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ABSTRACT

We have developed a new method to extract halo merger raestfre Millennium Simulation. First, by
removing superfluous mergers that are artifacts of the atan@riends-Of-Friends (FOF) halo identification
algorithm, we find a lower merger rate compared to previouskwd he reductions are more significant at
lower redshifts and lower halo masses, and especially foonmergers. Our new approach results in a better
agreement with predictions from the extended Press-Stérentodel. Second, we find that the FOF halo
finder overestimates the halo mass by up to 50% for halos teateut to merge, which leads to an additional
~ 20% overestimate of the merger rate. Therefore, we defireerhakses by including only particles that are
gravitationally bound to their FOF groups. We provide newtd#ting parameters for a global formula to
account for these improvements. In addition, we extracttieeger rate peprogenitorhalo, as well as per
descendant halo. The merger rate per progenitor halo isuetigy that should be related to observed galaxy
merger fractions when they are measured via pair countingow mass/redshift the merger rate increases
moderately with mass and steeply with redshift. At high egiomass/redshift (for the rarest halos with masses
a few times the "knee" of the mass function) these trendsltean, and the merger rate per progenitor halo
decreases with mass and increases only moderately withifed®efining the merger rate per progenitor halo
also allows us to quantify the rate at which halos are beiggeded onto larger halos, in addition to the minor
and major merger rates. We provide an analytic formula thaverts any given merger rate per descendant
halo into a merger rate per progenitor halo. Finally, we qanfa direct comparison between observed merger
fractions and the fraction of halos in the Millennium Sintida that have undergone a major merger during
the recent dynamical friction time, and find a fair agreemwithin the large uncertainties of the observations.
Our new halo merger trees are available at http://www.mpg.de/ir/MillenniumMergerTrees/.

Subject headingsosmology: theory — dark matter — large-scale structurdefiniverse — galaxies: evo-
lution — galaxies: formation

1. INTRODUCTION galaxies.

In the current paradigm for structure formation, the cold _Many observational studies have been carried out in re-
dark matter model (White & Rees 1978 Blumenthal et al. cent years to investigate the fraction of galaxies that show

1984; Davis et al. 1985; Springel el al. 2006), galaxy merg- SIgns Of major merger activity as a function of mass, lu-
ers play an important role in galaxy formation and evoly- Minosity and redshift. - Observationally, only merger frac-
tions can be obtained, and in order to transform them into

tion. Galaxy mergers drive gas towards central starbursts : X X .
(e.g/Mihos & Hernquit 1996) and supermassive black holesMerger rates, which can be directly compared with theaktic
3 models, the time scale of the observed events must be esti-

e.g.lHernquist 1989), and transform galactic morpholo Ay
Ee_g_ Naab & Burkeit %003; Bournaud etgal. 2005). MFe)my pgx_/ mated (e.g. Patton etlal. 2000). Two principal approaches ar

rameters, like the gas fraction and morphology of the merg- used to observe gglaxy m_e.rger frgcnons. OP,e |s.pa|r count-
ing galaxies, as well as their relative orbits and orientatj N9 (€.9..Pattonetal._1997; Le Fevre etial. 2000; Bell =t al.
affect the properties of the merger remnant. One of the most2006& L Ryan etal._2008;_Lin etal. 2008), i.e. identifying
important factors is the mass ratio of the merging galaxies 3&/axies separated from one another by less that typisally
(e.g/Naab et al. 2006). Galaxy mergers of all mass ratios are?0 kKPC. This method probes the pre-merger stage and is there-
frequent in a\CDM Universe (e.d. Stewart etlal. 2008b), but [9ré & “progenitor galaxy” merger fraction (De Propris €t al
special importance is given to major mergers, usually ebnsi 2007). The second approach is identification of mergers
ered as those with mass ratios less thaB : 1. These are  through morphological signatures such as asymmetry and

P ; : tidal tails (e.g.. Le Fevre etal. 2000; Conselice et al. 2003;
thought to play a significant role in the buildup of the red se- ; . . =
quence!(Toomre 1977; Hopkins etlal. 2008) by transforming/L0tz et al.[2008). This method aims at identifying merg-

blue star-forming late type galaxies into red passive exgy g;sn{ngg}:gyf?:ﬁg\r/gg If?faec tiscg?\gelgb ;’Jlggclﬁ getrﬁgogfi r?cigglsgp-

1 Max Planck Institut fiir extraterrestrische Physik, Giessehstrasse, ~ Proaches different authors use different methods, as well a
D-85748 Garching, Germany; shy@mpe.mpg.de; genzel@ rpoede: different selection criteria, which create systematieet$

nbouche@mpe.mpg.de. o . that are not easily comparable. Moreover, the intrinsic un-
| 2 gipgf?“;%m of Physics, Le Conte Hall, University of Califia; Berke-  certainties of each method, and the effect of cosmic vagianc
ey, . 1 ). i -

3 Universitats-Sternwarte Miinchen, Scheinerstr. 1, D-81BMinchen, (e.glCanselice et al. 2008) contribute further to the g

Germany; naab@usm.uni-muenchen.de. ter betweer] the obtained results. . _
4 school of Physics and Astronomy, Tel Aviv University, Telid69978, De Propris et &l. (2007) and Conselice (2006) have noticed
Israel; amiel@wise.tau.ac.il. that the merger fractions obtained with the two principal
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methods should be carefully defined, and cannot be directlyhalo, as well as the merger rate per progenitor halo, which
compared to each other, as they are actually different guant is related to observed galaxy merger fractions when they are
ties. Both authors proposed (different) simple convershmt measured via pair counting. 11183 we describe our results
tween the two quantities. Nevertheless, both disregattied t and in § we compare them to previous work. [ih 85 we cal-
fact that the mass difference between the progenitors and th culate the halo merger fraction in the Millennium Simulatio
descendant is up to a factor of 2 (in equal-mass binary merg-and compare to observations. [d 86 we discuss our results and
ers). That may result in very large differences in the number their relevance to observations, and summarise.

densities of progenitors and of descendants. Since the mea-

sured mergefraction implicitly includes the information of 2. EXTRACTING THE MERGER RATE FROM THE MILLENNIUM

the numberof objects, different number densities are implic- SIMULATION

itly included in the merger rate or merger fraction per proge 2.1. The Millennium Simulation and its merger trees
itor galaxy versus per descendant galexy. Bell et al. (2p06b The Millennium Simulation is a cosmological N-body sim-

and| Lotz et al.[(2008) realised this, and have taken the dif- lation following 2166 dark matt il h of
ferent number densities into account when comparing mergeft'aton foliowing ark matter particies, each ol mass

fractions obtained with different methods. We show in this &6 x 10°h™ Mo, in a box of 5007 Mpc on a side, with 64
paper that the different definitions of the merger rate, ger d 9enerated output times (*snapshots”) fram 127 toz = 0.
scendant or per progenitor halo, lead to significantly diffe 1 he cosmology is set tACDM with (2, = 0.25,9, =0.75,
results, particularly for major mergers, high redshift gees, % =0.045,h=0.73,n =1 andog = 0.9, which we will adopt
and high mass mergers. throughout this paper. _
Galaxy mergers follow their dark matter halo mergers, but 0 the Millennium Simulation there are two levels of struc-
the connection between the two is not straightforward. When {Ure identification. First, the Friends-Of-Friends (FOkgoa
two dark matter halos merge, the orbital angular momentumfithm (Davis etall 1985; with a linking length= 0.2 of the
is transferred into internal degrees of freedom, while toeem ~ Mean particle separation) creates a catalogue of FOF groups
concentrated galaxies are at first not much affected. Thell €very snapshot. In the limit of a large number of parti-
galaxies lose relative angular momentum due to dynamicalCles, FOF groups enclose the particles within isodensity co
friction, and they start merging as well when they are more tours of ~ b3 times the mean matter densify (Frenk €t al.
tightly bound (Barnes & Hernquist 1992). All of the baryonic 11988; [Lacey & Cole 1994 Jenkins ef al. 2001), and their
physics involved in galaxy mergers makes it difficult théibre ~Mean densities correspond approximately to the overdensi-
cally to quantify the galaxy merger rate reliably (P. F. Himgk ~ ties of virialised halos expected from the spherical caléap
et al. 2009, in preparation). Nevertheless, a first stepriisva model (Lacey & Cole 1994). Thus, FOF groups are consid-
quantifying the galaxy merger rate would be to understand€red to represent dark matter halos. However, substruature
the dark matter halo merger rate, which can be studied moreiraced by local density maxima are not distinguishableiwith
robustly. the FOF groups. For this purpose, the algorithm SUBFIND
Lacey & Colé (1993) have estimated the halo merger (Springeletal: 2001) identifies substructures in each FOF
rate based on the extended Press-Schechter (EPS) modé&roup, by finding gravitationally self-bound groups of part
(Press & Schechier 1974; Bond et al. 1991; Bower 1991).cles around maxima in their smoothed density field. Thus,
Neistein & Dekel ((2008b) and Zhang ef dl. (2008a) have re- €ach FOF group contains at least one subhalo, and the sub-
cently constructed EPS-based approximations that are selfhalo with the "most massive history" is chosen to bertfzn
consistent, and Zhang et dl. (2008b) have done so for the elsubhalol(De Lucia & Blaizat 2007).
lipsoidal collapse model. All these models differ by fastor  The Millennium merger treésre constructed from the sub-
of a few tenths up to a few. N-body simulations have only halos by finding a single descendant for each subhalo at the
recently been used to study the halo merger rate with a larggfollowing snapshot. The FOF groups themselves play no role
dynamical range (D'Onghia etlal. 2008; Stewart ét al. 2008a;in constructing the merger trees. Nevertheless, if the halo
Fakhouri & Mal 2008, hereafter FM08). FM08 have investi- Merger rate is to be studied, then new merger trees, in which
gated this problem based on the large Millennium Simulation €ach node is a halo rather than a subhalo, must be built.
(Springel et al. 2005). They have found that the dark matter
halo merger rate has an almost universal form that can be sep- 2.2. Constructing new halo merger trees

arated into its dependencies on mass ratio, descendant massyye puild new halo-based, that is FOF group-based, merger
and redshift. Nevertheless, the analysis of N-body sirariat  ees by defining one descendant for each FOF group. The
is also subject to uncertainties, in particular in identigha-  main subhalo in each FOF group is identified and followed to
los. FMO8 present 3 ways to analyse the simulation, which jis syphalo descendant using the original subhalo treeen,Th
differ from one another bys 25%, and by a more signifi-  {he FOF group to which that subhalo descendant belongs is

cant amount compared to the Lacey & Cele (1993) analyti- 4efined as the FOF group descendant of the FOF group in
cal approximation. All of these investigations have quéedi question.

