the subhalo which hosts axal
is tidally disrupted near the centre of a more massive haks do

L http:/iwww.mpa-garching.mpg.de/millennium; $ee Lemebal. (2005)
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the galaxy become eligible to merge with the central galdthat
halo. The merger does not occur immediately, but rather afte
“dynamical friction time” estimated, following Binney & €maine
(1987), from the relative orbit of the two objects at the mainef
subhalo disruption:

2
VVirTsat

117 ——
7Gmsat InA’

tric = (l)
wherems,: andrsat are the satellite subhalo mass and halo-centric
distance respectively, and the Coulomb logarithm is agprated
byIn A = In(1+ Myir/msat ). This difference between the merger
trees of galaxies and those of haloes (which are assumedrggme
at the instant of subhalo disruption) is necessary sindglisilpes
can be identified only down to a certain mass threshold. Daipgn
on the masses of the host and satellite subhalos, the suibiddo
typically loses track of a subhalo when tidal stripping heduced
its mass and dynamical friction has shrunk its orbit to thafpo
where it can no longer be distinguished as a self-bound ewverd
sity within the larger system. It is then considered to beugited.
This typically occurs at radiu® > 1/10 R.ir, even for initially
massive satellites. This is substantially greater thaséparations
from which the final galaxy merger is expected to occur. Thuse
the subhalo disrupts, the galaxy evolution model waits ftime
teric before merging its associated galaxy into the central gadfix
the main halo. During this period the satellite galaxy hassso-
ciated subhalo and it is assumed to remain attached to tkielpar
which was most strongly bound within its last identified saiof]

We can demonstrate that this treatment is required to obtain
a realistic population of close pairs by comparing the twap
correlations of our simulated galaxies to those measuredefad
galaxies on scales, < 100k~ ‘kpc. Such a test is presented in
Fig.[d, which compares the projected 2-point correlatiancfion
wp(rp) atz = 0 to those derived from the SDSS survey by Li et al.
(2006) for five disjoint ranges of stellar mass. The solicklénes
denote results from the simulation including all galaxidseveas
the dotted lines exclude “orphan” galaxies that have ajrdasit
their surrounding (sub)halo and so shows the correlatigpsated
for txic = 0. Clearly the observations cannot be fitted on small
scales by such an instantaneous merging model. The disagnte
is particularly bad for low-mass galaxies, whesg(r,) is under-
predicted by at least a factor of 5 at scales betgw: 100 A~ 'kpc.
Observed estimates of merger rates are typically baseduwnisof
pairs at separations below 50 kpc, so it is clearly critioahtlude
the “orphan galaxies” when calibrating the conversion frpair
counts to merger rates. Note that the observable abundénlzse
pairs, after correction for random projections,.s, is straightfor-
wardly connected ta,(r,) through the integral

Ty
npairs(rl) = 27Tn2 / wP(TP) p d?”p (2)

0
wheren is the overall mean density of galaxies of the type included
in the pair sample and; is the limiting projected separation for
which pairs are counted.

2 Note that in the model of De Lucia & Blaizot (2007) which we are
ing, the coefficient in eql] 1 was multiplied by a factor of tWinis brings
its predictions into better agreement with the recent nigakresults of
Boylan-Kolchin et al.[(2008).
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Figure 1. Projected 2-point correlation functiom,, (r,,) for five disjoint
stellar mass ranges both including (solid) and excludirasiieéd) galaxies
that have lost their DM subhalo. We have multiplieg (rp) by r3-8 in
order to reduce the dynamic range of the plots and highligferdnces be-
tween models and observation. In the bottom right panelithalation re-
sults (including “orphan galaxies”) for all five mass ranges superposed.
Stellar mass increases with colour from red to purple. Thebgjs with
error bars are data from the SDSS survey taken from Li et @Q0&R

