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ABSTRACT

We present a method for measuring the Hubble paramBter), and angular diameter
distance D 4(z), from the two-dimensional two-point correlation functi@amd validate it us-
ing LasDamas mock galaxy catalogs. Applying our method gosiimple of luminous red
galaxies (LRGs) from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS)adlR¢lease 7 (DR7), we mea-
sureH(z = 0.35) = H(0.35) = 82.1738 kms~ ! Mpc ™', Da(z = 0.35) = D4(0.35) =
1048t§g Mpc without assuming a dark energy model or a flat Universefiiéethat the de-
rived measurements df (0.35) rs(z4)/c and D 4(0.35)/rs(zq) (Wherers(zq4) is the sound
horizon at the drag epoch) are nearly uncorrelated, haveetigconstraints and are more
robust with respect to possible systematic effects. Ouaxyatlustering measurements of
{H(0.35) rs(24)/c, D4(0.35) /7s(24)} = {0.0434 + 0.0018,6.60 + 0.26} (with the corre-
lation coefficientr = 0.0604) can be used to combine with cosmic microwave background
and any other cosmological data sets to constrain dark gr@rg results represent the first
measurements aff (z) and D 4(z) (or H(z) rs(zq)/c and D 4(0.35)/rs(z4)) from galaxy
clustering data. Our work has significant implications fatufe surveys in establishing the
feasibility of measuring botfi7 (z) and D 4 (z) from galaxy clustering data.

Key words: cosmology: observations, distance scale, large-scaietste of Universe

1 INTRODUCTION 0.1 < z < 0.7 over 10,000 square degrees (Eisensteiniet all2011).

Th i le structure f | dshift The planned space mission Euclid will survey over 60 million
.de cosmic afrgle-scka)te sf;uckure rom gadi);]y reashi lesy{r\g;g{] emission-line galaxies &5 < z < 2 over 20,000 square degrees
vides a powerful probe of dark energy and the cosmologicaleho (Cimatti et al 2009: Wang et 4l 2010).

that is highly complementary to the cosmic microwave backgd
(CMB) (Bennett et al. 2003), supernovae (SNe) (Riess|et@81 Large-scale structure data from galaxy surveys can be an-
Berimutter et e%l‘ 1999), and weak_ Iensin_g (Wiiman n_ataI.CQOO alyzed using either the power spectrum or the correlatiorc-fu
Bacon, Refregier, & Ellis 2000; Kaiser, Wllson.&Luppln_o(ED tion. Although these two methods are simple Fourier trans-
Van Waerbgke etlal. 2000)', The scope of galaxy redshift garve ¢, of one another, the analysis processes are quiter-diffe
has dramatlcgllylnc_;reased in the Iastdecade._The PSO@&[W ent and the results cannot be converted using Fourier trans-
15, 000 galaxies using the Infrared Astronomical Satellite (IRAS) form directly because of the finite size of the survey vol-
(Saunders et al. 2000), the 2dF Galaxy Redshift Survey (REF)G ume. The SDSS data have been analyzed using both the
obtained 221,414 galaxy redshifts (Colless et al. 2001ZR0ind power spectrum method (see, elg.. Tegmarklet al.|2004: ] Hutsi
the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) has collected 930,00ga 2005;| Padmanabhan et al. 2007; Blake £t al. 2007; Percigdl et
spectra in the Seventh Data Release (DR7) (Abazajian é0@)2 5007 [2010;[ Reid et hll_2009), and the correlation function
The ongoing galaxy surveys will probe the Universe at higher method (see, e.gl. Eisenstein etlal. 2005; Okumurd et alg; 200
redshifts; WiggleZ is surveying 240,000 emission-lineagigs at Cabre & Gaztanaga 2008; Martinez et al. 2009; Sanchez et al.
0.5 < 2 < 1 over 1000 square degrees (Blake elal. 2009), and 2009; [Kazin et al.| 2010a; Chuang, Wang, & Hemantha 2012).
BOSS is surveying 1.5 million luminous red galaxies (LRGS) a While previous work has focused on the spﬁerically averaged
point correlation function (2PCF), or the radial projeatiof the
two-dimensional two point correlation function (2D 2PCHkie
* E-mail: chuang@nhn.ou.edu measure and analyze the full 2D 2PCF of SDSS LRGs in this study
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The power of galaxy clustering as a dark energy probe lies To correct for these “collisions”, the redshift of an objdwt failed

in the fact that the Hubble parametéf,(z), and the angular di-
ameter distancep 4 (z), can in principle be extracted simultane-

to be measured would be assigned to be the same as the nearest
successfully observed one. Both fiber collision correctiand K-

ously from data through the measurement of the baryon acous-corrections have been made in NYU-VAGC (Blanton et al. 2005)

tic oscillation (BAO) scale in the radial and transversesdiions
(Blake & Glazebrock 2003; Seo & Eisensiein 2003; Wang 2006).
This has not been achieved in the previous work in the arsabfsi

The collision corrections applied here are different frofmatvhas
been suggested in Zehavi et al. (2005). However, the effextld
be small since we are using relatively large scale which ese |

real datal_ Okumura etlal. (2008) concluded that SDSS DR3 LRG affected by the collision corrections.

data were not sufficient for measuriif)(z) and D 4 (z); they de-
rived constraints on cosmological parameters assumirtgotok
energy is a cosmological constant. Cabre & Gaztariaga!(2068)
sured the linear redshift space distortion paramgteyalaxy bias,
andos from SDSS DR6 LRGs. Gaztanaga, Cabre, & Hui (2009)
obtained a measurement &f(z) by measuring the peak of the
2PCF along the line of sight. However, Kazin et al. (2010lmyvetd
that the amplitude of the line-of-sight peak is consisteitih wam-
ple variance.

