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Abstract. In this paper, we study the normalised characteristic scale of transition to
cosmic homogeneity, Ry /dy, as a cosmological probe. We use a compilation of SDSS galaxy
samples, comprising more than 10° galaxies in the redshift range 0.17 < z < 2.2 within
the largest comoving volume to date, ~ 8h 3Gpc?. We show that these samples can be
described by a single bias model as a function of redshift. By combining our measurements
with prior Cosmic Microwave Background and Lensing information from the Planck satellite,
we constrain the total matter density ratio of the universe(2,, = 0.363 £ 0.025 and the Dark
Energy density ratio Q) = 0.64940.021, improving the values from Planck alone by 31% and
28%, respectively. Our results are compatible with a flat ACDM model. These results show
the complementarity of the normalised homogeneity scale with other cosmological probes and
open new roads to cosmometry.
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1 Introduction

The best candidate for a Standard Model of Cosmology, is known as the flat ACDM model.
This gives, to date, the most accurate description of our Universe mainly composed of Cold
Dark Matter (CDM) and a cosmological constant A, responsible for the accelerating features
of our cosmos. The two main assumptions of this model are the validity of General Relativity
[1] as an accurate description of gravity and the Cosmological Principle [2] that states that
the Universe is isotropic and homogeneous on large enough scales. However, since we probe
the past lightcone, we are able to test only isotropy and to link this test to homogeneity we
need the Copernican Principle[3]. The agreement of this model with current data is excellent,
be it from type Ia supernovae[4—7], temperature and polarisation anisotropies in the Cosmic
Microwave Background|8, 9], or Large Scale Structure (LSS)[10-16].

Historically, the concept of homogeneity in the large scale structure of the universe can
be traced back to Newton [17]. As Peebles [18] describes, in 1932 Shapley and Ames [19][20]



published a catalogue of galaxies that was far from homogeneous, suggesting a lower limit
of homogeneity of 10 Mpc, which is about the size of the Virgo Cluster. Forward in time,
Martinez et al. [21] measured a characteristic homogeneity scale in the distribution of galaxies
in the sky, suggesting a value larger than 100 A~ 'Mpc. Since then, several methods have
been developed to study the homogeneity scale[22-28]. Most of them found a transition to
homogeneity using clustering statistics. For example in Hogg et al. [22], the authors used the
fractal dimension obtained from galaxy catalogues from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS)
to estimate a characteristic homogeneity scale. Evidence for such a scale was found in other
surveys as well[20-37]. However, a debate still exists, since some authors claim not to have
found such a transition and argue that the universe is non homogeneous at all scales[38—46].

One way to estimate the scale of homogeneity is to use counts-in-spheres. It is expected
that, in the specific case of a 3D homogeneous distribution, the number of objects inside a
sphere of radius r is N(< r) o< 3. While in the more general case of a fractal distribution,
N(< r) oc rP2. A characteristic scale of homogeneity can then be defined as the value, Ry,
for which the fractal dimension, Dy, reaches the nominal homogeneity value, Dy = 3, to some
level of precision (in our case 1%) for any redshift. In a recent paper, ? | (henceforth N18), we
proposed using cosmic homogeneity normalised with the volume distance, as a cosmological
probe to improve constraints on cosmological parameters. We provided a method to constrain
the more general case of an open-ACDM model; using simulations that mimic the Baryon
Oscillation Spectroscopy Survey (BOSS) Constant MASS (CMASS) galaxy sample[17]. In
the work presented here, we extend this previous study to real data using galaxy and quasar
samples from the public BOSS Data Release (DR) 12 [48] and extended BOSS (eBOSS)
DR14 catalogues [19]. We use the fiducial cosmology:

pr = (h, Wy, Wedm, ns, In [101°A,] , Q) = (0.6727,0.02225,0.1198, 0.9645, 3.094,0.0) , (1.1)

where h = Hy/[100 km s~ Mpc~!] is the dimensionless Hubble constant, w, = ,h?, is the
reduced baryon density ratio, weqm = Qcamh?® is the reduced cold dark matter density ratio,
ns the spectral index, As the amplitude of the primordial scalar power spectrum and €2 is
the curvature density ratio. In this framework, the Dark Energy density ratio is defined via
Qp = 1—=Q,, — Qp, where Q,,, = Qcam + {1y, is the total matter density ratio. In this analysis,
we do not treat the small scales where the neutrinos have an effect in the clustering. We use
3 different fiducial cosmologies in our analysis as specified in appendix A, where one is the
best cosmology as measured by Planck 2018, one is for the construction of Mock catalogues
and tests in our analysis, and another one for additional tests in our analysis. We use as the
default one as given by Eq. 1.1, unless stated otherwise.

The document is structured as follows: In section 2, we describe the galaxy catalogues
that we used in our analysis. In section 3, we describe the theoretical framework to put this
analysis into context. In section 3.1, we present the main tools that are useful in order to
perform cosmometry. In section 3.2, we describe the bias model for the homogeneity scale. In
section 4, we describe our analysis. In section 4.1, we describe how to measure the normalised
homogeneity scale in large scale structure surveys. In section 4.2, we describe how we select
the bias model for the homogeneity scale. In section 4.4, we set up the Monte Carlo Markov
Chain (MCMC) analysis. In section 4.5, we show the results of our analysis. In section 4.6,
we present the systematic tests that we performed to ensure the accuracy and precision of
our analysis. Finally, in section 5, we discuss our conclusions.



2 Dataset

The Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) is a suite of surveys using the 2.5-meter Sloan Telescope-
[50], located at the Apache point Observatory in New Mexico, USA. During SDSS-III[51],
the BOSS project[417] collected optical spectra for over a million targets. The spectroscopic
galaxy sample of BOSS DR12[48] can be divided into two catalogues: the (Low Redshift)
LowZ sample and the CMASS sample.

The sky coverage of the CMASS galaxy sample is ~ 10,200 deg?, the LowZ galaxy
sample is about ~ 9,200 deg?. Objects were selected following the CMASS and LowZ colour
cuts described in Reid et al. [52]. For the CMASS sample, we selected objects in the redshift
range 0.43 < z < 0.70, comprising more than 800,000 objects. For the LowZ sample, we
used galaxies in the redshift range 0.172 < z < 0.43, comprising of 400,000 galaxies. Note
that, unlike Reid et al. [52], we do not used the galaxies below z < 0.172, since we do not
have simulations at 0 < z < 0.172.