the halo merger rate pefescendanhalo. Recent work has In practice, FOF groups not only merge, but may also split.
also used N-body simulations to study mergers of subhalosrhjs is not compatible with the simplified notion of hieraich
(Angulo et all 2008; Wetzel et al. 2008). cal build-up and indeed not described at all by an analytical
In this paper we extract the dark matter halo merger rate el such as EPS. Yet, this phenomenon is robust in numer-
from the Millennium Simulation using a new method foriden- -5, N-body simulations. A FOF group is described as “split”

tifying halos and mergers, as well as a new definition of the \yyen asubhaldbelonging to it at a given snapshotis no longer
merger rate. In[§2]1 we review the Millennium Simulation Jpart of it at a later snapshot.

and its post-processing. I 8R.2 we describe how we creat
merger trees that are free_ of artificial effects not consider 5 Structure catalogues and the derived merger trees haventsdmpublic
previously. In B2.B we define the merger rate per descendanby the Virgo Consortiuni: hitp://www.mpa-garching.mpgrdélennium.
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FiG. 1.— Left: The distribution of relative distances (with respecRgg at each snapshot) between subhalos that only temporatdndpéo the same FOF
group. The solid blue curve shows the distribution at thé $aspshot of the temporary merger, the green curve withiglsteshows the minimum relative
distances during the temporary merger, and in red withesri the distribution of maximum distances. These digiohs are shifted slightly towards lower
(higher) values at lower (higher) redshifts and for moreaniimajor) mergersRight: The distribution of the ratio between the fragmentatioration (the time
between the fragmentation itself and the subsequent rgerjand the first, temporary, merger that precedes the fatation, for cases where the fragmentation
lasts more than three snapshots. The fragmentation duriatitypically much longer (meas 4, medianx 3) than the temporary merger duration, indicating
that the temporary merger is usually only an artifact of tRE-Falgorithm.

dlstance/R200

TABLE 1
MERGER SCENARIOSTHEIR ABUNDANCE, AND THE DIFFERENT COUNTING BY DIFFERENT ALGORITHMS

first merger duration in snapshots oo <3 <3 <3 >3 >3 >3
fragmentation duration in snapshats - <3 >3 [ <3 >3 [
abundance 78% | 7.6% | 4.4% | 3.5% | 25% | 1.9% | 2.1%
shipping 1 2 2 1 2 2 1
stitching-3 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
stitching-oo 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
splitting-3 1 1 1 0 2 2 1
splitting 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

NOTE. — In bold font are scenarios for which a certain algorithneregounts the number of mergers. For details §2.2. Aendrgation ofo snapshots
denotes a merger with no fragmentation, and a fragmentdtioation ofco snapshots means that the fragments never re-merge By The abundances of the
different scenarios are calculated using all the mergetiseMillennium Simulation.

Those subhalos that were split out of their FOF groups canshow in Figurg 1(&) that in 65% (85%) of temporary mergers
be classified according to several criteria, describingy treest the distance between the subhalos never decreasesRglow
and future histories: where they were created, what struc-(Rxp0/2) of the joint FOF group. The undesired implications
ture they belong to right after the split, and where they end of the way splits appear in the original merger trees aré-arti
up at later times. Almost all subhalos are fitmedinside cial changes in the halo mass function and merger counts. As
their host FOF groups, but originate from previous mergersi shown by FM08 and as will be shown later on in this paper,
which they were accreted onto them. Thus, most split subha-different algorithms that deal with this phenomenon change
los are part of mergers that started in the past but were cut bythe halo mass function only slightly, but have a pronounced
the split, before the subhalos merged. The location of thie sp effect on the merger rate.
subhalo in the immediate snapshot after the split can bereith It is common not to treat such fragmentation cases in any
as an independent FOF group or as a subhalo in another FOBpecial way, thereby allowing the split fragments to have no
group. After the split, the split subhalo may re-merge wlitht  progenitors (e.g. FM08’s "snipping" method). In that case,
FOF group from which it was split, or it may not do so at all. the split fragment may re-merge (even several times) with

A very typical case is that of two FOF groups that merge, the same halo. One approach of dealing with this issue
with one becoming a subhalo of the other, which then later (e.g..Helly et all 2003; Harker etlal. 2006) is via differeht a
split again into two distinct FOF groups. If they never re- gorithms for splitting FOF groups that are artificial combi-
merge, it is clear that a “merger” interpretation of such an nations of several halos. Another approach was taken by
event would not be appropriate. Most likely, a temporary FM08, who chose in their fiducial "stitching-3" method to
bridge of particles caused the FOF algorithm to identifjnthe merge back the split fragments when a future merger takes
as one FOF group (White 2001; Laket al. 2008). If they  place within three subsequent snapshots after the fragmen-
eventually do re-merge after a few snapshots, the first mgrgi tation. They also presented a method, "stitchiatj- where
and splitting merely shows that they were relatively clasg a subhalos are never allowed to split out of their FOF groups.
that some interaction took place. However, the actual pointin the present paper we eliminate the occurrence of hale frag
of merging should correspond to the merger event after whichmentation in our new trees, in a way similar to Helly et al.
there is no more splitting. To support that interpretatiog, (2003). We do so by identifying any FOF group at redshift
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Z, that contains at least a pair of subhalos that at some lower ! !
redshiftz; < z, do not belong to the same FOF group. Such a T © =024
FOF group is split by our algorithm into several fragments in 115F - . =10 | HH
the following way. Subhalos which belong to different FOF T
groups atzs will belong to different fragments &, as well,

while subhalos that do stay togetherzatwill not be sepa-
rated atz,. Any new fragment our algorithm creates, as well

as any untouched FOF group, is considered hereafter simply
as a "halo".|_Fakhouri & Mal (2009) (hereafter FM09) have
suggested a variant of this algorithm, "splitting-3", thplits

the progenitors of fragmenting FOF groups only 3 snapshots
backwards.

We identify two possible advantages of our "splitting"
method over "snipping”, "stitching" and "splitting-3" alg
rithms. The first has to do with double counting of merg-
ers. Tablé1l presents the possible scenarios for binary-merg
ing and fragmentation events, and the number of mergers that
each of the methods presented above counts for those scenar-
ios. Printed in a bold font are cases where a method counts
more mergers than appropriate. Only our "splitting" method 0.8 115 12 125 13 135 14 145 15
never counts artificial mergers as real ones. Moreover, all ' ~ logMM_ ) '
other methods except from "stitching* leave spurious frag- _ > _ o
mentations in the tree, which may be mistakenly interpretedtiE'GéIZ;;nJrge;:g‘i#;%"ﬁglha Qgéofnﬁr?csﬁsof#”%"hoe” éiigge arggggr!ﬂ"g;(
as extremely high (pOSItIV_e and n_egatlve) “smooth” chairges cegdzgw%, and where i? is statistically sigﬁificant (accordingPoisson
the halo mass, not associated with any merger. We note, hoWerrors, which are shown by the error bars) it does not exceed¥b, for
ever, that any algorithm that does not double-count mergersm > 1.5 x 101 M, at all redshifts.

e.g. a combination of "stitching-3" for short fragmentaso
and "splitting" for long fragmentations, is valid from thpsr- o ) i
spective. with bigger FOF groups is comparable to the cosmic lookback

The second advantage relates to the timing of the mergerfime atz~ 0.1. Therefore, starting from~ 0.2, it becomes
and makes us always prefer "splitting" over a combination of Impossible to identify a non negligible fraction of the arti
the fragmentation duration are shorter than three snapshotdroups at the last snapshot of the simulation are neversplit
and comparable to each other, there’s no significant difteze ~ OUr SPlitting algorithm, since it is impossible to know whic
between "stitching" and "splitting". In such cases itididift ~ Subhalos of theirs would split “in the future”. Our resulte a
to determine conclusively what the "correct" time is, ittt therefore valid only foz > 0.2, and for use at lower redshifts
of the first or the second merger (but note that Figure] 1(a), @0 extrapolation should be used. ,
as mentioned earlier, suggests that the later merger idlysua  We define the mass of a halo as the mass of all the parti-
the more physical choice). Nevertheless, when the timetspencles gravitationally bound to it, i.e. the sum of its sublsalo
between the fragmentation and the re-merging is largerghan masses. For 80%(= 95%) of the halos, the unbound parti-
"stitching-c” counts it at the time of the first merger, while ©Of the total FOF mass. Also, the halo mass function M, 2)
our method counts it at the time of the re-merger. As Figure changes by just a few percent if also the unbound partictes ar
shows, in those cases when the fragmentation phase lasincluded. Nevertheless, including the unbound partictes (
more than three snapshots, it is mostly a few times longerin €.9. FM08) has a significant effect on the inferred merger
than the first, temporary, merger. This further suggests tha rate. In §4.B we describe this difference, explain its seurc
the point of re-merging should be usually considered as the@nd justify our choice of not including the unbound partcle
more physically appropriate time of merging. in the mass of halos.