In our previous papet, Chuang, Wangd. & Hemantha (2012),

We construct the radial selection function as a cubic sgitne
to the observed number density histogram with the wiith =
0.01. The NYU-VAGC provides the description of the geometry
and completeness of the survey in terms of spherical pok:gie
adopt it as the angular selection function of our sample. Ygp d
the regions with completeness bel@@% to avoid unobserved
plates |(Zehavi et al. 2005). The Southern Galactic Cap reo
also dropped.

we presented the method to obtain dark energy and cosmologi-3 METHODOLOGY

cal model constraints from the spherically-averaged 2RGHR-

out assuming a dark energy model or a flat Universe. We demon-

strated the feasibility of extracting/(z) and D4 (z) by scaling
the spherically-averaged 2PCF (which leads to highly tated
measurements). In this paper, we obtain robust measursroént
H(z) and D 4(z) through scaling, using the 2D correlation func-

tion measured from a sample of SDSS DR7 LRGs (Eisenstein et al
2001). This sample is homogeneous and has the largest effec-

tive survey volume to date for studying the quasi-linearimey
(Eisenstein et al. 2005). In Sectigh 2, we introduce thexyadam-
ple used in our study. In Sectih 3, we describe the detaitziof
method. In Sectiohl4, we present our results. In Sediioinebap¢
ply some systematic tests to our measurements. We summaacdze
conclude in Se¢.]6.

2 DATA

In this section, we describe the measurement of the cooelat
function from the observational data, construction of theotet-
ical prediction, and the likelihood analysis that leadsdostraints
on dark energy and cosmological parameters.

3.1 Measuring the Two-Dimensional Two-Point Correlation
Function

We convert the measured redshifts of galaxies to comovisg di
tances by assuming a fiducial mod&lCDM with ,, = 0.25.
We use the two-point correlation function estimator given b
Landy & Szalay|(1993):

DD(o,m) —2DR(o,7) + RR(0o, )
RR(o, ) ’

wherer is the separation along the light of sight (LOS3)ijs the

separation in the plane of the sky, DD, DR, and RR represent

6(07 7T) =

@)

The SDSS has observed one-quarter of the entire sky and perthe normalized data-data, data-random, and random-rammiom

formed a redshift survey of galaxies, quasars and stars @& fiv
passbands., g, r, i, and z with a 2.5m telescope (Fukugita et al.
1996; Gunn et al. 1998, 2006). We use the public catalog, ¥ig N
Value-Added Galaxy Catalog (VAGC) (Blanton et al. 2005); de
rived from the SDSS Il final public data release, Data Rel&ase
(DR7) (Abazajian et al. 2009). We select our LRG sample from
the NYU VAGC with the flagprimT arget bit mask set ta32.
K-corrections have been applied to the galaxies with a faluci
model ACDM with ,, = 0.3 andh = 1), and the selected
galaxies are required to have rest-fragddand absolute magni-
tudes—23.2 < M, < —21.2 (Blanton & Roweis 2007). The same
selection criteria were used in previous papers (Zehavi 2085;
Eisenstein et al. 200%; Okumura etial. 2008; Kazin et al. 210
The sample we use is referred to as “DR7full” lin_Kazin et al.
(2010a). Our sample includes 87000 LRGs in the redshifteang
0.16-0.44[]

counts respectively in a distance range. The LOS is defind¢ldeas
direction from the observer to the center of a pair. The bie si
we use in this study i40 A~ *Mpcx 10 - *Mpc. The Landy and
Szalay estimator has minimal variance for a Poisson pro&ess
dom data are generated with the same radial and angulatisaelec
functions as the real data. One can reduce the shot noise dae-t
dom data by increasing the number of random data. The nunfiber o
random data we use is 10 times that of the real data. Whilelegic
ing the pair counts, we assign to each data point a radialhvefy
1/[1 + n(z) - Ps], wheren(z) is the radial selection function and
P, = 4-10" h*Mpc?® (Eisenstein et al. 2005). We use the same
P,, as Eisenstein et al. (2005) in which they used the samplesof th
SDSS DR3. Although the data release versions are diffetieat,
properties of the galaxy sample should be basically the sédyvee
find that the error bars estimated from LasDamas mock catalog
could be improved by 10% while using the weighting (compared

Spectra cannot be obtained for objects closer than 55 arcsecto the error bars obtained without using the weighting). Weeet

within a single spectroscopic tile due to the finite size effibers.

1 We have identified a bug while computing the weighting of egalaxy
in the first draft of this paper. The bug was that we computedatkights of
random data with the number density of random data insteathsérved
data. This would introduce a bias when the number densitgtihomoge-
neous.

that the results should not be sensitive to fheused.

3.2 Theoretical Two-Dimensional Two-Point Correlation
Function

We compute the linear power spectraat= 0.35 by using
CAMB (Lewis, Challinor, & Lasenby 2000). To include the efte
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of non-linear structure formation on the BAOs, we first cidoel
the dewiggled power spectrum

k> K2
Paw (k) = Piin(k) exp <— T ) + Prw (k) [1 — exp (—W>} ,(2)

where P,;,, (k) is the linear matter power spectrui,., (k) is the
no-wiggle or pure CDM power spectrum calculated using B.(2
from|Eisenstein & Hul (1998), ankl, is marginalized ovBrwith a
flat prior over the range of 0.09 to 0.5E3Apc™*.

We then use the software packdgaofit (Smith et all 2003)

to compute the non-linear matter power spectrum:

Phalofit,nw(k)

Paw (K)Thatogit(k), 4)

where Praiorit,nw (k) is the power spectrum obtained by applying
halofit to the no-wiggle power spectrum, ai; (k) is the non-
linear power spectrum. We compute the theoretical realespaa-
point correlation function{(r), by Fourier transforming the non-
linear power spectrun®,,; (k).

