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ABSTRACT

We compare observed clustering of quasars and galaxieswasctoh of redshift, mass, luminosity, and
color/morphology, to constrain models of quasar fuelind #re co-evolution of spheroids and supermassive
black holes (BHs). High redshift quasars are shown to be mri@am the progenitors of local early-type
galaxies, with the characteristic quasar luminokityat a given redshift reflecting a characteristic mass of the
“active” BH/host population at that epoch. In detail, thepéncally calculated clustering of quasar “remnants”
(knowing the observed clustering of the original quasassa dunction of stellar mass and/or luminosity is
identical to that observed for early-type populations. Ilder, at a given redshift, the active quasars clus-
ter as an “intermediate” population, reflecting neithempfital” late nor early-type galaxies at that redshift.
Comparing with the age of elliptical stellar populationsaafsinction of mass reveals that this “intermediate”
population represents those ellipticals undergoing (onitgating) their final significant star formation activ-
ity at the given epoch. Assuming that quasar triggering soeisited with the formation/termination epoch
of ellipticals predicts quasar clustering at all observedsshifts without any model dependence or assump-
tions about quasar light curves, lifetimes, or accretidagaThis is not true for spiral/disk populations or the
quasar halos (by any definition of their ages); i.e. quasar®tgenerically trace star formation or halo assem-
bly/growth processes. Interestingly, however, quasateting at all redshifts is consistent with a constant host
halo mass- 4 x 10"?h™ M, similar to the local “group scale.” The observations suppoenarios in which
major mergers dominate the bright, high-redshift quasputadion. We demonstrate that future observation of
quasar clustering as a function of luminosity can be usednatcain different fueling mechanisms which may
dominate AGN populations at lower luminosity and/or rettshie also show that clustering measurements at
z=3-6 will be sensitive to the efficiency of feedback or “quendfiiat these redshifts.

Subject headings: quasars: general — galaxies: active — galaxies: evolutiotosmology: theory

1. INTRODUCTION explain the evolution of these populations with redshiftd a
In recent years, it has become clear that essentiallythe'r correlations with one another (Kauffmann & Haehnelt

all galaxies harbor supermassive black holes (BHs) (e.g.,2000; Somerville etal. L 2001;L_Wyithe & Loebl__2003;
Kor?nendy & Richstorep1995), the masses of whic(h are) c(orr%-Graﬂf"‘to etall_2004;_Scannapieco & Oh_2004: Baughlet al.
lated with many properties of their host spheroids, inaigdi 2005, [Monaco & Fo‘ntanot 2005,’ Croton €} al, 20061
luminosity, mass (Magorrian etlal. 1998), velocity disfens Hopkins et al. ZOO@b,c, 2007a;|__Bower et all__2006;
(Ferrarese & Merritt 2000; Gebhardt et ial. 2000), concentra 2€ Lucia etal.[ 2006] Malbon etial. 2006). _In many of
tion and Sersic index (Graham et al. 2001). Further, compari (h€S€ models, the merger hypothesis (Tocmre/1977) provides
son of the relic BH mass density and quasar luminosity func- & Physical mechanism linking galaxy star formation, mor-
tions (QLFs| Soltah 1982: Salucci eilal. 1999; Yu & Tremaine PNology, and black hole evolution. According to this pietur
2002! Marconi et &l. 2004: Shankar et al. 2004; Hopkins let al. 92S-1ich galaxy mergers channel large amounts of gas to
2007b), the cosmic X-ray background (Elvis etal. 2002; 9laxy centers (e.d.. Barnes & Hernquist 1991, 1996), rigeli
Ueda et all_2003; CHo 2005: Hopkins et al. 2007b), and relicPoWerful starbursts (e.g.._Mihos & Hernquist_1996) and

BH Eddington ratios|(Hopkins, Hernquist, & Narayan 2005) Puried BH growthi(Sanders etial. 1988) until the BH grows
demonstrates that the growth of BHs is dominated by a short-/2r9€ enough that feedback from accretion rapidly unbinds
lived phase of high accretion rate, bright quasar activityis, and heats the surrounding gas (Silk & Rees 1998), briefly

together with the similarity between the cosmic star foiorat ~ '€vealing a bright, optical quasar_(Hopkins €tial._2005a).
history (e.g.| Hopkins & Beacdm 2006) and quasar accretion'S 92s densities and corresponding accretion rates rapidly
history (e.g.__Merloni et al. 2004; Hopkins ef al. 2007b), re decline, an inactive “dead” BH is left in an elliptical gajax
veals that quasar activity (with associated BH growth) and S&lisfying observed correlations between BH and spheroid
galaxy formation are linked. mass. Major mergers rapidly and efficiently exhaust the

A number of theoretical models have been proposed toc0!d gas reservoirs of the progenitor systems, allowing the
remnant to rapidly redden with a low specific star formation
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bling observed ellipticals in their correlations with BHypier- tween these quasar fueling models are of great interest. Un-
ties (DI Matteo et al. 2005), scaling relations (Robertsoalle  fortunately, comparison of the quasar and galaxy or host lu-
2006b), colors (Springel etlal. 2005a), and morphologiedla minosity functions, while important, suffers from a numbér
kinematic properties (Cox etlal. 2006). The quasar activity degeneracies and can be “tuned” in most semi-analytic mod-
excited through such mergers can account for the QLF andels. Direct observations of host morphologies, while aalide
a wide range of quasar properties at a number of frequenciesool for this study, are difficult at high redshift and highihy
(Hopkins et al. 2005a, 2006b), and with such a detailed modelcomplete, especially for bright quasars which dominaté the
to “map” between merger, quasar, and remnant galaxy popu-host galaxy light in all observed wavebands. However, the
lations it is possible to show that the buildup and stasstit clustering of these populations may represent a robust test
the quasar, red galaxy, and merger mass and luminosity funcef their potential correlations, which does not dependisens
tions are consistent and can be used to predict one anotheively on sample selection. Critically, considering thester-
(Hopkins et al. 2006¢, 2007a, 2006e). ing of quasars and their potential hosts is not highly model-

However, it is by no means clear whether this is, in fact, dependentin the way of, e.g., mapping between their luminos
the dominant mechanism for the triggering of quasars andity functions or modeling their triggering rates in an a pirio
buildup of early-type populations. For example, the associ fashion.
tion between BH and stellar mass discussed above leads some In recent years, wide-field surveys such as the Two Degree
models to tie quasar activity directly to star formatiorg(e.  Field (2dF) QSO Redshift Survey (2QZ;_Boyle etial. 2000)
Granato et al. 2004), implying it will evolve in a manner trac and the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS; York et'al. 2000)
ing star-forming galaxies, with this evolution and the esrr  have enabled tight measurements of quasar clustering {o red
sponding downsizing effect roughly independent of mergersshiftsz~ 3, and a detailed breakdown of galaxy clustering as
and morphological galaxy segregation at redshiffs2. Oth- a function of galaxy mass, luminosity, color, and morphglog
ers invoke post-starburst AGN feedback to suppress star for (e.g., Norberg et al. 2002; Zehavi etlal. 2002; Li et al. 2006)
mation on long timescales and at relatively low accretidesa  These observations allow us to consider the possible trigge
through, e.g., “radio-mode” feedback (Croton et al. 2008). ing mechanisms of quasars in a robust, empirical manner,
this specific case, the “radio-mode” is associated with low- and answer several key questions. Which local populations
luminosity activity after a quasar phase builds a massive BH have the appropriate clustering to be the descendantslof hig
(i.e. quasar “relics”), but it is possible to construct smen  redshift quasars? How is the quasar epoch of these popula-
ios (e.g./ Ciotti & Ostriker 2001; Binngy 2004) in which the tions related to galaxy formation? And, to the extent that
same task is accomplished by cyclic, potentially “quasar- quasars are associated with spheroid formation, are bright
like” (i.e. high Eddington ratio) bursts of activity, or inhich quasar populations dominated by quasars triggered in forma
the “radio-mode” might be directly associated with an opti- tion “events”?
cally luminous “quasar mode,” either of which would imply In this paper, we investigate the link between quasar activ-
quasars should trace the established “old” red galaxy popu-ty and galaxy formation by comparing the observed cluster-
lation at each redshift. In several models, a distinction be ing of quasar and galaxy populations as a function of mass,
tween “hot” and “cold” accretion modes (Birnboim & Dekel luminosity, color, and redshift. In[g 2, we compare the clus-
2003;/ Keres et al. 2005; Dekel & Birnbdim 2006), in which tering of quasars and local galaxies to determine whichxgala
new gas cannot cool into a galactic disk above a critical dark populations “descend” from high-redshift quasar progesit
matter halo mass, determines the formation of red galaxy pop In 8[3 we consider the clustering of quasars as a function of
ulations, essentially independent of quasar triggering.(e luminosity and redshift, checking the robustness of our re-
Cattaneo et al. 2006, but see also Binney 2004). sults and presenting tests for the dominance of differelIAG

At low luminosities, Mg = -23, important atz < fueling mechanisms at low luminosities. (8 4 compares the
0.5), models predict that stochastic, high-Eddington ra- clustering of quasars as a function of redshift with thatibf d
tio “Seyfert” activity triggered in gas-rich, disk-domiteal ferent galaxy populations at the same redshift, ruling eut s
systems will contribute increasingly to the AGN luminos- eral classes of fueling models.[8 5 further considers the age
ity function (Hopkins & Hernquist 2006), with enhance- as a function of stellar and BH mass of these galaxy popula-
ments to these fueling mechanisms from bar instabilities tions, and uses this to predict quasar clustering as a fumcti
and galaxy harassment. Indeed, the morphological makeupf redshift for different host populations. I8 6, we usesthe
of low-luminosity, low-redshift Seyferts appears to sugipo comparisonsto predict quasar clustering at high redshpifés
this, with increasing dominance of unperturbed disks at senting observational tests to determine the efficiencyghf-h
low luminosities seen locally (e.d., Kauffmann etlal. 2003b redshift quasar feedback. Finally, ifl8 7 we discuss outt®su
Dong & De Raobertis. 2006) and at low redshift~ 0-1 and conclusions, and their implications for various modéls
(Sanchez et al. 2004; Pierce etlal. 2006). At high luminosi- quasar triggering and BH-spheroid co-evolution.
ties (even at these redshifts), however, the quasar popula- Throughout, we adopt a WMAPIOg,, Q4, h, og, ng) =
tions are increasingly dominated by ellipticals and merger (0.27,0.73,0.71,0.84,0.96) cosmology [(Spergel etlal.
remnants, particularly those with young stellar populaio 2003), and normalize all observations and models shown to
suggesting recent starburst activity (Kauffmann et al.3300  this cosmology. Although the exact choice of cosmology
Sanchez et al. _2004; Vanden Berk et al. 2006; Bestlet al.may systematically shift the inferred bias and halo masses
2005] Dong & De Raobertis 2006), and even clear merger rem-(primarily scaling withog), our comparisons (i.e. relative
nants [(Sanchez etlal. 2004). Still, some models extend thebiases) are unchanged, and repeating our calculations for
observed fueling in disk systems to high redshift quasars, i a “concordance” ((8,0.7,0.7,0.9,1.0) cosmology or the
voking disk instabilities in very gas-rich high redshifsks WMAP3 results of Spergel et al. (2006) has little effect on
as a primary triggering mechanisim_(Kauffmann & Haehnelt our conclusions. All magnitudes are in the Vega system.
2000).

