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ABSTRACT

We address the high peaks found by Stealel. (1998) in the redshift distribution of “Lyman-break” objec
(LBOs) at redshifz~ 3. The highest spike represents a relative overdensitytoirnzthe distribution of LBOs
in pixels of comoving size- 10 h—! Mpc. We examine the likelihood of such a spike in the redstigitribution
within a suite of models for the evolution of structure in theiverse, including models withh = 1 (SCDM and
CHDM) and with)g = 0.4 — 0.5 (ACDM and OCDM). Using high-resolution dissipationless Ndpsimula-
tions, we analyze deep pencil-beam surveys from these moddie same way that they are actually observed,
identifying LBOs with the most massive dark matter halos.fiive that all the models (with SCDM as a marginal
exception) have a substantial probability of producingepisimilar to those observed, because the massive halos
are much more clumped than the underlying matter — i.e., #ineybiased. Therefore, the likelihood of such a
spike is not a good discriminator among these models. We fitkddse models that the mean biasing parameter
b of LBOs with respect to dark matter varies within a ramge 2 — 5 on a scale of- 10h—! Mpc. However, all
models show considerable dispersion in their biasing, thighocal biasing parameter reaching values as high as
ten. We also compute the two-body correlation functionsB®is predicted in these models. The LBO correlation
functions are less steep than galaxies today (—1.4), but show similar or slightly longer correlation lengths

Subject headings: cosmology: theory — cosmology: observation — dark matter alagjes: formation —
galaxies: clustering — large-scale structure of universe

1. INTRODUCTION he found that high spikes were not rare events in such models.

Deep pencil redshift surveys of galaxies can reveal signifi- The simulations we use for our analysis, unlike those used in

cant information about the clustering of galaxies and trespr ~ 52d1a (1997), are of sufficiently high resolution to resatvi-
ence of a scale in the structure of the Universe (e.g. Broad-\/'du."’\I ga_laxy halos at very high redshift. In the presentpap
hurstet al. 1992, Dekelet al. 1991). Recently Steiddt’al we identify z~ 3 LBOs with the most massive halos in our

: e imulations at that redshift.
(1998; hereafter S98) discovered that the redshift distiobn simurat oo
of “Lyman-break"” objects (LBOs) in a pencil beam reveals a In this paper, we compare the spike in the LBOs of the S98

large “spike” in the LBO distribution near~ 3.1. This spike data to what is expected in four different cosmological mod-

corresponds to a fractional overdensity of LBOs of a few hun- €S- We do this comparison in the “observational plane”, by
dred percent over a comoving scale of orget0h—1 Mpc. observing our numerical simulations just as an observetdvou

At a first glance, the occurrence of such a dramatic spike B?/] Ct?]mptarllrinl_c_]kal_iuited Off diflferent mlokde(ﬁf we can t(ljetermine
seems surprising. This peak suggests substantial nontilusa whether the Tikelinood ot a farge Spike dilters greatly aigon

tering on rather large scales — scales that are normallyidons g'gg rsvrg g)?;nr?iﬂg?r'éaéir;ggefl; ngéedgfg%ncgor;hzrgg?éﬁz un-
ered linear at such early epochs. Indeed, S98 argue thaRlow- ' 9 P

models of the Universe require a biasing parambter2 —4  derlying matter. We finally compute the two-point corradati
to produce such spikes, while models with= 1 require even functions of halos in these models. In a Note added, we dis-
higher biasing. In doiné their analysis, S98 attempted a-com cuss thg relat|qn of our work to o'Fher recent papers, andein th
parison with theoretical scenarios in the “theoreticalnpla Appendix we give a simple analytic treatment of bias thapsel

corresponding to the matter distribution in real space (&s o explain the results from our simulations.
posed to redshift space) and to epochs of linear evolutian. |
particular, they translated the data step by step all thetavthe
linear-fluctuation power spectra, by performing an anelgdil-
culation based on the latest wisdom regarding galaxy “bggsi Figure[l(a) shows the raw number counts by S98 as a func-
redshift distortions, and nonlinear gravitational evmot The tion of redshift, and their estimated selection functionheT
approximations involved in this analysis are somewhaterud redshift bins, of widthAz = 0.04, represent three-dimensional
yielding uncertain conclusions. pixels that are almost rectangular. Their angular dimerssare
Subsequently, Bagla (1997) compared the observed spike toAd = 8.7 andA¢ = 17.6. We limit our analysis of the data
the results of pencils in cold dark matter (CDM) numericalsi  to the redshift range.29 < z < 3.31 within which the selection
ulations. By defining galaxies as regions of high matteriigns  function is higher than 2. This is about 43% of its value at its

2. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

1physics Department, University of California, Santa C@i&,95064
2NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center, Code 931, Greenbelt, RIEY2
3Astronomy Department, University of California, Santa £,rGA 95064

4Racah Institute of Physics, The Hebrew University, Jerméd1904, Israel
1


http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9712141v2

REDSHIFT DISTRIBUTION OFz~ 3 GALAXIES 2

16 T T T T T T T T 3| T T T T T
14 - 25 - -
12 - 2+ -
10 F - 15 -
g
E 8 - s 1 .
>
b=
6 - 05 -
4t - 0k -

35 2.8 2.9 3 31 3.2 3.3

Fig. 1.— Left panel: Redshift histogram from Steidet al. (1997) showing the number of LBOs in each redshift bin. Alsoven is their estimated selection
function as a function of redshiftRight panel: Redshift histogram of LBOs divided by the selection fuoetto better reflect the true underlying distribution in
redshift space of LBOs. We show only the the 13 central ppaaisl instead of the corrected number of LBOs, we plot theivelaverdensity of LBOs compared to
their average number in a pixel.