In the linear regime (i.e., large scales) and adopting thalsm
angle approximation (which is valid on scales of interetbg, 2D
correlation function in the redshift space can be writtekasser
1987; Hamiltoh 1992)

& (o,m) = &o(s)Po(p) + &2(5) Pa(p) + Ea(s) Pa(p), (5)

wheres = o2+ 72, i is the cosine of the angle between
s = (o, ) and the LOS, and’, are Legendre polynomials. The
multipoles of¢ are defined as

Thalofit (k)
P (k)

o) = 142+ 2) e, ©
o) = (2422 )0 -l )
6 = e+ 2 - Tio]. @
whereg is the redshift space distortion parameter and

€ = 5 [ o, ©
€ = 5[ o (10)

Next, we convolve the 2D correlation function with the distition
function of random pairwise velocitied,(v), to obtain the final
modelé (o, 7) (Peebles 1980)

§(o,m) = [wf* <077T— W) J(v)dv,

where the random motions are represented by an exponeoriial f
(Ratcliffe et all 1998; Landy 2002)

( \/§|v|)
exXp | — o s

2 Although k. can be computed by renormalization perturbation theory
(Crocce & Scoccimarro 2006: Matsublara 2007), doing so reglkinowing

the amplitude of the power spectrum, which is also margiedliover in
this study.

(11)

fv) = (12)

a2
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whereo, is the pairwise peculiar velocity dispersion.

The parameter set we use to compute the theoretical cor-
relation function is{H(z), Da(2), 8, Qnh? Quh? ns,ou, ks },
where2,, and(2;, are the density fractions of matter and baryons,
ns is the powerlaw index of the primordial matter power spec-
trum, andh is the dimensionless Hubble constaii,( = 100h
km s~ 'Mpc~1). We seth = 0.7 while calculating the non-linear
power spectra. On the scales we use for comparison with ttheta,
theoretical correlation function only depends on cosmiwvaiure
and dark energy through parametéf$z) and D 4(z), assuming
that dark energy perturbations are unimportant (valid mpsést
dark energy models). Thus we are able to extract constrions
data that are independent of a dark energy model and cosmic cu
vature.

Fig[I(a) shows the 2D 2PCF measured from SDSS LRGs
compared with a theoretical model. The measured 2D 2PCFeof th
SDSS LRGs has been smoothed by a Gaussian filter with rms vari-
ance of2h~'Mpc to illustrate the comparison of data with model
in this figure, as the unsmoothed data are very noisy. Smapthi
is notused in our likelihood analysis to avoid possibly introchggi
systematic biases. Fig. 1[b) shows the 2D 2PCF measuredarom
single LasDamas SDSS LRG mock catalog for comparison. The
similarity between the data and the mock in the range of scate
used (indicated by the shaded disk) is apparent.

Fig[2 shows the averaged 2D 2PCF measured from the Las-
Damas mock catalogs compared with a theoretical model. de ¢
tour levels are apparent in the measured 2D 2PCF even though
no smoothing is used; this is due to the reduction of shotenois
achieved by averaging over 160 mock catalogs. Clearly, @ur 2
theoretical model provides a reasonable fit to data on irgdiae
(and quasi-linear) scales. The deviations on smaller scaly be
due to the simplicity of the peculiar velocity model we haged.

We do not use the smaller scales<{ 40 h~'Mpc), where the scale
dependence of redshift distortion and galaxy bias are ngligie

ble and cannot be accurately determined at present. Acepidi

Fig. 5 inEisenstein et al. (2005) and Fig. 4 in Blake et al. 120
these effects are negligible at> 40 »~*Mpc. On large scales,
data become very noisy as sample variance dominates. Fs® the
reasons, we will only use the scale range ef 40 — 120 h~*Mpc

in our analysis. We do not consider wide-angle effects, esinc
they have been shown to be small on the length scales of inter-
est here|(Samushia etlel. 2011). Samushia et al. |(2011) showe
that the corrections (i.e. nonlinear effect and wide-argffect)

to the Kaiser formula are small comparing to the statistaral
rors on the measurement of the correlation function from SDS
DR7 LRG for the scale range interested (s=40-120 Mpc/h)hikn t
study, we include the largest correction, dewiggling (ivoedr-
BAO), and the nonlinear effects at small scales. Since dioty

a larger range of scales gives more stringent constraintshmice

of s = 40 — 120 h~*Mpc represents a conservative cut in data to
reduce contamination by systematic uncertainties.

3.3 Covariance Matrix

We use the mock catalogs from the LasDamas simuldlions
(McBride et al., in preparation) to estimate the covariamarix

of the observed correlation function. LasDamas provideskweat-
alogs matching SDSS main galaxy and LRG samples. We use the
LRG mock catalogs from the LasDamas gamma release with the

3 http://lss.phy.vanderbilt.edu/lasdamas/
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Figure 1.[(@] The two-dimensional two-point correlation functiord(2PCF) measured from SDSS DR7 LRGs in a redshift rah@é < z < 0.44 (solid
black contours), compared to a theoretical correlatiorction with parameters close to the best fit values in theilikeld analysis (dashed red contours).
The theoretical model hall (2 = 0.35) = 81.8 kms~! Mpc™!, D 4(z = 0.35) = 1042 Mpc, # = 0.35, 2, h2 = 0.117, Q,h% = 0.022, ns = 0.96,