Clearly, observations which can break the degeneracies be-
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2. USING CLUSTERING TO DETERMINE THE PARENT ies. Note that the lowest and highest-redshift bins 0.5 and
POPULATION OF QUASARS/ELLIPTICALS z~ 2.5, respectively) in the Myers etlal. (2007a) quasar clus-
At a given redshifiz, quasars are being triggered in some tering measurements are significantly affected by cataisico
“parent” halo population. These halos, and by consequenceedshift errors (owing to their considering all photomesitiy
the quasars they host, cluster with some bias/amplibze classified quasars, as opposed to just spectroscopically co
The halos will subsequently evolve via gravitational cust ~ firmed quasars); we follow their suggestion and decrease (in
ing, which in linear theory predicts their subsequent@ring ~ crease) the clustering amplitude in the lowest (highest) re

at any later redshift; will be given by shift bin by ~ 20%; excluding these points entirely, however,
D(2) has no effect on our conclusions.
_ Z NS For reference, we show the characterifigy correspond-
b(ze) =1+ D(z) {b(z.) 1} (1) ing to L, in the QLF (as defined above) as a function of

. : redshift in Figurd 2. Whether we adopt a direct conversion

(Ery [1996;1 Mo & White| 1996, Croom et al. 2001), where fom the observetl, (Equation[(8)) with observed Eddington
D(2) is the linear growth factor. Thus, at= 0, the halos  ratjos, as above, or invoke any of several empirical models
which hosted the quasars atwill have a bias ofb(0) = for the QLF Eddington ratio distribution, we obtain a simila
1+D(z)[b(z)-1]. _ , _ Mgw. The figure illustrates the inherent factgr2 systematic

The quasar luminosity function at a given redshift has a yncertainty in the appropriate Eddington ratios and boteme
characteristic luminosity,. Given that quasars (at least ric corrections used in our conversions. These uncerésinti
those withL = L.) are typically observed to have high Ed- nowever, are at most comparable to the uncertainties irequas
dington ratios\ = L/Leqq ~ 0.3-0.5 (Heckman et al. 2004;  c|ystering measurements. Because of this, our conclusions
Vestergaard 2004; MclLure & Dunlop 2004; Kolimeier etal. gng comparisons are not sensitive to the exact method we use
2005), thisL, reflects the characteristic mass of “active” g estimate thélgy corresponding t., at a given redshift.
BHs at that redshiftMgy ~ 3.0 x 10°Mg (L, /10%Ly). The comparison in Figuid 1 is possible at any redshift, not
Direct observations of quasar Eddington ratios/BH massessimply z= 0. We repeat our methodology above at several
(McLure & Dunlop 2004 Kollmeier et al. 2005), limits from Zobs = 0—1, evolving the bias td(zpy). The agreement with
the X-ray background. (Elvis etal. 2002; Cao 2005) and req galaxy clustering observed as a function of mass at each
BH mass functions| (Soltan _1982; Yu & Tremaine 2002; Zobs IS good, at alz < 1. At higher redshifts, small fields in
Marconi et al. | 2004;|_Shankar et al. 2004 _Hopkins et al. gajaxy surveys limit one’s ability to measure clusteringaas
2007b), radio luminosity functions [ (Merloni__2004; pivariate function of luminosity and color/morphology bt

McLure et al. 2004), and *“relic” low-luminosity Eddington pighest luminosities, where the relicsof 2-3 quasars are
ratios (Hopkins, Hernquist, & Narayan 2005) all rule out the expected.

possibility that these BHs subsequently gain significargsna
(Z 10-20% growth) after their brief “active” phase, so the 3. CLUSTERING AS FUNCTION OF LUMINOSITY AND DIFFERENT

Mgn above is equivalent (within its errors) to tlze= 0 BH AGN FUELING MECHANISMS
mass of these objects. Since the relationship between BH The comparison in Figufd 1 has one important caveat. We
mass and host luminosity or mass is well-determinetF=®  a5sumed that measurements of quasar clustering at a given

(M = ptMga With 1 =~ 0.001; Marconi & Hunt 2003, Haring  redshift are representative of a “characteristic” activasm
& Rix 2004), knowingMa(z = 0) of a population implies, gy, « L, of the QLF. In other words, quasar clustering
with little uncertainty, itsz= 0 host mas#ga Or luminosity. should be a weak function of the exact quasar luminosity, at

_InFigure[l, we consider the clustering of quasars as a func-jeast near.,. If this were not true, our comparison would

quasar clustering(z) is measured, we also know the char- the exact luminosity distribution of observed quasars. - Sec

acteristic luminosityL.. Here we adopt the bolometric. ond, if quasars of slightly different luminosities at thersa
determined in the observational compilation of Hopkinset a  (ggshift represented different BH/host masses (conseiguen
(2007D), making quasar clustering a strong function of quasar lumi-
100(L, /Lo) = Ko+ Ky € + ko €2+ kg €3 2 nosity), there would be no well-defined “characteristicthae
9L-/Le) Zkothat Hal ke, @ mass at that redshift.
¢=log (ﬁ;zef) [Zer=2], 3) Fortunately| Lidz et al.[ (2006) considered this question in

detail, and demonstrated that realistic quasar light cand

(ko = 13.036; ky = 0.632; k, = -11.76; k3 = —14.25), but lifetime models like those of Hopkins etlal. (2006b) indeed
for our purposes this is identical to adopting tBeband predict a relatively flat quasar bias as a function of lumityps

or X-ray L, from [Ueda et al.[(2003); Croom et/al. (2004); in contrast to more naive models which assume a one-to-one
Hasinger et &l (2005); Richards et al. (2006a) and comgerti  correlation between observed quasar luminosity, BH mass,
it to a bolometrid_,. with a typical bolometric correctionfrom and host stellar/halo mass. This appears to be increasingly
Marconi et al. [(2004); Richards et al. (2006b); Hopkins et al confirmed by direct observations, with Adelberger & Steidel
(2007b). Given the conversions above, we consider the im-(2005a);| Croom et al.| (2005); Myers et al. (2006, 2007a);
plied characteristic BH mass and, assuming little subsgtque [Porciani & Norberg/(2006); Coil et al. (2006b) finding no ev-
BH growth, the corresponding= 0 stellar mass or luminos- idence for a significant dependence of quasar clustering on
ity in a given band (here from th®lgy — Lot relations of luminosity.

Marconi & Hunt 2008). Knowing how the bias of these halos  Figure[3 explicitly considers the dependence of bias on lu-
evolves toz= 0 (Equatiori L), we plot the bias as a function minosity and its possible effects on our conclusions. Wg plo
of stellar mass, at =0, of the evolved quasar “parent” pop- at each of several redshifts, the observed bias of quasars as
ulation. We compare this with observed bias as a function ofa function of luminosity. For the sake of direct compari-
stellar mass or luminosity for both early and late-type gala son, all observations are converted to a bolometric lunityos
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FiG. 1.— Evolved clustering of quasar “descendents” (coloreithtg) as a function of mass or luminosity, compared to elirsg of early type (solid black
points) and late type (open black points) galaxies of theesarass/luminosity. The measured clustering of quasarsis¢az(samples as labeled) is evolved in
linear theory to the given observed redshift, and plottedfdsnction of the relic host galaxy mass/luminosity. Galaustering is shown at= 0 from[Li et al.
(2006, color and morphologically-selected early typesqamees and circles, respectively), Zehavi ét al. (200%yrestlected; stars), Percival et al. (2006, SDSS
LRGs; triangles). Norberg etlal. (2002, diamondsk, ai0.1-0.4 from[Shepherd et aAl. (2001, stars) and Brown f al. (2008references therein; diamond); at
z=0.4-0.8 fromMeneux et al! (2006, squarg), Phleps &f al. (2005egjrand Brown et al! (2003, and references therein; diamprachd az = 0.8—1.5 from
Meneux et al.[(2006, square), end Colil €t lal. (2004, circlegjed lines show the best-fit bias of early type galaxiesaahz as a function of mass/luminosity
(Norberg et al. 2001: Tegmark et/lal. 2004: Li ef al. 2006).

with the bolometric corrections from Hopkins ef al. (2007b) of a given relic masMgy are “triggered” or “turned on,”
The QLF break luminosity., at each redshift, estimated in
Hopkins et al.|(2007b), is also shown. The first thing to note
is that the quasar observations with which we compare gen-
erally sample the QLF very nedr,, so regardless of the
dependence of bias on luminosity, our conclusions are not
changed. We have, for example, recalculated the results of .
§[2 assuming that the characteristic mass of active BHs iswhere ¢(Mgy) is the rate of triggering, i.e. number of
given byMegqd({Lobs)), Where(Lope) is the mean (or median) quasars formed or triggered per unit time per unit volume
observed quasar luminosity in each clustering sample in Fig per logarithmic interval in relic mass. The integrand here
ure[d, and find it makes no difference (changing the compar-defines the relative contribution to a given observed lu-
isons by« 10). minosity interval from each interval iMgy. Given the
We compare the observations with various theoretical mod-BH-host mass relation, we can convert this to the rela-
els in FigurdB. The models bf Hopkins et al. (2005b) define tive contribution from hosts of different massky, (i.e.
the conditional quasar lifetime; i.e. time a quasar withvegi deg(L)/dlogMgq). In detail, we assumB(Mg | Mga) is dis-
final (relic) BH mass (or equivalently, peak quasar luminos- tributed as a lognormal about the mean correlation, witlsa di
ity) spends over its lifetime in various luminosity intekwva  persion of 03 dex taken from observatioris (Marconi & Hunt
to(L|Mgn). Since this is much less than the Hubble time at [2003; Haring & Rix| 2004; Novak et al. 2006) and hydrody-
all redshifts of interest, the observed QLén(L]) is given by namical simulations_(Di Matteo etlal. 2005; Robertson et al.
the convolution oto(L|Mgn) with the rate at which quasars 12006a). Calculating the bias for a given religy or Mga and
observed redshift as i 2, we can integrate over theseicontr
butions to determine the appropriately weighted mean tsas a

do(l) = / to(L| Mer) 6(Mer) dlogMan,  (4)
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FIG. 2.— Characteristic “active” mass of BHs at a given redshét the BH
mass corresponding to (dominant at)in the QLF. Black squares adopt the
virial relation BH mass determinations/of Kollmeier et 2005). Red circles
fit the observed QLF at each redshift (Hopkins éf al. 2007uasar light
curve models[(Hopkins etlal. 2006b). Blue stars adopt thelfied con-
tinuity model from[Yu & Tremaine[(2002) arid Marconi et al. (20 given
the[Ueda et all (2Z003) QLF. Blue dashed line (Mefloni 2004) @erives the
active mass distribution from the radio and X-ray “blacken@indamental
plane.” Black solid line is a fitted relation (Equatioh$ (3(&). The “active”
BH mass is well-defined. Adopting different estimators doatssignificantly
alter our conclusions or comparisons in Figlres[IT & 11.

a function of observed quasar luminosity,
1 doo(L)
by(L, 2) = /b Mg, Z
<>( ) ¢Q(|—) ( gal )

dlogVga dlogMgai.
Although binning by both luminosity and redshift greatly

(%)

reduces the size of observed samples and increases their e

rors, the observations in Figufé 3 confirm the predictions
of Lidz et al. (2006) to the extent that they currently probe.
To contrast, we construct an alternative “straw-man” model
Specifically, we compare with the naive expectation, if all

quasars were at the same Eddington ratio (so-called “light-

bulb” models), i.e. if there was a one-to-one correlation be
tween observed luminosity and BH mass (and correspond
ingly, host mass), which produces a much steeper trend o
bias as a function of luminosity and is significantly disfesa
(> 4.50; although from any individual sample the signifi-
cance is only~ 20). We also compare the predicted cluster-
ing as a function of luminosity from the semi-analytic madel
ofl[Kauffmann & Haehnell (2002) and Wyithe & Loeb (2003),
which adopt idealized, strongly peaked/decaying expadalent
quasar light curves (i.e. Eddington-limited growth to alpea
luminosity, then subsequeiitx exp t/tg)) and therefore
yield similar predictions to the constant Eddington ratigtit
bulb” model (and are likewise disfavored-atdo).

Figurel4 highlights the dependence of bias on luminosity in
the observations and models by plotting the relative bjds
(whereb, = b(L,)) near the QLHA_,, more clearly demon-

strating the observational indication of a weak dependence

Alternatively, we can fit each observed sample binned by lu-
minosity at a given redshift to a “slope,”

b _ . dly/b.)
dlogL

. log(L/L.). (6)
the results of which are shown in Figurk 5 as a function of
redshift, compared to the slope (evaluatet.gtpredicted by
the various models. At all redshifts, the observations are c

5

strongly disfavor the “light-bulb” class of models (agait,

~ 40 atz~ 1.5-2). This confirms the conclusions of these
studies individually, particularly the most recent obsgions
from [Myers et al. [(2007a) and the largest luminosity base-
line observations from_Adelberger & Steidel (2005a). The
weak dependence predicted by the models of Hopking et al.
(2006b); Lidz et al.|(2006) provides a considerably imprbve
fit, although even it may be marginally too steep relative to
the observations.