Our splitting algorithm changes the halo mass functi - .
M,2) on?y sligghtlf In our new%alo catalogues there afi:]nat- 2.3. Definitions of the merger rate: per progenitor halo and
urally fewer massive halos and more small halos, compared per descendant halo
to the original FOF group catalogues. Figlite 2 shows that We identify a merger whenever two or more halos at snap-
the change does not exceedl5%, while where the change shots have a common descendant at snapshdt, and use
is statistically significant (according to Poisson errdrdpes the time/redshift difference between the two snapshoteto d
not exceeds 3%, forM > 1.5 x 10'* M, at all redshifts. This  fine the merger rate per unit time/redshift, respectivehe W
difference is smaller than the uncertainty due to e.g. wifie ~ define a merger as a two-body event, in a way that:if 2
identification methods for halos or different simulatiomles ~ halos merge, then—1 mergers are recorded, each between
(e.g/Lukt et all 2007; Heitmann etlal. 2007). the most massive one and one of the others. The possibility

Our method implicitly assumes that no splits occur after that the mergers occur in a different order, i.e. that some of
z=0, which is of course physically wrong but technically un- the smaller progenitors merge with one another before merg-
avoidable, since the simulation terminateg at0. The typi-  ing together with the most massive progenitor, is suffi¢jent
cal time it takes the subhalos to disappear after havingeserg small so that our results are not strongly affected by it, as

shown by FMO08.
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We derive the merger rate pgrogenitorhalo per unit time TABLE 2
(or redshift) per mass ratig: mdm‘g’;e’(x, z,M). Our FITS FOR THE MERGER RATE AS A FUNCTION OF MASS RATIO INFIGURE
book-keeping is performed as follows. For a merger between
two halos of massed; andM, we record one merger atmass — Panel Lowmass Highmass 2 A b c d Mc
M, with ratiox = M1 /M, and one merger at mak% with ra- [Mo] [Me] [10°Mg]
tio x=M,/M;. In this way, all the mergers of each halo with a 10125 10135 024 | 0.006 -0.18 0.82 -0.79 32290
any other halo, less or more massive, are recorded. There is a 1023 1027 024 | 0011 -0.32 057 -0.89 32290
no double counting in this method, since we are interested in  a 1033 1087 024)|0012 -023 078 -1.12 32290
the merger rat@er halorather than the absolute number of b 105 103 306 | 032 -057 062 -0.35 134
mergers. We attribute a merger to each halo in the pair, and 1023 107 306| 1.2 071 114 -038 134
each merger event is counted a2 2 1 merger per halo. b 101234 101246 306 | 223 -0.67 & -026 134
In comparison, for the merger rate paescendanhalo, c 1924 1g°° 02410011 032 062 -0.73 32290
only one merger is recorded at malsk + M, with ratio ¢ 18112'4 1$26 163} 01 ~-051 053 -048 698
x=Mj/M; (where the indices are defined so théat > M,). c 10 L _ 3.06 1_'409 -0:74 137 '0'3.9 134
To better understand the difference, letus consider emagls ("208 S 8) ZoL B LE e B e Ut provided by the
mergersx = 1)' The merger rate derived by using th.e descen- (1+1/X)¢ term is absent. The lowegf is actually achieved in this case with
dant halo would be one= 1 merger per halo at\2, while ac- ¢ < 0, but we do not allow that, henee= 0 is forced.

cording to our progenitor method it would be owe 1 merger

per halo atM. Therefore, the typical time scale for a halo of

massM to encounter another halo of makis the recip- wards very smatk. We fit this shape with the following fitting
rocal of the merger ratper progenitor haloat massM and function:

x=1. The merger rate per descendant halo at rivasan be 1 dNperger _
quantitatively very different (83l4) and has a differenygih Norog-halo  GtdX x,zM) =
cal meaning. The merger rate per descendant halo gives the AR(L+1/%) exH~(XMs/M)%) Gyr?! (1)

time scale on which the population of halos of mikss cre-

atedby equal-mass mergers. It is important to keep in mind  with A= A(z M), b=Db(z M), c=c¢(z M), d = d(z,M) and
the physical meaning of each of the definitions when imple- M. = M¢(2).

menting them to physical problems. For example, as we will The x® term describes the shape of the curvesxos 1,
discuss in BB, the appropriate quantity to use when considerthe (1+1/x)¢ term increases the slopexf< 1, and the ex-
ing merger fractions derived via pair counting is the merger ponential term causes the cut-off at smallepending on the
rate per progenitor halo. mass of the halos in question and the paramierWe in-

In the binary merger approximation, which we find to be a terpret the exponential cut-off as a consequence of the-expo
good one, both definitions of the merger rate are interchange nential cut-off in the mass function: Bt/x < M this term’s
able, given that the halo mass function is known (Appendix contribution is negligible, while &1 /x > M the function de-
[A). Nevertheless, the merger rate per progenitor halo quan-creases exponentially because there is an exponentiadlly sm
tifies also the rate at which halos merge witiore massive  number of halos of magsl. for halos of masdv to merge
halos, i.e. the range < 1, in addition tox > 1. This is im- with. Indeed, there is a close relationship betwkkrand the
portant because the merger rate per descendant halo is givetlark matter halo mass at the knee of the halo mass function
only for the rangex > 1, which represents the rate at which M, (based on EP$; Mo & White 2002), witl. ~ 30M... At
halos of mas$1; merge with (or accrete) less massive halos high redshift, the exponential cut-off affects the funotil-
of massM; /x. However, the range < 1 represents the rate ready atx < 1, so the parameters d andM. become some-
at which halos of masil; merge with (or are accreted onto) what degenerate. Therefore, we make use of the relationship
more massive halos of mab4; /x. To illustrate the impor-  betweenM. and M., to reduce the freedom of the fitting by
tance of this difference, consider the way a major merger be-setting log,(Mc[M ¢]) ~ 14.8—1.2z. Table€2 shows the best-
tween halos of massé4; andM, =M; /2 is recorded. When  fitting numerical values for the parameters of the fittingdun
using the descendant halo, one merger with2 is recorded tion, for the curves that appear in Figlie 3.
at mass 32M; = 3M,, while the fact that the halo witM, To investigate the sensitivity of our results to the timeores
experienced a major merger is @plicitly accounted for. In  lution of the snapshots in the simulation, we have performed
contrast, when using the progenitor halos, two mergers arethe following test. For any progenitor snapskote have ex-
recorded: one witlx =2 at masdV; and one wittx=1/2 at tracted the merger rate skipping the two subsequent snegsho
massM,. as though the next available snapshot was smig. At low
3. RESULTS redshift we find a negligible change in the results. At insrea

' ing redshift, Az increases, so when 2 snapshots are skipped,
3.1. The merger rate per progenitor halo as a function of  there occurs a non-negligible effect of averaging the riédsh
mass ratio dependence of the merger rate. This is why-at3 a decrease
Figure[3 shows the merger raﬁel— dNnerger(X7 zM) asa  ofuptox 20% can be seen for this "skip 2" method, a differ-
brog-halo - dtaX ence that is consistent with being just the result of aveigagi

function of mass ratix, for a constant redshift at different : .
. : ’ : , the redshift dependence. This-convergence is comparable
mass bins (Figurg 3(a) and FigJre 3(b)), as well as for a, "t =00 sound by FMOS.

constant mass bin at different redshifts (Figure]3(c)). lin a g
curves, the relation is close to a power law at laxgeAs x A]\.S C(?,\Pnergre seen in Figuid 3 and Talle 2, the shape of

decreases, the slope becomes steeper in most curves. At fule, s diax. & % M) changes with mass and redshift, so that
ther lowerx, in all curves, there is a flattening and the sign of no global values for the fitting parameteksb, ¢ & d can
the slope changes rapidly as the function starts decretsing be obtained. This reflects deviation from self similarity, i
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FIG. 3.— The merger ratm d’\;":grfer(x; M) as a function of mass ratia Panel (a) displays the rates for several progenitor maaséixed redshift

2~ 0.24, and Panel (b) shows the same f@e 3. Panel (c) displays the rates at different redshifts, 87 Mg < M < 2 x 102 M, halos. Asterisks show
data based on the simulation, and the solid curves show daaséd on equatiofl](1) and Table 2. To guide the eye, two &klities show the range afwithin
which we definemajor mergers. We note thatis limited at large values by the mass resolution limit of siraulation: we show only mergers betwelgnand
M/X > 2 X Mmin = 4.72 x 101 M. At small valuesx is limited by the simulation box size. The binsrare logarithmically equally-spaced, except for at the
left-most side of each curve, where bins were constructédatdhey contain no less than 5 mergers.

the sense that halos of different masses and at different redever, for higher masses the major merger rdézreases
shifts have different weights for merging with halos of diff with increasing mass, because the exponential cut-off of
ent mass ratios. At a given redshift (Figlire B(a) and Figure = (“:t"%'(x) at smallx affects even the range> 1/3.