2.3 Merger rates and pair counts

Clearly a realistic treatment of galaxy merging is crucial éur
study since we assume that the relation between simulatese cl
pairs and simulated mergers is a good representation ofetide r
relation. On the other hand, it is important to realise thatdver-
all merger rates in the simulation reflect the hierarchicalgh of
dark halos as represented by the halo/subhalo merger tugles b
from the Millennium Simulation. This determines which gala
pairs arrive when on the tightly bound orbits from which neesy
take place. The semi-analytic treatment of the final stage®in
determines how long each orphan—central galaxy pair “Waits
its tightly bound orbit before merging. For massive pairstiu#
kind relevant to most observational studies of merger ratdue
tion, these waiting times are often short compared to theohtiee
universe at the relevant redshifts. Thus, writing the nreygate of
orphan—central pairs of any particular type as a convaiutiothe
rate at which they are created through subhalo disruptiom thie
distribution of merging times (efll 1),
Nmerger(t) = / Norphan(t - tfric)P(tfric) dtfrim (3)

0
we see that if P(tsic), the distribution of dynamical friction
timescales, is confined to values smaller than the timesaaie
which Noyphan Varies, theMVmerger & Norphan and the semian-
alytic treatment has no significant effect on the merging.rét
on the other handpP(¢si.) has a significant tail out to and beyond
the age of the universe, the two rates can differ signifigaBihce
subhalos can survive for a substantial time before theyidadiyt
disrupted by their hos’rl,\'forphan differs in a similar way from the
rate at which satellite—central pairs are created throwagh fmerg-
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ing. It is this latter rate which is often taken as a surrodatehe
galaxy merger rate.

We illustrate these differences in Flg. 2 which focusses on
pairs of galaxies with individual stellar masses differig less
than a factor of four and lying above the lower limits givenlas
bels in each panel. The red curves show the rates at whidliteate
central pairs are created by merging of their parent FOFshalloe
green curves show the rate at which corresponding orphatrate
galaxy pairs are created as subhalos disrupt, while thé lolawe
shows the actual merger rate of these galaxy pairs. Clehdyje-
lays are significant. The orphan creation rate is a factowofar
more below the satellite creation rate at all redshifts aordafl
galaxy masses, while the galaxy merging rate is smallemageai
cept nearz = 0. The first difference shows that many new satel-
lites retain their dark matter (sub)halos for a long timee Eecond
shows that substantial numbers of orphan galaxies are bithn w
relatively largetsi.. Note also that while the creation rates of satel-
lite and orphan pairs both scale approximatelylag- z)*-® at low
redshift, delay effects cause the langalaxy merger rate to be al-
most independent of redshift (see below).

As we already saw in Fi@ll 1, at projected separations of a few
tens of kpc, counts of galaxy pairs in the Millennium Simidat
are dominated by orphan—central pairs. Thus we can appab&im
the abundance of observed close pairs of any particularagpe

Nclosepair(t) ~ <F tfric> Norphan (t)y (4)

where F is a geometric factor specifying the fraction of theeta
particular orphan—central pair satisfies the observatidetnition

of a close pair when viewed from a random direction, the angle
brackets specify an average over all newly created pairedpec-
ified type, and we assume that contributions to the averame fr
pairs with larges;. can be neglected. Thus we can write,

chrgcrs (t) ~ TﬁlNclosepair(t)y (5)
where the mean timescdleéis defined by
T= f<F tfric>7 (6)
with
Norphan
= —. 7
f Nmergers ( )

According to FiguréR, the rati¢ increases from 1 to about 3 as
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Figure?2. The variation with redshift of the rate at which halo mergaeate
satellite—central galaxy pairs with stellar masses difteby less than a
factor of four (red lines) is compared with the rate at whioktspairs are
converted to orphan—central pairs by subhalo disruptioeefg lines) and
with the rate at which such pairs merge (black lines). The fmanels are
for pair samples in which the stellar masses of the indiVidizdaxies lie
above the four lower limits indicated. The dotted line is avpdaw N
(14 2)1-® which represents the low-redshift behaviour of the haloginer
and satellite disruption rates, but doest fit the galaxy merger rate.

