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Nonlocal Lagrangian bias
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Halos are biased tracers of the dark matter distribution. It is often assumed that the initial patches from
which halos formed are locally biased with respect to the initial fluctuation field, meaning that the halo-
patch fluctuation field can be written as a Taylor series in the dark matter density fluctuation field. If
quantities other than the local density influence halo formation, then this Lagrangian bias will generically
be nonlocal; the Taylor series must be performed with respect to these other variables as well. We illustrate
the effect with Monte Carlo simulations of a model in which halo formation depends on the local shear
(the quadrupole of perturbation theory) and provide an analytic model that provides a good description of
our results. Our model, which extends the excursion set approach to walks in more than one dimension,
works both when steps in the walk are uncorrelated, as well as when there are correlations between steps.
For walks with correlated steps, our model includes two distinct types of nonlocality: one is due to the fact
that the initial density profile around a patch which is destined to form a halo must fall sufficiently steeply
around it—this introduces k dependence to even the linear bias factor, but otherwise only affects the
monopole of the clustering signal. The other type of nonlocality is due to the surrounding shear field; this
affects the quadratic and higher-order bias factors and introduces an angular dependence to the clustering
signal. In both cases, our analysis shows that these nonlocal Lagrangian bias terms can be significant,
particularly for massive halos; they must be accounted for in, e.g., analyses of higher-order clustering in
Lagrangian or Eulerian space. Comparison of our predictions with measurements of the halo bispectrum
in simulations is encouraging. Although we illustrate these effects using halos, our analysis and

conclusions also apply to the other constituents of the cosmic web—filaments, sheets and voids.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The virialized halos that are identified in simulations of
gravitational clustering are biased tracers of the underlying
matter field. Typically, this bias is described in two ways,
either by relating the halo and mass fields at the time the
halos were identified (e.g., the present) or by identifying
the patches in the initial conditions that are destined
to form halos and describing the bias between these
patches and the initial mass fluctuation field [1]. These
are known as the Eulerian and Lagrangian bias, respec-
tively. In either case, the simplest models assume that this
bias is local, meaning that the biased field can be written as
a (deterministic) function of the mass field. However, the
nonlinearly evolved mass field is a nonlocal function of
the initial one, so Lagrangian and Eulerian bias cannot both
be local [2-4].

It has recently been noted that neither of the two best-
studied models of Lagrangian bias—peaks theory [5] and
the excursion set approach [6]—is local. This is because
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both approaches predict that the abundance of biased trac-
ers (peaks or halos) should depend not just on the local
values of the overdensity field but on derivatives of the field
as well [7]. This gives rise to a rather specific form for
nonlocal bias, in which the bias is most naturally described
in Fourier space, where it is k dependent even at the linear
level [8—10]. The main goal of the present work is to
explore models in which the nonlocality of bias is qualita-
tively different, arising only at second order, and associated
with anisotropies in the initial field. This source of non-
locality is generic to models in which halos form from an
anisotropic collapse [11], for which there is considerable
evidence [12].

Section II describes the relation between Lagrangian and
Eulerian bias in nonlocal models, and Sec. III describes our
excursion set-based treatment of the origin of nonlocal
Lagrangian bias, providing an analytic description of the
effect. The technical problem, which is the subject of this
section, is to provide an accurate formula for the first
crossing distribution of a barrier by n-dimensional walks
with correlated steps; we use Monte Carlo simulations of
such walks to illustrate the accuracy of our analytic for-
mulas. Section IV compares our predictions with estimates
of the nonlocal halo bias term in numerical simulations of
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hierarchical clustering, and a final section summarizes our
findings.

II. NONLINEAR, NONLOCAL HALO BIAS
AND ITS EVOLUTION

The excursion set model of halo abundances and evolu-
tion assumes that it is possible to identify those patches in
the initial fluctuation field that are destined to form halos
by a later time (e.g., the present) [6]. In what follows, we
discuss why, in this case, halo bias is generally expected to
be nonlocal both in the initial conditions and at later times.

A. The spherical evolution model:
Local Lagrangian bias and evolution

The simplest implementations of this approach assume
that halos form from a spherical collapse. In this case, the
initial overdensity of a patch plays an important role in
determining whether or not it will form a halo [13]. Almost
all studies that incorporate the spherical collapse model
into the excursion set approach assume that the initial
overdensity is the only parameter that determines halo
formation (see Ref. [7] for a recent exception). As a result,
these studies find that halos are locally biased versions of
the initial density fluctuation field [1]. If the environment
of a halo is spherically symmetric, then it is natural to
expect the spherical model to describe both the evolution
of the patch that becomes a halo and the evolution of its
surrounding environment. Since the spherical evolution
model yields a local deterministic mapping between the
initial and evolved densities, the fact that halo bias was
local with respect to the initial density field means that
it remains local with respect to the evolved field. The
bias factors are different of course, but they are easily
calculated [14].

Schematically, if an initial volume V,, is overdense by
8¢, then, in the excursion set approach, the halo over-
density (averaged over all such spheres) is

1+ 8,(m|5,)

L sk
— <Nm|60> -1+ Zbk50 (1)

 n(m)V, & k7
where the numerator is an average over all cells of volume
V, and density 8, and n(m) in the denominator denotes the
number density of halos of mass m (i.e., the integral of the
numerator over all allowed values of &,). The right-hand
side is explicitly a function of &, only, so the Lagrangian
bias is local. The Lagrangian bias factors associated with
the spherical model satisfy

Skbt = v 1H,(v), where v =6./0(m), (2)
and the H, are (the probabilist’s) Hermite polynomials,

and J, is the critical density required for spherical col-
lapse. The Eulerian halo overdensity is defined similarly as
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(N,,|160(M, V)) bk5k
E — _
1+ 6;(m|M, V) = ) 1+ k>EO TR 3)

The Eulerian halo bias factors are obtained upon noting
that M/pV = 1 + & and that the spherical model yields a
local monotonic relation between 1 + 6 and d,, so that
the expression above can be written as a series in 0.
Specifically, the Eulerian bias factors in the spherical
collapse model are

2
-1
by=1+2 =1 4pL (4)
1
8 L L
b225b1+b2 (5)
796 13
by = — 353t 5 b1 T 05, (6)

etc. Note that the Eulerian bias b, depends on the
Lagrangian bias factors of equal and lower order, and the
overall structure is precisely that shown as the monopole
contribution to the bias in Ref. [3].