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PARAMETERS FORFOUR COSMOLOGICAL MODELS

Model zrange Npixels Pixel Volume Mass Threshold p q Py P, Meanb
(h=* Mpc)? (= Mg)

SCDM 2.62-2.78 200 1818 ®x 101 .005 .025 .06 .02 B6+1.04

CHDM 2.57-2.73 200 1810 Bx 101 .035 .070 37 .18 280+0.77

ACDM 2.61-2.69 42 5178 3x 101 .024 .048 .27 .10 38+0.37

OCDM 2.75-2.87 108 2873 Bx 101 .028 .056 31 13 30+ 0.84

NoTe.— The redshift range covered by the pencils, the numberxaigithe comoving volume of a pixel, and the mass thresluidsen to reproduce the S98
number density per pixel, are given for each model. Alsedisire the fractionp andq of pixels with a fractional overdensidy greater than 2.6 and 1.8, respectively
(2.6 and 1.8 ardy for the two highest spikes in S98F; is the probability that at least one pixel out of 13 will hadgegreater than 2.6, ank is the probability
that at least one additional pixel will havg greater than 1.8. The last column lists the best weighted fite local biasing parameter as defined by equation (3) and
discussed in Figure 6.

maximum neae = 3.02. This cut leaves us with 13 pixels. pixel are somewhat different. Each of our pixels have the an-
We then multiply the countin each pixel by the inverse of the gular size of the S98 field and are the length of one their bins
selection function at the center of the bin (normalized tityun  in redshift space. Instead, S98 identify “clusters” (define
at the maximumz = 3.02) and thus obtain a “volume-limited" be a group of galaxies whose proximity differs from a Poisson
count in pixelsN. We compute the mean corrected count over distribution), and define the size of their spike by the edgfes
the pixelsN = 4.45, and recordy = (N—N)/Nin each binas  the cluster that comprises it. This definitionigfdoes not refer
the data for comparison with theory. This is the only operati  to a well-defined scale and it therefore introduces unnacgss
we perform on the data; the rest of the analysis is performed o complications in the comparison to theory. We thereforégore
the simulations. Figurﬂ 1(b) shows the resulting distidywbf to treat the counts in pixels of a fixed volume.
dg. This figure has two high isolated spikes,dgf= 2.60 and
dg = 1.82. These spikes seem to be the most interesting features
of these data.
The values oby as reported by S98 are somewhat larger than ~ We consider a suite of four different models for the formatio
the values quoted here because our definitions of the size of aof structure in the Universe:

3. SIMULATIONS
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1. One model is standard cold dark matter (SCDM),

with density parametef) = 1, Hubble parameten =
Ho/(100km s Mpc—1) = 0.5, and a corresponding age
of the universe today d§ = 13 Gyr. The fluctuation am-
plitude at 8h—* Mpc is taken to berg = 0.67 atz= 0,

in order to approximate the abundance of Abell clusters.
Unfortunately, this amplitude is far below the COBE nor-
malization for this model.

. Another model is the cold+hot dark matter model
(CHDM) with © = 1, h = 0.5 (thusty = 13 Gyr), and

og = 0.72. We consider two equal-mass neutrino species
contributing a total mass densityQf, = 0.2. This model

is consistent with both cluster and COBE normalization.
Itis termed CHDM-2 in Grosset al. (1997a,b; hereafter
G97a,b).

Fig. 2.—A slice in redshift space from CHDM at~ 2.65. The simulation volume has a comoving sidehi73 Mpc, and the thickness of the slice corresponds
to an angle of 8.7 arcminutes, that of the Steiell. pencil. The rectangular dotted lines indicate the anguldthaand the length in redshift space of the Steiel
al. pixels. Shown are randomly sampled particles from the sitiari (dots), and a 40% random sample from the halos (solites), which matches the observed
number density of LBOs. The dark matter distribution showanfentary structure of moderate amplitude, but severalpighow a high overdensity of halos,
consistent with the observed spikes in the distribution BOIs.

3. Yet another model is the flat cold dark matter model with

a nonzero cosmological constan(ACDM) andh = 0.6.
Here, the mass density {3y = 0.4 (relatively high, to
obey the constraints on the power spectrum from pecu-
liar velocities in both the Mark Il and SFI catalogs, Ko-
latt & Dekel 1997; Zaroubket al. 1997; Zehaviet al.
1998), while the cosmological constant corresponds to
Qx = 0.6. In this modely = 14.5 Gyr. To simultane-
ously fit both the cluster abundance and the COBE data,
we include a slight tilt to the model, corresponding to a
primordial fluctuation spectral indexc: = 0.90, which
givesog = 0.88. This modelis called YXCDM in G97a,b.

. Finally, we consider an open cold dark matter model

(OCDM) withh = 0.6 and2g = 0.5 (a high value, again,
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Fig. 2. (continued).—Fhe corresponding plot for OCDM at~ 2.81.

for the same reason as fACDM); for these parameters, los were “observed” in the simulations was somewhat differe

to = 12.3 Gyr. Herepg = 0.77, consistent with both clus-  for each model. The redshifts that we analyze here ar@.65

ter and COBE normalization. for CHDM and ACDM, z= 2.70 for SCDM, andz = 2.81 for
OCDM.