more massive objects assemble later in hierarchical madefse
kind simulated here, and merger rates scale as the squahe of t
abundance of the merging population. The analytic treatroén
halo mergers by Lacey & Cale (1993), based on the excursion set
formalism (see Press & Schechter 1974; Bond et al.|1991)ysho
this behaviour clearly and agrees moderately well withsaie a
function of halo mass and redshift in the Millennium Simidat
however,galaxy merger rates in the simulation depend on stellar
mass and redshift in quite a different way. For major mergétis
M. > 10'° b~ 'Mg the galaxy merger rate depends strongly on
stellar mass but only weakly on redshift outzte= 1, whereas the
opposite is true for dark halos (see also Guo & White 2008).
Recent observational results for galaxy mergers by Linlet al
(2004) and Lotz et al. (2006) found a weak dependence onifedsh
and these authors noted the contradiction with theorepicadic-
tions based on DM halo merger rates. The contradiction wasdu

z increases from 0 to 2. Equati@h 5 is the standard form used to explored by Berrier et all (2006), who investigated it usii@D

convert close pair counts to a merger rate in observaticoat s
ies. Equatior{ 6 shows how the appropriate timesd@alshould
be estimated in the Millennium Simulation. In practice, we o
tain it directly from the simulation data by comparing themu
ber of “observed” close pairs with the merging rate. Equeio
also shows how the dynamical friction timescales assumealiby
semi-analytic model (equatidnh 1) are reflected in its préstis for
close pair abundances. The good agreement with obseniation
Fig.[d thus confirms that our assumptions are realistic. @bse
tional studies often assum& ~ 500 Myr for pair samples with
projected separations belo®d h~'kpc. As we will see in Sec-
tion[4.1, this is an underestimate, so the resulting me@esrare
overestimates.

24 Merger ratesfor DM haloes and galaxies

Here we digress slightly to discuss further the halo andxyala
merger rates plotted in Figl 2. It is immediately appareat il
rates peak at higher redshift for smaller objects. This isahee

modelling. They inferred that the observed evolution in geer
rates requires lower halo occupation numbers at highehifds
This agrees with our more detailed semi-analytic treatnadere
itis a consequence of the accumulation of satellite gadarienas-
sive host haloes as a result their extended disruption amgimge
time distributions. As is obvious from F{g. 1, a realistiedtment
of the accumulation requires not only the resolution of dasiter
subhalos and their associated galaxies within groups arsdecs,
but also a proper treatment of orphan galaxies after thegcisted
subhalo is disrupted.

Berrier et al. [(2006) conclude that measuring galaxy merger
rates is an important tool to understand the formation amduev
tion of galaxies, but is a poor probe of the cosmological efspef
structure formation; the connection to theoretically [t halo
merger rates is subject to too many uncertainties. Theafiscrcies
seen in Fid. P support this view. On the other hand, with theat
of the concordance cosmologyost cosmological parameters ap-
pear well determined, and exploring the details of galaxynt
tion is perhaps a more urgent cause. The calibration of tlexga
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merging timescale presented below accounts realistidatlylif-
ferences between halo and galaxy behaviour, as judged bgdhe
that the Millennium Simulation reproduces the observedteling
of galaxies down to small scales. Nevertheless, furtherdorgs
ments of several aspects of our modelling of the underlyimgsp
ical processes are needed before our calibration can bé&eoed
definitive.

25 Themock lightcone

The fundamental question we are addressing in this papews h
well the merger rate of galaxies can be recovered as a fumofio
galaxy properties from the abundance of close pairs of gegaon
the sky. The most direct way to assess this is to create “matk ¢
alogues” from our simulation which correspond as closelpas
sible to real survey catalogues, and then to mimic obsemnaili
procedures. To this end we place a virtual observer at tiynoof
our simulation box and calculate which galaxies fall ont® tack-
ward Iightcon@. For the nearby universe these galaxies will lie in
the z = 0 snapshot of the simulation, but as we go out along the
line-of-sight we must populate the field-of-view with galkesfrom
progressively earlier snapshots. We must also interpodathifts,
and most importantly luminosities through various obseframe
filters, between snapshots in order to get the appropridtesdor
“observed” properties. A more detailed account of the mathoe
use to produce mock observations from the Millennium Runisem
analytic galaxy catalogues may be found_in Kitzbichler & Yeéhi
(2007).

For the study presented in this paper we chose a field of view
of 10x1.4ded which we found to be a good compromise be-
tween ensuring a sufficiently large sample for robust dtesisat
all redshifts of interest and maintaining computationdicefncy.
We adopt a limiting apparent magnitude Bfig < 26, close to
the current effective limit for photometric surveys of maoately
large areas, and well beyond the current limit for reliablaltin
object spectroscopy. Note that because of the limited uésal of
the Millennium Simulation, our model galaxy cataloguesdree
incomplete at absolute magnitudes fainter than adgt < —16,
and as a result our lightcone will miss intrinsically fairstigxies at
all but the highest redshifts. This will not affect our lateralysis
which is restricted to bright and massive systems.