Accounting for the fact that the evolution of the environ-
ment will, in general, be nonlocal means that one simply
replaces the 8,(8) mapping with the nonlocal one. It is
straightforward to check that carrying this through, order
by order, yields the additional nonlocal bias terms given in
Refs. [3,15]. However, if halo bias is nonlocal even in
Lagrangian space, then this will provide additional contri-
butions to the Eulerian bias factors. To see the structure of
these terms, it is useful to consider models of halo for-
mation in which factors other than the initial overdensity
are important.

B. The triaxial collapse model

In triaxial collapse models, e.g., Ref. [11], the evolution
of a patch is determined by more than just its internal
overdensity. The simplest of these models uses the fact
that at each position in the initial field, one may define the
deformation tensor, D, whose elements are the second
derivatives of the gravitational potential. The overdensity,
which is the only quantity that matters for the spherical
model, is the trace of this 3 X 3 matrix. So the question
arises as to which (combinations) of the other elements of
this matrix matter?

To describe the shape of the gravitational potential, it is
common to introduce the ellipticity e and prolateness p,
defined from the eigenvalues A; (i = 1, 2, 3) of V,-]-CI),

M A and

605/\1+A2+A3, e
A+ A =20,
26 '

This set of parameters is used in triaxial evolution models
of nonlinear structure formation [11,12]. However, because

p=

083002-2



NONLOCAL LAGRANGIAN BIAS

e and p are ratios of the eigenvalues, it is not obvious that
they are the best choice of parameters in a perturbative
analysis. In particular, one might have wondered if the
rotationally invariariant quantities,

I, =Ti(D) = D\, = 5y, ®)
12 = /\])12 + )\])\3 + )\2A3, (9)
I, = Det(D) =[], (10

are more relevant. When expressed in terms of (5, e, p),
these are
52
L=~ @3+ p?)]
5 (11)
Iy =55 (1 =2p)(1 + p?* = 9¢%}

Since the /; do not depend on taking ratios of the eigen-
values, they, or other quantities built from them, have
considerable appeal. Indeed, G, = —2I, and G; = 615
are the fundamental quantities in Ref. [3].

Another interesting combination is

60 = I], q(Z) = 112 - 312 = 5(2)(362 + p2) and
1,[3 _ 21? - 911]2 + 27]3 _ 288[7(982 - p2)
0 9 9 '
Despite the appearance of I; = J in their definition, ¢ and
u are actually independent of J,. Moreover, they are
precisely the quantities that arise in a perturbative analysis
of the ellipsoidal collapse model; J; and J, of Ref. [16] are

our g3 and 9u(3), respectively. A final combination that also
arises in triaxial collapse models is

v=A—X, and w=208—3As;. (12)

where 0 =< v = wand 0 = w =< o [17]. Like ¢* and u°, v
and w are also independent of &.

Notice that e, p, v, w, ¢3 and u} all vanish for a
spherically symmetric perturbation (A; = Ay, = A3 =
80/3). But in general, g, follows a X% distribution [18]
(they actually called it r; we have changed notation to
emphasize the fact that ¢3 is the quadrupole which arises
in perturbation theory analyses).

C. Nonlocality from evolution in such models

Whereas the spherical evolution model assumes that
halos are associated with regions where 8, > &, triaxial
evolution models generically assume that 85 > 8.(e, p) or
S.(qo, ug); the critical density required for collapse de-
pends on the other elements of the deformation tensor.
Most work to date has treated the effect of (e, p) approxi-
mately, by using appropriately defined average values to
estimate halo abundances [12] and how they correlate with
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the large-scale environment [18]. In this approximation,
Lagrangian halo bias remains local, but the bias coeffi-
cients are modified compared to the spherical case. In
addition, halo bias at late times is also treated approxi-
mately, by assuming that the large-scale environment
evolves according to the spherical model. As a result,
Eulerian halo bias is also local (see Refs. [19,20] for
explicit expressions). If one keeps the local approximation
for Lagrangian bias, but accounts for the nonlocality of
nonlinear evolution of the dark matter, then this will again
yield the same structure for the nonlocal terms that was
described in Ref. [3] and shown to be robust beyond the
assumption of conserved tracers.

Before reconsidering the question of local Lagrangian
bias, it is worth noting that the nonlocality of nonlinear
evolution is part and parcel of the ellipsoidal collapse model.
This is because, in this model, the second- and third- order
approximations to the nonlinear density are given by [16]

17 4

8@ = o 8% + 1 7, (13)
341 338 92

8B =83 + ——80q% + ——uj. 14
5670 " 945 %090 T 441 "0 (14)

Comparison with Egs. (34)—(36) of Ref. [3] shows that the
terms proportional to 87 and g2 in the expression for §?)

are essentially the same as their monopole K(f;:o and

quadrupole 5((1?1):2 (also see Ref. [21]). Differences be-
tween this approximation and the exact dynamics appear
for 5(3), where the monopole is the same as .’K(fl):o, but the
quadrupole differs. In addition, there are differences com-
ing from nonlocal potentials that show up at third order
(see e.g., Eq. 107 in Ref. [3]) and dipole terms that correct
both second- and third-order expressions. This shows
explicitly that a self-consistent use of the triaxial evolution
model should yield a better description of halo bias. In
particular, if one uses this model for the mapping between
Lagrangian and Eulerian bias, then it makes sense to
reconsider the assumption that the bias is local in
Lagrangian space.

D. Nonlocal Lagrangian bias for triaxial collapse

Triaxial evolution models will give rise to nonlocal
Lagrangian bias if the parameters which determine &,
e.g., (g, u) or (e, p), couple to the large-scale environment.
To see that this is generic, consider a simple nonlocal
model in which halo abundances depend on the traceless
part of the initial shear field g, as well as on the initial local
density &, and that this arises because the critical density
required for collapse depends on the shear field. This
model is particularly simple because (8y/0() and
(go/0)? are independent, the former being drawn from a
Gaussian variate with unit variance and the latter from a
chi-squared distribution with five degrees of freedom [18].
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This simplifies the analysis required to estimate the nu-
merator and denominator of

<Nm|60’ CIO>
1+6 0o, =
n(m| 8 490 2) = n(m)V,
52 612
%§+¢§+~n
(15)

In general, notice that if we integrate over all values of ¢3
at a given J, then this will yield

5(2) T+ L <q%| 50)
2

1+ 5h(m|50) =1+ bL50 + bL
(16)

Since (g3|80) = (¢3) does not depend on §,, nonzero
values of ¢& will make it appear as though the b, compo-
nent differs from unity. And since (g3) = o3, this offset
from unity will be vanishingly small on large scales.