We simulated the evolution of structure in these modelsina We identify the halos in these simulations using the follow-
purely dissipationless manner. Our approach is based on a pa ing procedure: First, we use the density in grid cells to fifgn
allelized particle-mesh code, which we ran on the Cornedi-Th  candidate halos at the positions of local density maxima and
ory Center SP2. The code is described in Gross (1997, Chap-neighboring cells with overdensitiés®/p > 50. Each candi-
ters 2-3); the simulations are discussed in G97a with furthe date halo is then iteratively moved to the center of mass of a
discussion of cluster abundance in G97b. These simulationssphere having a diameter equal to the grid-cell size ofi6b
include 57 million cold particles, with an additional 113lmi  kpc. We define the mass of halos as the mass enclosed within
lion hot particles in the case of CHDM. The simulated box is a spherical region whose density is sufficient for collapse: a
75 h~1 Mpc in size, giving a mass per cold particle of about virialization (see Gross 1997, Appendix C, for details).réd-
2x 10°Qg h™* M. A single grid cell is 650~ kpc wide in shift z= 3, this corresponds tod&/ p of 178 for critical density
comoving coordinates, corresponding to a physical width®&f  models, 199 fonCDM, and 203 for OCDM. Finally, we elim-

h—! kpc atz~ 2.65. inate double counting by excluding smaller halos with cemte
The simulations were started at different redshifts, réflec inside larger halos.
ing the different fluctuation amplitudes of the various meds As shown in G97a (Figure 10), we tested this approach by

high redshift. This means that the earliest redshift at thia- applying it to simulations run with lower spatial resolutiand
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Fig. 2. (continued).—Fhe corresponding plot fakCDM atz ~ 2.65. Because of the difference in geometry\i@DM, the pixels are much bigger, and fewer
pixels fit in the box.

then comparing the resultant halo mass functions. We found For this paper, we impose a minimum mass for the halos such
that for halo masses used in this paper the grid size had an acthat the mean number of halos in a pixel is 2.5 times the num-

ceptably small effect. The uncertainty in halo identifioatis ber of redshifts obtained by S98 per pixel. We do this because
even smaller at ~ 3, where the halos tend to be more isolated S98 measured redshifts for only about 40% of the candidates
and contain less substructure. in their LBO survey. To emulate the data, we therefore ran-

We assume that one LBO resides in each massive halo. Thisdomly select 40% of our halos after setting the mass thresh-
assumption is motivated, for example, by a semi-analytideho  old. This guarantees that each realization of the modelmeatc
of galaxy formation in which the brightest objects at- 3 the observed number of LBOs. The values of the mass thresh-
are predominantly starbursts in off-center collisionsalsetn old we find for each model are listed in Table 1. They range
sub-halo clumps (Somerville, Faber & Primack 1997; Trager fromM > 3.2 x 10 M, for CHDM to M > 9.0 x 10 M, for
et al. 1997; Somerville 1997; Somerville & Primack 1998; SCDM.
Somerville, Primack & Faber 1997). In these simulationsehe Our procedure of matching the mean number density of
is typically about one such starburst per massive halo at anyLBOs has one important implication. Normally, one expects
given time. It would also be true in alternative semi-arialyt the abundance of halos of a given mass at a fixed redshift to
models in which the LBOs are identified as central halo galax- be a strong function of the model. Some models have earlier
ies (Baughet al. 1997). galaxy formation than others. However, the exact relatien b

tween halos of a given mass and LBOs is not at all clear a pri-
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Fig. 2. (continued).—Fhe corresponding plot for SCDM at~ 2.70.

ori, especially without the inclusion of gas dynamics andar  statistics are not strongly dependent on these small csange
sonable model of star formation. Therefore, our eliminatd redshift.
this distinguishing factor allows us to concentrate indt@athe The figure contains many very noticeable walls and filaments
variations in the density of objects — especially the spikes in the underlying mass distribution, not unlike picturesiuod

In Figure 2 we show slices of the underlying mass distri- galaxy distribution in slices at the current time in the Unise,
bution and a random sample of our identified halos for all four although the latter would also have massive clusters agedar
models. These slices have the angular thickness of the $88 pe voids than are visible here. The most massive halos, ireticat
cil; the angular widths of the pencils are indicated in therfig by filled circles, tend to lie within these sheets and filaragnt
The comoving sizes of the pixels are different for each model this concentration of halos into relatively compact regitgads
because the fixed angular sizes and redshift interval st to spikes in the redshift distribution, as we discuss[h §4.
different comoving scales in different cosmologies. Tha-pe
cils shown in Figure[l2 (a) are only about 30% as long as the
observed one. We do not bother to select longer peregs at
angles to the box sides) because we focus here on single-pixe Using these simulations, we can investigate the statisfics
statistics. One might be concerned about the smaller riédshi clustering in theobservational plane. In particular, we observe
range represented by an individual simulation volume, dhby  pencils in these simulations in redshift space, just as tie o
difference in redshift between these volumes and the ohserv servers do. The lengths of our pencils are constrained by the
tions, but as we will discuss in the next section, the sinpe! box size, and they depend on the model that was simulated. Ta-

4. STATISTICS OF SPIKES
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ble 1 lists the redshift extent of the pencils in each modbIsT  probability of at least one pixel abovg = 2.6 and at least one
corresponds to pencils of lengthz = 0.16 (for CHDM and additional pixel abovely = 1.8 is 18%. These numbers fol-
SCDM), Az=0.12 (for OCDM), andAz = 0.08 (for ACDM). low from the averaged data for 5 random CHDM selections. In
We divide each pencil into 2 to 4 pixels, each identical to the some of the individual selections, the probabilities weraigh
observed pixels. This yields a total of 200 pixels for CHDMlan as 50% and 28%. If, instead of randomly sampling 40% of the
SCDM, 108 for OCDM, and 42 fohkCDM. Another reason for  halos, we set the threshold higher and use all of the halos,
variations in the number of pixels that fit in the box is thetfac andqare 0.05 and 0.075, which givEs= 49% and?, = 23%.
that the fixed angular size of the observed pencils corredgpon The other model simulations have slightly lower probaikeiit

to different comoving sizes in the different models. as listed in Table 1.

