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Abstract. We report measurements of the scale of cosmic homogeneity (rh) using the recently
released quasar sample of the sixteenth data release of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS-IV
DR16). We perform our analysis in 2 redshift bins lying in the redshift interval 2.2 < z < 3.2
by means of the fractal dimension D2. By adopting the usual assumption that rh is obtained
when D2 ∼ 2.97, that is, within 1% of D2 = 3, we find the cosmic homogeneity scale with
a decreasing trend with redshift, and in good agreement with the ΛCDM prediction. Our
results confirm the presence of a homogeneity scale in the spatial distribution of quasars as
predicted by the fundamental assumptions of the standard cosmological model.
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1 Introduction

The advent of increasingly larger and high precision observational data sets has enabled us
to test the standard model of Cosmology (SMC) with unprecedented precision, as recently
done with Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) observations [1], Type Ia Supernova (SNIa)
distances [2], and large-scale clustering (LSS) [3–5]. Given that we are currently able to
constrain the SMC parameters with nearly sub-percent precision, we should also be able to
perform precise tests of the fundamental hypothesis underlying the SMC as well. One of these
hypothesis corresponds to the Cosmological Principle (CP), which states that the Universe
is statistically homogeneous and isotropic at large scales and described by the Friedmann-
Lemaître-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric. Although it is a widely accepted assumption
in modern Cosmology, it is yet to be proven through cosmological observations. Hence, it is
paramount that we establish the CP as an observationally valid assumption, rather than a
mathematical simplification of the actual Universe (see e.g. [6] for a discussion).

Observational tests of cosmological isotropy have been carried out with null results for
a significant deviation of such assumptions [7–13]. However, cosmic homogeneity can only
be indirectly tested, as we observe down the past lightcone, not on time-constant hypersur-
faces [14–16]. Still, we can test consistency between the FLRW hypothesis and cosmological
observations, and thus confirm cosmic homogeneity given that we obtain evidence for both
FLRW consistency tests and statistical isotropy.

A possible method to probe consistency between observational data and the homogeneity
assumption consists in performing counts-in-spheres of cosmic objects e.g. luminous red
galaxies and quasars, so that we measure the scale where these counts are statistically similar
to those obtained from random - thus homogeneous by construction up to Poisson noise
- catalogues. This will be hereafter referred as the cosmic homogeneity scale (rh), which
denotes the transition of the locally lumpy Universe to a smoother, statistically homogeneous
one. This test has been extensively carried out in the literature, and most authors confirmed
the existence of such a scale [17–27]. However, there are still claims of possible absence of
such scale, as discussed for instance in [28–30], and also that these measurements could be
biased by the survey window function [31].

In this paper we estimate the cosmic homogeneity scale using the spatial distribution
of quasar number counts from the recently released quasar sample (DR16Q) of the Sloan
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Digital Sky Survey IV (SDSS-IV) [32]. As in previous BOSS data releases, DR16 is divided
into two different regions in the sky, named south and north galactic cap and the latter was
the region used in this paper. This data-set contains 120,000 quasars within the redshift
interval 2.2 < z < 3.2, so that it is possible to probe the scale of cosmic homogeneity at two
redshift bins by means of scaled counts-in-spheres. Our results are used to estimate a possible
redshift dependence of quasar bias, and verify whether there is a transition from a lumpy to a
homogeneous Universe as well as the scale at which such transition happens. Furthermore, we
compare these results with the theoretical prediction of the standard scenario for the matter
density perturbations. We find a good agreement with previous results using different types
of tracers of large-scale structure.

This paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we briefly describe the observational
data used in our analysis. Section 3 discusses the method and correlation function estimators
adopted. The results and discussions are presented in Section 4. Section 5 summarises our
main conclusions.