oy = 300km s~1, andk, = 0.11.[(b] The 2D 2PCF measured from a single mock catalog, cordara theoretical model with the input parameters of
the LasDamas simulations afi@, o, k« } are set to{0.35, 300km s, 0.112Mpc—'} (dashed red contours). In both figures, the shaded diskatediche
scale range considered & 40 — 120 h~Mpc ) in this study. The thick dashed blue circle denotes #rgdn acoustic oscillation scale. The observed 2D
2PCF has been smoothed by a Gaussian filter with rms varignzk o Mpc for illustration in these figures only; smoothing is need in our likelihood
analysis. The contour levels age= 0.5,0.1,0.025,0.01, 0.005, 0. The¢ = 0 contours are denoted with dotted lines for clarity.
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Figure 2. The average two-dimensional two-point correlation fumcti
(2D 2PCF) measured from 160 LasDamas SDSS LRGfull mock cata-
logs (solid black contours), compared to a theoretical rhadih the in-
put parameters of the LasDamas simulations §fido., k«} are set to
{0.35,300km s~1,0.11hMpc~!} (dashed red contours). The gray area
is the scale range considered & 40 — 120 A~ 'Mpc ) in this study.
The thick dashed blue circle denotes the baryon acoustittatien scale.
The contour levels are apparent in the 2D 2PCF measured frook m
catalogs, even though no smoothing is used. The contoulsleveé =
0.5,0.1,0.025,0.01, 0.005, 0. The¢ = 0 contours are denoted with dot-
ted lines for clarity.

same cuts as the SDSS LRG DR7full sampi@3.2 < M, <
—21.2 and0.16 < z < 0.44. We have diluted the mock catalogs
to match the radial selection function of the observed dwteab-
domly selecting the mock galaxies according to the numbesitle

of the data sample. We calculate the 2D correlation funstairihe
mock catalogs and construct the covariance matrix as

N
Cij = g D& — €& — &), (13)
k=1
whereN is the number of the mock catalods, is the mean of the
m*" bin of the mock catalog correlation functions, affl is the
value in them'" bin of thek'” mock catalog correlation function.
Note that the covariance matrix constructed from the Las&am
mock catalogs is noisy because only 160 mock catalogs aile ava
able. Therefore, we smooth it before using it to calculagditteli-
hood.

3.4 Likelihood

The likelihood is taken to be proportional texp(—x2/2)
(Press et al. 1992), with? given by

Nbins

=) en(s) — Eona()1 O [6n(S) — Eons(s)] (19)
1,7=1

where Nyins is the number of bins useds, (Om, Tm),

& is the theoretical correlation function, angl.,s is the
observed correlation function. Note thdi,(s;) depends on
{H(2),Da(2), 8, 0mh?, QWh% ns, 00, ks }.

In principle, we should recalculate the observed corratati
function while computing thec? for different models. However,
since we don’t consider the entire scale range of the caivala
function (we only consides = 40 — 120 A~ 'Mpc in this study),
we might include or exclude different data pairs for differenod-
els which would rendeg? values arbitrary. Therefore, instead of
recalculating the observed correlation function, we agpby in-
verse operation to the theoretical correlation functiomtve the

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD0O, 000—000
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parameter dependence from the data to the model, thus yireser

. . S . mean lower upper
the number of galaxy pairs used in the likelihood analysis. 7 PP
Let us definel" as the operator converting the measured cor- H(0.35) 82.1 5.0 77.2 86.9
relation function from the fiducial model to another moded, ,i D 4(0.35) 1048 58 990 1107
fid Qmh? 0.118 0.017 0.101 0.133
obs N 15
Sona(8) = _ T(Eona(9)): (19 H(0.35)rs(24)/c 00434 00018 0.0417  0.0451
wheregfgf(s) is the observed correlation function assuming the D 4(0.35)/rs(2q) 6.60 0.26 6.34 6.85
fiducial model. This allows us to rewritg® as Dy (0.35) /14 (24) 862 025 538 586
Nyins A(0.35) 0.445 0.021 0.425 0.465
id
Z {T [Een(s: zj:ba }szd ij
b=l Table 1. The mean, standard deviation, and the 68% C.L. bounds of
AT [Gn(s)] — €L(s) } (16) {H(0.35), D(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35)rs(zq)/c, D(0.35)/rs(zq),
Dy (0.35)/rs(2q), A(0.35)} from SDSS DR7 LRGs. We recommend
where we have used Eqs.[13) aid] (15). using H (0.35) 7s(z4)/c and D 4 (0.35) /75 (z4) for further analysis. The

To find the operatofl’, note that the fiducial model is only  unit of H is kms—! Mpc~L. The unit of D 4, Dy, andr(z4) is Mpc.
used in converting redshifts into distances for the gakakieour
data sample. In the analysis of galaxy clustering, we ongdrtbe
separation of a galaxy pair, and not the absolute distamcéset ~ over the amplitude of the galaxy correlation function, eifeely
galaxies. For a thin redshift shell, the separation of axyatsir marginalizing over a linear galaxy bias.
in the transverse direction is proportional oy (z) A@ (A6 is the
angle separation of the galaxy pair) and the separatiorgaiosm
direction of the line of sight is proportional thz/H (z) (Az is the 4 RESULTS
redshift difference between the galaxy pair). Thus, we aavert

the separation of one pair of galaxies from the fiducial moalah- We now present the model indeper12dent measurements of the pa-
other model by performing the scaling (see, €.q., Seo & Eisém rameters{H (0.35), D(0.35), Qmh"}, obtained by using the
(2003)) method described in previous sections. We also presentdhe d
fid rived parameters includingf (0.35) 7 (za)/c, Da(0.35)/7s(2a),
(o', 7) = Da(2) o )\ a7) Dy (0.35) /75 (z4), and A(0.35), where
DA (z) H(z) 1
3
Therefore, we can convert the measured 2D correlation ifsmct Dy (2) = {(1 + z)QDjHC—Z} (20)
from some model to the fiducial model as follows: (2)
ilom) = T (Emslorm) and
fid v/ QU H?
= §obs DA(Z) ag, i (Z)Tl' . A(Z) = DV(Z)io (21)
Df;“i(z) H(z) cz

(18) We recommend usingH (0.35) rs(za) /¢, Da(0.35)/rs(zq)} In-
stead of{ H(0.35), D 4(0.35), Q,,h?} because they are more ro-

This mapping defines the operatbr . bust measurements from this study (see Bec. 5 for more )d&téail

~ We now apply the inverse operation to the theoretical catrel  apply our method to the 2D 2PCF of the LasDamas mock cata-

tion function: logs and find that our measurements are consistent with fhe in
1 B Da(z)  HT(z) parameters of the simulations.