In Figurel}, we showy in the pixels of 50 independent pen- Probably the biggest surprise here is that all the models ex-
cils from one random sampling of CHDM stuck together in a cept SCDM predict that a large spike at- 3 is not a very
row. Each pencil has a length of four pixels, and we separateunusual event. All models except SCDM vyield a peak as large
the pencils with vertical dotted lines. We can afford to deigth as the highest observed by S98 at least 27% of the time, while
pencils that are only four pixels long, because we do nohohte  such a peak occurs in SCDM in 6% of such pencils. It is clear
to investigate here the effects of correlations betweerptke from these statistics that SCDM has less clustering at these
els along a pencil. In particular, we will focus on the quasti  high redshifts. It may be that this is due to the shape of the
of the probability of finding a single pixel with an overdetlgsi  power spectruni®(k), which for SCDM has a shallower slope
as high as that observed by S98. Since both the observation®n the largek side of the peak than any of the other models.
and the simulations (Figung 3) suggest that the highestspeak In SCDM the ratio of small-scale to large-scale power is Bigh

are only one pixel wide, this indicates that single pixefistizs than in other models, which results in a more even distriiouti
may provide a sensitive test for how probable such penadls ar of galaxies, with more galaxies in the voids (for a visualma
in various cosmological models. showing this, see Brodbeekal. 1998). The difference in how

For each simulation, we randomly sample 40% of the halos the LBOs are distributed in the models can be seen clearly by
above the threshold five times for each model. We then aver-comparing the CHDM and SCDM pixels of Figure 2. In the
age over these samplings in order to examine the distributio Appendix, we discuss an analytic formalism that helps to un-
and statistics of the number of halos in a pixel. In Fi@re)4 (a derstand the dependence of the spike probability on theeshap
we plot the cumulative distribution of the relative excesthie of the power spectrum. One could further test whether the lac
number of galaxies per pixelg, for each of the four models as  of clustering in SCDM is due to the slope of the power spec-
well as for the data shown in Figuﬂe 1(b). We also plot, in Fig- trum by looking at simulations of a? = 1 CDM model with a
ureﬂl(b), the cumulative distribution &§ for one of the models,  steeper power spectrum (one which has more large scale power

CHDM, compared to the best lognormal fit. for the samerg normalization), e.9g.7CDM (see Jenkinst al.
In the CHDM model, the highest pixel hdg= 4.8, almost 1997).
twice as large as th& = 2.6 of the highest observed pixel. In The model distributions shown in Figuﬂa 4 are remarkably
fact, there are several pixels in the model with galaxy dgnsi similar. One might have thought that Id&-models have ear-
higher than the highest observed pixel. The cumulativeidist lier structure formation and therefore are more likely towh
tion shows that the probability that the galaxy density castt a big spike compared to Einstein-deSitter models itk 1.
in a randomly-chosen pixel of this model will exceggd= 2.6 However, there is a competing effect — the fixed angular dize o
is p=0.035. The probability of exceeding this value is given, the pixels at a given redshift and the fixed redshift intenvain
for each of the models, in Table 1. that the comoving volume of a pixel is larger in open models.
If instead of observing one single pixel, one obsemeés- The density contrast quoted thus refers to a larger scaté, an

dependent pixels, then the probabilRy(n) that at least one of  is therefore expected to be lower. The comoving volume of a
the pixels will exceed the threshodg = 2.6 follows from the pixel is given, for each of the models, in Table 1.
binomial distribution: We do not anticipate that there is a significant problem with
() =1—(1—p)" ) the fact that we sample at~ 2.65 rather than the observed
' z~ 3. In linear theory, the growth of the mass density fluctua-
Getting at least one such peak is just one minus the probabili tions themselves between these two epochs is rather sesal, |
of no such peak. Note that equaticﬂ1 (1) assumes that there ar¢han 10%, and the evolution of tlgalaxy density fluctuations

no correlations among the observed pixels. is expected to be much weaker. In order to demonstrate that,
In the absence of correlations among the pixels, one couldwe analyze the CHDM simulation at= 1 as if it had the ge-
further ask what is the probabilif(n) that one pixel will ex- ometry of the simulation a= 2.65 (i.e., we take the comoving

ceeddyg = 2.6 while at least one additional pixel will exceed a positions atz= 1, assume all objects had the same comoving
certain lower threshold of probabilityper pixel. The second-  positions atz = 2.65, and at this earlier time put down pixels
highest pixel in the S98 data hag= 1.8. The probabilityg of the S98 size); this has the effect of including any evoluti

of exceeding this lower threshold for each of the modelsds al  in the amplitude of the fluctuations while ignoring changes i
given in Table 1. The probabiliti,(n) encompasses all pos- geometry. We find that the effect on the statistics is verylsma
sibilities except (a) no pixel above the highest thresholthd P, = 37% (unchanged from= 2.65), andP, = 11% (slightly

exactly one pixel above the highest threshold with no aolaléti lower than forz= 2.65). Thus the main effect in going from

pixel exceeding the lower threshold. This probability #fere lower to higherzis how the pixel geometry is affected, but this
follows directly from the multinomial distribution and is effect is rather small in going from= 2.65 to 3. For example,
_ n n-1 if the CHDM simulation (atz = 2.65) is analyzed as if it were
Po(m)=1-(1-p)"=np(1-q)"". @ atz= 3.0, the probabilities becomg= 0.042 (vs. 0.035), and

Forn = 13 randomly chosen pixels, the probability that there
will be at least one abové; = 2.6 is 37% for CHDM. The
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Fig. 3.—Fifty pencils (containing 200 independent pixels) laid émend for the CHDM simulations. Each of the independent iieigseparated by a vertical
dotted line, and the pencils are arranged by increa@imggroups of increasing. The plotted quantityjg, for each pixel is the fractional excess of galaxies within
each pixel over the average in the realization.
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Fig. 4.— Left panel: A plot of the cumulative distribution afq for the Steideket al. (1997) data as well as for the halo distribution in the fourdels considered
here. The distribution reflects the relative excess of hamlamach pixel. Right panel: The cumulative distribution for the CHDM model comparedhatihe best
lognormal fit to that distribution.