Our final mock catalogue contains 3236337 galaxies. IfFig. 3
we depict their spatial distribution out to = 1 in order to il-
lustrate the structure in this mock lightcone. The filameansl
voids emerge vividly in this plot, where we encode projegialxy
density as intensity and satellite galaxy fraction as colGlearly
many galaxies in the most clustered regions are satelitesreas
in the filaments and the sparsely populated regions, moakigsl
are the central systems of their halos.

3 The backward lightcone is defined as the set of all light-likerld-
lines intersecting the position of the observer at redssfb. It is thus a
three-dimensional hypersurface in four-dimensional egame satisfying
the condition that light emitted from every point is receiu®y the observer
now. Its space-like projection is the volume within the olis€s current
particle horizon.
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3 PAIR SELECTION METHODS
3.1 Findingpairs

A limitation of our mocks in comparison to real cataloguethast
they include no record of recent close interactions whichhinbe
related to the morphological indicators accessible wigihkguality
deep imaging. Many authors, beginning with_ Toomre & Toomre
(1972) and Larson & Tinsley (1978) have shown that close en-
counters between massive galaxies can produce both emhance
star formation and disturbed morphologies (e.g Patton 20415;

Lin et alll2006; Li et al. 2008, and references therein). Btaa of
such effects is a clear indicator that apparent proximityransky
does indeed correspond to physical interaction, and sdlgiiea
creases the level of confidence that a given close pair iy like
merge. On the other hand, the detectability of these eftepends
strongly on the quality of the imaging, on the structure efierg-

ing galaxies, and on the time, viewing angle and redshiftlatkv
they are observed. As a result it is very difficult to estimatet
fraction of close pre-merger pairs will be detected by amnegi
set of morphological criteria. This makes it impossible stireate
merger rates reliably from such samples.

Until recently, observational studies of merging typigah-
volved from a few dozen to a few hundred pairs. Every pairaoul
be examined visually to assess whether itis interacting-gdtiand
future surveys will produce much larger samples for ana)yseé-
cessitating automatic techniques to search for morphcédgigna-
tures of interaction. The reliability of such classificattechniques
depends crucially on good signal-to-noise and adequabéutes.
When these conditions are met, measures of concentrasgm-a
metry and clumpiness can be combined with other indices such
as theGini and M2 coefficients of Lotz et al. (2004) to produce
very large samples of galaxies with a morphological clasaifn
(see e.g. Abraham etlal. 2003; Prescott &t al. |[2004; ZametsHi
2006), of whichl — 3% typically show signatures of an ongoing
interaction. For the reasons noted above, however, sughlssiare
not suitable for estimating merger rates. For the rest af paiper
we will therefore concentrate on pair samples selectediyime
the proximity of the two galaxies.

3.1.1 Pair samples from imaging alone

The most straightforward way to find pairs of galaxies is $jnp
identify objects which are close together on the sky in alguyreo-
tometric survey. This technique was used for some of theéesarl
pair fraction studies (e.g. Zepf & Koo 1989) because it cdndép-
plied to any survey with a large enough galaxy cataloged (00
at that time). One must keep in mind that the close pair foads of
order a few percent, so to get acceptable statistics foralvespm-
ple, the original catalogue must be much larger. The disatdge
of this purely photometric method is, of course, that one iwéd-
vertently include many false pairs, i.e. chance projedtithvat are
not physically close. This “background noise” becomes npoob-
lematic for higher mean galaxy densities on the sky, comedimg
to deeper magnitude limits; early studies worked moderatel|
becausef their shallow limits.