E. Nonlocal Eulerian bias for triaxial collapse models

Combining this nonlocal Lagrangian bias with Eq. (14)
for nonlocal gravitational evolution yields

L+ 855, ¢%) = (1 + 5)(1 +Bh8y + L &

bL60+ Lq0+ )
2
=1+b‘1~50+bL52°+ L"2°+5+bL505

=148 +1)+ 7(8b%/21 +b%)
qz
+70(c5 —8hk/21). (17)

Since, to lowest order, g3 = ¢, this makes the Eulerian
bias factors

8
by=1+b"  by=bL+—b- and
21
] (18)
62_62_ﬁbL

Comparison with Eq. (6) shows that b, and b, are related to
the Lagrangian bias factors just as in the local spherical
collapse model; the nonlocality shows up as a nonzero
value of ¢,.

To make the connection to Ref. [3], we now express this
in terms of G, = (2/3)(¢3 — 83). This makes

52
1+ 8,(ml|8y, Gy) = 1 + b5, + (b5 + (4/3)712")70

+Y5G + e, 19)

where we have defined y, = 3¢,/4. Since G, = (2/3) X
(g5 — 8%), we have that (G,|60) = (2/3)({g}) — 83) =
(2/3)(of — 83) — —(2/3)63 on large scales. So,
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2

(20)

Similarly,

52
1+ 68(5,Gy) =1+6(Y +1)+ —(Sblf/Zl + bY)

62 +3/2G,

> (c% —8b%/21)

=1+80F+1) +—(bL +4y%/3)

+ Golyy —2b7/7), 2n

making the Eulerian bias factors

8 4’)/2

2
Y2 = 75 _7b1L-

by =1+ bt and

(22)

If averaging the distribution of G, at fixed & yields the

same as in Lagrangian space, i.e., (G,|8) = —262/3 (and
we set oy — 0), then Eq. (21) implies that

52
1+6h(m|6):1+b16+(b2_472/3)7+"‘, (23)

which is consistent with Eq. (117) of Ref. [3]. And, when
c% =0, then our y, = —2b%/7, which is consistent with
Eq. (118) of Ref. [3].

In the next section we use the excursion set approach to
estimate the numerator and denominator of Eq. (15), i.e.,
(N,,|8¢, g3) and n(m). Expanding in a Taylor series yields
predictions for the bias factors 5% and ¢k (or y%) and hence
for the Eulerian bias factors.

F. Cross correlations

The expressions above imply that the Lagrangian space
cross correlation between halos and mass is

(8,[1+ 8,(ml8, g3)1)

L b% 2 Cz 2 bli 3
~ by(8,60) +—= <86)+ (8,q0)+?<6r80>+-~-.

(24)

where the average is over the joint distribution of &, and g,
at one position, and of §, at another position a distance r
away. This means that the term (5,43 should be thought of
as (8,{(q31o)), where the inner average is over values of g
at fixed &y, and the other average is over all 6,9, pairs
separated by r. This shows that replacing 8,(m|8, ¢3) by
8,(m|8,), its mean value for given 8, before measuring
the cross correlation, should yield the same answer as
if one had included the full scatter. This explains the
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agreement between no-scatter and full-scatter measure-
ments presented in Fig. 1 of Ref. [15].

For Gaussian initial conditions, all terms of the form
(8,6F) in the expression above can be written as
(85(5,18¢)) = (8571)(8,80)/(83). Thus, the entire local
bias contribution is linearly proportional to £(r) = (5,0,)
[22]. Of course, in the present example, g5 and &, are
independent, so all terms of the form (8,¢3¢) vanish, mean-
ing there is no nonlocal contribution to the cross correla-
tion. On the other hand, the auto correlation will receive
contributions from terms of form (877 ¢2*). These will first
appear at order (82¢3) and (g?q3); since they are of the
same order as (6283), they will also contribute to the
bispectrum.

III. NONLOCAL LAGRANGIAN BIAS IN
THE EXCURSION SET APPROACH

The analysis above is useful but otherwise empty for-
malism. The main goal of this section is to see if the
nonlocal bias factors are comparable in magnitude to the
usual ones, by estimating how they depend on halo mass
and time. We use the excursion set approach to do this.

In the excursion set approach, the abundance of objects
of mass m is closely related to the distribution of scales R,
on which the initial overdensity 6 > B for the first time,
where B # 6. is a measure of how the “barrier” for
collapse differs from the value &, for the spherical evolu-
tion model. In triaxial collapse models, B is a function of e
and p [12], but in what follows, we will use a simpler
model in which B is a function of ¢? [Eq. (12) shows g” isa
particular combination of e and p]. We emphasize that the
logic that underlies our approach is not confined to this
choice; we have chosen this simple model because it
provides a particularly easy way to see the main effects
associated with nonspherical collapse.

The particular model we will study has

Blq) = 66(1 + W) (25)

where ¢, is a characteristic scale for the effects associated
with the shear. Note that nonzero g always yields B > §., a
property that will play an important role in what follows.
Equation (25) is motivated by setting p = 0 in Eq. (3) of
Ref. [12]. Figure 1 shows that this, with g2 =~ 882, pro-
vides a reasonably good (but by no means perfect) descrip-
tion of the actual initial (Lagrangian) overdensities in
patches that collapsed to form halos by z =0 in the
GIF2 simulations of Ref. [23]. (The methods for measuring
the protohalo overdensities and g values are described
in detail in Ref. [23].) If we use 6, to denote the over-
density within a protohalo, then the figure actually shows
[6, — B(gq)]/o(m) as a function of halo mass m for two
choices of ¢, (halo mass has been scaled to o(m)/$§,,
where o%(m) is the variance in the initial fluctuation field
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FIG. 1 (color online). Difference between the actual overden-
sity &, within a protohalo in the GIF2 simulations of Ref. [23]
and the expected overdensity given the value of the shear field
[i.e., B(g) of Eq. (25)], shown as a function of halo mass, for two
choices of the critical value g, (smaller g, means the shear
matters more). Masses have been scaled to o(m)/8. (large
masses are on the left), and the overdensity difference has
been scaled by o(m), as this removes most of the mass depen-
dence of the scatter around the median relation.

with smoothed on scale R = (3m/4mp)'/3, so o(m)
decreases as m increases).