g = 0.083 (vs. 0.070), which giv®, = 43% andP, = 23%. becomes steadily more clustered — thus the bias of thMLO
Thus, the likelihood of the spikes in each of the models would halos compared to the dark matter will be larger at high riéidsh
be, if anything, slightly increased, had the analysis besredt We have done the same analysis for SCDM at1. In this

z= 3. The general effect we are seeing here is that the massivecase, evolving in redshift from= 2.70 toz = 0.93 (changing
halos trace the large scale structure and the clusteringestt  the scale factor by a factor of 1.9) is equivalent to changing
halos evolves rather slowly, while the dark matter mearavhil the amplitude of the model by a factor of 1.9, which is then
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close to the COBE normalization for SCDM. Again, the effect of the simulations, between five and ten percent of the pixels
of this change on the shape of the probability distributinod a  are empty, while there are no empty pixels in the data of Fig-
on the statistics is small: for this casg,= 0.06 andP, = 0.01. ure[ZL However, the fact that pencils in other surveyed regjio
One should note that in this analysis and that describedein th do contain empty pixels (Adelberget,al. 1998) suggests that
previous paragraph, we still require that the mean number ofthis does not represent a significant disagreement beteen t
LBOs per pixel is the same in each calculation, and set the ory and observation.

mass threshold accordingly. This cancels the dominanttsffe The spatial distribution of halos on the plane of the sky in
each of the models is qualitatively similar to that observed
Figure[$ shows the distribution on the sky of the halos in two
“spiky” redshift bins for each model, compared to the data fo
the highest spike. We can see that halos in the spikes are typ-
ically part of a filament or a wall stretching across the pixel
Thus, the spikes in redshift do not correspond to extreme lo-
calizations in space, as would be the case for today’s chiste
rather the structures are only slightly localized in angled
typically only in one dimension. But these “spikes” do end up
in rich clusters at the present epoch.
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Another quantity that we can easily measure in our suite of
simulations is the biasing relation between the halo andsmas
density fluctuations. This will directly connect to the ingee-
tation by S98 of their own observations. In each pixel of the
simulations, we have already calculated the density ofcgala
tic halos,dg, and we now compare it to the overdensity of the
background mattedy,, as a direct measure of the biasing on the
scale of the pixels. This biasing refers to the specific didimi
of halos specified in @3, and is particularly dependent on the
choice of the halo “edge,” which for our purposes is the radiu
which encloses a mean density sufficient for collapse k3.

In Figure@i, we plot for each of the simulations, at the corre-
sponding redshift near~ 3 (§[3), the galaxy overdensity in a
pixel versus the dark matter overdensity in the same pixal. F
each pixel, the local biasing is just the ratio of densities

bIocal = 59/5m- (3)

To get a measure of the mean biasing of the entire sample
at that epoch, we calculate the regressiotgaipondn. Since
we are interested primarily in regions that will ultimatelgl-
lapse, and since the biasing relation is not lineaf,at 0, we
use only the positive part of the figure$,(> 0) to calculate
the regression. This approach yields the dotted lines. ferdif
y ent approach is to find the best fitting straight line whilergk
NI T I A N into account the errors (due to Poisson countingjgimvithin
5 0 5 each pixel. This weights_ the _highei‘gt peaks more strongly
) and leads to the dashed lines in each panel of Fure 6.
6(arcmin) Using the weighted measure of mean biasing, we find that
the mean biasing parametevaries from a high of 80+ 1.14
Fig. 5.— The angular distribution of halos within high spikes in feiéts for CHDM, to a low ofb = 2.56+ 0.52 for SCDM (Table 1).
VTVT]ﬁedtaht: (f)rt?]gﬁr g}ehfgiggﬁgltsssri]léa cz\fN gtg)i(?r?-l éé9o9f7h)i at:es ;mfé;ghpg?g]'eay The error bars we guote correspond to the formal error in the
simulations. Thegangular size of the panelg correspgondet(alﬂgular size of slope fitting. Henceh is constrained to the rangne: 25 for
the pencil survey of LBOS. all models. The low2 models appear less biased than CHDM
with Qn = 1, but recall that the volume of a pixel in the IdW-
that would have been seen from changes in the evolution or themodels is larger and therefore the biasing measured hexesref
normalization. Since the normalizations of the four digfer to a larger scale.
models atz = 3 are not different by more than this factor of Average biasing does not tell the whole story since there is
~ 2, we can conclude that any difference in the spike probabil- considerable dispersion in the local biasing parametadsttee
ities between the models are not primarily due to differsrice  selection of high peaks aofy clearly biases the local biasing
their normalizations. The dependence of the spike proitiabil parameter to larger values. For example, in both CHDM and
on normalization is discussed further in the Appendix. OCDM there are pixels having local biasing greater than 40. |
One other notable feature of Figl[lle 4 is the fact that, in each CHDM, most of the regions corresponding to high spikes in the
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Fig. 6.—Plots of galaxy overdensity in a pixé} versus the dark matter overdensity in the same pixefor each of the simulated models considered here. The
solid line in each curve corresponds to biasing paranieterl. Ignoring underdense regionsn(< 0), we also plot two regression curves to these data. Thedlott
curve corresponds to a least squares fit, while the dashed mepresents the best fitting straight line when we weigth @éixel using the Poisson errors due to the
finite number of halos. The values lofindo quoted in the figure correspond to the best slope and its esing the weighted fit.

data have a bias of about six, while in the other three modtels t
bias in the regions with high spikes ranges from 3.5-4.5s&he
values for the bias are similar to the values that S98 founé we
necessary to get a reasonable probability of large spikesad

not necessary in our analysis to make all of the assumptions
that were necessary for S98 to do the analysis in the theoreti ek
cal plane, however, which in particular includes the asdionp (2

of quasi-linear biasing. Our own simple analytic treatmeint  whered(z) is the coordinate distance to redshift The ratio
the dependence of bias on the shape and normalization of the:z/d reduces to the Hubble parameter ik 1, but for the high
power spectrum are discussed in the Appendix. redshifts listed in Table 1, it is 281, 278, 206 and 286n s *

Mpc—1 for CHDM, SCDM, ACDM and OCDM, respectively.