Galaxy clustering (and therefore, presumably, host halo
mass) appear to be much more strongly correlated with galaxy
luminosity or stellar mass (Figufd 1) than with quasar lu-
minosity (at a given redshift); i.e. the weak dependence of
bias on quasar luminosity appears to be driven by variation
in Eddington ratios at a characteristic “active” mass. Tiis
also supported by comparison of quasar luminosity funstion
and number counts, in a semi-analytic context (Volonteai et
2006). We note that this is completely consistent with obser
vations that find similar high Eddington ratios for all brigh
guasars, as these are confinedLtg’ L., (and indeed the
Hopkins et al. [(2006b); Lidz et al. (2006) model predictions
do, at these highest luminosities, reproduce this and iraply
steep trend of bias with luminosity). However, the reldtive
weak trend in clustering near and belbywmakes our conclu-
sions throughout considerably more robust, so long as the ob
served quasar sample resolggtrue for all plotted points).

Despite the detail of the models involved, the predictions i
Figure[3 are all simplified in that they model only one mech-
anism for quasar fueling. However, Hopkins & Hernguist
(2006) (among others) predict that at low luminosities,-con
tributions from smaller BHs in non-merging disk bulges,
triggered by disk and bar instabilities, stochastic adcnet
farassment, or other perturbations, are expected to domi-
nate the “Seyfert” population. We therefore repeat our cal-
culation, but allow different fueling mechanisms in differ
ent hosts to contribute to different quasar luminosities, a
cording to the models of Hopkins & Hernquist (2006) and
Lidz et al. (2006). Because the “Seyferts” in this particula
model (Hopkins & Hernquist 2006) are generally less mas-
;sive systems at high Eddington ratio in blue, star-forming
galaxies, they are less biased than merger remnants of sim-
ilar observed luminosity.

The inclusion of these populations in Figlire 3 does not
change our conclusions nelar~ L,. However it does in-
troduce a feature, generally a sharp decrease in observed
bias, at the luminosity where these secular fueling mecha-
nisms begin to dominate the AGN population. This luminos-
ity is typically quite low,L ~ 10 -10*L, (corresponding
roughly to luminosities below the classical Seyfert-quata
vision of Mg = -23). The only redshift at which the cluster-
ing of such very low-luminosity AGN has been measured is
z < 0.2, by which point massive, gas-rich mergers are suf-
ficiently rare that the predicted “Seyfert” population from
Hopkins & Hernquist[(2006) dominates the merger-triggered
quasar population at all luminosities, erasing the feaiture
dicative of a change in the characteristic host population.
However, it is possible that deeper clustering observatain
z~ 1-2 will eventually probe these luminosities, and test this
prediction.

Realistically, the luminosities of interest are sufficlghaw
that X-ray surveys present the most viable current probie, bu

with the small< 1 ded field sizes typical of most surveys, the
quasar autocorrelation function cannot be constraineteo t

sistent with no dependence of clustering on luminosity, and
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FiG. 3.— Quasar bias as a function of quasar luminosity at easkaral redshifts. Points show quasar observations frgor&fil (same style). Open black
points add the localz(< 0.3) observations df Constantin & Vogeley (2006, SDSS LLAGNNERS+Seyferts); square$). Wake €t al. (2004, SDSS; stad),
Grazian et l.[(2004, AERQS; diamond), and the 1 cross- -correlation measurement$_of Coil étfal. (2006b, SIEEP2; circles). Blue dotted line shows
L.(2). These are compared to various models described in théctaxtes, as labeled). Models in black adopt the feedbaglttated quasar light curve/lifetime
models from Hopkins et al. (2006a), others consider moreldied “light bulb” model light curves.
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Fic. 4.— As Figure[B, but showing the relative quasar b,
(b« = b(L+)) as a function of luminosity neat. for the models and
most well-constrained_(Myers etlal. 2007a) and largest nasity baseline
(Adelberger & Steidel 2005a) observations, to highlighe thminosity de-
pendence and differences between the models.
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FIG.5.— The best-fit dependence of quasar bias on luminosity
(d(b/bs)/dlogL) from the observations in Figure$ 3[& 4 (points), compared
to the dependence expected from the models (calculated).at he observa-
tions favor little or no dependence of clustering on lumityos

necessary accuracy to distinguish the models. However, as
proposed in_Kauffmann & Haehnelt (2002), the AGN-galaxy
cross-correlation presents a possible solution. For el@mp
there are sufficient galaxiesat- 1 in the fields of surveys like
e.g. DEEP2 or COMBO-17 (with field sizes 3.5ded and
~0.8ded, respectively) that the accuracy of cross-correlation
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measurements is limited by the number of AGN; considering determined in the context of linear collapse theory follow-
the hard X-ray selected AGN samples in the CDF-N or CDF- ing IMo & White (1996), modified according 1o_Sheth et al.
S (with field sizes~ 0.01-0.5ded) fromz~ 0.8-1.6 would ~ (2001) and with the power spectrum calculated following
represent a factor 2-3 increase in the number density of [Eisenstein & Hu [(1999) for our adopted cosmology. As
AGN over the_Coil et al.[(2006b) sample in Figlite 3, while noted in most previous studies (e.g., Porciani etal. 2004;
extending the AGN luminosities to a depthoBx 1L, (~  [Croom etal.L 2005), a constant host halo mass of a few
10*2ergstcm ). The measurement of the cross-correlation 10'2h™ M, provides a surprisingly good fit to the trend with
between observed galaxies in these fields and deep X-ray se/€dshift. This empirical fit, is comparable to our expecta-
lected faint AGN atz > 0.5 does, therefore, present a realis- t|on2 f[‘fm eII|_pt|ca2I populations (best-fit halo mass88x
tic means to test the differences in these models at low lumi-102h™ M, with x?/v = 289/31; of course, the exact best-fit
nosities. The observation of a feature as shown in Figlre 3mass depends systematically on cosmology, but this conclu-
should correspond to a characteristic transition in thesgua ~ SIon is robust). There is at most a marginal trend for the halo

host/fueling populations. mass to increase with redshift (fothao o (1+2)¥, the best-fit
k =0.41+ 0.45; corresponding to & 50% increase over the
4. CLUSTERING OF DIFFERENT POPULATIONS observed redshift range).

In Figure® we compare the observed quasar bias and corre- Note that the measurements shown are not all statistically

: : e dependent, and the significance of this comparison will di
lation length as a function of redshift with the expectedselu  M2EPET ’ . . .
tering of guasar hosts, i.e. evolving the observe?j bias of BHmInISh if we consider any single quasar clustering measure-

(quasar “relic”) hostsip from z= 0. A z= 0 elliptical galaxy ment. Figurél7 demonstrates the same comparison, highlight

or spheroid of stellar masdga has a biad(M, z= 0) shown N9 individual quasar bias measurements separately. How-

in Figure[1, and a BH of n?g-gngH ~ 0.001M . For con- ever, the previous agreement and our conclusions are simila
y ~ U. gal-

; o — Mo in all cases. As discussed by the authors, Porciani & Norberg
\(/Zegcl)%r)]ce, we adopt the analytic fittMga, 2= 0) iniLi et al (2006) find a somewhat higher clustering amplitude in their

highest-redshift{ ~ 2) bin than_Croom et al! (2005) study-
b(Mgai, = 0)/b, = 0.896+0.097 Mga/M..), (7) ing the same sample (and higher than Myers et al. (2006) and

Adelberger & Steidell (2005a) who study independent sam-
where hereM, = 1.02 x 10'*M, is the Schechter function ples), but the significance of the Porciani & Norberg (2006)
“break” mass((Bell et al. 2003) anld, = 1.2 for red galax-  resultis< 2.
ies (Zehavi et dll_200%; Liet al. 2006). The progenitors of That a constant halo mass fits the data as well as observed
these systems therefore represent the “characteristifeac  suggests that there may be a physical driver or triggering
systems when the QLF characteristic luminokit{z) is given mechanism associated with these halos. It is suggestite tha
by L.(2 & ALgdd(0.001Mga), i.e. when these BHs domi- this correspondsto the “group scale;” i.e. minimum halosnas
nated the- L, quasar population and assembled most of their of small galaxy groups, in which galaxy-galaxy mergers are
mass. Evolving the local observed bias of #we0 spheroids,  expected to proceed most efficiently. However, the redshift
b(Mgai, z= 0), to this redshift with Equatiofi{1) yields the ex- evolution of this threshold is not well-determined (but see
pected bias that the quasar hosts (and therefore quasars the ICoil et al.l 2006a, who find a similar “group scale” halo mass
selves) at this redshift should hawe,(z). For future compar- ~ atz= 1), nor is the rate or behavior of merging within such

ison, this is approximately given by halos. An a priori theoretical model for the prevalence of
, quasars in halos of this mass is therefore outside the scope
bo(2) ~ 1+0.014D(z) "t 10> 70*230x -335¢ (8) of this paper, but remains an important topic for future work

_ ) ) Since it is also established, as discussed [d § 2, that the
wherex = log(1+2) andD(2) is again the linear growth fac-  characteristic mass of active BHs increases with redshitt,

tor. This expectation is plotted, with the 1o combined un-  implies substantial evolution in the ratio of BH to host halo
certainties from errors in the mea_sured QLFand localbias  masst@~ 2. It is unclear how much of this may owe to evo-
b(Mgai, 2= 0), comparable to the inherent factgr2 system- |ution in the ratio of BH to host stellar mass: observaticsl

atic uncertainty in the appropriate Eddington ratios and$bo  timates imply some such evolution (elg., Shields Et al. 2005
metric corrections. We also plot the corresponding coti@a  [Peng et dl. 2006; Woo etlal. 2006), but upper limits from evo-
lengthro; because measurements of this quantity are covarianiytion in stellar mass densities (Hopkins et/al. 2006d)vallo
with the fitted correlation function slopg, we renormalize  only a factor~ 2 evolution byz = 2. Therefore, there might

the models and observations to also be at least some increase with redshift in the chaiacter
fofic \7/18 tic ratio of stellar to halo mass. Future constraints froro ha
ro=8h"Mpc (m) . 9 occupation models or galaxy clustering at high redshifts wi

be valuable in breaking this degeneracy, and potentiatly pr
vide important clues to galaxy assembly histories.