T (&en(o,m)) = &in (Dﬁid(z) o, 02 ™ (19)

x? can be calculated by substituting €g.](19) into Eq] (16). 4.1 Constraintson H(0.35) and D4 (0.35) Independent of a

Dark Energy Modéd

Fig.[3 shows one and two-dimensional marginalized contofirs
the parameters{ H(0.35), D.(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35)rs(z4)/c,

We use CosmoMC in a Markov Chain Monte-Carlo D(0.35)/rs(za), Dv(0.35)/7s(z4), A(0.35)}, derived in an
likelihood analysis |(Lewis & Bridle | 2002). The param- MCMC likelihood analysis from the measured 2D 2PCF of the
eter space that we explore spans the parameter set ofSDSS LRG sample. Tab[é 1 lists the mean, rms variance, and 68%
{H(0.35), DA (0.35), Q. h?, B, Qh? ns, 00, ks }. Only confidence level limits of these parameters. Table 2 givesit-
{H(0.35),D4(0.35),Q,,h®} are well constrained us- malized covariance matrix for this parameter set. Thesénaie

ing SDSS LRGs alone. We marginalize over the other pendent of a dark energy model, and obtained without asguain
parameters, {3, %h? ns,0.,k«}, with the flat priors, flat Universe.

{(0.1,0.6), (0.01859, 0.02657), (0.865, 1.059), (0, 500)km The constraints on {H(0.35), Da(0.35), Qmh?
s7%,(0.09,0.13)hMpc™ '}, where the flat priors of2,h* and H(0.35)rs(24)/e,  Da(0.35)/rs(zq),  Dv(0.35)/rs(za),

ns are centered on the measurements from WMAP7 and has A(0.35)}, as summarized in Tabldd 1 afdl 2, can be used to
width of £7ow pmap (With owarap from|Komatsu et alf (2010)). combined with any other cosmological data set to constraik d
These priors are wide enough to ensure that CMB constraiats a energy and the cosmological model. We recommend using only
not double counted when our results are combined with CMB {H(0.35) rs(z4)/c, Da(0.35)/rs(zq4)} since they have tighter
data (Chuang. Wang. & Hemantha 2012). We also marginalize constraints than{H(0.35), D4(0.35)} and are robust in the

3.5 Markov Chain Monte-Carlo Likelihood Analysis

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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Figure 3. 2D marginalized contour5§% and95% C.L.) for { H(0.35), D 4(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35) rs(2q)/c, Da(0.35)/rs(24), Dv (0.35)/7s(2q),
A(0.35)}. The diagonal panels represent the marginalized probiebiliThe unit off is kms~! Mpc~?!. The unit of D 4, Dy, andrs(z4) is Mpc.

systematic tests we have carried out (see Skc. 5). In additio 10k~ 'Mpcx 10k~ Mpc bin is used if the center of the bin is in
H(0.35) 75(24)/c and D4(0.35)/rs(zq4) are basically indepen-  the scale range afd h~*Mpc< s < 120 h~*Mpc.

dent toQ,,,h? which might not a robust measurement in this study

(see Sed.]5).

The bestfit model from the MCMC likelihood analysis has 42 Validation UsingMock Catalogs

x? = 112 for 99 bins of data used for a set of 9 parameters In order to validate our method, we have applied it to 80 2D
(including the overall amplitude of the correlation fumct) and 2PCFs from 80 LasDamas mock catalogs (which are indexed with
the x> per degree of freedomyf/d.o.f.) is 1.24. Note that a  0la-40a and 01b-40b). Again, we apply the flat and wide priors
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H(0.35) DA(0.35)  Qmh%  H(0.35)rs(2q)/c Da(0.35)/rs(zq) Dy (0.35)/rs(2q)  A(0.35)
H(0.35) 1 -0.4809  0.7088 0.7297 0.0827 -0.2631  0.2618
D 4(0.35) -0.4809 1 -0.6339 -0.0065 0.6730 0.6167  0.0379
Qun h? 0.7088 -0.6339 1 0.0867 0.0888 0.0427  0.7042
H(0.35)rs(zq)/c  0.7297 -0.0065  0.0867 1 0.0604 -0.4104  -0.1934
DA(0.35)/rs(2z4)  0.0827 0.6730  0.0888 0.0604 1 0.8851  0.6447
Dy (0.35)/rs(zq)  -0.2631 0.6167  0.0427 -0.4104 0.8851 1 0.6807
A(0.35) 0.2618 00379  0.7042 -0.1934 0.6447 0.6807 1

Table 2. Normalized covariance matrix of the measured and derivednpeters,{ H(0.35), D 4(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35) rs(zq)/c, Da(0.35)/7s(24),

Dy (0.35) /75 (24), A(0.35)}.

mean o inputvalue

H(0.35) 81.1 4.1 81.79

D 4(0.35) 1009 56 1032.8
Qmh? 0.121 0.013 0.1225
H(0.35) rs(2q)/c 0.0434 0.0020 0.0434
D4(0.35)/rs(zq) 6.26 0.30 6.48
Dy (0.35)/7s(zq) 8.33 0.31 8.51
A(0.35) 0.440 0.019 0.452

Table 3. The mean, standard deviation, and the 68% C.L. bounds of the
distributions of the measured values §H (0.35), D (0.35), Qmh2,
H(0.35) r5(2q)/c, Da(0.35)/rs(2q), Dv(0.35)/rs(zq), A(0.35)}

from the 2D 2PCF of each of 80 LasDamas mock catalogs (whiehnar
dexed with 01a-40a and 01b-40b). Our measurements arestemtsivith

the input values within &, where eachr is computed from the 80 means
measured from the 80 mock catalogs. The unifbfs kms~! Mpc~!.