H i i rog-halo X
B(B)), more massive halos have slightly more minor MEIYErs \t“each redshift the critical mass above which equation (3)
(x = 1, consistently with FM08) while they are being accreted | holds is diff t At high redshift th |
onto larger halos{« 1) at a much lower rate than less mas- no ongerr] |O S Isthl erent. ti |'g treﬁs ' erle grei ess
sive halos. Simiary, fo a given halo mass (Figlre B(@), a ye2al've e -0 S ROTe LR R A o
high redshift the minor merger rate (per unit time) is higher y ! P :

while the rate of being accreted onto bigger halos is lower. that equatior({3) is valid for

3.2. The major merger rate per progenitor halo as a function M < Mc(2)/5~ 6M.(2) ~ 10"+ M. 4)

of mass and redshift Similarly, for a given masd, at low enough redshifts
For a quantitative comparison between similar masses athe major merger rate increases with increasing redshift,
different redshifts or different masses at fixed redshéftspe- ~ as shown in Figuré 4(c). The relation is of the form
cific value or range irx must be chosen. We investigate the __ 1 Nnajormerger(7 V) o (1+2) with 8 ~ 2. But sinceM, (2)

dependence on mass and redshift of the possibly most interNeeghao — dt % ) . . .
esting range: 13 < x < 3, i.e. the major merger rate: decreases with increasing redshift, there is a redshifv@bo

whichM > 6M..(2). At that redshift the major merger rate be-

1 dNmajormerger 3 1 dNnmerger gins to be affected by the exponential cut-off, and the power
(zM) = (x,2,M)d®) Jaw approximation breaks down. The major merger rate starts
decreasingwith increasing redshift only at much higher red-
Note that, following the discussion il §2.3, in cases wheve i  shifts (e.g. while 8, (z~ 0.9) = 10**M, the major merger
tegrating over the range/3 < x < 3 counts the same merger rate of 163M, halos starts decreasing with increasing red-
twice, also both halos are counted Myog-haio- N Other  shift only atz > 3). We note that the regime that is affected by
words, each merger always contributes exactly one count tothe cut-off exists for the merger rate per progenitor had th
the merger ratg@er halg so there is no double counting in  we present in this Section. It does not appear in the merger

Nprog—halo dt 1/3 Nprog—halo dtdx

equation[(R). rate per descendant halo, as will be showr(in183.3 83.4.

Figure [4(@) shows the  dependence  of Aslong as equatioi4) holds, we find the following fitting
. 1h| W'(Z,M) on mass atz ~ 0.24. At function for the major merger rate as a function of mass and

prog-halo H I
M < 10'*8M the major merger rate increases with redshift
increasing mass, and a relation of the form 1 dN’najopmerger(Z M) = R(uzo+a)(1+2)%,  (5)

. N hal dt 5 - 10 )
N 1 dNnaJdo; merger(z7 M) x |Og(M) +a (3) prog-nalo
prog-halo with R=0.0075Gyi*, « =14+ 0.1, 3=2.1+0.1 andp1o =

holds, as the solid green line in Figre 4(a) shows. How- Ioglo(ﬁ). It is accurate to withine 10%, an inaccuracy
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Fic. 4.— The major merger rate per progenitor halo as a functionass atz ~ 0.24 (a) and az ~ 3 (b), and as a function of redshift for Bf Mo <M <
1026 M, (c). The asterisks show our analysis of the simulation, evtiie solid green curves show the fitting function equafidn Te fitting functions fit
the data well for low enough values of mass and redshift soetyaation [(#) holds. In this regime the major merger rateymétrtime increases steeply with
increasing redshift and mildly with increasing mass. Abthethreshold set by equatidd (4), we find the mass/redshifendencies to break. Specifically, at
high redshift (b) the whole mass range available from theukition is above the exponential cut-off mass given by éqod#), therefore the major merger rate
is seen to almost alwaydecreasavith increasing mass. Equatidd (5) is not valid in that regjim
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FIG. 5.— The major merger rate per descendant halo as a fundtimass aiz ~ 0.24 (a) and az~ 3 (b), and as a function of redshift for ## Mo < M <

10'28 M, (c). The asterisks show our analysis of the simulation aadet curves show the merger rate as quantified by FM08'sffittirmula (and integrated
over the major merger range of mass ratios, betweerl andx = 3). A comparison to Figurg]l 4 shows that even above the tbléstet by equatior{4) the
mass/redshift dependencies of the merger rate per destédrala do not change, in contrast with the merger rate peygmitor halo. A comparison to FM08’s
results shows that the major merger rate is lower once oittisglalgorithm and our mass definition are used.

that is included in the errors quoted for the fitting paramgete  redshift,
Because of the inability to properly split halos in the veast|

snapshots of the simulation a1< 0.2 (as explained in[§2.2) 1 deajor—merger(Z M) = ﬂ 1 d'\‘maior—merger(Z M)
we do not include this range in our fitting. Norog-halo dz ’ dZNprog-halo dt ’

An illustration of the regime where equatidd (4) does not , , , )
hold is shown in Figurg 3(b) and Figyre 4(b). Sirdg(z= is approximately constant with redshift for the range tisat i

3) < 1015 M, all the mass ranges we can probe at this red- not affected by the exponential cut-off, sing(z) approxi-
shift are in the regime where equatidi (4) doesn’t hold. In mately cancels out the redshift dependence in equdfion (5).
Figure[3(D) it is shown that &~ 3 the exponential cut-off At redshifts higher than the break redshift, the major merge
occurs at much larger (compared with Figurg 3(g)), so that rate per unit redshift decreases steeply with increasidg re
also the major and minor merger regimes are affected. Thisshift. The bimodal fit:
means that the merger ratel@aver for more massive halos
even atx > 1, as opposed to low redshift, where this is true 0.38+0.02z5 2.5,
only forx < 0.1. The major merger rate, explicitly as a func- 0.38-0.063(@z-2.5),z= 2.5 (7
tion of mass, is shown in Figufe 4[b).

It is interesting to note that the major merger rate per unit describes the major merger rate per unit redshift faf 1,

halos as a function of redshift. It can be applied for diffdére
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masses using equatidnl (5) to scale with mass, and equatiodescendant halo[(§2.3), is an important issue. Where equa-

(@) to find the “break” redshift.

tion (4) is no longer satisfied, the functional behaviourtaf t

If the mass dependence of the major merger rate, which istwo is different: defining the merger rate per progenitoohal

weak, is neglected, equatidd (5) can be integrated betgeen
andz; < z to achieve the average number of major mergers
throughout the formation history of halos. If a populatidn o
halos of mas#/ is chosen at redshit whereM < 6M..(z),
then for z < z the major merger rate per unit redshift is
roughly constant with redshift. Therefore the very simpie |

the exponential cut-off of the merger rate enters intaxthel
range, whereas defining it per descendant halo, the function
increases all the way to= 1, beyond whickx is no longer de-
fined. This difference is caused by attributing major mesger
(e.g. between identical halos of mad$ to their approximate
sum of masses. The same number of mergers is recorded by

ear relation for the average number of major mergers halos ofboth methods, but there are far fewer halos with maéstan

massM at redshiftz will undergo until redshiftz is

NMM,per—prog(ZiaZf ;M) =~ 0.13x (pu10+1)(z —z1), (8)

while the number of major mergers individual halos undergo
is of course distributed around this average.

3.3. The merger rate per descendant halo

much better with a global fitting formula, compared with the
rate per progenitor halo. We adopt the fitting form of FM08
(albeit keeping our mass ratio varialde 1/¢), and give dif-
ferent best-fitting parameters that express our diffemeattt
ment of fragmentations [[§2.2) and different mass definition

(§4.3):

1 dNnerger
Ndesehalo dzdx

whereM;; =M/10"2M, andé; =~ 1.69/D(2), which we esti-
mate using the approximation provided|by Neistein & Dekel
(20084).

Our best-fitting parameters ak=0.06,a=0.12,b=-0.2,
Xx=2.5 andy = 0.5. Note that with the mass ratio definition

(x,2, M) = AM&SXPex (/X)) %, (9)

used by FMO08 our parameters correspond, in their notation,

to: A=0.06,0=012,6=-b-2=-18,£=1/x=04,~ =
0.5,7=1andM = 10"M,. A detailed comparison with the
results of FMO08 is presented if &#.1.

We find this formula to fit the merger rate per descendant
halo per unit redshift with deviations of up te 20% for all
the mass range probed by the Millennium Simulation at red-
shiftsz < 4. One systematic exception is ab(< z< 1.5
and 30< x < 1000, where the fitting formula tends to over-
estimate the merger rate by up to 50%. zAt 4 the redshift
dependence as well as the mass dependence become stron
and we do not make an attempt to fit that regime.

Also the merger rate per descendant halo can be integrated
across cosmic times (neglecting its mass dependence) to ob-

halos with mas#/ in the exponential cut-off regime.

Forx > 1, or the minor merger regime, the difference be-
tween the two definitions is small. For example, the intexgtat
rate of mergers with 1& x < 100 per progenitor halo is lower
by ~ 10% atz < 1 andM ~ 10*M, than the same rate per
descendant halo.