In calculating the redshift-space correlation functidm ve-
locity along the line of sight is added in a vector fashioneTh
Since the probability of a spike in the distribution of LBOs correlation function is then calculated in the usual manbgr
as observed by S98 is not too small for any model consideredcreating a randomly distributed catalog ten times larganth
here (except possibly SCDM), it does not represent a goed dis the halo catalog and dividing the number of halo-halo pajrs b
criminator between such models. In this comparison, wetiad t a tenth of the number of halo-random pairs, as a function of co
normalize out what might otherwise be the dominant effect — moving distance in kmst. The real-space result is consistent

the exponential dependence of the number density of oljects  with the semi-analytic estimation of Baughal. (1997), with

the power-spectrum normalization at high redshift — beeaus the same correlation length e h—! Mpc for the SCDM case,

it depends on a more accurate identification of halos as LBOsbut with a flatter slope in our simulations. In Table 2, we give

than we were willing to deal with in the present work. Still, the best fit values af (in h—! Mpc) andy for each of the mod-

there might be hope for better discrimination between nm®del els, in both real and redshift space, fdr) = (r/ro) " fit for

using a statistic that is insensitive to the number densitybe r <5h=1Mpc.

jects, such as the autocorrelation function. Interestingly, our correlation length for SCDM at- 3 is
FigureD’ shows the three-dimensional redshift-space astoc  comparable in comoving coordinates to that of galaxies to-

relation functions, and also the corresponding real-spate- day, while the other models have somewhat larger correlatio

correlation functions. In both cases, separations betyweés lengths; the logarithmic slopes are closente —1.4 than the

of LBOs were estimated using the redshiftas the distance
from the observer. Since such a definition must preserve-angu
lar separations, the relation between redshift-deterthsepa-
rationss and comoving separationss

cz
S=r

(4)

6. CORRELATIONS
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Redshift-space autocorrelation functions Real-space autocorrelation functions
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Fig. 7.— Redshift spaceléft) and real spaceright) autocorrelation functions for each model. Functions aleutated in a volume corresponding to all the
“pencils” described in [§4 for a given model, left in theirgirial positions in the computational box. In calculating tiedshift space correlations, each object has
had its peculiar comoving velocity along the line of sightied to its coordinate distance, to obtain the observed ifedEhe real space data has no such correction,
and the dot-dashed line is a comparison to the semi-anagidts for SCDM from Baught al. (1997). Our correlation length is very similar to theirst bur slope
seems to be shallower at large separations. Note that thersion from km s to comovingh— Mpc is not merely the Hubble parameter because the distance i
measured between two distant objects rather than one didipett and the observer. The correct conversion factquired to preserve angular separationszjsl,
whered is the coordinate distance to redshiftorresponding to 2#8km s~ Mpc—1 for SCDM. Thus the correlation lengtl, such that(ro) = 1, for the Baugh

et al. (1997) curve igg = 4.0h—1 Mpc, corresponding to.1 x 10° km s~ 1.

TABLE 2
Real Space Redshift Space
Model o Y ro o
(h~* Mpc) (h~* Mpc)
SCDM 3.19 1.69 3.27 1.68
CHDM 4.97 1.55 5.12 1.59
ACDM 6.47 1.48 7.27 1.49
OCDM 4.72 1.52 5.01 1.59

NoTe.—The best fit value ofy and~ are given here for each model. If we set= 1.8, to agree with local observations, the valuesrfpare slightly but not
significantly lower.

~v = —1.8 observed in galaxy redshift surveys today. Their shal- ferences in high-redshift correlation lengths and slopaghm
lower v may suggest that the LBOs are distributed more like help discriminate between models, once enough obsenrghtion
sheets than filaments at~ 3, and and that they evolve into  data has been collected to represent a “fair sample” of tire un
more filamentary structures with time — or perhaps thattleey d  verse.

not evolve into typical bright galaxies at the present epdtte

fact that SCDM has a lower correlation length than the other

models perhaps just reflects the well known fact that SCDM, 7. CONCLUSIONS

with its power spectrur®(k) havm_g a broad peak, has amatter  \ve find that large peaks (“spikes”) in the observed redshift
correlation that becomes_negatlv_e at smaller_separatiurrs t  distribution of LBOs within very deep pencils at- 3 are a
the other models we consider, which ha(#) falling faster on  :ommon occurrence among the competing models for the for-
the largek side of the peak (see e.g. Holtzman & Primack 1993 445 of |arge-scale structure, when LBOs are identified as
for a discussion of this for the same cosmological models, in [ assive dark matter halos in our high-resolution simutetio
the context of the cluster autocorrelation function). Srddi Spikes of the sort observed by Steigehl. (1998) occur fre-
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quently in simulations of cold+hot dark matter, open colckda
matter, and a model of CDM containing a cosmological con-
stant, and occasionally in standard cold dark matter.

Note that although our SCDM model hag = 0.67 (clus-
ter normalization), increasing the amplitude by a factordt
(to near-COBE normalization) hardly affected the spikebaro
bilities (as discussed irﬂ§4). The fact that such spikes &are e

12

all evolved from regions that were at least as big as the secon
largest spike found by S98 at~ 3. This result is consistent
with the scenario that the LBOs af~ 3 now reside in rich
clusters of galaxies.