We also used the publicly available Data Release 14 [19] of SDSS-IV from the eBOSS
project [47], which contains Luminous Red Galaxies (eLRG) and quasars (QSO). The eLRG
sample of the extended survey covers the redshift range 0.6 < z < 1.0 over an effective area of
about 2000 deg?, as selected by Bautista et al. [53]. At higher redshifts, the QSO sample, as
selected by Laurent et al. [54] and Zarrouk et al. [55], covers the redshift range 0.8 < z < 2.2
with a sky coverage of 2200 deg?.

Table 1. The number of galaxies at each redshift bin for the NGC and SGC (North and South
Galactic caps) for the four different galaxy types (tracers of matter). The mean redshift at each bin
is the mean between the edges of the bin. [See text for details]

NGC SGC Total

LowZ
0.172 — 0.258 | 65194 | 29447
0.258 —0.344 | 97556 | 41723
0.344 — 0.430 | 116690 | 48333
0.172 — 0.430 | 279440 | 119503 | 398943

CMASS
0.430 — 0.484 | 118757 | 45601
0.484 — 0.538 | 174385 | 61573
0.538 — 0.592 | 150363 | 55336
0.592 — 0.700 | 143566 | 53531
0.430 — 0.700 | 587071 | 216041 | 803112

eLRG
0.700 — 0.800 | 20801 15489 36290

QSO
0.800 — 1.150 | 17911 | 11560
1.150 — 1.500 | 25204 | 16743
1.500 — 1.850 | 25614 | 17157
1.850 — 2.200 | 20422 | 13976
0.800 — 2.200 | 89241 | 59436 | 148677




Table 1 summarises our sample, where the number of galaxies is given for the North
Galactic Cap (NGC) and the South Galactic Cap (SGC) separately. The eLRG sample was
truncated to 0.7 < z < 0.8 in order to avoid correlations with CMASS and QSO samples in
overlapping regions. The redshift binning was selected such as to ensure compatible statistical
errors.

2.1 Weighting scheme

To correct for known clustering systematics, we must apply a particular weight to each galaxy.
For LowZ, CMASS and eLRG samples, we followed the weighting scheme [27, 52, 53] where
we weighted each galaxy according to,

Wgal = WFKP * Wsystot * (wcp + Wnoz — 1) s (21)

where wpip is the common weight accounting for optimisations of the clustering statistics
and a luminosity independent clustering bias [56]; Weystot = Wstar * Wsee is the total angular
systematic weight accounting for the seeing effect and the star confusion effect; w., accounts
for the fact that the survey cannot spectroscopically observe two objects that are closer than
62" and wp,, accounts for redshift failures. For the QSO sample, Zarrouk et al. [55] have
shown that in order to account for the efficiency of the instrument at the edges of the focal
plane, and to better correct for the redshift failures, we need to treat the QSO sample with
the weighting scheme:

quo = WFKP * Wsystot * Wep * Wocal » (22)

where wyocq accounts for the inefficiency of the focal plane of the SDSS telescope. This
weighting scheme was shown by the authors to give better estimates of anisotropic and
isotropic clustering statistics.

2.2 Mocks, bootstraps and covariance matrices

To estimate the errors and covariance matrices in this analysis we used mock catalogues
and the bootstrap internal sampling method. We used the Quick Particle Mesh (QPM)
mock galaxy catalogues produced by White et al. [57]. The method is based on using quick,
low-resolution particle mesh simulations that accurately reproduce the large scale dark mat-
ter density field. Particles are then sampled from the density field based on their local
density such that they have N-point statistics nearly equivalent to the halos resolved in high-
resolution simulations. These simulations are used to create a set of mock halos that can be
populated using halo occupation methods to create galaxy mocks. Then the survey geometry
is imprinted on those catalogues to produce the mock catalogues that we use in this study.
The cosmology used to obtain these catalogues is:

Papm = (hy Wy, Wedm, s, In [101°A,] , Q) = (0.7,0.02247,0.1196, 0.97,3.077,0.0) . (2.3)

The SDSS collaboration has made the QPM mock catalogues for the LowZ and CMASS
samples publicly available. We used 100 of them to compute the covariance matrix of the
fractal dimension Ds, see section 3.

Mock catalogues were not available at the time for the eLRG and QSO samples. To
compute covariance matrices and perform tests for the eLRG and QSO samples, we used a
bootstrap internal sampling method. The bootstrap method consists of subsampling each
galaxy catalogue with replacement.



Then we computed Ds for each sub-sampled catalogue to produce the covariance matrix.
For either method the covariance matrix is given by:

Ci= 5 5 (D4 (1) = Da(rs)) (DS () = Dalry)) (2.4)

where N, is the number of realisations. For our fitting method, we corrected our precision
matrix following Taylor et al. [58], using v¥;; = WC ! where N is the number of data

bins. In appendix B, we quantify the validity of the bootstrap method.

3 Method

In this paper, firstly, we are interested in the theoretical prediction of a characteristic scale
of the homogeneity scale of the universe normalised with the volume distance, Ry /dy, for a
given theoretical model, in our case the open-ACDM model. The homogeneity scale, following
N18 and references therein, can be defined as the scale at which the fractal dimension, Do,
takes the value corresponding to a three dimensional homogeneous distribution to within 1%
precision, formally written as:

Dy(Ry) =2.97, (3.1)

where the fractal dimension is given by,

dl "
Dafr) = i 14 5 ["e(s)520s] +3. (32

where ¢ is the two-point correlation function. The two point correlation function is related
to the Power Spectrum, P(k), through the Fourier Transform,

(=55 / d,kk:QSm ) by (3.3)

Equation 3.3 describes the theoretical prediction of the correlation function of the total
matter of the universe in real space, quantified by P(k) or &(r). However, we measure the
correlation function of luminous galaxies in redshift space. The distribution of luminous
galaxies is biased with respect to that of the total matter of the universe. Thus we must
include a model for this effect. Furthermore, the redshift of each galaxy has contributions due
the peculiar motions of that galaxy. These contributions induce distortions in the clustering
of galaxies in redshift space. Therefore we must also include a model for these redshift space
distortions. Kaiser [59] and Hamilton [60] have shown, that on our scales of interest, the
monopole of the two-point correlation function in redshift space for a biased tracer, with
bias, b(z), is given by:

S 1 !
002 = 5 [ e =

2
1+§£((;)+ <£8> ] frmoe 2y, (3.4)

where the supersteript (r) denotes real space; (s) denotes redshift space; (G) denotes the
galaxy tracer; (m) denotes the total matter of the universe ( We give more details on the
b(z) model in section 3.2 ); the f(z) is the usual growth factor, which is modelled as:

F2) = (2) = | SmLE 2

40- [ ] )



where in the case of standard Einstein’s Gravity, v = 0.545, as shown byLinder and Cahn
[61]. Note that:

E(z) = —=Z = /(Qedm + W) (1 + 2)3 + Qp + (1 + 2)2, (3.6)

is the usual normalised Hubble expansion rate as a function of redshift. Substituting Eq. 3.4
into Eq. 3.2, we get the biased redshift space distorted fractal dimension,

dl
Do (r; 2, bg, U, ) = 3 + 1 [1 3

dln r +7“3/o dss*€5™ ) (s, 21 by, Qm, Q) (3.7)

Our homogeneity threshold (Omitting the parameter dependence for clarity) is then:
D% (R%) =2.97, (3.8)
where Rg is explicitly defined as:
R = RE (209, U, Q) (3.9)

where we have explicitly restored the parameter dependence. We can also consider other
parameters that Ry depends upon, such as the neutrino masses, but they are not relevant
to the scales that we are probing.

It is convenient to introduce the cube of the volume distance (or comoving volume

element),

d¥(z) = %dm , (3.10)

where dys is the motion distance (or transverse comoving distance) and c is the speed of
light.

Now, following Rich [62], we normalised the homogeneity scale using Eq. 3.10, which
defines the model of our observable, (in other words, the theoretical predictions):

RE (23 b0, Qm, Q1)
dy (23 Qy, Qp)

M(z;b0, Qm, Qp) = (3.11)
for different redshift slices, for a given bias model and cosmology. This normalisation ensures
that the observable is independent of the h parameter. The division with the volume distance,
takes into account the isotropic dilations of the homogeneity scale at different redshifts.

We note that even though the homogeneity scale is not an one-to-one function of the €,,
parameter for a flat-ACDM cosmology, the normalised homogeneity scale is very sensitive to
both (€, 24) parameters for an open-ACDM cosmology, as we show in section 4.3.

Keep in mind that our observable is biased with respect to the total matter of the
universe, therefore we take that into account as we explain in section 3.2. Additionally,
the likelihood may be biased towards the fiducial cosmology and we study this effect in
section 4.6.

We study the cosmological parameter space p = (bg, O, Q). Note that €,,, Q2 cor-
responded to the observed parameters, the ones that we measure, which are different from
the QF QK given from previous knowledge. We note the rest of the parameters remained
unchanged in the framework of the fiducial cosmology that we used for each procedure. We
note that As parameters is degenerate with the by since it changes only the amplitude of the



Power Spectrum as we explained in N18. We also note that one can compute the og param-
eter given the computed Power Spectrum, the value of the A; and the Window Function of
the survey. Since we fix A, we do not consider constrains in the g parameter in this study.

In order to retrieve all these related quantities, we used the CLASS code [63] to solve the
perturbed Einstein-Boltzman equation to obtain P(k) for a given cosmology. Therefore we
compute iteratively for the chosen to study parameters p = (by, Qmn, Q24) the Eq. 3.2, Eq. 3.9
and Eq. 3.11 and we keep fixed the rest parameters to their fiducial values. For example, we
use 1 massive and 2 relativistic neutrinos, with N.¢r = 3.046. We have made our codes for
the computation of the homogeneity scale and related quantities publicly available'.

3.1 Cosmometry with Ry /dy

From the observational point of view, we need to infer distances from (z, R.A., Dec) positions
of galaxies. Therefore, we transform them into comoving coordinates using the comoving
distance:

do(z) =dg /02 dZ’E7(Y), (3.12)

where di = ¢/Hy is the hubble distance today and c is the speed of light. Having these tools
in hand, assuming a flat-AC' DM model (i.e. using the fiducial cosmology given by Eq. 1.1), as
well as equations 3.12 and 3.6, we transform the redshift of each galaxy to a radial comoving
distance. This gives the comoving positions of the galaxies in three dimensional redshift
space.

Now, we use the Landy and Szalay [64] estimator to extract the monopole of the two-
point correlation function from the positions of galaxies, using the CUTE software [65]. From
this estimate, using Eq. 3.7 and Eq. 3.8, we extract the fractal dimension, Dg (r), and the
homogeneity scale, Rfl in each redshift slice. Now, using Eq. 3.10, we normalise the data,
which result to our observable:

_ Rz 098,00

O(z;QF Of) = 3.13
(Za m» A) dV(Z,er};“Qf) ( )

for different redshift slices and for a given fiducial cosmology denoted by the parameters
(0, Q)

3.2 Cosmic bias model for Ry /dy

In this section, we explain the construction of the single parameter bias model for the char-
acteristic normalised homogeneity scale and in section 4.2 we justify its use.

The homogeneity scale for a given tracer of matter, such as the galaxy distribution, R%,
is related to the homogeneity scale of the matter distribution, R}, up to a redshift space
distortion model and a bias model, b(z) as discussed in section 3 through the definition of
equations 3.1, 3.2 and 3.4. We construct the bias model as follows.

The different tracers we are studying here (LowZ, CMASS, eLRG and QSO) emit light
via different physical processes. For example, CMASS galaxies are passively evolving massive
galaxies whose emission is composed of star light [66], on the other hand, QSOs are active
galaxies whose emission is caused by accretion around a central super massive black hole
[67]. Thus, the nature of the relationship between the distributions of luminous and dark
matter traced by these objects will be different. There are, therefore, physically motivated

"https://github.com/lontelis/cosmopit
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reasons to model the bias differently for each sample. In section 4.2, we measure the biases
by applying the bias model individually at each different sample.

However, implementing multiple bias models would require introducing a large number
of bias parameters. Having to marginalise over all these parameters would not be possible
with this data set. Therefore, we investigate the efficacy of two different single effective bias
parameters.