The fraction F' of true companions in a sample of apparent
pairs can be estimated from the angular correlation funati¢?)
asF = w/(14+w). Only forw(#) > 1 are the majority of apparent
companions at angular distanéerue physical companions. Ac-
cording to Limber’s equation (Limber 1953) the angular tpant
correlation function depends on limiting flux densfty= L/4x+2 as
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; oy redshift z

comoving Mpc/h

comoving distance Mpc/h

Figure 3. A lightcone with a field of view of 10 x 1.4 dégwhich we use for close pair and merger rate studies. The cohap encodes projected galaxy
density as intensity and satellite galaxy fraction as co{@em blue to red). Only the region out to= 1 is displayed, although the cone actually extends to
z ~ 5.

w(f) o< f7/? (assuming a power lag = (ro/r)” for the spatial companions for a complete set of galaxies of known distande a
function with r¢ independent of distance). For surveys as deep as brightness. For sufficiently large samples the projectedetation
we simulate herew(6) ~ 1 corresponds t@ ~ 0.larcsec so that  functionw,(rp, z) can be estimated, giving the abundance of true

observationally realistic samples of close pairs (typycahited to physical pairs as a function of projected separatipnAssuming
separations of a few arcseconds) are entirely dominatedhdoyoe isotropy of orientation for the underlying population,shian be
projections. Although for large samples the fraction ofi&f close inverted to give the distribution of companions as a funct 3-
pairs can be determined statistically with high reliakjlit is im- D separation, and thus the abundance of companions withie so
possible to knowwhich close pairs are interacting without addi- ~maximal separation (e.g. 30 kpc). Note that without morpbisl
tional information, for example from morphologies. Furinere, cal information one still has no indication which apparent pairs
without spectroscopy the separation distribution (in 3fthe true are actually physically close. This problem is significamtdieep
pairs and its dependence on redshift cannot be derived freraki- surveys where the majority of apparent projections are @han-
served angular separation distribution without makingitémithl perpositions of unrelated objects. The major advantagé¢actirsg
assumptions about the redshift distribution of the popataand with a redshift survey is that the dependences of the closeliza
the evolution of its clustering. tribution on physical separation and on redshift can berdeted
separately.

3.1.2 Primary redshift catalogue with photometric compausi
Many recent pair studies (e.g. Yee & Ellingson 1995) havenbee

based on correlating a redshift survey with a deeper phdtome If photometric redshifts are available for all galaxies icedalogue,
ric catalogue. This allows the identification of all closepapent this allows the definition of still purer samples of physigalirs.

3.1.3 Photometric redshift pair identification

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—000



Here also one can define a physical (rather than angulargtsear
radius around each galaxy, and additionally one can liniept
able pairs to those whose redshifts are equal to within tlce-ac
racy of the photometric determinations. Some correctigrrdo-
dom pairs is still required, however, since this accuracguffi-
ciently poor that projected pairs with moderately large tredshift
differences can still enter the sample. The number of “tpaf's at
any given apparent separationand redshift: within some photo-
metric redshift tolerancé z can be found by taking the number of
such pairs counted in the real catalogue and subtractinghéfam
number found in a large number of artificial catalogues inohtihe
photometric redshifts of the galaxies are retained but goagular
positions within the survey area are randomised.

3.1.4 Complete spectroscopic redshift samples

Clearly the ideal sample for a pair study is one that incluales
curate spectroscopic redshifts for all galaxies. Thisnla search
for “true” physical companions in the space of projectedsitsi
separation and velocity difference. The result is an utiasmple
with minimal contamination by optical pairs. In principkecorrec-
tion for random pairs can be applied just as in the previoasmg
but in practice this correction is so small that it can be eeigld.
Additionally, one can estimate the fraction of the physyl pop-
ulation which corresponds to truly close pairs, i.e. topor which
the 3-D separation is also small.

3.2 Identifying candidate pairsfor mergers

servational studies usually concentrate on galaxy paitis svhall
magnitude differences, either because both galaxies preatly
close to the apparent magnitude limit of the parent survepee
cause a limit on apparent magnitude difference is appliptictty.
This is to prevent confusion between actual companions aord m
phological features in the outer regions of a bright gal&estrict-
ing galaxy pairs to a narrow range of mass ratios also makesese
from a theoretical point of view, since it is the growth of @dks
through major mergers that dominates the morphologicakfoa-
mation of galaxies.

Using the criteria listed above we define a number of sam-
ples. For the projected physical (ireot comoving) distance, we
choose maximal values of 30, 50, or 190'kpc. To mimic “spec-
troscopic” samples, we assume infinitely accurate redshiftl se-
lect pairs with radial velocity differencesv < 300kms™*. (Note
that this excludes a number of true physical pairs with laxge
locity separation, but most such pairs are within massiustets
and so rarely merge.) For “photo-z" samples we require ahitds
difference of Az < 0.05. In the following sections we will use
pair samples defined in this way to study the relation betvebzse
pairs of galaxies and mergers.