This is similar to the non-linearNt parameter (standard de- oA h .
alg P ( We contrast these predictions with two extremely sim-

viation of galaxy count fluctuations in a sphere of radius ; U .
8h™Mpc, i.e.og measured for an evolved density field, see ple models. 'In the first, quasar activity is an unbiased
L 18 ’ tracer of dark matter, i.eb(z) = 1. This does, after all,

Peebles 1980), and effectively compares the amplitude Ofappear true az = 0 (Wake et al[ 2004 Grazian et al. 2004;

clustering at & Mpc with a fiducial model withy = 1.8, [Sonstantin & Vogeléy 2006). This is immediately strongly
minimizing the covariance. . ruled out: there is an unambiguous trend that higher-rédshi

_ The expectation agrees well with observed quasar clusterq, asars are more strongly biased (as noted in essentilly al
ing as a function of redshifty?/v = 29.6/32, with no free  gpserved quasar correlation functions).

parameters). For comparison, we plot the expected cluster- Next we consider the possibility that quasars live in the
ing of halos of a fixed masMhao ~ 4 x 101t —102h1 M,
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Fic. 6.— Clustering of quasars as a function of redshift (calgueints in left panels, black in other panels; as in Fidrec@jnpared to different models of
possible host populations. Upper and lower panels plotdni@scomoving correlation length, respectively. Solid imeerts the comparison in Figuré 1, i.e. uses
the estimated local clustering of red galaxies to predietqhasar clustering assuming quasars are the progenitpresgnt ellipticals (long dashed lines show
~ lo range from uncertainties in local bias and observed brighsgr Eddington ratios). Dotted lines correspond to hdlesmstant mass (as labeled). Center
panel compares this with the observed clustering of egdg-galaxies (at the characteristic red galdky or L. atz < 1; at higher redshifb(M..) is not longer
well determined, so various passive galaxy surveys aredenesl). Right panels compare with late-type galaxies.

same halos at all redshifts. This is equivalent to some “classi- uniformly trace early-type correlations at all redshifts.

cal” interpretations of pure luminosity evolution in the BL Figure[® compares observed early-type/red galaxy cluster-
(e.g.,[Mathez 1976); i.e. that quasars are cosmologically-ing as a function of redshift with that measured for quasar
long lived (although other observations demand a lifetime populations. At low redshiftz < 1, both mass functions

< 10’yrs; e.g. Martini_ 2004, and references therein), and and clustering as a function of mass/luminosity are reason-
dim from z = 2 to the present. It is also equivalent to say- ably well-determined, so we plot clustering at the charac-
ing that quasars are triggered, even for a short time, in theteristic early-type (Schechter functiok). or L.. At higher
same objects over time (e.g., stochastically or by someacycl redshift, caution should be used, since this characteristi
mechanism). In this case, the quasar lifetime can still be mass/luminosity is not well determined, and so we can only
short (with a low “duty cycle”s ~ 107%), although Edding-  plot clustering of observed massive red galaxies (which,
ton ratios must still tend to increase with redshift. Then, given the observed dependence of clustering amplitude on
the halo bias evolves as Equatidd (1), fronz & O value mass/luminosity and color, may bias these estimates to high
b(0) ~ 1.0-1.2 (Norberg et al. 2002). Although this model b(2) if surveys are not sufficiently deep to resoMe or L.).

is qualitatively consistent with some quasar observatiiins  There is also the additional possibility that the poorly wno

is not nearly sufficient to explain the evolution of clustgyi  redshift distribution of these objects may introduce aniti
amplitude with redshift and is ruled out at very high 100) scatter in their clustering estimates. Bearing these ¢awea
significance. As noted in previous studies of quasar cluster mind, the clustering of quasars and red galaxies are ingonsi
ing (Croom et all_ 2005), quasars at different redshifts maust  tent at high & 60) significance. Quasars dwt uniformly

side indifferent parent halo populations; quasars cannot, as atrace the populations of spheroids/BHs which are “in place”
rule, be long lived or recurring/episodic/cyclic (althduiis at a given redshift. Note, however, that in this compari$en t
doesnot apply to very low-accretion rate activity, perhaps as- systematic errors almost certainly dominate the formaissta
sociated with “radio modes”; see e.g. Hopkins, Hernquist, & tical uncertainties, so the real significance may be conside
Narayan 2005). ably lower.

Rather than a uniform population of halos at all redshifts, An alternative possibility is that BH growth might uni-
what if quasars uniformly sample observed galaxy popula-formly trace star formation. In this case, quasar cluster-
tions? It is, for example, easy to modify the above sce- ing should trace the star-forming galaxy population. Fig-
nario slightly: quasars are cosmologically long-lived ai-u  ure[6 compares observed late-type/blue/star-formingxgala
formly cyclic/episodic, but only represent the presertdak  clustering as a function of redshift with that observed for
population of BHs (equivalently, the present population of quasar populations. Again, at< 1 we plot clustering at
spheroids). In this case, quasar correlation functionsilsho the characteristidd, or L,. At higher redshift we can only
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%) E E FiG. 8.— As Figurd B, but comparing observed quasar clustedobpied
8 3k 3 points) as a function of redshift to that various populaiarsually associ-
o0 E E ated with galaxy mergers (black points): post-starburst®E+A) galaxies,
E b close galaxy pairs, and sub-millimeter galaxies.
2F =
rectly to the clustering of gas-rich (luminous) mergersg-Fi
1E E ure[8 attempts to do so, using available clustering measure-
5 : : : : : = ments for likely major-merger populations. At low redsift
Myers et al. 2006 Blake et al. [(2004) have measured the clustering of a large,
SDSS: Photometric uniformly selected sample of post-starburst (E+A or K+A) el
4 liptical galaxies in the SDSS, which from their colors, stru

tural properties, and fading morphological disturbaneeg. (
Gotol2005, and references therein) are believed to be recent
major merger remnants._Infante et al. (2002) have also mea-
sured the large-scale clustering of close galaxy pairstezle
from the SDSS at low redshift. At high redshift, no such sam-
ples exist, but Blain et al. (2004) have estimated the dlingje
of a moderately large sample of spectroscopically ideutifie
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ sub-millimeter galaxies a~ 2-3, for which the similarity
05 1.0 15 2.0 25 to local ULIRGSs in high star formation rates, dust content,
z line profiles, and disturbed morphologies suggests they are
systems undergoing major, gas-rich mergers (e.g., Pope et a
FiG. 7.— As Figurd s (upper left), but showing only single quasastering 2005, 2006; Chakrabarti etlal. 2006, and references therein
measurements to_highlight the significance of these cossifrom any  The clustering of these populations is consistent at eath re
individual survey. The two 2dF results are not independent, but usereiift . - . [ -
methods to derive the quasar bias. shift with observed quasar clustering (see also Hopkink et a
2007a). This is contrary to the conclusions| of Blain et al.
plot “combined” clustering of observed star-forming popu- (2004), but they compared their SMG clustering measurement
lations (generally selected as Lyman-break galaxies)inaga with earlier quasar clustering data (Croom et al. 2002)Welo
caution is warranted given the known dependence of clus-their median redshift ~ 2.5. Figure 8 demonstrates that the
tering on galaxy mass/luminosity (for LBGs, see Allen et al. dependence of quasar clustering on redshift is such thiaeat t
2005%). In any case, the clustering is again inconsistent atsame redshifts, the two agree very well. However, given the
high (> 100) significance. Quasars dmt uniformly trace very limited nature of the data, and the lack of a uniform se-
star-forming galaxies. This appears to be contrary to somelection criteria for ongoing or recent mergers at diffenerat-
previous claims (e.g., Adelberger & Steidel 2005a); howeve shifts, we cannot draw any strong conclusions from the tirec
in most cases where quasars have been seen to cluster siminerger-quasar clustering comparison alone.
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larly to blue galaxies, eithdaint AGN populations (not- L, Although quasars do not appear to trace star-forming galax-
quasars) or bright$ L,) blue galaxies were considered. In- ies, |Adelberger et al. (2005, and references therein) have
deed, quasars do cluster in a manner similar tobitight- shown that the star formation rates, clustering properties

est blue galaxies observed at several redshifts (e.g., Coll et a and number densities of high-redshift LBGs suggest they are

2006¢; Allen et all 2005, at ~ 1 andz 2 2, respectively).  the progenitors of present-day ellipticals. To the extbat t

This should not be surprising; since quasars require soitde co quasars are also the progenitors of ellipticals (but witirger

gas supply for their fueling, they cannot be significantlyeno  clustering amplitude at a given redshift compared to LBGS),

clustered than the most highly clustered (most luminoup} po this suggests a crude “straw-man” outline of an evolutignar

ulation of galaxies with that cold gas. Again, this highligh  sequence with time, from LBG to quasar to remnant elliptical

the fact that the real systematic issues in this comparismmp  galaxy. Knowing how the clustering properties of halos host

ably make the significance considerably less than the formaling LBGs with a given observed bias at some redshift

~ 100 seen here. will subsequently evolve, we can determine the redshyjft
We would also like to compare quasar clustering di- at which this matches observed quasar clustering propertie
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This offset, if LBGs and quasars are indeed subsequent pro-
genitor “phases” in the sequence of evolution to present day
ellipticals, defines the “duration” of the LBG “phase” or #m 4
between LBG and quasar “stages.”

Figure[® considers this in detail. We show the observed
clustering of quasars and LBGs from Figlte 6, with curves il- 3
lustrating the subsequent clustering evolution of the LBGth
halos observed &= 1,z=2, andz= 3. These correspond to
the characteristic observed quasar clusterirgrdt 4,z= 1.0, 2
andz = 1.3, respectively. Thus, halos of the characteristic
LBG host halo mass at= 3 will grow to the characteristic
quasar host mass at= 1.3, and so on. We also show the 1
physical time corresponding to this offset, calculatedftbe
observed LBG clustering at various redshifts and the best-fi
estimate of the LBG host mass 4 x 10*h™* M, and this
time divided by the Hubble time (age of the Universe) at the
“gquasar epoch’zg. Interestingly, this implies that objects
characteristically spend 3—4 Gyr (~ 1/2ty at the redshifts
of interest) in the “LBG phase.” This may reflect the time for
dark matter halos to grow from the characteristic LBG mass,
at which star formation and the conversion of mass to light
appears to be most efficient (elg., White & Rees 1978) to the
typical quasar host mass; but it is also possible that aetsuti
physical processes related to quasar fueling or the termina
tion of star formation set this timescale. If quasars ag tri
gered in major mergers, this rather large time offset (as op-
posed to the typical- 100 Myr delay between starburst and 2
quasar in major merger simulations, Di Matteo et al. 2005)
implies that LBGs are themselves not primarily driven in ma-
jor mergers. A similar conclusion was recently reached by 1.0
Law et al. (2006) from direct analysis of LBG morphologies
atz~ 2-3. This conclusion and the LBG clustering in Fig-
ure[d [Wechsler et al. 2001) are broadly consistent with the 0.8
expectations of semi-analytic models (Somerville €t ab130
which argue LBGs are driven largely by “collisional” minor
merging.

We can also use this approach to determine the time be-
tween the “quasar” and red/elliptical phases in this evoihit
ary sequence. Figufe]10 shows this, in the style of Figlre 9,
where the redshift shown in the middle and lower panelssefer
to the redshift of the observed quasar population, and tine ti
to the delay at which their evolved clustering matches that
measured for the red galaxy population. Note that the centin 000
uous curves calculated in the middle and lower panels assume 0 1 2 3 4 5
the red galaxy clustering is well-fitted by the plotted (uppe z
panel) constant halo mass1.6 X 10:,LSh 1M® curve, .thIS IS, F1G. 9.— Upper: Clustering of quasars and star-forming galaxies, as in
in fact, not a very good approximation at low redshifts, lenc  Figure®. Solid green lines show the subsequent evolutitheotiustering of
these curves diverge belaw 1-2 from the times calculated the star-forming galaxy halos from= 1, 2, 3. Middle: Time delay between

; the star-forming or LBG phase and “quasar” epoch, definetiatire after
from the actual red galaxy CIUStermg measurements. the observed redshift of each LBG population at which itdvaa clustering

In the |9W3r panels, we also plot the time for “burst- i match that of the observed quasar population. Points asper panel,
quenched” star formation history models adapted from with data from Ouchi et al[ (2004, cyan inverted trianglesiied atz > 4.
Harker et al. [(2006) to redden to a typical constant “red Dashed and dotted lines show time for halos of magsx 101th™* Mg (the
galaxy” threshold rest-frame colbr—B > 0.35. These model  typical LBG host mass) at each redshift to reacht x 10'2h™ M, (dotted)
star formation histories assume a constant star formaditen r  ©F the (weakly redshift-dependent) halo mass defined by est-fit trend in

il 1 Gvr bef the “ h”th factor 5 enhd the upper panel (solid.ower: As the middle panel, but the time shown is as
unti yr _e orethe qua_‘sar epoch, e_na a(_: 0ro ennAnce g fraction of the Hubble time at the “quasar” epoch.
star formation rate for this 1 Gyr, at which point star forma-
tion ceases. Essentially, this yields a useful toy model for ) _
“quenching,” if indeed the triggering of quasars is asseda and Balmer Hg absorption strength evolution of red galax-
with the formation of ellipticals or termination of star for ies. The predicted time for such quenched star formation his
mation (the pre-quenching enhancement being an approximatories to redden to typical red galaxy colors agrees weth wit
tion to, e.g., merger-induced star formation enhancements the time estimated from Clusterlng here at all redshifts; i.
which [Harker et al.[(2006) demonstrate yields a reasonablethe color and halo mass evolution of these systems are eonsis

approximation to the observed mean color, number density,tent with reasonable star formation histories in which auas
activity is associated with “quenching” or the terminatioi
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frTTT T T T T with redshift followingl Neistein et al. (2006) in our adogte
cosmology) systematically increases the inferred timaydel

i | (points) in Figuré B by~ 1-2 Gyr and those in Figuie 1.0 by

L 1 ~ 0.5-1Gyr, but does not significantly change the plotted
6 B trends or comparisons.

r N So, this leaves us with the following suggested empirical
picture of galaxy evolution. Galaxies form and experience a

4 N T#T f | typical “star forming” or LBG epoch, with maximal efficiency

Bias

around a characteristic halo mass of a fewl0**h™ M.