If §;, were equal to B(g) for each halo, then 8, — B(q)
would be identically zero with no scatter. In fact, although
the mean of (5, — B) = 0, there is substantial scatter
around the median value, indicating that , is determined
by quantities other than g as well. The scatter is larger at
smaller masses, but much of this mass dependence is
removed by scaling the overdensities by o(m). The fact
that (8, — B)/o = 0 indicates that the scaling with
q captures much of the physics. E.g., the mean of
(6, — 8,.)/o is =025, (see Fig. 7 in Ref. [23]), so
including g dependence does matter. The fact that there
remains a weak trend with o indicates that the actual
scaling is not quite proportional to ¢g. But, since our main
goal is to illustrate the sense of the nonlocal effects induced
by effects other than the density, such as the shear, we will
continue to use the simple model of Eq. (25).

The dependence of B on ¢ means that we must construct
a list of 6; and ¢;, which exhibits the correct correlations
between steps, and then find the smallest m (largest
smoothing scale) for which §&,, > B(g,,). (We have
deliberately used m as the index for the smoothing scale,
since this scale is monotonically related to the inverse
of the mass.) This is straightforward to address using
Monte Carlo methods [6,18], but, as we describe below,
it turns out to be possible to write down rather accurate
analytic approximations to the main results. We will first
consider the case in which the steps in the walks are
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uncorrelated, before describing the modifications that
come from accounting for correlations.

A. Universality associated with uncorrelated steps

While the Appendix describes a more careful analytic
calculation for walks with correlated steps, we have found
that the substantially simpler analysis outlined by Sheth and
Tormen [18] actually provides a rather good approximation
to the results for walks with uncorrelated steps and yields
considerable insight. This analysis replaces g> with its mean
value o2. This means that B(q) — B(o), and so the first
crossing distribution associated with the six-dimensional
walk (one for & and 5 for ¢?) should be well approximated
by that for the one-dimensional condition & > B(c?).
Reasonably accurate models for the first crossing distribution
of such moving barriers are given in Ref. [18]. In particular, if

B(g) = 50(1 + W) - 56(1 + W) 26)

then the first crossing distribution is well approximated by

where

1/4 ) e~ (v+a/82/q2) /2

vazi/ 82 Vam
v=24./0.

vi(v) = 2(1/ +

27)

In this model, the ratio 8,./¢g, is a measure of the strength
of the nonlocal effects; these disappear in the limit
5C/ qc— 0.

For similar reasons, the first crossing distribution
for walks which start from some nonzero 6 = J, and

|
—_
LA B Y A

| |
] o
| LA

T T T T

In(y = 63/0%)

FIG. 2 (color online).
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g*> = ¢3 should be well approximated by that for one-
dimensional walks that must cross

B(q) = 8. [1 + (0> + qp)/az] — . (28)
The term in the square root follows from the same logic as
for the unconditioned walks; i.e., one replaces the depen-
dence on ¢* by a dependence on the mean value {g*|q),
where the constraint g, means that g is now drawn from a
noncentral chi-squared distribution (with five degrees of
freedom). This shows that the constraint enters with a plus
rather than a minus sign.

Therefore, the local bias parameters are given by the
usual derivatives with respect to 6., whereas the nonlocal
bias parameter is slightly more involved. In particular, the
result of using this barrier when estimating the first cross-
ing distribution, expanding to lowest order in 8, and g3,
dividing by the distribution associated with (&, g¢) =
(0, 0) and subtracting one, yields:

1
Sobb=v2— 1+ + ,

T /8. 1+ 4vq. /5,

3 22 (29)

52bY = vH;(v) + —— + — 8%ck,

by = vH;(7) 9./8. 1 +4vg /s, O
and

2 9g./8.)?

52L=—”—[1+ /8,)— ¢/ Oc ]

R PN R A Fu (P Ty Py

(30)

bias

~10 | L

In(6,/0)?

Excursion set description of the nonlocal Lagrangian bias which results from the local shear affecting the

collapse threshold (Eq. (25) with g2 = 852). Left: Distribution of first crossing scales for unconditioned walks, walks which began
from 8y/8,. = 0.2 but g, = 0, and walks which began from (g,/q.)*> = 0.4 but 8, = 0 (locii traced by symbols which are in the
middle, highest and lowest at In(y) = 2). Dotted curves show the Press-Schechter and Sheth-Tormen distributions, and solid curve
shows our Eq. (27) which follows from approximating the collapse barrier following Eq. (26). Right: Associated large scale bias

factors; dotted curves show our predictions [Egs. (29) and (30)]
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Figure 2 shows that this works rather well. The plot
shows results for g2/82 = 8, which Fig. 1 suggests is close
to realistic, but we have checked that it works well for a
wide range of q./8,.. The panel on the left shows the
distribution of first crossing scales estimated from 64000
walks: black, red and magenta are for walks which start
from (8y/8., g3/6%) = (0,0), (0.2, 0) and (0, 0.4), respec-
tively. The first represents the unconditional distribution,
whereas the second and third were chosen to isolate the
effect of a large-scale overdensity and (quadrupole) shear,
respectively. Notice that the model predicts more massive
halos in regions with positive &, but fewer in regions with
nonzero ¢q. This is a direct consequence of assuming that
the barrier height is an increasing rather than decreasing
function of ¢*; i.e., when v > 1 then Eq. (28) becomes
B/o— v(l + qy/q. — 80/56.). In the opposite limit,
S (BC/QC)/(qO/qc)’ B/O' —v+t (BL/QC) - 60/0-’ for
sufficiently low mass halos, only §, matters.

The solid curve shows Eq. (27); it describes the uncondi-
tional distribution (i.e., black symbols) well. The dotted
curves show the Press-Schechter and Sheth-Tormen (ST)
distributions; for ST, we have set ¢ = 1 (rather than 0.7).
Since the shape of the ST curve provides a good descrip-
tion of real halos, the good match between the solid and ST
indicates that, for this choice of g./8,, the shape of the
halo mass function is like that in data. In turn, this suggests
that our model should yield realistic estimates of the sign
and amplitude of nonlocal effects. For example, this match
indicates that the trend to have more massive halos in
regions with positive &, but fewer in regions with nonzero
g3, is realistic.