2 Observational Data

We perform our analysis using the latest release of data of the SDSS-IV. The DR16Q is
currently the largest catalogue of spectroscopically selected quasars, as it is 99.8% complete
with few contamination (0.3 − 1.3%). This catalogue contains 750,414 quasars, including
239,081 Lyα object corresponding a 25% increase over DR12Q. The DR16Q catalogue has
also been visually inspected, providing reliable classifications and redshifts [32]. Given the
quality and redshift range of this data-set, the DR16Q allows us to expand the homogeneity
scale measurements to higher redshifts, and test the redshift evolution of rh predicted by the
SMC.

We assume two redshift bins from DR16Q to provide two new homogeneity scales mea-
surements considering quasars at 2.2 < z < 3.2. The choice of the bins is based on the widest
possible redshift bin that comprises the largest number of data points, and that provides the
smallest possible relative error for the homogeneity scale as we increase the number of data
points. Following this procedure, we end up with ∼ 19, 000 quasars in each redshift bin,
which ranges from 2.2 < z < 2.4, and from 2.5 < z < 3.2 (see table 1). Moreover, we stress
that there is no overlap between redshift bins to avoid any correlation that affects the two
independently homogeneity scale estimates.

z interval z̄ Nq

2.20-2.40 2.30 19026
2.50-3.20 2.85 19093

Table 1. The two redshift bins used in the analysis and their properties: redshift range, mean redshift
value, and number of quasars.

3 Method

3.1 Fractal Correlation Dimension

From the data described in the previous section, we identify the spatial three-dimension
position of each quasar. This is carried out using the right ascension (α), declination (δ)
and redshift (z) of each object. As we are exploring the three-dimensional approach to the
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homogeneity scale, we must convert the angles and redshifts into physical separation (r)
between each pair of quasars {Qi, Qj} according to

r =
√
d(zQ,1)2 + d(zQ,2)2 − 2d(zQ,1)d(zQ,2) cos θ ; (3.1)

cos θ = cos [sin δQ,1 sin δQ,2 + cos δQ,1 cos δQ,2 cos (αQ,1 − αQ,2)] , (3.2)

where the radial comoving distance of each quasar d(zQ) reads

d(zQ) =

∫ z

0

cdz′

H(z′)
; H(z) = H0

√
Ωm(1 + z)3 + ΩΛ . (3.3)

We assume a ΛCDM fiducial model with Ωm = 0.313, ΩΛ = 0.687, H0 = 67.48 km/s/Mpc,
which is consistent with the latest Planck release [1].

From these quantities, we can obtain the so-called scaled counts-in-sphere (N ), as well as
the fractal dimensionD2 [20]. We obtain these quantities by comparing the observational data
with random catalogues, and thus determine the scale where the former tends to the latter.
To do so, we use the Peebles-Hauser (PH) correlation function, defining the PH estimator
as [23].

N (<r)≡
∑r

ρ=0DD(ρ)∑r
ρ=0RR(ρ)

, (3.4)

where DD(r) is the pair of observed quasars counts within a separation radius r normalised
by the the total number of pairs, Nobs(Nobs − 1)/2. On the other hand RR(r) is the equiv-
alent counting for the random catalogues. Note that the estimator based on Landy-Szalay
correlation function [23] could be used, but previous results found similar results with the PH
estimator [24, 26], hence we will just deploy the PH estimator this time around.

Note also that the estimators, N and D2, are given in terms of the two-point correla-
tion function (following previous works [23, 24, 26]), instead of the number of points inside
spheres with different radii, which would affect the results due to possible overlapping between
spheres [34, 35].

From N , we can compute the fractal correlation dimension D2, which are related by

Dq
2(r) ≡ d lnN (< r)

d lnr
+ 3 . (3.5)

As the distribution approaches the homogeneity scale, the scaled counts-in-sphere N → 1,
and hence the fractal correlation dimension D2 → 3. In our analysis, we adopt the latter
definition. The advantage of using it rather than N is that D2 is not strongly correlated as
N (see e.g. [24] for a discussion). We define the the scale where Dq

2(r) reaches 1% of the
homogeneous definition, i.e., Dq

2(r) = 2.97, as the cosmic homogeneity scale rq
h. As commonly

accepted in the literature, this definition of threshold for the correlation dimension is due to
the survey geometry and incompleteness [20, 23, 24].