. Growth continues, presumably via normal accretion, minor
i mergers, and star formation, for roughly half a Hubble time,
until systems have growth to a characteristic halo mass

| 4 x 10?h™t M. At this point, some mechanism (for exam-
ple, a major merger, as this may be the characteristic scale
at which the host halo grows large enough to host multiple
“large” star-forming systems) triggers a short-lived “qad
phase, drives a morphological transformation from disk to
spheroid, and terminates star formation. Abeul -2 Gyr
after this, the host halos have growntd 0**h™ M, and the
spheroids have reddened sufficiently to join the typicati“re
galaxy” population. They then passively evolve (although
they may experience some gas-poor or “dry” mergerso,
satisfying observed correlations between BH and spheroid
properties. Although individual BHs can, in principle, gai
significant mass from “dry” mergers (see, e.g. Malbon et al.
2006), this cannot (by definition) add to the total mass budge
of BHs, which must be built up via accretion. Note that this is
only a rough conception outline of an “average” across popu-
lations and should not be taken too literally. Differentteyss

will undergo these processes at different times, and (ply3si
via different mechanisms. Still, this provides a potehtial
useful framework in which to interpret these observations.

5. AGE-MASS RELATIONS AND CLUSTERING

In Figure[I1, we compare the mean age of BHs of a
givenz= 0 mass with that of the stellar population of their
hosts. At a given redshift, the characteristic QLF luminos-
ity L.(2) and corresponding characteristic “active” mas,
from Figure[2 define the epoch of growth of BHs of that
mass. The typical “age” of BHs of that mass will be the
time since this epoch. In detail, Equatidd (4) relates the

%ﬁ observed QLF to the rate at which BHs of a given relic
00L b mass are formed as a function of redshift. We adopt the
5 fits to this equation given in_Hopkins etlal. (2007b), which

z use the model quasar lightcurves determined in Hopkins et al
. , . . . (2006a,b) to calculate the time-averaged rate of formaifon
Dl e sred 'g;{g: gﬁ;s'gsiﬁgﬁeﬁhgy'tﬂg é%eséw:dgg’un;;gf b individual BHs as a function of mass and redshift, to esti-
populations. Green long-dashed lines in the middle andripaeels show ~ Mmate the median age (peak in rate of formation/creation of
the time required for the “burst-quenched” star formatiastdry models such BHs as a function of time) and 255% interquartile

from[Harker et al.[(2006) (which yield a good empirical apfmeation to the range in “formation times.” This introduces some model de-
buildup and mean color evolution of red galaxies) to redden threshold ;

o

o~

jw
e b bbb d ©

Atosoren [GYI]

N W b~ O

/

R . —
—

H
N
N
(6]

o

H

=
(=)

o
o)

o
o)
T

©
~

Atosoren ! th(2)

o
(N

o
N
[N)
w
N

U-B> 0.35. pendence, but as discussed inl § 2 a similar result is obtained
] using very different methodologies, including purely erapi
star formation. cal, simplified models (Yu & Tremaifie 2002; Merloni 2004;

We have estimated the time offsets in Figurés 9 & 10 Marconi et al[ 2004; Shankar ef al. 2004), or direct calcula-
from a direct comparison of the observed clustering. In- tion from observed Eddington ratio distributiohs (Vestemgi
stead, one might imagine adopting the implied halo mass2004{McLure & Dunlof 2004; Kollmeier et Al. 2005).
(~4x10"h™ M) at the “star-forming” phase and using ex-  In any case, we recover the well-known trend that the more
tended Press-Schechter (EPS) theory to calculate thegavera massive BHs are formed at characteristically earlier times
time for a typical progenitor halo of this mass at each ob- (Salucci et all_1999; Yu & Tremairie 2002; Ueda et al. 2003;
served redshift to grow to the implied quasar host halo massHeckman et all_2004; Hasinger ef al. 2005; Mefloni_2004;
(~ 4 x 10"h™Mg). We discuss this in greater detail ii 8 5, [Marconi et al 2004; Shankar et al. 2004; McLure & Dunlop
and show that it has no effect on our conclusions. For the pur.2004;/ Kollmeier et al. 2005). This is not surprising, as most
poses here, adopting this methodology (specifically, ¢alcu  massive BHs must be in place by 2 to power the brightest
ing the evolution of the “main branch” progenitor halo mass quasars, and these objects are generally “dead” by low red-
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shift (with lower-mass objects dominating the local QLE.e. (2000) and Gavazzi et al. (2002) (consistent with Janseh et a

Heckman et &l. 2004). 2000;|Bell et al! 2000; Boselli et al. 2001; Kauffmann €t al.
Given a BH mass, we can compare with the observation-2003a;| Pérez-Gonzalez et al. 2003; Brinchmannlet al.|2004;
ally determined age of the typical host galaxy (whigy = MacArthur et al.| 2004 Gallazzi etlal. 2005). The mass-

1Mga). First, we consider early-type hosts, specifically the weighted age is calculated from the model SFR (see
stellar ages of host spheroids of BHs at each mvgs The Bell & de Jong 2000, Equation 3). Bell & de Jong (2000) and
mean ages (and dispersion about that mean) of ellipticals agsavazzi et al.| (2002) technically quote the age and metallic
a function of stellar mass have been estimated in a num-ity as a function olKk andH band absolute magnitudes, re-
ber of studies, recently for example by Gallazzi etlal. (2005 spectively, but given their quoted best-fit stellar popolat
2006), who fit SDSS spectra (line indices) and photometry models at each luminosity, it is straightforward to caltela
for ~ 175000 local galaxies to various realistic star forma- the corresponding mass-to-light ratid4(Lx andM/Ly) and
tion histories, including a mix of continuous and/or stagbu convert the observed luminosities to total stellar mas3es.
ing histories while allowing mass, total metallicity, arfaba- convert to a corresponding BH mass, we consider first a uni-
dance ratios to freely vary. They quatdand light-weighted  form application of the local BH-host mass relation, i.e. as
ages, which for our purposes are effectively equivaleniégo t  suming BH mass is correlated withtal stellar mass, and sec-
ages determined by fitting a single stellar population (38P) ond determining the mean bulge-to-disk ratio for a givealtot
“single burst” model to observed spectra, and indeed agredate-type stellar mass or luminosity (see Fukugita gt @819
very well with best-fit SSP ages from similar SDSS sam- |Aller & Richstonel 2002 Hunt et al. 2004, for the appropri-
ples (Clemens et &l. 2006; Bernardi et al. 2006) and previousate mearB/T for different masses/luminosities) and assum-
studies|(Jgrgensen 1999; Trager et al. 2000; Kuntschnér et aing BH mass is correlated with the bulge mass only. Because
2001;[ Caldwell et al. 2003; Bernardi et al. 2005; Nelan et al. the trend of age as a function of stellar mass is weak, consid-
2005; Thomas et al. 2005; Collobert etlal. 2006, for a review ering the total mass or bulge mass makes little difference in
see Renzini 2006) as a function of elliptical stellar mass. A our comparison, and we subsequently consider the observa-
similar result is also obtained independently by Treu et al. tionally preferred correlation between BH and bulge mass.
(200%) anad_di Serego Alighieri etlal. (2006) from studies of The mean age of a given population derived from different
the the fundamental plane evolution of early-type galaxies model star formation histories will, of course, be weighted
Note that the error bars shown are the measured dispersiondifferently. To show the systematic effects of such a choice
in the population about the mean age at a given mass, not theve roughly estimate the equivalent age from a single burst or
uncertainties in the mean ages themselves (which are smalle SSP model. We calculate tlze= 0 observedB-V) color at
~ 0.2 Gyr statistical,~ 1 Gyr systematic; see Nelanetal. each mass from the mean best+fimodels, and then calcu-
2005). The agreement between BH and host stellar ages isate the corresponding age for the sarBe-{/) of a single
good at all masses; both the trend and dispersion (interquarburst model (of the same metallicity as a function of mass)
tile or +10 range) about it are similar/v ~ 8/17 for a from the models of Bruzual & Charlat (2003) with a Salpeter
direct comparison). (1955) IMF. Although most of the observations above find

If the age of its stellar populations is indicative of whea th  this SSP approximation is not good for star-forming galaxie
“gquasar epoch” occurred in a given host, then, without mak- it illustrates an important point. The SSP ages are weighted
ing any assumptions about the masses of black holes or quasatowards the youngest, bluest stellar populations — esdignti
Eddington ratios, we can use the mean age of stellar populafunctioning as an indicator of the most recent epoch of $igni
tions to predict quasar clustering. In this scenario, ttligs icant star formation, and are therefore quite youR®®Gyr;
of massM, with mean agén.s; would represent the popula- similar to the typical time since recent low-level starliing
tion “lighting up” as quasars at a lookback timetjgf;, and so activity found in late-types with the more realistic starmf@-
the quasar bias at that lookback time should be the local biagion histories in Kauffmann et al. 2003a). However, the dren
of ellipticals of mas# (Equatiori¥), evolved to the appropri- as a function of mass is unchanged and the overall agreement
ate lookback timéyeswith Equation[(1). FigureZ1 compares is worse. Therefore, while the systematic effects herewtre s
this expectation with the observed quasar bias as a funation Stantially larger than the measurement errors in mean age as
redshift. Despite the very simple nature of this model, Wwhic a function of mass, they cannot remedy the poor agreement
ignores both the range of ages at a gikkand, similarly, the  with the ages of BH populations.
range in host masses at a given time, the agreement is rea- We again use this age as a function of total/bulge mass, and
sonable. Including the dispersion in ages, i.e. modelirg th the observed clustering of late-type galaxies from Figlia¢ 1
age distribution at eadMgy as a Gaussian with the observed z= 0, to estimate what the quasar bias as a function of red-
scatter, improves the agreement and yields a nearly idgntic shift should be, if these systems were the hosts of quasars
prediction of bias as a function of redshift to that in FigGre and their quasar epoch were associated with the age of their
(solid black line). stellar populations. The predictions are inconsistent wie

We can of course repeat these exercises for other posobservations at high significance @.50), regardless of the
sible “host” populations. We next consider correlations exact age adopted{model or SSP). In fact, the predicted
with the star formation histories of late-type or star-famgn ~ clustering as a function of redshift is highly unphysicak{o
host galaxies — i.e. the possibility that quasar activity is ing to the fact that there is relatively little differenceages,
generically associated with star formation. The observedbut strong difference in clustering amplitudes from thestea
star formation histories are similarly estimated, gerigral to most massive disks). Ultimately, this demonstrates that
by fitting to exponentially declining models{nodels; star  the hypothesis that quasar activggnerically traces star for-
formation rateM o exp[~(t—t;))/7] since an initial cos- Mation is unphysical. This is also supported by the fact that
mic time t;). Specifically, we consider the fits of late- the integrated global star formation rate and quasar lugaino

type ages as a function of stellar mass flom Bell & de Dong ity density evolve in a similar, but not identical mannemfro
z~ 0-6 (e.g.| Merloni et &l. 2004).
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FIG. 11.— Left: Upper panel shows the mear 0 age (lookback time to the mean “formation epoch”) of BHs &snction of mass (black solid line, dashed
lines show 25%- 75% quartile ranges), compared to the stellar populatiencdgheir hosts. Ages of spheroids as a function of mass Migh = ©Mga)
are shown (colored points) from Nelan et al. (2005, NFPS;sadhres). Gallazzi etlal. (2006, SDSS; blue stars). Thoirals @005, orange circles; “fgeld”
subsample). Errors show tldespersion in ages at a given mass. Lower panel uses this age to predisagalustering as a function of redshift; i.e. assuming the
“quasar epoch” of spheroids of a given mass is associatddtigt termination of star formation (black lines, as labptslored points show observed quasar
clustering as in Figurlel 6Center: Same, for ages of host disks; ages frermodel fits of Bell & de"Jorid (2000, red) and Gavazzi étal. 22@dange) (the offset
between them owes to the choice of initial time in thenodel). Solid lines asummidgy o< Mpyige, dottedMpn o< (Mgisk + Mpuige). Dashed lines re-calculate
the age for a single-burst SFH. Lower panel is as lower lsfuming quasar activity is associated with the star foonatpoch (as labeledRight: Blue (solid)
line shows the “all progenitor” age (DM “downsizing” from_Ié&ein et all 2006), red (dashed) the age of the main pragehnitio, and green (dotted) the time
when halo crossed the “quenching” mass fiom Dekel & Birnb@@06). Lower panel as lower left, assuming quasar age ialégthe halo age as labeled.