The first one is:

bLRH (Z) =byvV1+ 2z, (314)

following Amendola et al. [68], Montanari and Durrer [69].
The second one is a piecewise linear bias model as a function of redshift. For lower
redshifts z < z,, we use the linear bias:

b*<#*(2;b9) = bovV1 + 2, (3.15)

while for the higher redshift QSO sample, the cosmic bias, according to Laurent et al. [70],

1S:
b7 (2;b1,by) = by * (14 2)% + by . (3.16)

We make the assumption that there is a continuity between the lower redshifts and higher
redshifts at z ~ z, and therefore we impose the following continuity conditions between the
two redshift regions:

V<5 (2 = z,) = 077 (2 = 24) (3.17)
abz<z* 8bz>z*

2=2zx — z=z 3.18

s (31)

After some algebra we find that:
1

1
b= —— by, 3.19
! 4 (1 + Z*)S/Q 0 ( )
3
by = Z\/l + z:bo . (320)

Now, Eq. 3.16 can re-written, as a function of by and z, as:

1 1 3
b= (23b0) = by |~ (1 + 2)2 + SV/1 . 3.21
(23 00) 0[4(1+Z*)3/2( +2) +7 +z*] (3.21)
Therefore, the second parametrisation of the cosmic bias model for the homogeneity scale at
redshifts 0.0 < z < 2.2 can be written as :

V1+z ,forz<z*}

G VIRt

bo, Ry (230, 24) = bo { (3.22)

We choose z, = 0.8 which is the redshift where the QSO sample starts. In section 4.2, we
test both of the above bias models against the data.



4 Analysis

In this section, we describe our analysis given the method described in section 3. We briefly
describe the estimation of the normalised homogeneity scale as obtained from the different
galaxy catalogues. Then we describe the method that we used in order to choose the best bias
model for the homogeneity scale. Then we present the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC)
analysis that we performed in order to constrain cosmology. We also present the test against
the fiducial cosmology.

4.1 Observable estimation

For each of the galaxy samples described in section 2, the fractal dimension, Dg; (r), as defined
in Eq. 3.7, is computed over the range r = [50,200]h~'Mpc, in each redshift bin. We used
the 100 QPM mocks (or 100 bootstraps, see section 2.2) for the different redshift bins to
construct the covariance matrix of Do“. We tested the validity of using bootstraps in the
cases where we do not have mocks in appendix B. The function, D>, is then fitted by a
spline. The homogeneity scale of the galaxy samples, Rfl is then the scale at which this
spline crosses D2 = 2.97, extracted using the definition given in Eq. 3.8.

We have made measurements in different redshift bins and in two different fields, the
North Galactic Cap and the South Galactic Cap. We wanted to know whether the different
redshift bins are independent. Therefore, we studied the correlation coefficient, defined as p =
Ciz /\/Cizi C.;z; of Ry /dy, between redshift bins using the mock and bootstrap catalogues.
This means that for the North Galactic Cap (South) we can define the covariance matrix:

NZ
Cy =Cp,y = Nf_ - E_j (0"(z) = 0(z0)) (0")(z) - O(z)) (4.1)
where O is given by Eq. 3.13, N, is the number of realisation, IV, = 100. The superscrit N
denotes the North galactic cap, we use S for the South. We found the correlation coefficient
to be |p| < 0.25 for the NGC and |p| < 0.20 for the SGC, as shown in appendix C. These
values show that the covariance between redshift bins is non-negligible. Furthermore, we need
to combine measurements in the two fields into one number for each redshift. Therefore, we

define the weighted average of the normalised homogeneity scale as:

dv N dV dV

where the superscript N denotes the NGC and S the SGC. We also combine the covariance
matrix in the usual way:

Rj(z) = (o +osh) (C*R%u) + 05172%@)) : (4.2)

_ _1y—1
Cryjay (2, 25) = (CyH +C5) (4.3)

Table 2 shows the estimated homogeneity scale, Rg, the theoretical homogeneity scale
for the total matter without redshift space distortions, R, and the volume distance, dy, for
the different galaxy samples in the different redshift bins.

4.2 Bias model selection

There are different bias models in the literature. [68, 69] have shown that the two-point
correlation function at low redshifts can be modelled using a linear bias model, which is



Table 2. Mean and standard deviation of the homogeneity scale, Ry, as a function of redshift, z,
for the different galaxy samples as explained in section 4.1. The second to last column is the expected
homogeneity scale for the total matter of the universe, R7;, while the last column is the fiducial
volume distance, see dy section 4.1.

Type Az ‘ Zeff ‘ R%[h~1Mpc] ‘ R [h~Mpc] ‘ dy[h~1Mpc]
LowZ | 0.172—0.258 | 0.215 | 109.89 + 8.76 73.87 600
0.258 — 0.344 | 0.301 | 136.49 + 7.54 70.87 813
0.344 — 0.430 | 0.387 | 126.69 + 6.85 68.0 1012
CMASS [ 0.430 — 0.484 [ 0.457 | 121.55 + 6.24 65.80 1163
0.484 — 0.538 | 0.511 | 117.00 + 4.94 64.16 1274
0.538 — 0.592 | 0.565 | 116.57 + 4.83 62.55 1379
0.592 — 0.700 | 0.646 | 118.79 + 3.19 60.25 1529
eLRG | 0.700 — 0.800 | 0.750 | 117.12 4 5.38 57.45 1704
QSO [ 0.800 — 1.150 [ 0.975 | 95.16 + 8.37 51.96 2033
1.150 — 1.500 | 1.325 | 97.90 & 6.48 44.78 2430
1.500 — 1.850 | 1.675 | 96.44 & 5.42 38.96 2726
1.850 — 2.200 | 2.025 | 105.23 & 9.50 34.17 2952

given by Eq. 3.15. At high redshifts, z > 0.8, Laurent et al. [70], and reference therein,
modelled the bias using Eq. 3.16. In order to investigate whether at all redshifts we can use
a single bias model, we performed the following test.

We fitted a bias model (selected based on the redshift of the sample) to each sample
separately, keeping the cosmology fixed to our fiducial cosmology. To the LowZ, CMASS
and eLRG samples, we fitted the low redshift bias model described by Eq. 3.15, which has
a single bias paramter, bg. While for the higher redshift, QSO sample, we applied the high
redshift bias model described in Eq. 3.16 which has two free parameters, b1, bs.

Figure 1 shows the normalised homogeneity scale as measured in our four galaxy sam-
ples, LowZ (blue), CMASS (purple), eLRG (yellow) and QSO (green). The coloured bands
represent the 20 uncertainty on the best fitting bias parameters for each sample, as described
above. These models have been extrapolated beyond the redshift range of the corresponding
data. The overlap between the bands shows that the models are compatible with one an-
other. For example, the best fitting bias model for the QSO sample and the best fitting bias
model for the eLRG sample, are compatible to the level of 1.40. We use this as justification
for adopting the same bias model at all redshifts.