Future observations might affect these conclusions inia var
ety of ways. It is important to confirm the existence of empty
pixels in the galaxy distribution as is predicted by all thedn

pected in these models means that the existence of one or morels. With full redshift information for all the galaxies indata

large spikes cannot discriminate among competing models, a
though additional statistics may begin to do so against SCDM
We speculate that the lower spike probabilities in SCDM, and

set, one will be able to use smaller redshift bins (as S98rdid i
analyzing their highest peak) and probably draw stronger co
clusions. It will be interesting to confirm the predictions o

the fact that SCDM is the model with the least biasing, are a a shallow slope for the correlation function and a correfati
consequence of the shallower slope of its power spectrum. Oflength similar to that of nearby galaxies, and to verify vitest
course, we have chosen enough halos in all of our simulationsit is related to sheet-like versus filamentary structure.

to guarantee that the mean number of LBOs-aB3 agrees with
the observations. More realistic treatment of galaxy fdioma
(or LBOs) may vyield different abundances of galaxies at high
redshift, and consequently, differing likelihood of largpkes.

We also found that our models give a mean biasing param-

eter in the rang® ~ 2— 5. This refers to scales of order 10
h—! Mpc atz~ 3, and to a definition ob via unweighted lin-
ear regression at > 0. High-density regions have somewhat
higher local biasing values, typically around six for CHDM.
some pixels the local biasing parameter is even greaterliban
Recall that our definition o = d4/dm refers to pixels of fixed
size while S98 refer to a smaller volume. Note also that our
analysis is done in the “observational plane” and it inveltree
fully non-linear fluctuations in the numbers of LBOg)X and
matter ¢m), compared to the analysis in the “theoretical plane"
of S98. We find little or no dependence €y or A, but this

is partly due to the differences in pixel volumes with diféfat
cosmological parameters. However, our cold plus et 1
model has the highest mean bi&s= 4.3. It should also be
noted that our lowg models have higher values Qf than the

Note added: Several papers have appeared on this topic since
we submitted this paper; here we briefly comment on how they
relate to our work.

Jing & Suto (1998) evaluate the spike probability using simu
lations of three different cosmological models. Our sintioles
have comparable force resolution to theirs, but a higheismas
resolution by an order of magnitude. They find that a spike the
size of the largest one identified by S98 is about twice as-prob
able in SCDM (about one in ten fields) compared to our results
(6% probability per field). Their published version agreéthw
our result that the spike probability in the SCDM model isrel
tively insensitive to normalization. They also agree wistithiat
the spikes are more probable than SCDM in the low-Omega
open and flat models they consider, but these results arg-not d
rectly comparable to ours since the cosmological paramefer
their models are different from ours.

Governato et al. (1998) use N-body simulations, in which
they identify galaxies with the help of a semi-analytic miode
to investigate the clustering of LBOs. They do not impose the
mean density of LBOs, but rather use their semi-analyticehod

ones that S98 consider, which may be one reason why there igo determine whether a given halo has an object that could be
less difference between our models. As discussed in Sectionseen in a survey of the type done by S98. The number densities

4, the clustering of LBOs (as described &) is not strongly
evolving, while the dark mattew) clusters more strongly at
low redshift, resulting in a decrease in the bias.

The observation of high spikes is thus consistent with stan-

dard cosmology and with straightforward statistical cspien-

that they find from this method are close to that found by S98.
In qualitative agreement with our result, they find that epik

in the distribution of LBOSs like the one observed by S98 arise
naturally in the two models they consider: SCDM and an open
CDM with slightly different parameters than ours. They show

dence of LBOs with the most massive dark-matter halos at that these spikes become rich clusters in the local univérse

z~ 3. S98 say in their abstract that “in a cold dark matter
scenario the large bias values suggest that individual byma
break galaxies are associated with dark halos of mbass102
Mg, reinforcing the interpretation of these objects as the pro
genitors of massive galaxies at the present epoch." Oultsesu
imply that the LBOs do have the clustering properties of mas-
sive dark matter halos, but it is important to note that thuiesd
not necessarily imply that they are the progenitors of present-
day massive spheriods. These results are also consistint wi
a model like that proposed by Somerville, Primack, & Faber
(1998) in which although most of the LBOs are found in ha-
los of masdM ~ 10*? M., the LBOs themselves may be small
star-bursting satellites of a central massive object.

The halos identified with LBOs at~ 3 are distributed on the

sky much like those in the highest spike of S98 (see Figure 5),

with no evidence of a central concentration. But if one fako
the evolution of the regions with the highest spikes, vitjua
all of them become massive clusters \8 x 10'4 M) at the
present time. In our CHDM simulation, for example, those ha-
los that correspond to Abell richness0 clusters az = 0 have

agreement with our finding.

Peacock (1998) uses a semi-analytic approximation to de-
termine the bias of LBOs by generating a synthetic redsfsft h
togram and then estimating the variance in cells the siz88f S
He again finds that as long as the LBOs are sufficiently biased
with respect to the underlying dark matter, most current GDM
type models can account for the data.

Moscardini et al. (1998) discuss theoretical predictiars f
the number density and correlation function of LBOs. Their
semi-analytic predictions for the correlation functioe guali-
tatively similar to ours, and indicate that a better obseéoval
determination of the correlation function may be able to dis
criminate between models.

It is encouraging that there is a general agreement between
the results of these different investigations using veffedi
ent methods, including differeM-body codes, several differ-
ent semi-analytic methods, different ways of identifyirajds
and galaxies, etc. The different papers complement ea@r oth
and provide a coherent picture with significant confidence.