We next consider the the possibility that quasar activity are youngest, in contradiction with quasar/BH ages.
traces pure dark matter assembly processes — i.e. that the However, Neistein et al. (2006) have pointed out that the
buildup of BHs in quasar phases purely traces the formationmean assembly time, consideriaj progenitor halos, can
of their host halos. Given the local BH-host stellar masa-rel exhibit so-called “downsizing” behavior. We therefore-fol
tion from|[Marconi & Hunt (2003), and the typical halo mass low their calculation of the mean age of all progenitors as
as a function of early-type hosted galaxy mass calibratad fr  a function ofz=0 halo (and corresponding BH) mass, and
weak lensing studies by Mandelbaum etlal. (2006), we obtainalso use this to estimate quasar clustering as a function of
the mean host halo mass as a function of BH mass (meamedshift. Again, although the systematic normalization de
Mhaio ~ 4 x 10*Mgy; although the relation is weakly non- pends somewhat on our definitions, it is clear that the recov-
linear). For our adopted cosmology, we then calculate theered “downsizing” trend is, as the authors note, a subtle ef-
mean age (defined as the time at which half the present masfect, and not nearly strong enough (inconsistent-at0o)
is assembled) of the main progenitor halo for O halos of to explain the downsizing of BH growth. Again, the abso-
this mass. Error bars are taken from an ensemble of randoniute value of the age obtained can be systematically shifyed
EPS merger trees following Neistein et al. (2006). Know- changing our definition of halo “assembly time,” but the tten
ing the mass of a halo at a given redshift, we calculate itsis not changed and significance of the disagreement with BH
clustering following Mo & White [((1996) as in Bl 4, and use formation times is still high.
this combined with the mean ages to estimate the expected Certain feedback-regulated models predict that black hole
quasar clustering as a function of redshift if quasars were a mass should be correlated with halo circular velocity (as
sociated with this formation/assembly of the main progenit Mgy o V2 or o V¢; [Silk & Rees 1998; Wyithe & Loeb 2003),
halo. Although the exact age will depend on cosmology and rather than halo mass. To consider this, we have re-catzllat
the adopted “threshold” mass fraction at which we define halothe “all progenitor” and “main progenitor” ages, but instea
“age,” the result is the same, namely we recover the well- adopted the time at which the appropriate power of the circu-
known hierarchical trend in which the most massive objects |ar velocity (2 or v4) reaches half the= 0 value. Because,
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] is a dominant progenitor halo at a given redshift and many
smaller halos which will be accreted by the “main” halo, it
is the properties of the main progenitor which are of interes

Bias
w

‘, significantly different properties). The simple evolutipre-
° , [ N , ] dicted by Equatior{1) is derived from pure gravitationakmo
R ﬂ%ﬁ% } tions, and therefore as applied moving “backwards” in time
4 It A wt 1 represents an effective “mean” bias of the progenitors ef th
bl | ﬁ . a z=0 system (see Fry 1996). To the extent, however, that there
Js
4

] ] here.
We therefore consider a completely independent approach
Clustering Evolved By Clustering Recalculated .. .
oA Gravitational Motion ] e n EPS Formalism ] to empirically compare the clustering measurements shown,
b ] which attempts to capture these subtleties. Given@popu-
o T T e e e e lation, we can estimate its characteristic host halo maksrei

FIG. 12.— Observed clustering of quasars, compared to thatr@ufdrom d”eCtl,y from the measwemems of Mande!baum,e': al_' (2006)’
their z= 0 early-type hosts if the termination of star formation dgéncident or indirectly by matching the observed bias (with bias as a
with quasar activity (as lower left panel in Figdrel 11)eft: Our standard  function of halo mass calculated for the adopted cosmology
methodology is used to empirically evolve the clusterindatial systems — fq||owing [Mo & White (1996) and Sheth et/al. (2001) as in
(black points) to the redshifts showrRight: Instead, using the full EPS . —— 5 N
formalism and estimateld{Mhalo, 2) to evolve the clustering of local systems. §[). Following Ne'Ste'n ef[ all (2006), we then calculate the
Differences owing to the choice of methodology are smahattalo masses ~Mass of the main progenitor halos of this 0 mass, as a
of interest. function of redshift (i.e. the highest-mass “branch” of EReS

merger tree at each redshift). At the redshift of interegt.(e

for a given halo mass is larger at higher redshift, this sys- appropriate lookback time, for the comparisons in the lower
tematically shifts both ages to higher values, but the tsend panels of Figur€1), we then calculate the expected bias for
are similar. In each case the resulting ages disagree wéth th halos of this main progenitor mass.
quasar/BH ages at even higher significance. Figure[12 reproduces the lower-left comparison in Fig-

Alternatively, some models| (Birnboim & Dekel 2003; ure[11 (the expected clustering of elliptical progenitors a
Binney 12004;| Keres et al. 200%; Dekel & Birnboim 2006) the times determined by their stellar population ages), us-
suggest that a qualitative change in halo properties oaturs ing both our previously adopted methodology and this re-
a characteristic mass, above which gas is shock-heated andised estimation. The latter method has the advantage, as
cannot cool efficiently, forming a quasi-static “hot acet noted above, of accounting for the difference between the
mode in which quasar feedback can act efficiently. Although main progenitor and smaller, accreted systems. The ap-
there is no necessary reason why quasar activity should bgroach, however, suffers from certain inherent ambigsiitie
triggered by such a transition, its posited associatiom wit in Press-Schechter theory. For example, the calculated evo
quasar feedback leads us to consider this possibility. lution is not necessarily time-reversible, and the cluster

Knowing the mearz = 0 halo mass for a giveMgy, we properties are assumed to be a function of halo mass alone,
plot the age at which the main progenitor halo mass surpasseavhich recent high-resolution numerical simulations swsjge
the critical “guenching” mass defined as a function of red- may not be correct (e.d., Gao & White 2006; G. Harker et al.
shift in |Dekel & Birnboin (2006). Since this amounts to a 12006; Wechsler et dl. 2006). In particular, if quasars age tr
nearly constant characteristic halo massc10'*—10%M,,, gered in mergers (i.e. have particularly recent halo assem-
the expected quasar clustering as a function of redshifttis n  bly times for their post-merger halo masses), then they may
unreasonable (see Figurke 6; there is a systematic offset, burepresent especially biased regions of the density distrib
this is sensitive to the adopted cosmology). However, thistion. Unfortunately, it is not clear how to treat this in de-
model actually predicts too steep a trend of age with masstail, as there remains considerable disagreement in &re lit
(inconsistent at- 60). The ages of the most massive sys- ature as to whether or not a significant “merger bias” exists
tems are reasonable (which, in comparison to the ages of el{see, e.g. Kauffmann & Haehnelt 2002; Percival et al. 2003;
lipticals, has been widely discussed; Dekel & Birnboim 2006 |Furlanetto & Kamionkowskl 2006). Furthermore the dis-
Croton et all. 2006; De Lucia etlal. 2006), but the host halo of tinction between galaxy-galaxy and halo-halo mergersh(wit
atypical~ 10®M, BH (i.e. Schechtell,) crosses the thresh-  the considerably longer timescale for most galaxy mergers)
old halo mass a mere 5 Gyr ago, predicting, in this simple means that it is not even clear whether or not, after the galax
model, that these BHs should have been the characteristic acmerger, there would be a significant age bias. In any case,
tive systems at ~ 0.5 instead of the observer~ 1.2-1.5. most studies suggest the effect is quite small: using theditt
At lower masses, the mear 0 halos are only just at, or are  formulae from Wechsler et al. (2002, 2006), we find that even
still below, this critical halo mass. Given the scatter iea BH- in extreme cases (e.g.M > M,; halo merging az=0 as
host mass relations, there will be some BHs of these smalleropposed to an “average” assembly redshift- 6) the result
masses living in larger halos which have already crossed thds that the “standard” EPS formalism underestimates the bia
“quenching” mass, but the age distribution will still be ene by ~ 30%. For the estimated quasar host halo masses and
sided and weighted to very young ages. To match the ob-redshifts of interest here, the maximal effectJsl0% at all
served age trend, there must, in short, be some process which= 0-3, much smaller than other systematic effects we have
can trigger quasar activity at other halo masiefere they considered. This is consistent with Gao & White (2006) and
cross the “quenching” threshold. Croton et al.[(2007) who find that “assembly bias” is only im-