The result for one fiducial cosmology, pr is shown in Fig. 1. We repeated this test using
a pro fiducial cosmology, which is defined by:

pra = (hy W, Wedm, s, In [101°4,] , Q1) = (0.7,0.0225,0.11172,0.95,3.077,0.0) ,  (4.4)

on the data and we obtained similar results.

In section 3.2, we have described two single parameter bias models for all redshift bins.
To select one of the two candidates, Eq. 3.15 and Eq. 3.22, we investigated their x2. In
table 3, we show that the first model performs better since its x? is closer to the number of
degrees of freedom. We repeated this test using a ppro fiducial cosmology and we obtained
similar results. Henceforth, all the results we present here, have been obtained with the first
bias model.

~10 -



. Lowz
025 m CMASS
eLRG
0 QSO
0.20
—
N
N
>
T o015
<
R
0.10
Q%%%E
0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 175 2.00
redshift, z
Figure 1. The normalised homogeneity scale as a function of redshift, for the different galaxy

samples, colorcoded. The shade areas show the 20 deviation of the fiducial model fitted to the data
for the different parametrisation of the bias for the different galaxies sample. [see section 4.2]

Table 3. Measurement of the cosmological parameters for the two different bias models, as described
in section 4.2, considering the combination, b; g, -R g /dv+CMB+Lensing.

Bias model bo Qm Qa X2 £ 2.ndf, ndf =11
b1 Ry 1.397 4+ 0.026 0.363 + 0.025 0.650 + 0.021 7.524 + 4.690
bo Ry 1.397 £ 0.026  0.360 £ 0.025 0.652 £ 0.020 7.397 + 4.690

4.3 Sensitivity of the normalised homogeneity scale to cosmology

Nesseris and Trashorras [71] have argued that the homogeneity scale cannot be used as a
cosmological probe. In particular, they have shown that the homogeneity scale does not have
a one-to-one relationship with the €2, parameter. However, in this paper as in N18, we are
studying the homogeneity scale normalised with the volume distance, Ry /dy. We stress that
even though the Ry alone is not one-to-one function with €2, parameter for a flat-ACDM
model the parameter combination, R /dy, does have a cosmological dependence, as we show
below.

In the left hand panel of Fig. 2, we show the relationship between the normalised
homogeneity scale and €2,,,. We have applied the first bias model, by z,,(2), and the redshift
space distortion (RSD) model. The figure shows that around the fiducial cosmology the
normalised homogeneity scale increases as a function of €,,, with a variation of more than
10%. The right hand panel of Fig. 2 shows that around the fiducial cosmology the normalised
homogeneity scale increases as a function of Q5 with a variation of more than 5%. Different
colour lines correspond to different redshift bins. These trends are true in all redshift bins.
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Figure 2. Sensitivity of the normalised homogeneity scale, Ry /dy, against the each values for
a fiducial cosmology, (bg, Qm, ) = (1.0,0.310,0.690). Different colours represent different redshift.
[see section 4.3]

We also studied the case of a biased tracer and we reached the same conclusions. Therefore,
this shows that we can use the normalised homogeneity scale as a cosmological probe.

4.4 MCMC set-up

We used an MCMC? to sample the posterior probability distribution of our cosmological
parameter space p = (bg, Qm, A ), to determine the cosmological constraints provided by the
normalised homogeneity scale. The likelihood for a given set of cosmological parameters, p,
is expressed as L£(p) o exp [—x?(p)/2], where x? is:

X*(p) = A(p)C~'AT(p) (4.5)

where A(p) = O — M(p); M is the theoretical prediction; O is our observable and C is the
covariance matrix which are given by Eq. 4.2 and Eq. 4.3.

In addition to our observable, we also used prior information on the (£2,,,,) plane as
obtained by Planck 2018 [8] from the CMB and the CMB+Lensing measurements. We use the
Ruby-Gelman [72] test as a convergence criterion for each MCMC realisation, RG —1 < 0.01.

4.5 Results

In Fig. 3, we present the normalised homogeneity scale for the galaxy distribution of the
universe as a function of redshift. The quantity, Rz /dy, is plotted for the four galaxy samples
that we study, i.e. the LowZ sample (blue), the CMASS sample (magenta), eLRG sample
(yellow) and the QSO sample (green). Figure 3 also shows the three best fitting models: one
using only the galaxy data; the galaxy data combined with the CMB; and the galaxy data
in combination with CMB+Lensing. Given our y?, we find a very good agreement between
the normalised homogeneity scale with the single bias parameter model and the data. Note
that when we add the priors, we add 2 degrees of freedom. The normalised homogeneity
scale increases with time since as the universe expands structures grow. At redshifts z ~ 1.0,
there is a non-smooth variation of the model due to the BAO feature, known to be at a scale

2We used the publicly available code, pymc https://pymc-devs.github.io/pymc/.
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Figure 3. Redshift evolution of the normalised homogeneity scale for the four data galaxy samples,
LowZ(blue), CMASS (purple), eLRG (yellow) and QSO (green). The black line is the model that
best fits the data alone. [see section 4.5].

of 105~ 'Mpc [10], in the Dy(r) function. This effect occurs at slightly different redshifts,
for the different parameter values in Ry /dy. We explore this effect in appendix .

In Fig. 4, we present the result of our MCMC analysis for the open ACDM model. We
show the marginalised contours of the 6 different combinations of the (bg, 2y, 24) planes for
the R /dy alone (black), CMB+Lensing (blue), and the combination of R ;7 /dy +CMB+Lensing
(red). The green star denotes the values of the fiducial cosmology.

The results for the probe combinations that we studied in this work, are shown in
table 4. We find that Ry /dy alone can constrain the measurement of €2,. The addition of
information from Ry /dy improves constraints relative to the CMB alone with 40% reduction
on the uncertainty for €, and 34% for 2,. While when we add the normalised homogeneity
scale to the CMB+Lensing we get an improvement of a 31% reduction of the uncertainty for
Q,, and 28% for Q. These results show that the combination of the homogeneity scale with
the CMB provides results comparable to CMB+Lensing.