We further consider the major merger rate, i.e. the merger
rate integrated over/B < x < 3 (or 1< x < 3 for the merger

fate per descendant halo). Figlie 5 shows the merger rate

per descendant halo, keeping our halo mass definition and
treatment of halo fragmentatiohl(ie, asterisks Comparing
Figure[® to Figuré 4 illustrates that in the low mass/redshif
regime where equatiohl(4) holds, the major merger rate is onl
slightly affected by the merger rate definition. As desatibe
in §3.2, above the threshold set by equat[dn (4), we find the
mass/redshift dependencies of the merger rate per progenit
halo to break, a different behaviour than that of the merager r
per descendant halo. At high redshift (Figdres]s(b)[and)4(b)
where all the masses that can be probed using the Millennium
Simulation are above the "break mass" (equafion (4)), the di
ferent definitions lead to very different results at almdkt a
masses.

Finally, only the merger rate per progenitor halo quantifies
the rate of "destruction" events, where halos are accrettd o
more massive halos, in an explicit way. This "destruction”
merger ratex < 1, is not defined by the merger rate per de-
scendant halo alone. To obtain the merger rate w4th from
the merger rate per descendant halo, the halo mass function
must be known. In Appendix]A we develop analytic formu-
lae that convert merger rates per descendant halo into merge
rates per progenitor halo and vice versa, and also relate the
merger rate per progenitor haloxak 1 to that atx > 1. The
conversion formula from the merger rate per descendant halo
to the merger rate per progenitor halo is given by

RP(ZP7 va > 1) =
M,X)&XlNh(Zd, &M)/Nh(zpa M)a

X

ger,

x+1
X

Ra(zd, (11)

tain the mean number of major mergers that halos of mass

M at redshiftz; have undergone since redshift If we ap-
proximate% as 125 atz>1and 08+0.32zatz< 1 (an
approximation that holds with deviatiors10%) then we ob-

tain

NMM,per—des((ZiaZf ;M) =~ 0.43M7; x
(z-2z) if422z,z>1
z-0.652; -0.1422-0.21if 4 > 7 > 1,z <1D)
0.65@z -z +(Z-2)/5) ifz,zs < 1.

3.4. Comparison between the merger rate per progenitor
halo and per descendant halo

For mergers ok ~ 1 at high mass/redshift the different def-
inition of the merger rate, i.e. per progenitor halo versers p

Ro(zp,M,x < 1) =
Ra(Za, (2 + 1M, 2)(3 + 1)Nn(z4, (2 + 1)M)X2/Ni(2p, MX12)

whereR, is the merger rate per progenitor haky is the
merger rate per descendant hall,is the mass function de-
fined asNy(M) = %M andz, andzy are the progenitor and
descendant redshl%s, respectively. We verified numéyical
that those formulae describe the relations between therdiff
ent merger rate definitions well.

4. COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS WORK
4.1. Comparison to FM08

In Sectiol Z.2 we have described the differences between
our method and FM08'’s method for building new halo trees
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Fic. 6.— The merger rate per descendant halo fdf* M, halos atz ~
0.4, comparing the results of our splitting algorithm to FM©8stitching"
algorithm and FM09’s "splitting-3" algorithm (C.-P. Ma,iyprcomm.), which
both give virtually the same results. We find a lower mergt, istarting from
= 6% atx < 10 and increasing steadily to a factor of 2xat: 1000. About
half of the difference originates in the different halo meséinition (§4.3),
and about half from our algorithm that never counts the sameen more
than once.
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FIG. 7.— The integrated merger rate per descendant halo petimmitof
minor mergers between 10 : 1 and 100 : 1, as a function of mass &24.
The mass resolution of the simulation allows this rate to ibectly mea-
sured only foM > 10'24 M,. Appropriate treatment of halo fragmentation
and an appropriate halo mass definition are significant m ribgime. Not
giving any special treatment to the fragmentation of hatoesreby counting
artificial mergers (FM08's "snipping" methodashed rejlleads to a signif-
icant overestimate of the merger rate. FM08'’s "stitchinggtimod &olid red
still overestimates this minor merger rate by a factot.3 compared to our
method @reen, asterisks due to their acceptance as mergers of most tempo-
rary links between FOF groups and their definition of a halasna

sun

Figure[® shows the merger rate per descendant halo as a
function of mass ratio for #6M, halos atz~ 0.4. For mi-
nor mergers FM0Balso find that the merger rate varies as a
power law of the mass ratio. However, they find the power
law indexb to be~ 0 (8 =-2.01), i.e. find more minor merg-
ers. This can be seen ats> 1 in Figure[6. The difference
arises because FM08 accept most temporary links between
FOF groups as mergers. This leads to an artificial inflation of
the number of minor mergers. This was anticipated by FM08
themselves, and is also supported by the finding that subhalo
that are ejected out of their host halos are preferentiliyvo
mass|(Ludlow et al. 2008). The second significant parameter
that depends on the tree building methoX isee equation
@)). For the "snipping" method FMO08 found that the best-
fitting value is~ 58, and for the "stitching" methog 10,
while we find the best value to = 2.5. This means that the
dependence of the merger rate on mass ratio in our method is
closer to a pure power-law (since the exponential term tfec
mostlyx < X). The larger the number of false (mostly minor)
mergers that are counted, the stronger the exponential term
should be, and the steeper the power-law.

The integrated minor merger rate per descendant halo of
mergers between 10 : 1 and 100 : 1zat 0.24 as a function
of mass is shown in Figufd 7. It shows that the "snipping"
and "stitching" methodsd@shed and solid curvisveresti-
mate the minor merger rate that we find. Roughly half of
this difference originates from properly removing all fictal
mergers, and equally important is the difference in the mass
definition of halos (se€ 84.3). Note that while Table 1 shows
that= 80% of all mergers are treated equally by all methods, a
large fraction of all mergers are rather major mergers betwe
rather low mass halos, simply because of the large abundance
of low mass halos. Among minor mergers, which involve ha-
los much more massive than the mass resolution limit, many
belong to the otherxs 20% that are treated differently by the
different methods.

The comparison in the major merger regime can be seen
in Figure[®. The merger rate we find is systematically lower
than FMO08’s also due to our splitting algorithm but, in this
regime, mainly due to the different halo mass definition.sThi
is especially true at low mass (Figyre $(a)) and low redshift
(Figure5(0)).

We find the redshift dependence of the merger rate to be

proportional to%, while FMO08 find a slightly weaker red-

shift evolution at low redshift by introducingd—d‘%)” with
n~0.3. The consequence 9f 1 is discussed further i §4.2.
We also find a slightly stronger mass dependence,0.12
rather tharx = 0.08.

4.2. Comparison to the EPS model

Figure[8 compares different results for the merger rate per
descendant halo of #0M, halos aiz~ 0.4. The merger rate
per descendant halo is the natural quantity that is obtained
from the EPS model, and does not require explicitly the mass
function of halos.

FMO08 found that the EPS model predicts more major merg-
ers and (especially) fewer minor mergers compared with the
Millennium Simulation. The slope of the merger ratexat 1

and defining the halo mass. We show in this section that those

differences have a significant effect on the results. We first

6 FM09's "splitting-3" method gives an almost identical margate to

discuss the differences between the dependencies on rmass r§1M08’s fiducial "stitching-3" method, in spite of the differces between the

tio, then compare integrated minor and major merger rates

and finally indicate the different time and mass evolutions.

gorithms. An examination of Tablé 1 shows that it is prdbabat those

«differences compensate each other between the scenatfasthird and fifth

columns of that Table.
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is determined by the parametein equation[(P). The larger  sociated with the halo by the FOF algorithm (asin e.g. FM08),
it is, the more minor mergers dominate the number of merg-and (2) the total mass of all the particles that belong to #ie h
ers. Indeed, FMO08'’s "snipping" method, which doesn'’t re- and are also gravitationally bound to any of its subhalos.

ject any artificial mergers, finds=0.17, while their fiducial As described in[&2]2, for the population of halos as a whole,
"stitching" method (red curve in Figufe 8(a)) finds= 0.01. the difference between those two definitions is not large. Fo

The value we find, by rejectingll artificial mergers (blue  example, the average fraction of unbound particles B%.
curve with asterisks in Figuie 8{a)), 5= —0.2, while the Nevertheless, there is a distinct population of halos foictvh
Lacey & Cole ((1993) EPS prediction (green curve with open the typical fraction is much larger. These are halos that are
circles in Figurd 8()) i% ~ -0.5. Therefore, we find, like  about to undergo a significant merger, i.e. undergo a major
FMO08, that the EPS model overpredicts the major merger ratemerger or be accreted onto a more massive halo. First we
but we find a better agreement with EPS in the minor mergerdescribe how this affects the merger rate, and then interpre
regime, because we don't accept artificial minor mergers.  this phenomenon and justify our choice of not including the
Recently Neistein & Dekel (2008b) have constructed a new unbound particles when computing the merger rate.
method for predicting merger rates from the EPS model, by Halos at snapshatthat are about to undergo a merger have
avoiding the assumption of binary mergers, which leads to on average higher ratios of total FOF mass over bound SUB-
inconsistency within EPS. They find, in agreement with the FIND mass. We find that the total-over-bound mass ratio of
simulation, that the Lacey & Cole (1993) merger rates are tooa halo correlates with two quantities related to a halo’'s nex
low in the minor merger regime. Moreover, we find that the merger: 1) the time before the next merger begins, relgtivel
Neistein & Dekell(200€b) merger rate (green curve with filled to the dynamical timex H(2)™, and 2) the mass ratio of that
circles in Figur¢ 8(3)) has at> 1 aslope 0b=-0.19+0.02,  merger. Specifically, as a halo approaches a merger with an-
i.e. its shape agrees remarkably well with what we find in other halo of comparable or larger mass, its total-ovemkblou
the Millennium Simulation. The Neistein & Dekel (2008b) mass ratio increases with time, an effect that is strongtiteas
merger rate is higher than the merger rate we find in the Mil- mass of the other halo is larger. This phenomenon can be well
lennium Simulation by a factor o& 1.5+ 0.3, for all mass  quantified forx <=3 by
ratios, halo masses and redshifts, with almost no systemati
dependence on any of those parameters. Meor
This result is further demonstrated in Figdre 8(b). The Mbound
Neistein & Dekell(2008b) merger rate is constant with respec wheretiefiayn = tiertH(2), andter, is the time left before the