Finally, we note that in evolving the clustering of local sys portant (beyond the 10% level) for the most extreme halos or
tems “up” in redshift in the lower panels of Figurel 11, there galaxies in their simulations.
might be some ambiguity (if, for example, a giver 0 halo In practice, FigureZ12 demonstrates that, for the halo nsasse
is assembled from many progenitor high-redshift halos with of interest here, the two methods yield very similar results
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This is reassuring, and owes to the fact that the differences In order to estimate how this will change the observed clus-
from the choice of methodology discussed above are impor-tering, we roughly approximate this effect as follows. For a
tant only at very high or very low halo masses, where for given flux limit at a given redshift there is a reasonably well
example the clustering of small halos which are destined todefined survey depth, to a minimum luminosity;,. If this
be accreted as substructure in clusters1g®®h™Mg) will is sufficiently deep to resolve the QLF “break,” il&in < L.,
be very different from the clustering of similar-mass hdtos  then the weak observed dependence of clustering on luminos-
field or void environments. Alternatively, one can think of ity means the observed clustering will trace that charéstier
the EPS approach as attempting to account for the possibil-of ~ L. quasars — corresponding to characteristig,; active
ity that bias is a non-monotonic function of mass (e.g. ris- BHs andMga ~ Mg/ hosts (our fiducial model, and the
ing galaxy bias at very low luminosities, Norberg efal. 2002 case for all observations plotted in Figlird 13). However, if
which Figurdl demonstrates is important only at masses wellthe flux limit or redshift is sufficiently high such thag, >
below those of interest here. To the extent that any “mergerL., then the survey will not sample these characteristic host
bias” is permanent or long-lived (as expected if the excessmasses. In this case, we consider the bias as a function of lu-
clustering is correlated with halo concentration or forimat ~ minosity plotted in Figurgl3 from the models of Hopkins €t al.
time), our “standard” methodology should account for it, as (2006b); Lidz et al..(2006), evaluatediai, at the given red-
we simply evolve the clustering of the present hosts of quasa shift. Qualitatively, for the nearly constant Eddingtotioa
“relics” to earlier times according to gravitational mati observed ak > L., L o< Mgy o< Mgal, We expectmin > L. to
That the different seen is small provides a further reassur-correspond to an approximate minimum observed host mass,
ance that the effects of “merger bias” are probably not dra- Mmin ~ Mgai(L+) x (Lmin/L+) ~ Medd(Lmin)/ - Since the QLF
matic. Ultimately, we have re-calculated all the resulteire  slope is steep dt > L., objects neatyin or M, will dom-
adopting the more sophisticated (but more model-dependentnate the observed sample, and so this amounts to calculat-
and potentially more uncertain) EPS approach, and find thating the clustering for this mass, instead Mfa(L.), at the
it marginally improves the significance of our conclusions b~ given redshift. We caution that this is a rough approxinmatio
leaves them qualitatively unchanged. to more realistic selection effects, but should give us some
idea how flux limits will bias the observed clustering.
6. IMPLICATIONS FOR HIGH-REDSHIFT CLUSTERING We consider several representative flux limits, in observed
At z> 2-3, comparing quasar and early-type clustering be- frame i-band, typical of optical quasar surveys (e.g. the
comes more ambiguous. Aboze- 2, the QLF “turns over”,  SDSS), in addition to the case with effectively infinite dept
and the density of bright quasars declines. Specifically, it (m < 30). We calculaté.. at the appropriate rest-frame wave-
appears that the characteristic quasar lumindsijtgdeclines lengths as a function of redshift using the fitsltp from
(Hopkins et all 2007b, and references therein), at least fro [Hopkins et al.|(2007b), spannirgy~ 0—6 and spanning the
z~ 2 toz~ 4.5 above which the “breakL, can no longer relevantrest-frame wavelength intervals. At the limitsmafst
be determined. One possible interpretation of this is an ex-current optical surveysn < 20.2, the QLF breakt, is only
tension of our analysis far < 2; i.e. one could assume that marginally resolved at~ 2-3, and so above this redshift sur-
each “quasar” episode here signals the end of a BH'’s growth,veys are systematically biased to more maskivelL, BHs
which will evolve passively ta=0. At z=0, the tightness of  and higher clustering amplitudes. However, a relativelgmo
the local BH-host relations means the hosts must have the apest improvement in depth oy < 22 would allow unbiased
propriate mass and lie within the appropriate halos, toiwith clustering estimates to be extendeato 4.
a factor~ 2 of the observed scatter. Therefore, we can adopt We have so far assumed BHs effectively “shut down” af-
the same approach as il § 4 to use the local observed clusteter their quasar epoch — i.e. “efficient feedback” even at
ing as a function of host properties to evolve back in time and high redshifts. Although the various observations disedss
predict quasar clustering as a function of redshift. above (Eddington ratio distributions, quasar host measure
Figure[I3 shows the bias and correlation length predictedments, HOD models, black hole mass functions, and our clus-
by this approach, an extension of the model (Equaflon 8) wetering comparison) demand this be truezagf 2 -3, there
have considered at< 2. Figure[1% also shows the typical are no such constraints at> 3. In other words, it is pos-
host halo mass corresponding to the predicted clustering asible that the increase in the QLF fram- 6 to z~ 3 traces
a function of redshift (for our adopted cosmology); in this the growth of the same populations of BHs, not the subse-
simple extension of the < 3 case, the observed decline in quent triggering and “shutdown” of different populations.
the QLFL, traces a decline in the characteristic (although not BHs atz ~ 6 continue to grow t@ ~ 2-3 before “shutting
most massive) quasar-hosting halo mass. down,” they must live in more massive= 0 host galaxies
However, at high redshifts, flux limits may severely bias (to preserve the tight observed BH-host mass relation), and
clustering measurements. Althoughlak L., quasar clus-  thus should have stronger clustering amplitudes. We theref
tering does not strongly depend on the quasar luminosity (se consider two representative simple models which bracket th
8[3), implying a well-defined characteristic active massalihi  range of possibilities for this growth and present simpése
we can adopt (see also Lidz eflal. 2006), this is not necessarfor future clustering measurements to break the degeneracy
ily true for L > L.. In fact, Figurd_B shows (and observations between these models.
may begin to see, e.g. Porciani & Norberg 2006) a steepen- First, we assume that quasars grow with the QLE t02
ing of bias versus luminosity dt > L., reflecting the uni-  before “shutting down” (i.e. “inefficient feedback”). In cu
formly high observed quasar Eddington ratios (Vestergaarda case,z ~ 6 quasars grow either continuously or episodi-
2004; McLure & Dunlop 2004; Kollmeier et al. 2005) at high cally with their host systems until the epoch where “down-
luminosities, which imply the bright end of the QLE & L.,) sizing” begins, and the QLF at all redshifts> 2 represents
becomes predominantly a sequence in active BH mass. To théhe same systems building up hierarchically. The= 0 relic
extent that BH mass traces host mass, then, these systems razasses (and therefore= 0 characteristic host masses, from
side in more massive hosts and will be more strongly biased. which we calculate the “parent” halo clustering as a func-
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FIG. 13.— Using the model in Figurés$ 1[& 6 to predict the obsewatlistering of quasars at high redshiftg; 3. Observed clustering is shown (points) as
in Figure[1. Different lines show the effect of different ebged-frame-band flux limits, as labeled (note= 20.2 corresponds to the SDSS DR3 completeness
limit; Richards et al. 2006a). Left panels assume efficieetiback at high redshifts; i.e. that BH growth “shuts dowftéraeach quasar episode. Center panels
assume alk > 2 BHs grow with the observed QLF to the characteristic peakifosities az ~ 2, then shut down (“inefficient feedback”). Right panelsuass
quasar growth tracks host halo growth, even after a quasssdsp untilz= 2 (“maximal growth”). Future observations at- 4 with moderately improved flux
limits my < 22 should be able to break the degeneracies between thestsmod

break luminosityl,, remains constant abowze~ 2-3 while

the number density/normalization uniformly declines. ISuc
a model is marginally disfavored by current measurements
(Hopkins et al. 2007b), but constraints bnat high redshifts
are sufficiently weak that it remains a possibility.

The clustering as a function of redshift in this model be-
haves very differently from the previous model at high red-
shifts. If objects cannot grow after their quasar epoch even
at high redshifts, then the subsequent decline of the QLF
traces a decline in characteristic active masses, and &se bi
of active systems “turns over”; however, if all grow to the
characteristit_,, atz~ 2, then these high redshift systems all
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9 T T TV TR TR and must be increasingly biased at higher redshifts.
1 2 3 4 5 6 Next, we consider a “maximal” growth model, in which
z we assume not only that the buildup of the QLF represents

FIG. 14.— Characteristic inferred quasar-hosting halo masgsponding the continued _growth of BHs untﬂ,’\’ 2, but also that this
to the model clustering as a function of redshift shown iruFe§I3, for our growth prOpO_rtlonally .traCkS the typical growth of dal’_k nedt
adopted cosmology. Dotted, dashed, and dot-dashed liadsrathe appro- halos over this redshift range. We very crudely estimate the
priate flux limits as in Figur€13. The black, blue, and redirshow the “typical growth” with the grovvth of an average high-red$hif
left, center, and right models (“efficient feedback”, grbvio typicalz ~ 2 “host” hal B d hei d . d BH
quasars, and “maximal” growth, respectively) from FiguBaith effectively quasar _"host” halo. ased on t _e'r space erpsny an
infinitely deep flux limits { < 30); all are identical below ~ 2.6. mass/) Fan et al. (2001, 2003) estimate that typical5-6
SDSS quasars represenbo overdensities. We therefore as-
. . o sume that quasars at a given redshift 2, with a typicalL.
g&% %‘;L?\?;ig'rﬁ) tgrg “tgjrne té‘:n:ﬁlg‘gvatu f?cl)%”zrﬁogglsfolrs the 2nd correspondinfs,; at that redshift, will grow by the same

, - ) . ; roportional amount as a halo which represents #lctua-
high redshift QLF, as in_Fan etlal. (2001), in which the QLF prop P
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tion (characteristic of halos hosting obsenzed 6 quasars, |Croom etal. 2005), with the appropriate corresponding BH
Y. Li et all [2006) from the observed redshift #o= 2, after masses. This should not be surprising, since the Soltar?j198
which growth “shuts down.” This then yields tlkze= 0 BH argumentdemonstrates that most BH mass must have been ac-
mass, corresponding host mass, and evolved clustering. Notcumulated in bright, near-Eddington “quasar” epochs, aed t
that, although similar, this is not the same as assumingagsias  tightness of the local BH-host mass relation (and similar BH
track 67 overdensities a > 2, because to the extent that the mass-host property relations, see Novak et al. 2006) argues
QLF L, doesnot grow by the same proportionality, this model that BH growth must be tightly coupled to the host properties
effectively allows “new” or different BHs/host halos to dem  However, there are additional non-trivial implications.
inate the QLF at different redshifts. It simply mandatestha First, this implies that there really is a characterististho
they all grow at this rapid rate. For example, an observe® and BH mass “active” at a given epoch, traced by the QLF
BH of ~ 1M, is assumed to reach a mass of 20°M, at L.. Thisis an important prediction of certain theoretical mod
z= 2 (and then shuts down, so that this is also the mass agls for quasar lightcurves (Hopkins etlal. 2005c,d), and sup
z=0), and a~ 10°M, observed quasar at 4 will grow to ported by other lines of observation above. Furthermois, th
~5x 10BMg. The choice of rate is arbitrary, we choose it implies that the formation “epoch” for BHs of a given mass
as a reasonable upper limit. In any case, the predicted evomust be relatively short in time, as continually adding Bifis o
lution of the bias as a function of redshift is extremely ptee @ given mass (at lower Eddington ratio or in radiatively inef
so the exact values will be very sensitive to the growth model ficient states) to the population would dilute the agreermrent
and adopted cosmology. The point we wish to illustrate is tha Figurel. Quasars are active in characteristically diffepar-
this model generically predicts a steep bias evolutiarrag, ~ €nt halo populations at different redshifts —i.e. mostesyst
which regardless of the details will be distinguishableittfe ~ cannot undergo multiple separate periods of quasar activit
quasar clustering measurementg at3-4 can be extended at least az < 2. We find further support for this by consid-
to a depth ofn, < 22. ering observed quasar clustering as a function of lumiposit
Note that extending the depth of quasar surveyster 22 which favors the predictions of Lidz etlal. (2006), namely a
will move further down the QLF and increase the density of relatively weak trend of bias as a function of luminosity. In
quasars observed, meaning a smaller survey can be used f@ct, the combination of quasar clustering measuremerds as
constrain the clustering to comparable accuracy as the SDs$unction of luminosity and redshift supports at high signifi
or 2dF. Using thé_Hopkins etlal. (2007b) QLF to estimate cance previous suggestions of little or no luminosity depen
the relevant space density of quasars above the flux limit asdence (e.g.. Adelberger & Steicel 2005a; Myers et al. 2006,
a function of redshift and assuming the errors in clustering'2007a), and is inconsistent with the predictions of simpli-
amplitude relative to those in_Croom et &l. (2005) scale asfied “light bulb” or exponential quasar light curve models
N(;sléz, we estimate that for the redshift intervab3< z < 4.5 (e.g., Kauffmann & Haehnelt 2002; Wyithe & Loeb 2003) at

. . >4-50.
(3.75< z< 4.25) afield size of- 25deg (50 ded) would be This relates to a subtle but important distinction: this im-

sufficient to distinguish between the first two models (efnti plies that the halos of the dominant populationvay ellipti-

high-redshift feedback and all high-redshift quasars gigw  cals arethe same halos as those which hosted the correspond-

to z~ 2 |luminosities) at- 2.5-30. The last model ("max-  ing quasar activity. A significant fraction of tHdg, early-

imal evolution”) predicts an even more extreme departure in yyne population cannot form from later collapsing halos, as

clustering properties, and could be distinguished or roletd  thjs poth requires the buildup of BHs of the same mass at a

at~ 2.5-30 by clustering observationsfroms<z<3.25 gifferenttime, ruled out by the observations above, andldvou

in just a~ 8-15deg field. dilute the clustering agreement.

Second, the clustering of late-type galaxies at a given lu-
7. DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS minosity or mass doesot agree with the evolved clustering

We compare the clustering of quasars and different galaxyof quasars. This argues that it is specifically the progeni-
populations as a function of morphology, mass, luminaosity, tors of early-type galaxies which hosted quasars. Although
and redshift, and demonstrate that these comparisons can bihis is not surprising, given that observations find it iscipe
used to robustly rule out several classes of models for quasaically bulge mass/velocity dispersion which correlates with
triggering and the association between quasar and galaxyBH mass |(Gebhardt etial. 2000; Ferrarese & Merritt 2000;
growth. In each case, the observations favor a model whichMcLure & Dunlop/2002| Haring & Rix 2004), there still ex-
associates quasars with the “formation event” of elligtica ist classes of models which woutgnerically associate BH
strong prediction of theoretical models which argue that ma formation with galaxy formation, star formation, or hal@ivi
jor, gas-rich mergers form ellipticals and trigger quasdiva alization. Our comparison of observations rules out these s
ity (Hopkins et all 2006b). narios.