Furthermore, we find that the bias values as obtained by the Ry /dy alone and using all
galaxy samples at once, given in table 4, b™#/% (2, ;¢ = 0.32) = 1.5040.22 and bRH/ (2, =
0.57) = 1.62 4+ 0.25 are consistent at 20 with the typical values of bias from the BOSS
collaboration[73] which are between b(zers = 0.32) ~ b(z.fs = 0.57) ~ [1.95 — 2.1]. Using
the CMB and CMB+Lensing, the constraints of the bias values become more tight but
they cannot be compared to the BOSS collaboration[73] values. The BOSS bias values are
obtained independently from using the CMB and CMB-+Lensing constraints. When one uses
a multivariate analysis to constrain the combination of bias with other values one constrains
the bias parameter more.

These results demonstrate that Ry /dy can be used as a probe to constrain cosmological
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Figure 4. Contours of 68% (dark) and 95% (light) C.L. of (bg, Qm,2a) planes using actual data,
Ry /dy (black), CMB+Lensing (blue) and R /dy +CMB+Lensing (red). The green star denotes the
values of our fiducial cosmology. The diagonal panels show the normalised likelihood and the mean
and the standard deviation of each parameter colour-coded for each probe. [See text for section 4.5]
parameters. In particular, it can be used to improve the cosmological measurements in the
(Qn, Q) plane’.
Table 4. Mean and standard deviation of the measured cosmological parameters (£2,,,,Q2,), using
different combination of data. [See section 4.5]
Probe Combinations \ bo Qn Qa X2 ++/2ndf, ndf =9
CMB - 0.473 £0.089 0.571 £0.070 -
CMB + Lensing - 0.352£0.036 0.658 £0.029 -
Ry /dy 1.306 £0.149 0.4134+0.068 0.705 + 0.161 7.362 £ 4.243
Ry /dy+CMB 1.373+0.031 0.411 £0.053 0.619 = 0.046 9.015 4+ 4.690
R /dy+CMB+Lensing | 1.397 £0.026 0.363 £ 0.025 0.650 £ 0.021 7.524 £+ 4.690

30ur analysis is available under GNU licence https://github.com/lontelis/CoHo2. This is further evi-
dence of the ACDM model, the standard model of cosmology.
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4.6 Study of systematic effects

In order to quantify any bias coming from the values of the fiducial cosmology, we performed
two dedicated studies. Firstly, we repeated the measurement on the data using a different
fiducial cosmology. The two different cosmologies are defined by Eq. 1.1 (denoted by pr) and
Eq. 4.4 (denoted by pp2). These cosmologies differ from each other by 15% for €2, and by
6% for Qp. We present the results in table 5. The systematic bias obtained by the different
fiducial cosmologies is not significant with respect to the statistical error. Ideally, this study
should be performed on mock catalogues, but mocks are not publicly available in all redshift
bins.

Secondly, in appendix I, we present further test in the subset of the redhift bins, z < 0.8,
where the mock catalogues are available. Using the mock catalogues and even though this
test-measurement is less precise than the measurement at the whole redshift bin 0.172 < z <
2.2, we retrieve the fiducial cosmology within 98% percentile, which validates our modelling
and our analysis.

In conclusion since the constraints from the data already agree at less than 1o level
from using two different fiducial cosmologies that differ from each other more than 1o level
our analysis is validated.

Table 5. Systematic study on the measurement. Combination of probes that measure the model
parameters using bias model 1, Eq. 3.22 and two different fiducial cosmologies. [See section 4.6]

bir, (%) bo Qm Qa X2 ++2.ndf, ndf =9
pr-Ri/dy 1.306 £0.149 0.413 +0.068 0.705 £ 0.161 7.362 £+ 4.243
pFQ—RH/dV 1.348 £ 0.157 0.427 £0.078 0.643 +0.183 7.456 + 4.243
pr-Rp/dy+CMB 1.373 £0.031 0.411 +£0.053 0.619 £ 0.046 9.015 £ 4.690
pro-Rp/dy+CMB 1.371 +£0.033 0.411 £0.057 0.618 +0.047 8.891 + 4.690
pr-Ri/dy+CMB+Lensing | 1.397 +0.026  0.363 = 0.025 0.650 + 0.021 7.524 £+ 4.690
pr2-Rp/dy+CMB+Lensing | 1.393 +0.024 0.364 £ 0.025 0.649 £+ 0.020 7.482 £+ 4.690

5 Conclusion and discussion

In this work, we have demonstrated that the normalised characteristic scale of transition to
cosmic homogeneity, Ry /dy, can be used as a cosmological probe with large scale structure
surveys. For this, we have used four publicly available galaxy samples, LowZ, CMASS,
eLRG and QSO of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey. We have also used an empirical approach
in order to extract a redshift dependent bias model for the normalised homogeneity scale at
all redshifts from the different galaxy samples.

In order to quantify the additional cosmological information contained in the normalised
homogeneity scale, we have performed an MCMC analysis and we have explored the open
ACDM model. By combining our measurements with prior information from CMB+Lensing,
we found €, = 0.363 = 0.025 and Q2 = 0.650 & 0.021, consistent with a flat ACDM cosmo-
logical model at the 1o level. The inclusion of Ry /dy improves CMB+Lensing constraints
alone by a reduction on the uncertainty of 31% for €2, and 28% for Q4. There is, therefore,
a clear gain when it is combined with CMB+Lensing information.

The normalised homogeneity scale shows evidence for a flat-ACDM cosmology. This is
in agreement with current literature on the combination of galaxy clustering and other probes
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[8]. In particular, we find QgMB+LenSing+RH/ 4V — _0.0126-+0.0078 which is comparable at 2

with the Planck value, QSMB+LenSing+BAO = 0.0007 & 0.0019. The BAO analysis performed
in Aghanim et al. [8], takes into account two dimensional information from galaxy clustering,
r1,7)- In contrast, in this work, we have not taken that into account, which might result in
our lower constraining power. Therefore, further studies are required with more sophisticated
analysis to combine this measurement with other probes.

In this work, we measured the homogeneity scale on the QSO sample independently
from Laurent et al. [26] and Gongalves et al. [28]. We acquired results that are compatible
and more precise. We have more precise results than Gongalves et al. [28], since they used
narrower redshift bins than us. Laurent et al. [26] have used an outdated QSO catalogue
from BOSS, while we are using the eBOSS QSO catalogue which is both deeper and denser.
Therefore, we get more precise measurements.