The unit of D4, Dy, andrs(zq) is Mpc.

(£7ow arap7) oNQh? andn,, centered on the input values of the
simulation ;2% = 0.0196 andns = 1).

Table[3 shows the means and standard deviations of the

distributions of our measurements dfH(0.35), Da(0.35),
Qmh?, H(0.35) 75(2a)/c, Da(0.35)/rs(2a), Dv(0.35)/7s(2a),
A(0.35)} from each of the LasDamas mock catalogs (80 total) of
the SDSS LRG sample. These are consistent with the inputrpara
eters, establishing the validity of our method. We also shiogv
measurements df (0.35) rs(zq)/candD 4(0.35) /rs (zq) of each
mock catalog in Fid.]4 and Figl 5. One can see the measurerhent o
H(0.35) rs(zq)/c and D 4(0.35) /rs(zq4) are consistent with the
input parameters of the simulations.

4.3 Cross-check with M easurementsfrom Multipoles of the
Correlation Function

As a cross-check of our results, we now present the measateme
from the monopole-quadrupole of the correlation functiondom-
parason. The detail of the method is described in AppdntiikaB.
ble[4 lists the mean, rms variance, and 68% confidence |ewésli
of these parameters. The measurements are consistentho#é t
from our main method (see Talfle 1). However, the constrairgs
much weaker$ 8%, which is twice as large as our main results).
This is most likely due to the fact that the information used i

0.0487 ‘

0.046—

r/c

 0.044p<

£

H(0.35)

0.042—

0.04]

Ola 10a 20a 30a 40a 10b

index of mock catalogs

20b 30b 40b

Figure 4. Measurements of the means Hf(0.35) rs(z4)/c from 80 in-
dividual mock catalogs (indexed as Ola to 40a and 01b to 40tg) black
solid line shows the mean of these 80 measurements and thelatihed
lines show the range afo. The red dotted line shows the theoretical value
computed with the input parameters of the simulations.

6.6

s

4
IS

D,(0.35)/1

o
[N}

5.8

|
30b

56U ! ! I ! I
“0la 10a 20a 30a 40a  10b

index of mock catalogs

20b 40b

Figure 5. Measurements of the means Bf4 (0.35) /75 (z4) from 80 in-
dividual mock catalogs (indexed as Ola to 40a and 01b to 40t&) black
solid line shows the mean of these 80 measurements and thelatihed
lines show the range afo. The red dotted line shows the theoretical value

the monopole-quadrupole method is much less than what we usecomputed with the input parameters of the simulations.

in our main method (as presented in this paper). It is possibl
obtain better measurements using multipole method by diirtu

(© 0000 RAS, MNRASD00, 000—-000
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mean o lower upper
H(0.35) 79.6 8.8 70.9 87.8
D 4(0.35) 1060 92 970 1150
Quh? 0.103 0015 0088  0.118
H(0.35)rs(zq)/c  0.0435  0.0045  0.0391  0.0477
DA(0.35)/rs(2q) 6.44 0.51 5.99 6.90

hood analysis. Our constraints for the measured and derived
parameters,{ H(0.35), Da(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35)7s(zq)/c,
Da(0.35)/rs(2z4), Dv(0.35)/rs(zq), A(0.35)}, from the 2D
2PCF of the sample of SDSS DR7 LRGs are summarized by Ta-
bles[d andR. Our results are robust and independent of a dark e
ergy model, and obtained without assuming a flat Universd, an
represent the first measurementstbfz) and D 4 (z) from galaxy
clustering data.

Our galaxy clustering measurementdbf0.35) rs(z4)/c and

Table 4. The mean, standard deviation, and the 68% C.L. bounds of DA(0.35)/r5(zd) (see Tables]1 arfd 2) can be used to combine with

{H(0.35), D4(0.35), Qmh?, H(0.35)rs(zq)/c, Da(0.35)/rs(zq)}
from SDSS DR7 LRGs using monopole-quadrupole of the cdroaléunc-
tion. The bin size is 5 h'Mpc and the scale range i < s < 120
h—Mpc. x2/d.o.f. is 1.23. The unit off is kms—! Mpc~?!. The unit of
Dy, Dy, andrs(zq) is Mpc.

higher order multipoles of the correlation function; triskplored
in|Chuang & Wangl(2012).

5 SYSTEMATICTESTS

Table[® shows the systematic tests that we have carriedaoyt v
ing key assumptions made in our analysis. These includeatigger
of scales used to calculate the correlation function, thdimear
damping factor, the bin size, and an overall shift in the mest
correlation function due to a systematic error.

First, we fix the nonlinear damping factés, = 0.11AMpc™1,
and find the results are basically the same. To speed up thgueom
tation, we fixk, for the rest of the tests.

In this study, we marginalize ove# with a wide flat prior
(0.1 to 0.6) since our method is not sensitive@oWe test fix-
ing the value of3 to 0.35, which is close to the measurement
from previous work with similar data but using different ined

(Cabre & Gaztanaga 2008), and find that our measurements of

H(0.35) rs(za)/c and D 4(0.35) /rs(zq4) change by less than 1%
compared to that of marginalizing ovér

We vary the range of the scale and find th&({0.35) rs(zq)/c
andD 4(0.35) /s (zq4) are insensitive to it. Howevef),,, h? is sen-
sitive to the minimum scale chosen which could imply that the
scale dependent bias or redshift distortion is distortargér scale

than we have expected. Therefore, we do not recommend to use

Q. k% from this study. In the case of = 40 — 130h~Mpc,
D 4(0.35)/rs(zq) is different from the fiducial result with about
20, which is likely due to systematic errors responsible fag th
anomalously high tail in the spherically-averaged cotiefafunc-
tion (see, e.g., Chuang, Wang, & Hemantha (2012)) on la@esc
We vary the bin size to /8 "Mpcx8h~'Mpc and find
x?/d.o.f= 1.72, which can be explained by the increase in the
noise level with the increased number of bins. The numbehef t
mock catalogs used to construct the covariance matrix isahgO
the number of bins used with bin size #8'Mpcx8h~Mpc is
159. One can expect the covariance matrix would be too noisy t
give reasonalbe results.