The predicted bias as a function of mass/luminosity for sys- We further invert our comparisons to predict quasar cluster
tems which once hosted quasars agrees well at all masses aridg as a function of redshift, and compare this with the ob-
luminosities with that observed for early-type population served clustering of red and blue galaxies at each redshift.
In other words, the clustering of @y, elliptical galaxy is Quasars do not trace a uniform/constant population with red
exactly what we would expect if these galaxies, which typi- shift —i.e. they are not cosmologically long-lived, as hasii
cally containMgy = 1t Mga (1 ~ 0.001/Magorrian et al. 1998; noted in many previous clustering studies (see Porciadi et a
Marconi & Hunt 2003; Haring & Rix 2004) BHs, represented [2004;/ Martini 2004; Croom et &l. 2005). Further, quasars do
the dominant “hosts” of the quasar population for a brief pe- not trace the clustering of “established” red or blue galaxy
riod, settingL.. at that redshift with an Eddington-limiteéd = populations. This rules out models in which quasars are-asso
Leqaa(Mgr) “epoch” of activity. In the most basic sense, thisis ciated with cyclic (e.gl, Ciotti & Ostriker 2001; Binney 240
a confirmation that ellipticals today were indeed the hogtpo or radio “heating” modes over a Hubble time in red galaxies,
ulation of high-redshift quasars (see also Porciani letGil42 as well as (at least the most straightforward implementatio
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of) models which generically associate quasars with star fo galaxies) at both lowz < 0.3) and high £ ~ 2-3) red-
mation (e.g., Granato etlal. 2004) or disk instabilitiesighh shifts, but more detailed measurements of these popusation
redshift, gas-rich disk systems (e.g., Kauffmann & Haehnel are needed. We confirm the finding from previous studies
2000). (Porciani et al. 2004; Croom etlal. 2005; Porciani & Norberg

Note, however, that this does not rule out the presence of2006; Myers et al. 2006, 2007a) that quasar clustering is con
these accretion modes at low luminosities and/or low red- sistent with a constant halo mass4 x 10"2h™*M,; inter-
shifts. Many of the observations discussed above limitttirig  estingly, similar to the characteristic mass of small gglax
high Eddington ratio quasar activity to a single, shorédlv  groups (at least at low redshift) in which galaxy-galaxy onaj
epoch. Long-lived accretion in a “radio-mode” is believed mergers are expected to be most efficient. Further theoreti-
to be associated with particularly low Eddington ratioacti  cal investigation of this, and the possibility that it maynmma
ity (Hol2002] White et al. 2006), perhaps an entirely différe  ifest in an excess of quasar clustering on small scales, (e.qg.
accretion state_(Narayan &!Yi 1995; Marchesini et al. 2004; [Hennawi et all. 2006, but see also Myers et al. 2007b), are im-
Jester 2005; Pellegrini 2005; Koerding etial. 2006), and notportant subjects for future work. We calculate the implied
typical L, QLF activity. Models which invoke “radio mode” time delay between the star-forming/LBG “phase” of evolu-
type accretion at low Eddington ratios in quasar “relicsfj(e  tion, quasar phase, and red galaxy phase, from the evolved
Croton et al. 2006; De Lucia etlal. 2006) are therefore com- clustering of halos of a given initial mass. Although thigist
pletely consistent with the clustering arguments herethe®  a “toy” model of self-similar halo evolution, suggestivellye
observations of black hole mass functions and quasar Eddingtime from quasar epoch to “red galaxy” epoch corresponds
ton ratios [(Yu & Tremaine 2002; McLure & Dunlop 2004; reasonably at all redshifts with the delay expected for- stel
Kollmeier et al. 2005) also rule out “cyclic” models, insofa lar populations to redden to typical red galaxy colors after
as they attempt to explain more luminossL, quasar ac-  the termination or “shutdown” of star formation. We caution
tivity. However, theoretical models of stochastic, feetdba  however, that the systematic uncertainties in measureament
regulated accretion in gas-rich systems (Hopkins & Hersiqui  of these clustering strengths (especially at high redshié-
2006) predict that these fueling modes dominate at low red-main a concern, and future studies which compare uniformly
shift and at typical “Seyfert” luminosities at higher redtd) selected galaxy and quasar populations across a wide range
even where mergers (Hopkins etlal. 2006¢, 2007a) may dom-of redshifts adopting consistent measurement methods are
inate the bright~ L, quasar population. We demonstrate needed to make these conclusions robust.
that the luminosities at which these “Seyfert” accretiorde® We explore this further by considering the age of BHs (i.e.
may dominate are sufficiently low that they have no effect on the time since the mean “formation” or quasar epoch for BHs
our results. However, we make predictions for future mea- of a given relic mass) as a function of mass, and comparing
surements of clustering as a function of luminosity at mod- this with the age of their hosts. The mean stellar age (and
erate redshifts, which may be able to detect such changeslispersion in ages) of early-type BH hosts agrees well at alll
in the characteristic host population and fueling mechrasis masses, implying that quasars are associated with the forma
through the cross-correlation of galaxies and faint, Xsay  tion epoch of early-type galaxies. Specifically, these igte
lected AGN in deep fields at~ 1. weighted or single-burst ages of red galaxies, which tend to

It is also important to distinguish the processes which reflect the last significant epoch of star formation —i.e sgua
may be associated with the initial formation of ellipticals are associated with the last significant epoch (or potéyptial
from their subsequent evolution. Once morphologicallgsra  the termination) of star formation in elliptical hosts. Flais-
formed by a gas-rich merger, for example, mass can be moveaociation can be used to accurately predict quasar clogteri
“up” the red sequence (galaxies increased in mass) by gasas a function of redshift in a purely empirical manner, with-
poor mergers, which will involve neither star formation nor out any assumptions about quasar light curves, lifetimes, o
quasar activity, but it cannot taelded to the red sequence in  Eddington ratios.
this manner. As noted above, low-luminosity AGN or “radio A similar association does not hold for disk-dominated sys-
mode” activity, or halo shock “quenching” may be of critical tems hosting BHs; i.e. again demonstrating that BH growth
importance to suppressing cooling flows and further aammeti and quasar activity do not generically trace star formation
in massive ellipticals. However, these do not appear to be as Likewise, such an association does not hold for dark mat-
sociated with the initial formation of an elliptical or tggring ter halos, meaning that quasars do not generically trace hal
of traditional, bright, high-redshift quasars. formation/assembly (even accounting for the halo downgizi

It is interesting that, at all redshifts, quasars cluster- effects seen in Neistein et/al. 2006). They also do not gener-
ing is observed to be intermediate between blue and redically trace the crossing of host halos of the critical shock
galaxy clustering. To the extent that halos grow mono- “quenching” mass if_Birnboim & DeKel (2003); Keres et al.
tonically with time, intermediate clustering may imply in- (2005); Dekel & Birnboirh [(2006). Although our compar-
termediate halo mass and therefore, perhaps, an interisons are consistent with the possibility that this halo snas
mediate evolutionary stage — i.e. quasars are represendoes “quench” gas accretion (and thus quasar activity will n
tative of an evolutionary state “between” blue and red generally occur at higher masses), there must be a mechanism
galaxies. This is predicted in many theoretical models which can trigger quasars before they cross this threshold.
(Granato et &l. 2004; Scannapieco & Oh 2004; Springeletal. We emphasize that this doest imply that most of the stars
2005a; | Monaco & Fontanot 200%; Hopkins et al. _2006b, in spheroids form in such a short-lived burst contemporaseo
2007a), which posit that quasar feedback, or a merger-with their quasar epoch. Direct calculation of the inferseal-
triggered quasar phase, is associated with (regardless ofar population ages from line index and SED fitting (follogin
whether or not it directlycauses) the formation of ellipti-  [Trager et all 2000) for realistic star formation historiesnf
cals and “transition” of galaxies to the red sequence. Qsasa the semi-analytic models bf Somerville et al. (2001) and hy-
do appear to cluster similarly to likely “merger” populat®  drodynamical merger simulationslof Robertson et al. (2p06b
(close pairs, post-starburst/E+A galaxies, and submeiter
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suggests that the ages inferred for present early-typex-gala ferent accretion states and compare radio, X-ray, andaiptic
ies indeed reflect the epoch of the termination of star for- QLFs (Merloni 2004), and theoretical models of quasar light
mation, even wherR> 95% of stars are formed over a much curves from numerical hydrodynamic simulations of galaxy
longer timescale at significantly earlier times (in thessesa ~ mergers which dynamically incorporate BH growth and feed-
in quiescent star formation in disks). Indeed, most modelsback (Hopkins et al. 2006b). Whether we adopt the observed
(e.g./Hopkins et al. 2006e; Croton etlal. 2006; De Luciaet al BH-host mass/luminosity relations, or those from simolasi
2006) predict that only a small fraction of stars in ellipiE (DiMatteo et all 2005; Robertson etal. 2006a; Hopkins ket al.
were formed in merger-induced starbursts. This, combined2005&.b.c), we obtain an identical result. Adopting just th
with the lack of a general correlation between star forma- BH-host mass relation, and using the time since the quasar
tion in disks and quasar activity, supports the hypothésis t epoch to determine the observddL (i.e. assuming this rep-
quasars trace thend of star formation in present spheroids, resents a stellar age and using the population synthesislsnod
as predicted by models which associate quasar activity withof[Bruzual & Charlat|(2003) to predid¥l/L in a given band)
mergers (or other mechanisms) that rapidly exhaust gas anélso does not change this comparison.
transform (assemble) disks into spheroids. Finally, direct construction of halo occupation (HOD)
Finally, we extend these empirical predictions of quasar models from observed quasar clustering (Porcianilet ak200
clustering to high redshift, and show that the 2-3 cluster- Porciani & Norberg | 2006; | Adelberger & Steidel 2005b;
ing of quasars is dramatically different depending on wheth |Croom et al! 2005) leads to the same conclusions regarding
or not feedback is efficient at high redshift (i.e. whethenatr the luminosityL, reflecting the evolving characteristic mass
z > 2 quasars “shut down” after their quasar episode, as ob-of active quasars, their weak subsequent BH growth, and
servations show they do at< 2). Present observations can- host properties at= 0. In other words, our uncertainties in
not distinguish these possibilities, but future quasargas  this approach are most likely dominated by the substantial
at z ~ 3—-4 with flux limits my < 22 should be able to break measurement errors in the biag&) of quasar and galaxy
the degeneracies. populations, not by the systematics in our methodology. As
Although there are non-negligible uncertainties in these such, future improved measurements of quasar clusterithg an
conversions to characteristic host masses or luminositiesbias at high redshifts, particularly as a function of lungityp
a number of different lines of evidence support their ro- (e.g. using the proximity effect; Faucher-Giguere et al.
bustness. The conversion to a characteristic BH mass2006), as well as improved galaxy clustering measurements
(and the lack of evolution taz = 0) is determined by which can resolve the clustering as a function of mass or
direct Eddington ratio observations_(Heckman ét al. 2004; luminosity atz > 1, will strengthen the constraints herein
Vestergaard 2004; McLure & Dunldp 2004; Kollmeier et al. and continue to inform models for quasar fueling and their
2005; [ Hopkins, Hernquist, & Narayan 2005) and observed associations with spheroid formation.
cosmic background constraints (Elvis et al. 2002; Uedalet al
2003;1Cao_2005). If we instead adopt the simplest em-
pirically inferred models of quasar lightcurves from match ~ We thank Michael Strauss for helpful discussions, and are
ing the QLF and local BH mass function (Yu & Tremaine grateful to the anonymous referee whose comments improved
2002; Marconi et al. 2004; Shankar et al. 2004; Hopkins et al. this paper. This work was supported in part by NSF grant
2007b), we come to an identical conclusion. Likewise for AST 03-07690, and NASA ATP grants NAG5-12140, NAG5-
more sophisticated models which incorporate effects of dif 13292, and NAG5-13381.
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