Nesseris and Trashorras [71] have argued that the homogeneity scale cannot be consid-
ered as a standard ruler and that it cannot constrain cosmological parameters since it does
not have a one-to-one dependence on €2,,. We agree with the first statement. Since Ry
evolves with time (and therefore redshift) it cannot be considered to be a standard ruler.
However, we disagree with their second conclusion. In this paper, we have shown that the
normalised homogeneity scale, Rp/dy, without the addition of other probes, can be used
to place a constraint on €2,,. This is due to the fact that even though the dependence of
the homogeneity scale on 2, is weak, the dependence of the homogeneity scale normalised
with the volume distance is much stronger as we have shown in section 4.3 . In addition, we
have shown that in combination with CMB+Lensing, the normalised homogeneity scale also
improves the constraint on €2, and 4.

In conclusion, we have revealed the complementarity of the homogeneity scale with
respect to other cosmological probes.

Finally, we stress that this analysis can be performed and improved upon in the light
of more observational data from current and future survey such as SDSS-IV[74], DESI[77],
Euclid[76] and LSST|[77]. Furthermore, analogous methods could be applied to data from
SKA[78]. A similar analysis can also be applied by measuring the normalised homogeneity
in the temperature fluctuations of CMB as observed by Planck [8]. Potentially, one could
investigate additional observational systematic effects on our probe [79], but as shown in
[80] the known systematics (modelled by the weights), do not affect the measurement of the
homogeneity scale at the 1o level. One can also extend this analysis to test Modified Gravity
models or Effective Field Theory models[76]. We leave these analyses for future work.
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Appendices

A Fiducial quantities

In table 6, we summarise the fiducial cosmology values and prior measured values used in
this study.

Table 6. Reference table for the (€,,,x)-plane. The first two lines show the fiducial cosmology
used in this work, the last two lines show the cosmology measurements as obtained by Planck2018[83].

bo Q, Qp
Data - Fiducial (pr) - 0.316 0.684
Data - Fiducial 2 (pr2) - 0.274 0.726
Mock - QPM (pgpm) = 0.290 0.710
CMB (Planck 2018) — 0473£0.089 0.571+£0.072
CMB+Lensing(Planck 2018) | — 0.352+£0.036 0.658 4+ 0.029

B Bootstrap covariance validation

We study the Covariance matrix for the fractal dimension, Dy(r), as given by Eq. 2.4. We
calculate the covariance for the CMASS galaxy sample for the first 3 redshift bins of the
CMASS galaxy catalogue using the 100 mock catalogues, described in section 2.2. Then, we
calculate the covariance matrix for the same galaxy catalogues using the bootstrap method.
In Fig. 5, we give the absolute difference between the covariance matrix using the bootstrap
method and the covariance matrix from mock catalogues.

This result shows that the use of the bootstrap method results in a covariance matrix
that approximates the constructed ones using the mock catalogues. This validates the use
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Figure 5. Absolute difference of the covariance matrices in logarithmic scale for the fractal di-
mension, Dy(r), between the bootstrap method and the mock method for the 3 redshift bins of the
CMASS galaxy catalogues. [see appendix B]

of the bootstrap method on the samples where we lack mock catalogues. In future work, we
plan to use mock catalogues in order to update and improve this study further.

C Correlation matrix pgr,, /4, (2, 2j)

We study the Correlation matrix of Ry /dy as a function of redshift for the North, South
and the combination of the Galactic Caps. We use the combination of the galactic caps in
our estimation of the weighted Ry /dy and the combination of the covariance as explained
in section 4.1. The covariance matrices for the North and South Galactic Caps are used to
estimated the weighted average of Rp/dy, while the combined covariance matrix is used
for the fits with the theoretical model. In Fig. 6, we give the ratio of the matrix using the
bootstrap method and the one using the mock catalogues for the three redshift bins. This
result shows the necessity of taking into account the correlation of our observable from the

different redshift bins.
A A 0.75
i X 0.50
O Q
. . 0.25
) A -0.75
0 2 4 6 8 10 - 0 2 4 6 8 10 2 0 2 4 6 8 10 -1.00
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Figure 6.  Correlation matrices of the normalised homogeneity scale as a function of redshift,
PRy /dy (2i, 2;) for the North(left), South(center) and Combination(right) of Galactic Caps. [see ap-
pendix 4.1]

)
o
5]

p(z1,2) - NGC x SGC

D Normality test of the Ry /dy-measurement

In this section, we present an omnibus normality test[34] of the likelihood of the measurement
of the normalised homogeneity scale, R /dy (z), at each redshift using the mocks. We show
the results on the left panel in Fig. 7 , where the red dash line shows the threshold above
which the measurement at each redshift should be assumed to be Gaussian. We find that
only one of the redshift bins does not follow a Gaussian distribution and this is reasonable
since this redshift bin has the lowest number of galaxies. However, future surveys are going
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Figure 7. Left: Omnibus normality test for the measurements of the normalized homogeneity scale,
Ry /dy at each redshift bin, represented with the p-value at each redshift. [see appendix D] Right:
BAO feature on the Fractal dimension as a function of scales, Do(r). Increasing shade represent
increasing redshift. The horizontal red dashed line represent the threshold for 1% of homogeneity.
The vertical green dashed line represents the BAO scale. [see appendix E]

to reveal more galaxies in these redshift regions and we will be able to have a better study in
the future. These results show that even though we have somewhat small redshift bins the
Gaussian approximation is reasonable for almost every redshift bin.

E Effect of the BAO feature on the fractal dimension

We demonstrate that the BAO feature is apparent in the fractal dimension at scales 1052~ Mpc.
On the right panel, in Fig. 7, we present the fractal dimension as a function of scale, Dy(r).
Increasing shade represents increasing redshift. The horizontal red dashed line represent the
threshold for 1% homogeneity. The vertical green dashed line represents the BAO scale.
The blue dashed line represents the fractal dimension as a function of scales for redshift
z = 0.975. It is obvious that the BAO feature results in a non-smooth behaviour of redshift
dependence of the normalised homogeneity scale at redshifts z ~ 1.0. To completely avoid
the BAO feature one could define the threshold for the homogeneity scale to be less than 1%,
for example 0.1%. However, Ntelis et al. [27] have shown that a precision of this kind will be
decreasing due to the fact that the slope of the Fractal Dimension decreases. One could also
choose a threshold larger than 1%, for example 2%. However, at theses scales the Redshift
Space Distortion model becomes more complicated and additionally it would require some
non-linear modelling of the Power Spectrum. Therefore, we leave this study for future work.