Giavalisco et al. (1998) calculate the angular correlation
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function of 871 LBO candidates in five fields of data, and calcu ag. This ratio may also depend on normalization indirectly, be

late the real-space correlation function using the Limbamg- causeMy, and thuso, vary from model to model in order to
form. The correlation lengths that they find are lower tharséh provide the desired number density of halos. The value of
we find for any of the models we have considered (see Table 2).varies from model to model for the same reason, and it could,
In future work, we plan to identify LBOs in simulations using in principle, depend on shape and normalization.
semi-analytic models; this may affect the correlation teragnd We can predict for each model the quantitMg andoy, (or
power-law index for all of our models. v), and thUSTE. One relation betweeMy, andoy, is provided by

the power spectrum itself;(M). An independent constraint on

We have greatly benefited from conversations with Sandy these two quantities is imposed by the fixed number density of
Faber, Rachel Somerville, James Bullock and Chuck Steidel.N2l0s, enforced to match the observed number density of LBOs
This research was supported in part by a NASA theory grant The hallo nl_meer density is predicted by the Press—Schechter
and an NSF theoretical physics grant at UCSC, by the UStIsrae @PProximation to be
Bi-national Science Foundation grant 95-00330, and bysghe |

rael Science Foundation grant 950/95. > dine\ 5 ,
Nn(M)dM = \E (_W) %l/e(*” /2dM.  (A3)

A. APPENDIX: SPIKE PROBABILITY AND THE
POWER SPECTRUM For a given power spectrus{M), we can integrate equation

The dependence of the spike probability on the cosmologicalA3 Over all masses above the lower threshdigand solve for
parameter€2 and A is qualitatively understood in terms of the M arﬂ]d”h = dc/v. Using equatiofi AL, we can then compbte
fluctuation growth rates and the comoving volumes of the pix- andoy.
els. It is not so obvious, however, why the spike probabitity The analytic results for}) are presented in Table 3 in com-
found to be higher in the CHDM model compared to the CDM parison with the empirical results from the simulationstfoee
model, even though they are both of the same Einstein-geSitt models: (1) SCDM, ot = 0.67 today; (2) CCDM, a COBE-
cosmology. It is also not obvious a priori why the spike prob- normalized CDM power spectrum of about twice the ampli-
ability is found to be relatively insensitive to the globatpli-  tude,os = 1.27; and (3) our CHDM model, which has a more
tude (normalization) of fluctuations within a given modelys  steeply decreasing power spectrum in the relevant range of
CDM. We offer here a simple framework in which to under- Wave-numbers. Shown also are the predictions for the matter
stand these trends that we find in the simulations. We providefluctuations on the pixel scalep, the analytic solutions favl,

a heuristic explanation for the dependence of spike prdibabi ~ andon, and the correspondingandb.

on the shape and normalization of the power spectrum, iavolv ~ One can see that the predicted halo fluctuatiofiswhich
ing the issues of halo biasing and abundance (cf. Adelbetger directly relate to the high-spike probabilities, deviatenh the
al.1998). simulation values by only 8% or less. Although the values pre

For each model, we characterize the linear power spectrumdicted forMy in the analytic model are systematically higher
of fluctuations byo (M), the rms linear density fluctuation in  than those found in the simulations, the effect on the final re
top-hat spheres encompassing a mean nvassLet My, be sults are small, and the qualitative trends are clear. The pr
the galactic-halo mass threshold chosen to reproduce the co dicted values for the biasing parameter are slightly highen,
rect number density of LBOs; it depends on the cosmological but within the errors of, the values given in §5 from the siaaul
model, but in all cases it corresponds to linear scales ofrord tions.

~ 1h=1Mpc. Denoter, = o(Mp). On the larger scale of the What have we learned from the analytic results? The pre-
pixels, leta”) and o, be the rms fluctuations for halos and the dicted values forr in the CDM model are indeed quite insen-
underlying matter respectively. The pixel scale corresisdn sitive to the normalization. With the higher normalizatitrere

a sphere of a comoving radiggs~ 7.6 h—! Mpc for Q = 1. are more halos above any given mass, so the fixed number den-

One way to define a biasing parameter on the pixel scale isSity nh requires a larger threshoMy,. This naturally reduces
viab= of}/o,. When the halos are identified as rare peaks in a the increase i, due to the higher normalization compared to
Gaussian field, the biasing parameter is approximated by (Mothe increase i, (o 0s), and therefore leads to a larggy/on.

& White 1996) However, this is comp_ensated (in equ_a A2) by the fadt tha
21 v gets smaller wheM,, is larger (equatiop A3).
b~1+ 5 (A1) The spike probability for the steeper, CHDM, spectrumis in-
C

deed higher than for SCDM. Here, there are fewer halos above
wherev = 6./, measures the “rareness” of the peaks, and 2Ny given mass, shl, must go down in order to keem, f|xe.
5. ~ 1.686 is the linear density threshold for collapsed spheri- This naturally corresponds to an increasevitequatior{ AB).

cal halos. In the case of extremely rare peaks v/ oy, (Kaiser Despite the decrease My, the shape effect forces, to be
1984). Thus, smaller in CHDM and therefore,/on is larger. The two ef-
W Op N fects thus both contribute (in equati@AZ) to the increase i
op = — v+op(1—0d¢ 7). (A2) oh
h

plndeed, SCDM has long been known to have too much small-
The second term is smaky 0.08 for SCDM and CHDM, so  scale power to match the observed universe; we now see why
the interesting dependencies are in the first (Kaiser) tdine. such a power spectrum also fails to match the observed cluste
ratio op/on should clearly depend on the shape of the power ing of LBOs. A model with a more realistic power spectrum,
spectrum in the sense that a power spectrum with less power orsuch as CHDM or-CDM, will also have a higher, more realis-
small compared to large scales would tend to lead to a highertic spike probability.
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TABLE 3
Model g op M oh v b og og (sim)
(h—1Mg)
SCDM 0.67 0.19 U x 1012 0.73 2.3 3.6 0.68 0.74
CCDM 1.27 0.36 @ x 10'2 1.06 1.6 1.1 0.69 0.70
CHDM 0.72 0.20 40 x 1011 0.62 2.7 4.8 0.98 0.94

NoTe.—The values o& have been calculated for theQe= 1 models by using the local power spectrum and then extréipglback to high redshift by multiplying
by the scale factor A(1+ z). For CHDM this is a further approximation, since the powezctpum shape does change slightly over this range of
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