The panel on the right shows the ratio of the
environment-dependent distributions to the unconditional
one, scaled by (8,/58,) and (go/q.)*, respectively. The
dotted curves show §.b% and 82c} of Egs. (29) and (30);
they describe the measurements rather well, suggesting
that our analytic treatment, which accounts for the stochas-
ticity in the barrier distribution by ignoring it following
Ref. [18], has captured the essence of the problem. We
show elsewhere how to modify this trick for dealing with
stochasticity so that it also works for other barrier shapes.
Note in particular that our analysis indicates the magnitude
of ¢} can be comparable to that of bY, so the Eulerian
nonlocal bias parameter ¢, = c5 — 8b%/21 can be sub-
stantial, particularly when v > 1 (the most massive halos).

B. Departures from universality from
correlations between steps

The analysis above was based on walks with uncorre-
lated steps. These correspond to smoothing the initial
Gaussian field with a filter which is sharp in k-space.
Smoothing with filters which are more localized in real
space (e.g., a spherical TopHat) will result in walks with
correlated steps; because such smoothing filters are intui-
tively closer to the physics of collapse, predictions which
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are based on correlated steps are expected to be more
realistic (see Refs. [10,12,24] for why this is not the full
story).

In what follows, we will show that accounting for such
correlations turns out to be relatively simple and has some
important consequences. The analysis is simplified for two
reasons: & and g are independent whatever the smoothing
filter, and the argument about transforming the six-
dimensional walk problem to an effective one-dimensional
barrier should work even if steps are correlated. Recently,
accurate models for the first crossing of moving barriers by
walks with correlated steps have become available [7]
[their Eq. (5)], so combining these for the square-root
barrier problem that is relevant here yields

W) ve (W /0/4’/2 . erfcTv/\2) e 72
~ -~ +
il o [ 2 \/27TFV:|
_ 6, _ (68
where v = - and I?= TRYER% (31)

where 8’ = d&/do?. For ACDM, I'?> = 1/3.

The Appendix contrasts this with the approximation
suggested in Ref. [7], in which the first crossing distribu-
tion should be thought of as averaging the distribution for
fixed g over the distribution of g. At large » >> 1 both
approximations predict a factor of 2 fewer objects than the
solution for uncorrelated steps; this difference decreases as
v decreases until sufficiently small v < (1/4)/(q./5.),
when the I'-dependent factor begins to dominate. Since
v ~ 0.1 is below the regime of most cosmological interest,
and it is also in the limit where the analytic approximation
of Ref. [7] is expected to break down anyway, we will
restrict attention to larger v. In this regime the first crossing
distribution will differ only slightly from that for uncorre-
lated steps, so we expect to find similar bias factors with
the following caveats.

First, since I' depends on the shape of the power spec-
trum, we expect plots of, e.g., ¢, versus b, to no longer be
universal, but to depend on P(k). However, because I' is
defined by a ratio, changes to the overall normalization of
P(k) will cancel out. Second, the bias factors b, become k
dependent because of the correlation with the curvature
term &' [7]. If g were correlated with &, then ¢, would also
become k dependent. However, ¢ is independent of &', and,
in any case, in what follows we will restrict attention to the
scales on which the k£ dependence can be ignored.

For walks with correlated steps that are constrained to
pass through (8, go) on scale S, the first crossing distri-
bution can be derived similarly to when the walks started
from (0, 0) on scale Sy = 0. The analog of Eq. (28)
becomes

Blg)= 8. 1+fls + (5/50P (6~ 50V 42 |- (5./50)30

S _(530)
So (&%)

where (32)
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Comparison of excursion set predictions for the first crossing distribution (left) and associated nonlocal

Lagrangian bias factors (right) for a flat ACDM cosmological model, when correlations between steps have been included in the
analysis. Panel on the left shows results for walks with uncorrelated steps (labeled sharp-k), and for walks in which correlations arise
from TopHat smoothing. The corresponding first crossing distributions are well described by Egs. (27) and (31), respectively (solid
lines). (The curve showing Eq. (A4) is almost indistinguishable from that for (31), so we have not bothered to show it.) We have only
shown the bias factors for the TopHat smoothing filter; they are well described by the solid lines which show Eqs. (33) and (34).

When > 1 and Sy — 0 then B — v[1 + (Sy«/Sp) X
(go/q. — 80/8.)]: except for the factor of Sy /S, this
is the same shift as for walks with uncorrelated steps
[compare Eq. (28)], so we generically expect the same
qualitative trends with environment.

Expanding the analog of Eq. (31) in powers of d, and g,
and taking the Sy — O limit yields

S =12 -1+ v +A([w),
! 4./,
2vH,(v) v?
82b% = vH,(v) + 27 4 + (%% +2)A(Ty),
2 q./8.  (q./8.)°
(33)
and
2 2(q./6.)
orck = — s [1+ w80 - H9L0C]
2 (q./8.) 1 ”
2v
— A(l'p), (34)
qc/ 0.
where we have defined
+ -1
Ax) = [1 N 1+ erf(x/v2) x %77] 35)
2 e X /2

The Appendix describes the large-scale bias associated
with Eq. (A4).

Figure 3 compares these predictions with Monte Carlo,
showing that the model works rather well. Following
Ref. [9], we estimate the bias factors in the Monte Carlos
using cross correlations. Namely, we estimate

by = (Sf(S|50)(50/\/§(;)> _ <Sf(S|5o)(5(2)/So —1))
LGOS/ T (sF(NSo(Sx/So)?

o (81805 /Crg) — 1)
2 (sfO)IVar(r3 () (S /o)

where the angle brackets denote sums over walks which
first cross at s, Var(r§/(r3)) denotes the variance of r3/(rj
on scale S, and the factors of Sy /S, must be included
when making estimates in this way for reasons given in
Ref. [25]. We present results for Sy = 0.09, for which
Sx /Sy = 1.45.

The analysis above shows that, as was the case for
uncorrelated steps, by, b, and ¢, are all expected to depend
on v. However, there is now an additional dependence on
the parameter I". As a result, for walks with uncorrelated
steps, there is a predicted relationship between c, and by,
which is expected to be independent of the underlying
cosmological parameters or power spectrum. Correlations
between steps introduce departures from this universality,
so it is interesting to quantify this dependence. Figure 4
shows that the predicted departures are small. Thus, our
analysis indicates that our main finding—that the Eulerian
nonlocal bias parameter ¢, = c5 — 8bY/21 can be sub-
stantial for the most massive halos—is robust to changes
in the power spectrum.