to the natural dimensionless EPS time variafiewhich is merger starts (which is defined for this purpose as the mid-

exactly the same dependence we find in the simulation. Fig- dle of the time interval between the adjacent snapshotseof th
ure[8(b) compares the major merger rate per descendant halprogemtors and the descendani®== denotes the geomet-
of M =~ 10'2° M, halos between FMO08’s "stitching" method, ﬁ

the method presented here, and Neistein & Dekel (2008h). rical mean over all halos, a quantlty that is used because the
The redshift dependence of FM08's method is significantly SCatter is large. Halos that are approaching a minor merger
different at low redshift (originating numerically fromalr (x> 3) show almost no enhancement of the total-over-bound
best-fitting value ofj ~ 0.3), because artificial mergers ap- Mass ratio, therefore we fit it as
pear preferentially at low redshift. The redshift deperaden Meor
of the merger rate in the Millennium Simulation based on our
method matches well that of EPS (see also Neistein & Dekel
(20084)), but the normalisation, as already mentionedahas Figured demonstrates this phenomenon and its description b
offset. equations((I3) and (14) for halos=at3.
_ Since the more massive halo of the merging pair (or group)
4.3. The role of the halo mass definition retains the typical value of 1.03, and the less massive ha-
There is a substantial uncertainty as to how to determinelos have untypically large total-over-bound mass ratibs, t
the boundaries of halos in N-body simulations. Sometimesmass ratios of mergers shift towards smaller values (merg-
the mass of halos is taken as the mass inside a sphere, withiers become more equal-mass) when the total mass is taken
which the density equals the expected density of virialised into account, compared with the choice of the bound mass as
groups in the spherical collapse model. This class of def-the halo mass. The effect on the merger rate is pronounced.
initions is not well-suited for our purposes, because they When the halo mass is taken as the total mass, there is a de-
are less reliable for halos undergoing mergars (White |2001;ficiency of very high mass ratio mergers near the resolution
Lukic et all 2008). Particles grouped together by the FOF al-limit, but since we restrict our analysis to mergers with ha-
gorithm are considered to correspond to virialised dark- mat los of M/x > 2 x Mpn, this is not seen. What is seen is an
ter halos, because their average density approximateBlequ enhancement of the merger rate for everg M /(2 x Mmin).
the expected density of virialised groups in the spheriokl ¢ The merger rate using the total FOF mass is larger by typi-
lapse model, yet the halos can have any shape and are natally 20% and up tex 50% than our fiducial method. Fig-
assumed to be spherical. On the other hand, undesiredsffecture[I0 demonstrates this difference. Furthermore, FigQre 1
like particle bridges between halos (as discusseid §2&) a shows that using the mean relations equatibnk (13)[add (14)
spurious linkage of particles to groups are inherenttolfpea  to interchange between the two halo mass definitions allows
rithm. An advantage of SUBFIND over FOF is that it subjects reproducing the different resulting merger rates.
the (geometrically-identified) groups of particles to a ayn The total-over-bound mass ratio of halos correlates also
ical test. Only particles that are found to be gravitatignal with the environment in which they reside. Figlré 11 shows
bound to their subhalo are included as part of their subbalo’ that halos in denser environments have higher total-over-
mass. Therefore, two reasonable definitions we consider forbound mass ratios¢lid curve$. This trend holds also among
the mass of a halo are: (1) the total mass of all the particles a halos that are about to undergr & 1 merger in the following

(x <= 3) = 102 ;3088 x x 0005<tehn  (13)

Mo > 3) =102 tiefedym (14)
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FiG. 8.— A comparison between different results for the merge per descendant halo per unit time. Panel (a) illustthtesmerger rate fo ~ 1014M,
atz~ 0.4. Four different methods are shown: using the splitting@dgm and the mass definition presented[ih 82¢, asterisks FMO08's fit to their "stitching"
method @lashed re}l the[Neistein & Dekel[(2008b) EPS methagtden, filled circlesand the Lacey & Cole (1993) EPS methathg¢hed green, open circles
At x < 30, the two EPS methods are similar and exceed the two metiazgsi on the Millennium Simulation by 70%. Asx increases towards more minor
mergers, FM08's merger rate is the shallowest, finding tigbdst number of minor mergers, while the EPS methdd of Lac&ok: [199B) is the steepest,
finding the lowest number of minor mergers. On the other héma slopes found by our analysis and by the EPS methdd ofélei&tDekel (2008b) are
similar, so that a roughly constant ratio is kept betweeninferred merger rates[(84.2). Panel (b) compares the mtegymajor merger rate & x < 3) of
M = 10'25 Mg halos, as a function of redshift, that results from our metfidue, asterisks FM08's "stitching" methoddashed rejland thé Neistein & DeKel
(2008b) EPS method, with which both other methods are nasethl The redshift dependence resulting from our analystsecsimulation agrees well with that
of the EPS prediction (yet, again, with an offset in the ndisation), while FM08 find more mergers at low redshift besatheir method is more sensitive to
artificial mergers, which are more common at low redshift.

1.48 : : : —

T " snapshotthin blug. Yet, once each halo’s total-over-bound
145} ' —o— tenan =003 |1 mass ratio is normalised by the value expected for it by equa-
Lazr — 00— ey 009 ] tions [13) and[(14), the correlation with the environment al
139} S ey~ 03 | ] most disappearsi@shed curvgs The difference, at a given
136 tan=07 |1 overdensity, between all halos and halos about to undergo a
1.33} v il x < 1 merger shows that it is not possible to use the correlation
2 13} with the environmental overdensity to disentangle the depe
2 127} dence shown in Figuig 9. This means that the environmental
g il dependence is probably just a second-order correlatidgy, or
z inating from the correlation shown in Figuré 9 in combina-
3 tion with the correlation between mergers and environment
o Li8r (cf. FM09).
© 1151 The strong correlation of the total-over-bound mass rdtio o
2Ll halos with their proximity to their next merger and its mass r
' tio, and the fact that there is almost no additional depeoglen
109¢ on environment, suggest that the mergers themselves are re-
1.06 sponsible for the change in the total-over-bound mass.ratio
Lol The question to be asked is whether this is a gravitational
' effect, which changes the bound mass even before the FOF
1 : : : . : . groups merge, or a numerical effect, which changes the FOF
0.0001  0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10 100

group mass even before the gravitational interaction isifsig

merger mass ratio x cant. To give a fully satisfactory answer to that questiate-a

FIG. 9.— The ratio of the total FOF mass of halos to their total FIND
bound mass, as a function of the mass ratio of the merger tieegbmut to
undergo. The more massive the other halo (the sm#gli¢gne larger the total-
over-bound mass ratio enhancement, but minor mergers3, to the right
of the horizontal line) have almost no effect. The more imenirthe merger,
normalised to the dynamical time, the larger its influenceéhenhalo’s total-
over-bound mass ratio. These trends are shown by 4 diffexemes, each
representing halos that are about to undergo such a mergefixied "nor-
malised time" into their future, as indicated by the legeAd.halos shown
here are at the same snapshmot; 3, but the fitting formulas equations_{13)
and [13), which are shown by the dashed curves, hold forddhiéts. Since
H(z~ 3) ~ 0.3 Gyr %, the curves in this figure correspond to halos that are
about to undergo a merger in100.3,1,2.4 Gyr into their future, which cor-
responds to 2,5,10 simulation snapshots, from top to bottom respectively.

tailed dynamical analysis is needed, which cannot be obdain
with just the merger trees, and is outside the scope of this pa
per. Nevertheless, Figufell2 shows that it is not the bound
mass that decreases before the merger, but the total mass tha
increases more rapidly, that causes the total-over-bouwrsd m
ratio to increase. We postulate that a significant amount of
particles are added to the outskirts of the FOF group during
the few snapshots before the merger, but are not found to be
bound to it. Therefore, we favour the interpretation of the
bound mass as the "true" mass of the halo.

5. COMPARISON TO OBSERVATIONS
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FiG. 10.— The merger rate per progenitor halo for haloslet 10'2 M, at
z= 3, extracted using the total FOF group mass as the halo salgsdreen
and using only the bound mass as the halo mdashed rell When the halo
mass is defined as the total FOF mass, including gravitdyonabound
particles, the inferred merger rate is higher by up to 50%a(8imilar way
for all masses at all redshifts). This is caused by the featt ltlalos that are
about to merge with more massive halos have unusually hightmbound
mass ratios. To check whether this is the only source ofrdiffee, we used
the merger trees in which the mass is defined as the total mrad<hanged
them according to equatiorfs {13) ahdl(14), compuiinigdyn for z= 3 and a
1 snapshot difference. Specifically, each halo’s mass wageg by 465%,
except for the mass of halos about to undergo a merger of raisg K= 3,
which was reduced by a factor ofdBA 00348, Although this model doesn’t
include the scatter in the total-over-bound mass ratiorekalt gotted blug
is very similar to the results achieved directly with eaclolsabound mass.
The integral of the merger rates with both mass definitioaéenx = 0 and
X =M /Mnin is by construction equal. Nevertheless, we restrict ourlt®$o

x < M/(2 x Mmin), so the sharp, artificial, drop of the solid green curve at

x> M/(2 x Mmin) is not seen.