We also show that the results are insensitive to the constant

shift by lowering down the data points of the observed catieh
function by 0.001 and 0.002.

6 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We have obtained the first measurements Hf(z) and
Da(z) from galaxy clustering data in an MCMC likeli-

CMB and other cosmological data sets to probe dark energy. In
companion paper (Wang. Chuang. & Mukheijee 2012), we egplor
the implications of our results for dark energy constraints

We recommend using H(0.35)7s(zq)/c  and
D 4(0.35)/rs(zq) measured from the SDSS LRGs for com-
bination with other data sets, since they are tight congsd4%)
that are nearly uncorrelated, and robust with respect te tésys-
tematic uncertainties. This is as expected, siH¢®.35) s (zq4)/c
and D4(0.35)/rs(zq) correspond to the preferential redshift
separation along the line of sight, and the preferentialukarg
separation in the transverse direction respectively;ethiasturn
arise from the BAO in the radial and transverse directioriee T
measurable preferential redshift and angular separasiomsld be
uncorrelated since they are independent degrees of free@om
the other hand, the measurementsff0.35) and D4 (0.35) are
mainly determined by the geometrical distortion (i.e. tBecdrre-
lation function is supposed to be isotropic without consitgthe
redshift distortion), so that they are highly correlatedrfelation
coefficientr ~ —0.5). The presence of the BAO (although only
marginally visible in Fig.1) leads to tight and robust coastts
on H(0.35) rs(zq)/c and D 4(0.35)/rs(zq). Since most of the
constraining power in our analysis comes from fitting theralle
shape of the galaxy correlation function on quasi-lineates; and
not from fitting the BAO peaks, we refer to our measurements as
galaxy clustering measurements.

We have validated our method by applying it to the 2D 2PCF
of the mock catalogs from LasDamas, and finding consisteaey b
tween our measurements and the input parameters of the hesDa
simulations for samples (see Table 3).

As a cross-check of our results, we have measiifé¢d) and
D 4(z) using monopole-quadrupole method and find that the re-
sults are consisent with our main method in this study buttme
straints are much weaker. The reason is most likely thatrifoe-i
mation used by the monopole-quadrupole method is muchHass t
what we use in our main method. However, it is still possile t
improve the constraints by including higher order multgsolWe
explore this issue in Chuang & Warig (2012).

Our work has significant implications for future surveys in
establishing the feasibility of measuring both(z) and Da(z)
from galaxy clustering data. In future work, we will optireipur
method, and apply it to new observational data as they become
available, and to simulated data of planned surveys to eleobust
forecasts for dark energy constraints.
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H(0.35) D4(0.35)  Qnh? H0.35) rszg) D;ZEZ;)S) D:; ((‘;;;) A(0.35) x2/d.of.
fiducial result 821748 1048739 0.118 £ 0.016  0.0434 + 0.0017  6.60 & 0.25 8.62+0.24  0.445+0.020 124
ky = 0.11 81.7+4% 1051 £59  0.11670018 0.0434 £ 0.0017  6.59 + 0.25 8.62+0.24  0.443+£0.020 124
8 =0.35 83.9+56 1008 +53  0.132+0.020  0.0430709018 6.54+0.24  8.60+0.24  0.456 +0.021 125
30 < s < 120, ky = 0.11 83.47%3 1038722 0.12010-0%% 0.043770-9079 6.5970-2% 8.5970-22 0.446 +0.016  1.24
50 < s < 120, ks = 0.11 83.97%-2 101275 0.13410-0%2 0.0428 +£0.0019  6.59+0.26  8.657 022 0.460 +0.024  1.06
40 < s < 110, ky = 0.11 80.6 + 5.1 1087159 0.115+0.016  0.0429 +£0.0019  6.7870-27 8.814+0.27  0.45410-022 1.09
40 < s < 130, ks = 0.11 84.8764 98715l 0.115+0.016  0.0451 +£0.0026  6.1770-27 814+0.28  0.418 £0.019  1.31
bin size = &~ 'Mpcx8h~*Mpc  87.9150 1037 £60  0.13970-017 0.044770-002% 6.78 £0.27  8.7070-27 0.4701 0020 1.72
shift= 0.001, kx = 0.11 83.072% 1041781 0.12470-019 0.043370-0018 6.63+0.26  8.65702° 0.453 +0.021  1.25
shift= 0.002, ks = 0.11 85.2734 1024783 0.13510-921 0.0435 4 0.0019  6.67 +0.28  8.67+0.28  0.463 +0.022 124

Table 5. This table shows the systematic tests with the damping ffatite scale range, the bin size, and the assumed constéinfrehi a system-
atic error €,p5(s) = Etrue(s)+shift). The fiducial results are obtained by considering shale range40 < s < 120 h~'Mpc), the bin size =
10h~'Mpcx 10h~'Mpc, and the damping factés, , marginalized over with the a flat prio.09 < ks < 0.13 hMpc~1). The other results are calcu-
lated with only specified quantities different from the figdone. The unit off is km s~ Mpc~!. The unit of D 4, Dy, andrs(z4) is Mpc. The unit of

ky is hMpc— 1.
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APPENDIX A: ALGORITHM OF SMOOTHING THE
COVARIANCE MATRIX