From our mock survey lightcone we construct several cloge pa 100007 1l
samples as follows. For each galaxy we examine the 20 closest L —— M.>025 1?010 1
companions on the sky and apply various criteria to definespei- 8000 L ﬁ i (1)‘510112 b
sets that we consider as merger candidates. These critehiaé: Lo " i
(i) projected physical separation, (ii) radial velocity difference = I ﬁ i i 1810 1
Aw, (iii) redshift differenceAz. We apply these cuts in different E 6000 |- -
combinations to build different samples. In addition, watidiguish = I 1
pairs by the stellar mass ratio of the two pair members. A, F :

For the rest of this paper we will concentrate on potential ma & *% a
jor mergers which we define to be pairs with stellar masssaifo Vv 1
4:1 or less. This restriction is applied for several reasbirst, ob- 2000 ]
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Figure 4. Distribution of merging times for galaxies more massiventha

M. > 10'9 =M, at four different redshifts. Pairs are selected from the

lightcone withr, < 50 h~'kpc andAv < 300kms~!. For the green

histograms, merging times were determined by followingghkaxies for-

ward in time until they merge (or reach = 0). The timespan between

the highest redshift contributing to each panel ane- 0 is indicated by

the grey vertical line. For the black histograms, merginges were deter-

mined using the internal counters set when one of the galdii&t loses

its dark halo. (This can occur before or after the pair is @btuidentified

in the lightcone.) All samples are subject to an apparentnihade cut at

B < 26 and only major mergers are considered. The coloured nunibers

each panel give the fraction of all pairs which are not prtedi¢co merge by

z=0.

. 5 N
redshift

Figure 5. Redshift evolution of the timescal€ = Npairs/]\'hv[Crgc for
conversion from pair fraction to merger rate. Two-dimenalolinear re-
gression fits (Eqii]9) are plotted as solid curves for a rafigeass cuts
denoted by different colours, as indicated by the labelg ddrresponding
data are indicated by points with error bars. All pair sampiethis plot
were selected requiring projected separatiops< 50 h~kpc, radial ve-
locity difference ®\v < 300kms~1, and galaxy stellar masses differing
by a factor less than 4. The dashed lines are for the simpfifitany func-
tion of Eqn[10.

4 RESULTS
4.1 Distribution of merging times

In Fig.[4 we show distributions of merging times for closerpaif

galaxies in our lightcone with, < 50 b~ ‘kpc,Av < 300kms™,

individual apparent magnitudeB < 26, and individual stellar
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masses which exced®'® h =M, and differ by less than a factor
of 4. The four panels show distributions for four disjointisaift
ranges as indicated. Merging times were determined eithéolb
lowing the later evolution of each pair until merging (oriliat= 0;
the green histograms) or by using the time-until-mergentenas-
signed to each orphan galaxy at the time it is orphaned (thlesta
black histogram). The distributions are plotted as thetivacof all
pairs in each histogram bin, and so do not normalise to unitiie
green case. The fraction of pairs which ot merge byz = 0 is
indicated in each panel by labels of the appropriate colour.

The most important results to note from this figure are that th
merger time distributions vary little with redshift, théuely extend
to large values, and that they include the majority of paitest
close pairs eventually merge, even fgr< 50 h~*kpc. These re-
sults are best seen from the black histograms. These iediazie-
dian merger time above 2 Gyr, much longer than the merginggim
typically adopted when estimating merger rates from oleskpair
counts. At lower redshifts, the directly estimated mertyae dis-
tributions do not extend to large times. This simply refléhtsfact
that there is insufficient time for many of the mergers to taleee,
as may be seen from the vertical grey lines which give the-look
back time to the largest redshift used when constructinglibtei-
butions in each panel. The black histograms show how mugjeilon
one would have to wait for the other objects to merge. At merge
times below this limit there is good agreement between trexty
and indirectly estimated distributions (the black and treeg his-
tograms).