(36)

IV. COMPARISON WITH N-BODY SIMULATIONS

We now compare the predicted nonlocality of
Lagrangian halo bias with bispectrum-based measure-
ments of nonlocal bias from the Lagrangian spatial
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I I ]

60 b]i‘

FIG. 4. Dependence of excursion set prediction for the relation
between ¢y and b} on the shape of the power spectrum. Solid
and dashed lines are for correlated steps with I'> = 1/3 (similar
to TopHat smoothing of a ACDM power spectrum) and 2/3,
respectively; dotted line is for uncorrelated steps and is inde-
pendent of P(k).

distribution of protohalos in numerical simulations of hier-
archical clustering. For this purpose, we use seven Carmen
realizations of the LasDamas simulations (1120° particles,
in a box of size 1000 Mpc/h). The cosmology is a flat
scale-invariant ACDM model with Q, = 0.25, Q) =
0.75, and og = 0.8. The initial particle displacements are
implemented using second-order Lagrangian perturbation
theory at initial redshift z = 49.

The halos are identified using the friends-of-friends
algorithm with linking length of 0.156 of the mean inter-
particle separation. We consider halos with at least 20
particles and focus on halos at two redshifts, z = 0.97
and z = 0, respectively. At each redshift we further divide
the halos into two groups, adjusting the boundary of the
mass bins so that each group has the same number density
and hence similar shot noise properties.

To quantify nonlocality of bias in Lagrangian space, we
construct Lagrangian protohalos, by tracing back to the
initial conditions the particles belonging to the Eulerian
halos at z = 0 and z = 0.97. We then use these protohalo
patches to compute the cross bispectrum with the dark
matter density field at the initial conditions (z = 49) as
in Ref. [3]. We include dark matter Fourier modes up to
kdm = 0.25 h/Mpc, where the rms density fluctuation
variance is 0.026, and thus tree-level perturbation theory
suffices. As for the halo Fourier modes we only include up
to kb = 0.1 h/Mpc, a limitation imposed by the scale
where Lagrangian halo bias (as measured from the ratio of
the halo-mass cross power spectrum to that of the mass)
starts to show significant scale dependence. The nonlocal-
ity of bias manifests itself as an additional dependence of
the bispectrum on triangle shape, which then allows us to

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 87, 083002 (2013)

estimate its magnitude, together with the magnitude of
quadratic bias term b, and the linear bias parameter b;.
The latter (estimated from the cross bispectrum) is in very
good agreement with the linear bias measured from the
cross power spectrum at the scales we include in the
analysis. This represents a nontrivial consistency check:
the nonlocal Lagrangian bias terms were necessary to
obtain this agreement. See Ref. [3] for further details of
this bispectrum analysis technique.

Figure 5 presents the results, shown in terms of the
Eulerian nonlocal bias parameter vy, = 3c¢,/4 = (3/4) X
(c% — 8b%/21). Clearly, there are statistically significant
deviations from the local Eulerian bias model (horizontal
dotted line). At high masses, there are significant devia-
tions from the local Lagrangian bias model (dashed line) as
well. Upper and lower solid curves show the excursion set
predictions for walks with uncorrelated and correlated
steps (we set ¢, = NG 6.). The correlated steps prediction,
in particular, reproduces the measured trends reasonably
well. Setting g, = \/4_186 rather than our fiducial value of
\/§66 (see Fig. 1 for why this is also acceptable) yields
slightly better agreement. This supports the view that the
model developed in the previous sections, despite its sim-
plicity, is a fairly accurate estimate of the physics which
leads to nonlocal bias effects.

0.2 T 17 [ T T 7T [ T T 7T [ T 17 [ T 17

L b b b by way

|
o
AV]
TTTT[TTTT[TTTT[TTTT[TTTT[TTTTITTTT[TTTT

v b e by e b by
5 1 1.25 1.5 1.75
b

~2
)

1

FIG. 5 (color online). Comparison of the predicted relation
between ¢, = ¢5 — 8bY /21 and the Eulerian linear bias factor
b, with the one estimated from bispectrum measurements of
Lagrangian protohalos in N-body simulations (symbols). Solid
lines show the predictions of the uncorrelated (top) and corre-
lated (bottom) steps model; dotted and dashed lines show the
local Eulerian and local Lagrangian bias models, ¢, = 0 and
c% = 0, respectively.
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A more detailed comparison with simulations will be
presented elsewhere, e.g., one might imagine leaving &,
and ¢q. to be free parameters when fitting Eqs. (27) and/or
(31) to the halo abundances in simulations, and then using
these best-fit values to predict the measurements shown
in Fig. 5.

V. DISCUSSION

If halo bias is nonlocal in Lagrangian space [Eq. (15)],
then this will add nonlocality in Eulerian space bias
[Eq. (18)]. We provided an explicit calculation of this
effect, in which halo formation depends on the initial local
density 8, and shear field g3.

In the excursion set approach, the problem of estimating
halo abundances reduces to solving for the first crossing
distribution of a suitably chosen barrier [Eq. (25)] by
6-dimensional random walks. In particular, we argued
that a barrier which is linear in g, should provide a good
first approximation to the physics of halo collapse (Fig. 1).
And we provided a simple but accurate analytic approxi-
mation for the first crossing distribution for the case in
which walks have uncorrelated steps [Eq. (27)]; the ap-
proximation follows from treating the full six-dimensional
problem as an effective one-dimensional one [Eq. (26)].

Predictions for halo bias come from studying walks
which do not start from the origin. We argued that the
associated first crossing distribution is best thought of in
terms of a shifted barrier [Eq. (28)], from which it is
straightforward to derive formulas for halo bias formulas
[Egs. (29) and (30)]. These formulas, which quantify
how the large-scale density and shear fields affect halo
abundances as a function of mass and time, are quite
accurate (Fig. 2).

For walks with correlated steps, the predicted first cross-
ing distributions and bias formulas can be written in units
in which they are universal (independent of power spec-
trum and cosmology). We argued that this universality
should be weakly broken if steps are correlated (Fig. 4).
In this case, too, we provided analytic approximations for
the unconditional first crossing distribution [Eq. (31)] and
halo bias factors [Egs. (33) and (34)], which were quite
accurate (Fig. 3). Our results indicate that nonlocal bias
effects, as quantified by the parameter ¢, = c% — 8b}/21
of Eq. (18), can be substantial for the most massive halos.