15}
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total-over—-bound mass ratio
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The density field smoothed with a Gaussian smoothing
and radius 5 Mpc, normalized by mean density

FIG. 11.— The total-over-bound mass ratio of FOF groups as aifimc
of their environment and merging state. Halos residing insée environ-
ments have on average higher total-over-bound mass rétick (ed. The
same is true for a sub-population of halos that are just atmooterge onto
a more massive haldhin blug. Also, for a given overdensity, halos that
are just about to merge onto a more massive halo have signilfidaigher
total-over-bound mass ratios, in accordance with Fiflire/&, once each
halo’s total-over-bound mass ratio is normalised by theieaxpected for
it by equations[(113) and(14), the correlation with the emwiment almost
disappearsdashed curves This figure shows halos ata 1, but we find
the same trends at any redshift, and for any available chadieesmoothing
length: 125,2.5,5,10 Mpc.

two methods can be found in the literature. For example,
Maller et al. (2006) measure the galaxy major merger rate in
a cosmological hydrodynamic simulation, and define it as be-
ing per descendant galaxy. They find a steep monotonic re-
lation between increasing mass and increasing merger rate,
similar to the trend of the halo merger rate per descendant.

The two different definitions of the merger rate, per pro- Also[Conselice et al! (2008), measuring the merger fraction
genitor halo and per descendant halo, have different physi-using a morphological investigation, find that the mergac{r
cal meanings, and they correspond to the two different ob-tion (atz > 1.5) increases strongly with increasing mass. On
servational approaches towards measuring the galaxy mergethe other hand, Patton & Atfield (2008) find that the major
rate. When the merger rate is measured via pair countingmerger rate of galaxies, obtained via observed pair cogntin
the mass (or luminosity) of each galaxy in the pair is mea- peaks with respect to luminosity, therefore also with respe
sured separately, and the merger fraction/rate is atetbut to mass. This different dependence, which at first might seem
to the measured progenitor galaxy mass. The merger ratdo be at odds with the findings of Maller et al. (2006) and
in this case is related to the time scale for galaxies of alConselice et all (2008), is actually qualitatively expdaiace
given mass/luminosity to encounter other galaxies of argive it is taken into account that Patton & Atfield (2008) measure
mass/luminosity, analogously to the merger rate per progen (implicitly) the merger rate pgrrogenitorgalaxy. Therefore,

itor halo. In the case of morphological/kinematical idénti

when comparing either observed or simulated galaxy merger

cation of disturbed galaxies that show signs of mergers, iti rates, the nature of the observations and the definitiontaosed
difficult to infer the mass of each of the original components analyse the simulations must be taken into account. Silpilar
that have merged, and the merger is then attributed to thk tot |Conselice et all (2008) find that the redshift dependendweof t
mass of the system, i.e. the descendant mass. In that case, ttmerger fraction becomes stronger for higher mass galaxies,
merger rate is related to the time scale on which a populationwhile [de Ravel et al.l (2008), measuring the pair fraction of
of galaxies is created by mergers. While such observationsgalaxies, find exactly the opposite trend, i.e. that highassn

still suffer from large uncertainties, it is important tcatise

galaxies have a shalower redshift evolution. This is again i

that the merger rates that are inferred by both methods a@re nogualitative agreement with our expectations based on fhe di
the same quantity. Those two quantities are related to eacHerence between merger rates per progenitor and per descen-
other by our conversion formula, in a fully analogous way to dant halo/galaxy.

the two definitions of the merger rate of dark matter halos.

To quantitatively compare observations with the frequency

Some evidence for the expected difference between theof galaxy mergers predicted by simulations, a treatment
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for three halo masses.

We note that by tagging the progenitor halo only at snap-
shotsand the descendant halos in the following snapshots for
a durationTmerger, We derive a merger fraction that is mostly
"per descendant halo". We do that for two reasons. First,
while a halo that is a descendant of a merger is a halo that
hosts galaxies that are about to merge, it is probably obser-
vationally less relevant when two halos are still approaghi
their merger. Second, it is unclear what time scale should be
used for an imminent halo merger. The dynamical friction
time scale is relevant only after the halos have started coa-
lescing (Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2008). In other words, thire
no proper definition for a "halo pair". We also note that the
exact algorithm used for building the merger tree and the hal
mass definition become relatively unimportantin this compa
ison due to the large uncertainties. Stewart et al. (2008%),
performed a similar analysis, have also shown that it is pos-
sible to find a good rough agreement with observations while
having much freedom in parameters like mass ratio and time
scale.

The theoretical expectation for the dark matter halo merger
fraction brackets the observations reasonably well. Tinis s
a';fe g 1;-(;&‘)"&?&”)‘(&12% gofi’g?;ﬂigf?égfeggrg'gsltg?;gﬁg) ag)?%‘zu@bo gests that, at least within the current uncertainties, thaxy
s_equegnt snapshots before the merger. Both the total FOB (_I,’)TIGBS €mpty merger fraCt.Ion rothl.y follows the dark mat.ter halo merger
circles) and the bound massilled circleg are shown. Each curve is nor-  fraction. This conclusion may seem to be different from the
malised to 1 at the time of 10 snapshots before the merges siéén that findings of Guo & White|(2008), namely that the role of ma-
e b et o o e A emonch S s mere 101 mergers in galaxy growth Is different ffom that in halo
massive halo. For halos not about to undergo Fzipsignificangr;el!n,elhe total growth, but the two Cor_1clu5|ons are actually Con3|ste_r_iDW|t
and bound mass grow at the same rate, thereby conservingetire matio of each other|_Guo & White (2008) found that the specific for-
~1.03. mation rate of halos through major mergers increases steepl
with redshift but depends weakly on mass, and vice versa for
galaxies. Nevertheless, the specific formation rate they in
of baryonic physics must be included. Such a compari- troduced is a different quantity from the merger fraction we
son is outside the scope of this papér but can be foun show in Figurd TB,_Gug & White (20D8) defined the specific
in e.g.[Bertone & Conselice (2009) and P. F. Hopkins etdformanon rate such that it equals the merger rate per descen

= - R L . dant halo as defined in this work, times the Hubble time,
al. (2009, in preparation). However, we make here a compari- ith no dependence on the duration of mergers. Thus, the
son between the halo merger fraction (per descendant halog/ifference they found between halos and galaxie.s origsin,ate

in the Millennium Simulation and galaxy merger fractions :
(per descendant galaxy) from observations. In Figite 13 Wesolely from the difference of the mergeate between halos

Show a combilation of observed galaxy meraer fractions as ain the dark matter simulation and the galaxies in the semi-
i priatic 9 y 9 X analytical model._Guo & White (2008) found that the galaxy
function of redshift. Two features are apparent: the merger

fraction increases with redshift, and the scatter at angrgiv specific formation rate via major mergers is roughly cortstan

e v with redshift, therefore by dividing it by the Hubble time,
Fedstis roughy  factor of 5, e SItngUSh BeNSEN e earn that the galawy major merger ate Scalesroughlyas
large scatter remains. This is because the scatter is causeg‘+.2) ~. comparison, they find that the Qa'o speuﬂc for-
by numerous factors, e.g. selection of different poputatio Mation rate via major mergers scales as gL, which after
and different wavebands, different techniques for idgitif being devided by the Hubee2t|3me means that the halo ma-
mergers, as well as cosmic variance. jor merger rate scales ast®)=°. This is consistent with

To extract merger fractions from the simulation, a time our finding that the halo major merger rate scales roughly as
scale must be associated with mergers (seelalso Geneél et a(1+2)*. However, the mergdractionis proportional also to
(2008)). We use the dynamical friction time scale for dark the merger time scale. The time scale of halo mergiggger
matter halo mergers found by Boylan-Kolchin et al. (2008) scales roughly as #2)™*2 via its dependence on the Hub-
based on merger simulations. We average the orbital paramble time, while the observed time scale for galaxy mergers is
eters and thereby obtaiherger= 0.7 _HE0 Gyr wherer probably approximately constant with redshift (€.g. Céinee

In(+r)  HE@ 2006;| Kitzbichler & White’ 2008). Combining these depen-

is the mass ratio and(2) is the Hubble constant at redshift ) : 3
2 Whenever a major merger occurs between snapstwtd dencies, one finds that both the halo merger fraction and the

s+1 (823), we tag the most massive progenitor at snapshot 9alaxy merger fraction scale roughly as{@?, which is in-
and i(ts de)scenda?wts in following snar?shgts, as "undeg)ing deed what is seen on average in Figure 13.

major merger" for a tim&@merger after snapshat This allows
us to determine, for any snapshot and halo mass range, the 6. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

fraction of halos that are instantaneously undergoing majo  We have used the Millennium Simulation to extract merger
mergers, i.e. the major merger fraction. In Figuré 13 we plot rates of dark matter halos. Our method differs from previous
the resulting major merger fraction as a function of redshif work in three main aspects.