F Model validation test for data z < 0.8

To validate our modelling, we use data and mocks in the redshift region z < 0.8 where QPM
mock catalogues are accessible to us. In particular, we perform the analysis as described in
section 4.6 but now for three different cosmologies, (pr, pr2, Pgpm), for both data and mock
catalogues. In this case study, we take the mean and 1o of the mocks because we want to
simulate the error in the data which have as an error the 1o of the mocks. In figure table 7
we show the results for both data and mock catalogues. In table 8 but now divided by the
fiducial cosmology, i.e. (2 gpm,24a,gpm). The information is degrade first of all because we
provide the 98% percentile and not the 68% percentile of (10) quoted by our measurement.
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Furthermore, we consider only half of our data points, which is 7 data points instead of 12.
Finally, even though this measurement is less precise than the measurement at the whole
redshift bin 0.172 < z < 2.2, we retrieve the fiducial cosmology within 98% percentile, which
validates our modelling and our analysis.

Table 7. Validation test for data below z < 0.8. The first column shows the configuration of
the measurement of cosmogical parameters ("D” for data "M” for mock catalogues) with different
fiducial cosmologies (pr, pr2, Pgpm correspond to equations 1.1, 4.4, 2.3, respectively). Each of the
2-4 columns shows the mode of the variable of each chain and each 98% percentile. The last column
shows the x? test in respect of the n.d.f

Ru/dy bo Q, Qp X% £+ 2.ndf, ndf=5
D-pr 1.526 +0.440 0.609 & 0.466 0.980 =+ 0.630 11.377 & 3.162
D-ppo 1.54340.483 0.389£0.413 1.080 %+ 0.638 10.135 + 3.162
D-pgpm  1.5574£0.446  0.510 £0.410 0.990 £ 0.630 11.475 + 3.162
M-pr  1.82740.484 0.46240.328 1.080 & 0.556 3.731 £ 3.162
M-pr2  1.760 £ 0.474 0.530 £0.325 1.030 + 0.570 4.210 + 3.162
M-pgpm  1.6144£0.422 0.408 +£0.294 1.020 & 0.534 5.536 & 3.162

Table 8. Validation test for data below z < 0.8. The first column shows the configuration of the
measurement of cosmogical parameters ( ”M” for mock catalogues) with different fiducial cosmologies
(pr, Pr2; Pgpm correspond to equations 1.1, 4.4, 2.3, respectively). Each of the 2-4 columns shows
the mode of the variable of each chain and each 98% percentile divided by the fiducial cosmology of
the mocks. The last column shows the x? test in respect of the n.d.f.

Ry /dy bo Qi / Umgpm O/ gpm  X° £ V2.ndf, ndf=5
M-pr 1.8274+0.484 1.594+1.132 1.521 £0.783 3.731 £+ 3.162
M-pr2 1.760 £0.474 1.8294+1.119 1.451 £0.802 4.210 + 3.162
M-pgpm 1614 £0.422 1.407+1.015 1.43740.753 5.536 £+ 3.162

G Definition of the Fractal Correlation Dimension

Theiler [385] and references therein, have shown the vast and unexplored by physicists regions
of fractal dimension, on several flavours and definitions of fractals from the generalised fractal
dimension definition to the information dimension definitions. The latter definitions capture
the idea of the information entropy. In particular, he has shown that the p-point correlation
functions, can be mathematically visualised by fractal p-point correlation dimensions see
equation 51. In this study, we have focused in the two point statistics of a distribution of a
tracers, such the one of galaxies. Two points statistics are statistics that are widely use in
the literature of the large scale structures. The fractal two-point point correlation dimension,
or simply expressed as fractal correlation dimension or fractal dimension, Dy(r), is the one
which corresponds to the two-point correlation function, £(r), which is widely used in LSS
science, see for e.g. [34]. Therefore, our estimator of the fractal dimension is equivalent to
the one of the fractal 2-point correlation dimension, denoted by Eq. 3.2. In a future study,
it would be interesting to study fractal correlation dimension of higher orders. It would also
interesting to study other flavours of fractals, such as the one of the information fractals.
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H Integral constraint bias

A note on a publication [86] which appear when this work was under review. In particular,
Heinesen [86] has shown that estimators of normalised number counts, which in a theoretical
form is given by

N<r)=1+ % /07“ £(s)s%ds (.1)

potentially are biased due to the integral constraint, namely integral constraint bias. This
means that the amplitude of this functional changes according to a certain value, and there-
fore the homogeneity scale estimated from these observables is biased approximately to 40%.
This potentially affects our estimates since the normalised counts in spheres are related to
the fractal dimension, Ds(r), since

:dln
" dlnr

Do(r) N(<r)+3. (.2)
This integral constraint bias which is proposed by the authors can be introduced as a simple
parameter, b;. to the aforementioned model, i.e. in the Eq. .1 as follows. The integrand
of Eq. .1 is composed by the two point correlation function, £(s) scaled with s?. As shown
by Eq. 3.4, the two-point correlation function becomes for a redshift space distorted galaxy

sample:
2
5O (g ) = 12(2) 1+ 2 f(z) +% (f(z)> ] rm) (g ) (:3)

3b(z) b(z)

In the case of a simple redshift evolved bias model, i.e. b(z) = bypy/1 + 2z, we have:

&5s,2) 2 f(2) 1( f(2) >
) =00 +2) | gt s s (4)

Now we introduce the b; . to the bias model, i.e. b(z) = bjcbpy/1 + z and we have:

f(2) 1( f(2) >2

2
1+ -
3 b; bov1+ 2 5 \ bi.cbov1+ 2

(5,G)
S 2

R3S
& (s, 2) o

Now plugging Eq. .5 to Eq. 3.7, i.e. DG (1), instead of Eq. 3.4 and following our method-
ology, we expect to estimate the quantity bpb;.. instead the quantity by, using the likelihood
analysis, see section 4.4. Therefore, we conclude that the estimation of the cosmological
parameters, (€,,,24) remain the same and the change of the amplitude due to the integral
constraint is going to be absorbed by the byb; .. parameter.

A more systematic study is required to assess quantitatively this effect. Finally, this
integral constraint bias does not affect the main conclusion of our study, which is the fol-
lowing. Our study shows the complementary of the homogeneity scale with respect to other
cosmological probes.
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