Our analysis is easily extended to describe the more
complicated case in which the barrier 6, depends on
(e, p) of Eq. (7) rather than simply ¢>. This is because
S.(e, p) is a function of the combination e¢d and pd [12],
and, like ¢2, these combinations are actually independent
of & [18]. Alternative parametrizations of this [17] have
8.(v, w), where v and w [defined in Eq. (12)] are also
independent of 8. This means that the analog of Eq. (A4),
in which one averages over a distribution of first crossing
distributions, remains a good approximation.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 87, 083002 (2013)

In addition, the idea that one can map the six-
dimensional walk problem to a one-dimensional moving
barrier problem should continue to hold when &.(e, p) or
8. (v, w) rather than 8.(g), so the analog of Eq. (31) should
also provide a reasonable approximation. Therefore, we
believe our analysis should be applicable to other parame-
trizations or models of the effects of nonlocality. Indeed,
our analysis should also apply to cases where one places
conditions on the eigenvalues of the deformation tensor
(e.g., all three have the same sign), rather than the combi-
nations e, p, or v, w. In this respect, it provides the basis
for modeling not just halos, but the abundance and spatial
distribution of superclusters, filaments, sheets and voids as
well. In particular, our analysis predicts that all of these
constituents of the cosmic web should exhibit nonlocal bias
effects; it will be interesting to see if such effects are
discovered in simulations.

In our analysis of nonlocal halo bias, we assumed that
the effect of the large-scale environment was to affect the
distribution of é and ¢ on smaller scales, but not the shape
of the collapse barrier. If the halo formation process de-
pends on the surrounding environment, as the analysis in
Ref. [26] suggests, then this will provide an additional
contribution to nonlocal bias. It is straightforward to in-
clude such an effect in our treatment of conditional
n-dimensional walks, but our current expressions do not
do so.

We stated at the start that the nonlocal effects which are
the subject of this paper, and which enter at the quadratic
level (g2, ed, etc.), are qualitatively different from those
which enter even at the linear level and contribute
k-dependent terms to the bias. In principle, both effects
are present in our correlated walks calculation—the latter
arise from the dependence of the first crossing distribution
on the derivative of the initial density field [7,9], rather than
on the anisotropic distribution of the mass. Since our main
goal was to illustrate the effects of g%, etc., we ignored these
other terms, but a more complete model would include
them. Separating these terms from one another should be
possible, since the terms which depend on derivatives of the
field will only contribute to the monopole of the bias. This
is the subject of work in progress.

A first comparison with numerical simulations (Fig. 5)
showed that our model is fairly accurate at describing the
magnitude of nonlocal Lagrangian bias, in particular after
accounting for correlations between steps. A more detailed
comparison with simulations may require merging the
formalism here with the additional requirement that one
is interested in special positions (such as peaks), rather
than random positions in the field. As noted in Ref. [10],
the formalism of Ref. [7] on which our analysis is based
allows the inclusion of this requirement with no additional
conceptual complications; for peaks in a Gaussian field,
this is particularly straightforward, because the distribution
of the shear field around such peaks is known [27].
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Our analysis also suggests that a fruitful extension of the
peaks model to smaller masses than that on which it
usually breaks down is to look for peaks in the field defined

by 6 — Vq?/qz.
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APPENDIX: ANALYTIC ESTIMATE
OF NONLOCAL LAGRANGIAN BIAS

For barriers of the form &, + ¢d./q., Eq. (13) of
Ref. [7] yields a simple estimate of the first crossing
distribution,

i) = [1 - 0 2, ”e_rw]
2 Lalv
o~ NP0 2
< [ dops(p) = (AD
where
— 2
ps(p)dp = dp—’f(%’)z)m%, with p =gq/o.

(A2)

The integral can be written in terms of the parabolic
cylinder function U(a,z) with a=9/2 and z=
(1 + 5¢%/6%)~/2, which, in turn, can be written in terms
of derivatives of e¥'/?erfc(z/+/2). The integral equals

zeyz/z( 5/2 )5/2 4
V2w \8%/¢> +5) T(5/2)

e V2PT(/2)( 5/2 \2d'[e7 ?erfe(z/V2)]
NG F(5/2)<6%/q% +5) dz* ’
(A3)

¢4 U(9/2, 2)

where z = (1 + 5¢%/6%)~'/2. Thus,
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_we " B erfc(Tv/v2) e 1'7/2
) =" 1 S
5/2
X %[CI(V) - G (v)]
where C =( (v8./q.)" 6(r8./q.)
PG+ (890D 5+ (8./9.)

3 2 2
+ erfc(y)e/?
FT BN G
o s 208/a) . 2vd/a)
PTG+ (8:/90D 5+ (8./9)
Although this expression is not particularly illuminating,

we have included it because the peak background split bias
factors are easily estimated from the fact that

(A4)

m[ ,2%/4
W = (=1)"(1/2 + a),e*Ula + m, 2).
(A5)

More insight comes from approximating the integral
over p in Eq. (A4) with the value of the integrand at its
mean value (p) = 1. This yields Eq. (31) in the main text.
A little algebra shows that this particularly simple and
intuitive approximation should be quite accurate when
q./8. > 1. Figure 6 shows that this is indeed the case,
although Eq. (A4) is accurate over a wider range of g./8,.

LB
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FIG. 6 (color online). Dependence of excursion set prediction
for the first crossing distribution of the barrier 6,.(1 + ¢g/q.) by
six-dimensional walks, on ¢.. Solid curves show Eq. (A4), and
dashed curves show the approximation Eq. (31). Curve labeled
MS shows the g, — oo limit, and dotted curve labeled BCEK
shows this limit for one-dimensional walks with uncorrelated
steps. For the walks with correlated steps, the underlying power
spectrum is ACDM, and the correlations are due to smoothing
with a real space TopHat.
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To estimate the large-scale bias, for comparison with the
peak background split estimate, we must first estimate the
first crossing distribution for walks which pass through
(A, Q) on some S = 5. Then the Lagrangian bias factors
are given by expanding

f(mlA, Q)
flm) ~

in powers of A and Q. This shows that one generally
expects halo abundances and hence Lagrangian bias to
depend on Q as well as A.