—@—— bound mass
—E— total mass
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16}

15}
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mass growth factor
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_____ log(M,__ [M__ 1)=10.9 should be counted as a merger, or merely regarded as an inter-
s action that was interrupted by the accretion of the group ont
— — — logM, M, =115 the large halo. Our method assumes the latter for reasons de-
log(M, M, =13 scribed in EZR. Therefore, in a more conservative approach
_ our results can be regarded to as a strong lower limit for the
0] Conselice et al. (2008),8<log(M,[M_ 1)<9 merger rate.
A Conselice et al. (2008),9<log(M,[M_ 1)<10 Second, we define each halo’s mass as the mass of all the
, particles gravitationally bound to it, rather than of ak thar-
O  Conselice etal. (2008)log(MM, 1)>10 ticles constituting the FOF group. This definition redudess t
inferred merger rate by typically 20%. The motivation fasth
x C.assata et al. (2005). asymmetry definitionis (?ur findingythyallot the¥0tal (bound & unbound) mass
¢  Linetal (2004) of FOF groups artificially increases by up to 50% as they ap-
% Lotz etal. (2008) proach more massive FOF groups on their way to merge with
50% T T T T r them. This effect distorts the appropriate mass ratios sgme

ers, thereby changing the merger rate. A detailed discussio
of this issue appears if §4.3.

These two improvements make our inferred merger rate
more consistent with the new predictions of Neistein & Dekel
(2008b) based on the EPS model, in the sense that the func-
tional dependencies of the merger rate on mass ratio, halo
mass and redshift are very similar. There is a constant fac-
tor of = 1.5 between the EPS merger rate and the Millennium
Simulation merger rate. 11.83.3 we provide a simple global
fitting formula (equation[{9)) for the merger rate per descen
dant halo that holds foz < 4 and all masses probed by the
Millennium Simulation.

Third, we also extract the merger rate peogenitorhalo.

This allows us to find a merger rate for the full range of mass
ratios. For halos of any mad4, we can measure the rate at
which they undergo minor mergers, major mergers and the
rate at which they are being accreted as satellite halos onto
more massive halos. This has significant implications fer th
redshift and mass dependencies of the major merger rate. We
find the merger rate, in the regime where both halo masses
: : : : : are smaller than the knee of the mass function, to increase
2% . : : : : steeply with redshift and only slightly with mass, in a sim-
0 05 ! ] e 2 23 ilar way to what was found in previous work. However, at
reasht high enough mass or redshift, the number of halos decreases
m*:tférlhib—s Eﬂgerpe(;%er mcgronm grs Srfsu?vailttlﬁg?; gigsrgtfést\@mg?% exponentially and therefore the mass dependence of the majo
the Millennium Simgulat%n aJre shov%n for 3 different halo mes, starting merger rate changes sign and starts de_cre_a_lsmg with ifrtgeas
from the lowest halo mass we can reliably probe, thati$01%° M. The mass. Also, the redshift dependence significantly weakens.
sensitivity to the chosen mass ratio threshold is indicatetie lower right §3.4 we provide an analytic expression for converting merge
corner. A compilation of observational values that weretetd in different rates per descendant halo to merger rates per progenityr hal

methods and with different selections nevertheless showsgh agreement, i f
also with the results from the simulation. The error barshefabservations which can be used for any theoretical merger rate.

on

10%

merger fracti

5%

are largely comparable or smaller than the spread, and &sithulation The two different definitions of the merger _rate’ per prc_>—
(Poisson errors) they are very small. They have been suggates allow genltO_r halo and per descendant halo, have C_“fferent palysic
better readability. meanings. They also correspond to the two different observa

tional approaches towards measuring the galaxy merger rate
namely pair counting and morphological/kinematical idfént
First, we reject any merger between FOF groups whose de-cation. In §b we discuss the importance of this distinctioa a
scendant subhalos, at any future time, do not belong exclu-ts relevance to observations. Finally, we find that obsgrve
sively to the same FOF group. This is done by keeping suchgalaxy merger fractions are consistent with the halo merger
FOF groups distinct until they (if at all) irrevocably merge fraction in the Millennium Simulation within the large ob-
Rejecting only a fraction of such events, as in previous work servational uncertainties and uncertainties in parasélike
leads to double counting of mergers, and to false counting ofmass ratio or time scale) needed to compare the two. More
fly-by events as mergers. Therefore, our method results inrefined comparisons still await significant improvementtbo
a lower merger rate, especially in the minor merger regime. in observational techniques and consistency and in the theo
Ludlow et al. (2008) find that ejections of low mass subha- retical treatment of baryonic physics.
los out of their host halos typically occur in a configuration
where a bound group of subhalos (which was created via past
mergers) is accreted onto a large halo, and its low mass mem- We thank Eyal Neistein for kindly providing his code for
bers are propelled onto high energy orbits by the multiple- computing EPS-based merger rates, and for very useful dis-
body interaction. In the context of merger counting, it is no cussions. We also thank Mike Boylan-Kolchin for fruitful
clear whether the merger of the low mass halo with the groupdiscussions. The Millennium Simulation databases used in
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APPENDIX

A. AN ANALYTIC CONVERSION FORMULA FROM MERGER RATES PER DESCEDANT HALO TO MERGER RATES PER
PROGENITORHALO

The merger rate per halo equals, in general, the number ajenewrents divided by the number of halos undergoing those
mergers. Let us denote biy(zg, M, X)dMdx the number of mergefghat occur between, andzy, whose descendant mass is
M +dM/2 and ratio isx+ dx/2. Similarly the number of mergers whose more massive pitgenass isM +dM/2 and ratio
is X+ dx/2 are denoted ag,(z,, M, x)dMdx and accordingly for the less massive progenitgs{z,,M,x)dMdx We will define
the halo mass function is the following way: rifz, > M) is the number of halos more massive thdrat redshiftz, then the
number of halos in the intervd +=dM/2 is %dM = Np(z M)dM. For simplicity, in the following derivation we assume the
binary merger approximation. As shown below, the analyierfula we derive reproduces well the numerical resultsefioee
we conclude that for this matter, this approximation is ngriicant.

Without loss of generality, we may assurd® > Mdx, therefore the progenitor masses of mergers whose destenda
mass isM &= dM/2 and ratio isx+dx/2 areM; £dM; /2 = 2 (M +£dM/2) andM, £ dM,/2 = ;1. (M £ dM/2). Therefore,
ra(zq, M, x)dMdxis also exactly the number of mergers whose more massivepitog mass i$1; +dM; /2 and ratio i< dx/2,
as well as the number of mergers whose less massive progerass isM, + dM,/2 and ratio isx4+-dx/2. Therefore we can

7 Per unit time or redshift and possibly per unit volume. This ho significance for this derivation, as long as it is kepsisient throughout.
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write the equalities
ra(zda, M, X)dMdx=rp(zp, M1, X)dM1dx

ra(Za, M, X)dMdX=rp2(zp, M2, X)dMod x. (A2)
The number of mergerger descendant haJavhose descendant masdMst dM/2 and ratio isx+ dx/2, is simply
Ra(z4, M, X)dx =rq(za,M, x)dMdx/Nn(z4, M)dM, (A2)

and similarly the number of mergeper progenitor halpwhose more massive progenitor masilisand ratio isx+ dx/2, is
RP(Zpa Mla X)dX: rp(zpv Mla X)dX/Nh(va Ml)
= rd(2d,M, %) g A%/ Nn(2p, M1)
= Ra(2a, M, X)Nn(Za, M) Si-dx/ Nn(Zp, Ma), (A3)

where equation$ (A1) anf (A2) were used in the first and seeqgndlities, respectively. Scaling the mass frisinto M, we
finally arrive at

x+1 x+1 x+1
RP(ZP7 M,X) = Rd(Zd, TMax)TNh(Zda TM)/Nh(Zpa M)a (A4)

which is the relation between the merger rate per more-m&gsbgenitor halo and the merger rate per descendant halo.
In an analogous way, the merger rate per less-massive-gtogkalo is

RpZ(Zpa M,X) = Rd(Zd, (X+ 1)M ) X)(X+ 1)Nh(zd7 (X+ 1)M)/Nh(zp7 M)7 (A5)
but in order to correspond to< 1 ratios as defined if§2.3 we defiRg(zp, M, x < 1)dx= Rp2(25,M, 1)d2, therefore

Ro(zp,M, x < 1) = Ry(Z4, (% +1)M, )—];)()—]; + 1)Nh(zg, (% +1)M)X2/Nn(2p, M). (AB)

Equations[(A#) & [[Ab) construct the merger rate per progartialo as defined in[82.3 from the merger rate per descendant
halo, and can be applied regardless of the source of the gieeger rate per descendant halo.

In order to compare the two quantities, it is more convertigieixamine equatiofi_(A4), because both definitions of theyarer
rate are quantified in its validity range, ix> 1. The largest source of difference is the te¥atzy, %M)/Nh(zp,M). ForM
smaller than the knee of the mass function, where it is rouglpower law withM, this term is constant witiM for a given
X, i.e. the trend of the merger rate with mass stays the sameoppssed to that, where the mass function begins to drop
exponentially, this term decreases exponentially Wths well, and therefore so doBg/Ry.

For completeness we show also how the merger rate per destdmalo can be derived from the merger rate per progenitor
halo:

Ra(28, M%) = Ro(Zp, (-2 )M, )= Nu(Zp, (-)M)/ Nz, M)

x+1
M 1. x?2 M
1 )_()leNh(Zp’(le))/Nh(zd’ M), (A7)

as well as how the two regimes of the merger rate per progdmalo are related to one another:

= Rp(zp,

M 1 _ M
RP(ZP7 M,X) = Rp(zpa ;7 )_()X 3Nh(zpa ;)/Nh(zpa M) (A8)