The original covariance matrix;;;, is computed by EqL{13). Since
the correlation function is in two dimension, we could rbdh
the covariance matrix as a function of the indexes of two ,bins
C(oi,mi, 05, m;). The covariance matrix would be noisy since it
is constructed with a small number of the mock catalogs compa
ing to the number of bins used. One might not obtain convgrgin
results while applying MCMC analysis on the observed datanor
individual mock catalog, especially considering largealsaange
or larger number of bins. We find that smoothing the covaganc
matrix could solve the problem. We have also checked that the
smoothing procedure would not introduce bias by compariag t
results from applying the smoothed and the original comagana-
trix on the averaged correlation function from 160 mock loafs.
The concept of our smoothing procedure is that the new vaiue o
an element of the covariance matrix would be determined dy it
original value and the values of its neighbor elements. kane
ple, to smooth an array,[n], we assign the new value at the index,
', by fin'] = (1 —p) - fln'] +p- (fI — 1] + fln’ +1))/2
where0 < p < 1. The goal is to make the value be closer to the
mean of the neighbors. Notice that while one of the neighi®rs
not available (i.ef[n’] is the first or last element of the array), we
let f[n'] be fixed since the mean of the neighbors is not available.
The algorithm can be expressed by €g.1(A1)

While eq. [A1) can be applied on most of the elements of the
covariance matrix, there are some special cases as deueilols.
(1) Diagonal elements: these elements are only determipéheb
nearby diagonal elements by €q. {A2), since the diagonaiexiés
are supposed to be larger than their off-diagonal neighbacs
should not be smoothed using the latter.
(2) First off-diagonal elements: these elements are ortiyrdened
by the first off-diagonal elements nearby, (&o;+As, 3, 04, ;)
would be assigned a new value by €g. (A3), since a first off-
diagonal element could be very different from its neighbgrdi-
agonal elements and should not be smoothed using the latter.

APPENDIX B: MEASURING H AND D4 WITH
MULTIPOLESOF THE CORRELATION FUNCTION

Using monopole-quadrupole of power spectrum to break
the degeneracy of H(z) and Da(z) is introduced by
Padmanabhan and White | (2008). Kazin etal. (2011) tested
the method of monopole-quadrupole of correlation functioth
mock catalogs. The method used_ in Kazin etlal. (2011) is amil
but not exactly the same as our method. We describe our method
below.

First, we compute the 2D correlation function with bin size,
1h~'Mpcx1h~*Mpc. Then, we compute the monopole and

quadrupole by

87A23< /0'2+Tr2<s+A23

flo,m)\/1—p?

= - - Bl
€o(s) Number of bins used in the numerator G
and
5 9 p
> 5El@ M@ —1)y/1—p
szS o2472<s As
Eo(s) = 2V I : ,(B2)
Number of bins used in the numerator

where
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(C(o; + As, w3, 04,75
(Cloj,mi + As, 05,75
(C(oj,mi,05 + As, 7
(Clog,mi, 05,75 + As

C(oi,mi,05,m5) = (1 —p) - Clos, mi,05,7;) + %

wherem is the number of the neighbor elements used which should »e40 6,
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)+ C(os — As,m;,05,;)), if both elements left are availabl
) + C(o4,m — As, 05, m;)), if both elements left are availabl (A1)
) + C(o4,m, 05 — As,m;)), if both elements left are availablg ’
)+ C(os,m;,05,m; — As)), if both elements left are availabl

or 8, and\s is the size of the bin in one direction. We yse= 0.01 and

As = 10 Mpc/hin this study, bup = 0 if m = 0. And then, we iterate this procedure for 10 times.

Clos,mi,00,m5) = (1—p)-Clog,m,04,m;)

p

m

+ (C(os,m; + As,04,m; + As) + C(oy, m; —

0.1

&)

0.01}~

—
—
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——
——m——,

0.001 \ \ \ L \ \

Figure B1. Measurement of monopole of the correlation function from
SDSS DR7 LRGs in a redshift rangel6 < z < 0.44. The error bars
are the square roots of the diagonal elements of the cocariaratrix we
have derived from mock catalogs.

™
Vot
andAs = 5 h™*Mpc and the scale range useddis < s < 120
h='Mpc in this study. Therefore, there are 32 data points for
monopole-quadrupole method here, with 16 measuremertis@ac
monopole and quadrupole respectively. Eigl B1 B2 shew th
measurements of the monopole and quadrupole of the coorelat
function from the observed galaxy sample.

Just like our main method, the covariance matrix (for the 32
monopole and quadrupole measurements) is constructedtfrem
mock catalogs. The theoretical multipoles are computenusgs.
(BD) and [B2).

Now, by exploring the same parameters and ranges using
MCMC (with x? given by Eq[I6]), one could measuF&(z) and
D (z) following the same steps as our main method in this study.
The results are shown in sdc. 4.3 (see Table 4). Like our main
method, our monopole-quadrupole method has only one approx
imation, that the observed 2D correlation function usinffedi
ent fiducial models can be converted from one to another with
two stretching factors. However, the multipole method édsin
Kazin et al. [(2011) neglected some additional terms whilasoe
ing the stretching factors. Although the effect of the netgld terms
might be small, it could be completely avoided by using théoe
described here.

J (B3)
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(A2)

. (Clo; + As, mi,0; + As, ;) + C(o; — As,m;, 05 — As,7;)), if both elements left are availabl

As, 04, m; — As)), if both elements left are availablj ’
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Figure B2. Measurement of quadrupole of the correlation function from
SDSS DR7 LRGs in a redshift ran@el6 < z < 0.44. The error bars are
the square roots of the diagonal elements of the covariamtgxwe have
derived from mock catalogs.
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Cloi+ As,mi,00,m) = (1—p)-Cloi+ As,m;,04,m;) (A3)
L P (Clo; + 2As,m, 05 + As, ) + C(og, 75,05 — As,m;)), if both elements left are available
m (C(o; + As,mi + As, 04,7 + As) + Co; + As, m; — As, 04, m; — As)), if both elements left are availablg ’
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