The effect of the constraint is to modify the distribution
of (8, ¢) but not the barrier (this is actually an assump-

1+ 8,(mlA, Q) = (A6)

the large-scale environment, in which case this would
provide an additional environmental effect), so the calcu-
lation is actually rather similar to that for unconstrained
walks. The independence of g and § on all scales means
that the conditional distribution, given the values A, Q on
some other scale (in what follows, we will assume this
other scale is larger), factorizes

p(8',8,4lA, Q) = ps(qlQ)g(8'16, A)g(81A), (A7)
where
—(6=y/5/58)/25(1=7%)
exp .
g(8]A) = with
‘\/27TS(1 - ,y2) (AS)
) _ (8A)? _ (8A)?

(87(a%)  sS
and ps(r|R) is a noncentral chi-squared distribution,

54202

ps(qlQ)dg = dp,ps(p,)e =0
xp+§6“@7$w6fﬂwm]

=\2(1-9%) 2 ) T6/2+))f
2 2

where p2 = 1‘1 / 7. (A9)
—y

Notice that this is simply a X% distribution for p,, when
Q = 0. In general, the integral over p,, can again be written
in terms of parabolic cylinder functions. But, to lowest
order in Q,

5 2/8
ps(qlQ)dg = dpyps(p7)<1 -(1-p3 2) 2((71 0’/ )))
2/ g2
where p? = 1q_(;,2‘ (A10)
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This is most easily understood by thinking of the non-
central chi-squared distribution as a Poisson mixture of
central chi-squared distributions of ever higher order and
keeping only the lowest two terms. Note that, for a sharp &
filter, y> = (A?)/(56%)=S/s, making y>R*>/S = R*/s
in the expression above. However, we are interested in
the general case, for which it is convenient to define
Sy = (8A), making y>R?/S = (S /S)*(R*/s).

25(1 72) M

I'5/2) &
ns/wZ() ]
572(Q2/S)X)
2(1—72)

5y*(Q*/S)yy—i T(5/2)
XPKﬂrw%)Iwm+ﬂ

X<0j5m>}

If we define

__5v*0*
= dpyps(pyle 307

(Al1)

_ 8~ ys/SA 8 — ys/SA

(A12)
V2s(1 —»?) V2s
on large scales, then
erfc(FvA/\/_) e Pvi/2
s0=n[1- ]
Vf(Vl Q) VA ) \/—1_,1/A
e~ (1a+a/a782/q2? /2

The purely local contributions to the bias come from con-
sidering the ratio f(v|A, Q = 0)/f(v) in the S — 0 limit.
These correspond to replacing v — v, in Eq. (A4). In
addition, the expression above shows that if the barrier
does not depend on ¢, then vf(v|A, Q) does not depend on
Q; nonlocal effects on the bias are entirely due to depen-
dence of the collapse barrier on g.

083002-12



NONLOCAL LAGRANGIAN BIAS

(1]
(2]
(3]
(4]
(5]
(6]
(7]
(8]

[10]

(11]
[12]

[13]
[14]

H. Mo and S. D. M. White, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 282,
347 (1996).

P. Catelan, F. Lucchin, S. Matarrese, and C. Porciani,
Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 297, 692 (1998).

K. C. Chan, R. Scoccimarro, and R. K. Sheth, Phys. Rev. D
85, 083509 (2012).

T. Baldauf, U. Seljak, V. Desjacques, and P. McDonald,
Phys. Rev. D 86, 083540 (2012).

J.M. Bardeen, J.R. Bond, N. Kaiser, and A.S. Szalay,
Astrophys. J. 304, 15 (1986).

J.R. Bond, S. Cole, G. Efstathiou, and N. Kaiser,
Astrophys. J. 379, 440 (1991).

M. Musso and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 423,
L102 (2012).

V. Desjacques, M. Crocce, R. Scoccimarro, and R.K.
Sheth, Phys. Rev. D 82, 103529 (2010).

M. Musso, A. Paranjape, and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 427, 3145 (2012).

A. Paranjape and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
426, 2789 (2012).

J.R. Bond and S.T. Myers, Astrophys. J. 103, 1 (1996).
R. K. Sheth, H. Mo, and G. Tormen, Mon. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 323, 1 (2001).

J.E. Gunn and J.R. Gott, Astrophys. J. 176, 1 (1972).
H.J. Mo, Y.P. Jing, and S.D.M. White, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 284, 189 (1997).

[15]
[16]
[17]
[18]
[19]

[20]
(21]

[22]
(23]
[24]
[25]
[26]
(27]

(28]

083002-13

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 87, 083002 (2013)

K. C. Chan and R. Scoccimarro, Phys. Rev. D 86, 103519
(2012).

Y. Ohta, 1. Kayo, and A. Taruya, Astrophys. J. 608, 647
(2004).

H. Sandvik, O. Moller, J. Lee, and S.D. M. White, Mon.
Not. R. Astron. Soc. 377, 234 (2007).

R.K. Sheth and G. Tormen, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
329, 61 (2002).

R. Scoccimarro, R.K. Sheth, L. Hui, and B. Jain,
Astrophys. J. 546, 20 2001.

T. Matsubara, Phys. Rev. D 83, 083518 (2011).

P. McDonald and A. Roy, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys. 8
(2009), 020.

N. Frusciante and R. K. Sheth, J. Cosmol. Astropart. Phys.
11 (2012), 016.

G. Despali, G. Tormen, and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. (2013).

A. Paranjape, T.-Y. Lam, and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 420, 1429 (2012).

A. Paranjape and R. K. Sheth, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc.
419, 132 (2012).

V. Desjacques, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 388, 638
(2008).

R. van de Weygaert and E. Bertschinger, Mon. Not. R.
Astron. Soc. 281, 84 (1996).
http://1ss.phy.vanderbilt.edu/lasdamas.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/282.2.347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/282.2.347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1998.01455.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.083509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.083509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.083540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/164143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/170520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2012.01266.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3933.2012.01266.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.103529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21903.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21903.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21911.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21911.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/192267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04006.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2001.04006.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/151605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/284.1.189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/284.1.189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.103519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.103519
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/420762
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/420762
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11595.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2007.11595.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.04950.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.2002.04950.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/318261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.083518
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2009/08/020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2009/08/020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/11/016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2012/11/016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.20128.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.20128.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19672.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.19672.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13420.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2008.13420.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/281.1.84
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/281.1.84
http://lss.phy.vanderbilt.edu/lasdamas