The distributions of merger-times in the highest redstaftg
appear to have fewer pairs with short merger times than thbse
lower redshift. This is because the imposed apparent maigmit
limitat B > 26 excludes significant numbers of galaxies from the
sample at these redshifts. The galaxies that are lost anaply red
systems close to our mass cutt&t® h=*Mg,. These are almost all
satellite systems which have had substantial time to agedand
since their accretion; they are thus typically “about” torgee This
effect is also responsible for the fact that the fraction lnferyved
pairs which danotmerge byz = 0 increases in the highest redshift
panel, reversing the trend in the other panels. It seemssétat-
tion effects may, in some circumstances, bias observatiamaples
against pre-merger pairs, although interaction-indu¢adferma-
tion (which is not included in our galaxy modelling) could lve
reduce or even reverse this bias.

4.2 Mean merging times

We have established that, for the separation and velodfgreince
cuts typically adopted, most close pairs of similar massodas
will, in fact, merge. We can therefore address the main is$tias
paper, namely: “What timescale should be used to converitsou
of such close pairs into a merger rate?” As noted in Egn. 5, thi
timescale is simply the ratio at each redshift of the abuodaof
pairs of a particular type to the merger rate of such pairsupér
volume,

<Tmerge> = Npairs/Nmerge . (8)

Calculating this ratio as a function of redshift and massaupairs
with r, < 50 h~'kpc andAv < 300kms* yields the results
presented in Fi@ll5. Since the square root of the inverseiofith
pendency seems to be linear within the scatter for mass euts b
low 10'° R~ 'M¢, we decided to apply a two-dimensional linear
regression tdTmerge) 72 = T~ /*(z, M..) as a function of and
log M., implying the relation

<Tmcrgc>71/2 = T071/2 + fl z+ f2 (lOg M* — 10) . (9)

The value ofT as well as the coefficients, and their uncertain-
ties estimated from fits to all our numerical data are takdldor
samples with different pair identification criteria in Teldl.

In the low redshift regimez{ < 1) and for stellar masses above
5 x 10° h~!Mg an even simpler fitting formula works well:

= 2.2Gyr "p

—-0.3
z
TH)CI'C 1 - 10
(Toerse) S ) a+dao

M.
4-1010 A~ Mg

for samples restricted thv < 300kms™* and

= 3.2Gyr "

T[DCI' (e}
< se) 50kpc

M. —0.3 P

(4 - 1010 h*llvl@) (1+20)(11)
for samples limited tdAv < 3000kms™!. These simplified fits
give the results indicated by the dashed lines in[Big.5. Tike d
ference in the normalisation coefficient between the twesas-
flects the fact that expanding the velocity cut admits ab@gb 5
more pairs. Most of these additional pairs are physicalBoeis
ated but lie within larger groups or clusters. The timescde
Av < 3000 kms™* should be used when analysing data from pho-
tometric redshift samples, since the “background” coroectvill
not eliminate physically associated galaxies at largecigleepa-
ration.

Aside from the dependence on mass cut and redshift that is
illustrated in this figure, there is also a strong dependemcéhe
maximum projected radius,. This is a natural consequence of
Egn[8, since the denominatﬁifrmerge is independent of, whereas
the numeratoNVairs iS NOt. The latter is proportional to the integral
of the projected 2-point correlation functian,(r) out tor, (see
Eqgnl2). If we choose the usual parametrisatign ~ (r/ro)”*
we get Npairs ~ 72 %, wherea = 0.8 is commonly adopted
in the literature. Thus we would expect the values in theetabl
to scale as,® which is qualitatively consistent with the actual
values but slightly too strong. If we instead calculatérom the
measured values, we gat = 1.06 anda = 0.93 for the inter-
vals 30-50h~'kpc and 50-10@,~'kpc respectively. This is con-
sistent with Fig:L where we see that the projected 2-pointeeo
lation function on scales below00 »~*kpc and for masses above
3-10'° h='M, is considerably steeper than the fidueiak 0.8.

The mean merging times found here are clearly consistent
with the distribution of individual merging times shown ingF.
They are also much larger than the values0.5 Gyr typically
adopted in observational studies of this problem. As a tesabt
earlier studies have substantially overestimated meegesr

5 CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated major merger rates in our semi-acalyti
model based on the Millennium N-body simulation and comgare
them to the abundance of close galaxy pairs. In this way we hav
calibrated the relation used to estimate merger rates freap d
galaxy surveys. In addition, we have shown that for the param
ters typically adopted in observational studies, mostecjuairs do
indeed merge, albeit on a substantially longer timescale ithusu-
ally assumed. As a result, the characteristic timescaledetige
are indeed the typical times until pair members merge. Thalid
parent catalogue for such studies would contain spectpisced-
shifts for all galaxies, but in practice reliable resulta ba obtained
from any deep photometric catalogue, provided good phdigtne
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Table 1. Coefficients for different pair identification criteria alted from
fits of (Tmerge) = T'(2z, M) to our numerical data OWpairs/Nmerge
according to Eqif.]9.

VELOCITY PROJECTED DISTANCE
vp < 300kms~! P
P <30kpc/h < 50kpc/h < 100kpc/h
To[h~*Myr]....... 2038 3310 6909
105f[h—'Myr %] —165.4£4.4 —105.+3.3 —304+£22
105f2[h*1Myr’1/2] 690. £ 10. 668. £ 7.7 571. £ 5.2
—1 Tp
vp < 3000kms <30kpe/h < 50kpc/h < 100kpc/h
Tolh~Myr]....... 2806 4971 11412
105 f1 R "Myr %] —04.7+£37 —38.6+2.7 18.0+ 1.7
105 fo[ h—"Myr /] 671. £8.7 615. £ 6.3 491. +£4.2

redshifts are available and care is taken to correct for aéine-

of-sight projections. The main advantage of using phdsas, of

course, that they allow results to be obtained for much taage

deeper samples than could otherwise be used. Their mauivdisa
tage is that one does not know which close pairs are “physacal

which are random projections.

The main results of our study are as follows:

(i) The characteristic timescale which converts backgdsun
corrected pair counts into merger rates (Eig. 5) dependbepdir
identification criteria, on the stellar mass cut and weakiytloe
redshift. For stellar masses abovex 10° kMg, it can be ap-
proximated by the simple relations

—0.3 P
1 —
) a+d

for radial velocity differencef\v < 300 kms™* and by

M., —03 z
<4~ 1010 h*llvl@) (1+35)

for Av < 3000kms™!. This latter relation should be used for pair
counts derived from photometric redshift surveys. A moruaate
fitting formula is given in Eqri.]9; the corresponding coeéfittisTp,
f1 and f» are listed in TablE]1 for a range of pair selection criteria.

(i) The characteristic timescales we find are larger (tg(hycoy
a factor of at least 2) than is assumed in most publishedrdeter
nations of merger rates. These are therefore likely to bstanbal
overestimates of the true rates.

(iiiy For massesM, > 3 x 10° h™*Mg, the intrinsic galaxy
merger rate evolution is quite flat at low redshiff, ~ (14 2)%,
with a < 0.5 and decreasing towards higher mass. For large
masses the exponent becomes negative. Overall, the dtgirib
are quite flat out to redshift ~ 2 (see e.g. FidL]2). Observational
results lie in the rang&/,.i: ~ (1 4 z)**2 where the large uncer-
tainties are presumably due to small sample sizes and untledt
selection effects. In particular, effects due to the apmpanmgagni-
tude limits of real surveys interact with the stellar popiolas of
galaxies in ways which make it very difficult to define physlica
equivalent samples at different redshifts. We have presemtost
of our results for volume-limited samples in order to avoihft-
sion due to these complexities.

M*

r
Tmcr e) — 22G P
(Tmerge) Y 50kpe (4. 1001 Mg

= 3.2Gyr "»

<,—Tmerge> 50kpC
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(iv) The broad distribution of merging times, peaking wedtb
yond 1 Gyr, results in merger rates for galaxies which evdife
ferently from those of dark matter halos, even of halos sinii
mass to those that host galaxies. At low redshifts merges riatr
DM halos scale a8V ~ (1 + z)*? for all masses, a much more
rapid evolution than we find for galaxies (Hig). 2). This deggancy
has already been described by other authors, and we agree wit
their conclusion that merger rate studies are less suifablerob-
ing the overall growth of cosmic structure than originatptight.
They can instead contribute substantially to our undedatgnof
the formation and evolution of galaxies.
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