3.2 Theoretical predictions and bias

We find the theoretical expectation for the cosmic homogeneity scale in a given range by
means of the two-point correlation function from the matter density power spectrum

ξ(s, z̄) =
1

2π2

∫
Pm(κ, z̄)

sin(κs)

κs
κ2dκ , (3.6)
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Figure 1. Fractal correlation dimension in each redshift bin. Blue points stand for observational
values adjusted by the correspondent bias, green lines correspond to the theoretical prediction of the
fiducial cosmological model, whereas the dotted blue line gives our homogeneity scale threshold, that
is, Dm

2 = 2.97.

where the matter power spectrum is obtained from the CAMB code [33] assuming the fiducial
model previously described. Then we calculate the theoretical scaled count-in-spheres as

Nth(< r, z̄) =
3

4πr3

∫ r

0
(1 + ξ(s, z̄))4πs2ds , (3.7)

and the correspondent theoretical fractal correlation dimension according to

Dm
2 (r) ≡ d lnNth(< r)

d lnr
+ 3 . (3.8)

In order to compare the theoretically predicted homogeneity scale with the observed
counterpart, we need to obtain how the quasars trace the underlying matter distribution, i.e.,
the quasar bias. This quantity can be computed directly from the correlation dimension, as
given by [23, 24]

Dm
2 (r) =

Dq
2(r)− 3

b2
+ 3 , (3.9)

where b represents the quasar bias, which is fitted according to a specific model.

4 Analysis and Results

In order to estimate the homogeneity scale in each redshift bin with the DR16Q data, firstly we
obtain the correlation dimension as described in Eq. 3.5. We use twenty random catalogues for
this purpose, which implies that we have this number of Dq

2 . We fit a polynomial expression
to describe the evolution of each Dq

2 , and then we find the corresponding homogeneity scale
(rq
h) where D

q
2 = 2.97 for each realisation. Finally, we perform a bootstrap analysis over these

twenty rq
h values, obtaining their corresponding mean and standard deviation in each redshift

bin. These results are shown in the second column in Table 2. It is worth mentioning that in
our analysis we follow [26, 36] and adopt bootstrap instead of mock catalogues, as the former
method seems to provide more conservative error estimates (see [36] for more details).
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z̄ rq
h rm

h rth
h

2.30 89.80 ± 5.05 29.66 ± 2.22 31.59
2.85 71.35 ± 3.13 24.13 ± 3.49 27.56

Table 2. Homogeneity scale obtained from the estimator PH in each redshift slice. The first column
provides the rh values obtained from the real data, the second column corresponds to the homogeneity
scale after accounting for the bias as described in the text, rm

h , and the third column is the rth
h estimated

from the fiducial model following Eq. 3.8. All values are given in units of Mpc/h.
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Figure 2. Homogeneity scale obtained in the present paper (blue points) and in [26]. The red
line stands for the theoretical prediction for a ΛCDM fiducial model (Ωm = 0.313, ΩΛ = 0.687,
H0 = 67.48 km/s/Mpc), the fiducial model used in the present paper.

We obtain the bias as described in Sec. 3.2. We assume a constant bias along each
redshift bin (b(r) = b0), and then we perform a χ2 analysis in Eq. 3.9, whose best fit values
for each redshift bin are b(z = 2.3) = 2.53± 0.03 and b(z = 2.85) = 2.92± 0.08, accordingly.
Given these values, we obtain the correlation dimension for the matter distribution (blue
points and bars in Figure 1), and hence the bias corrected values for the homogeneity scale
rm

h - third column in Table 2.
It is worth mentioning that we explored the impact of different parameterisations of the

bias on the radial comoving distance d(zQ), finding very similar results. In addition, we veri-
fied the possibility of a redshift evolution for the bias, finding a best-fitted parameterisation of
b(z) = b1 + b2(1 + z), with b1 = 0.22 and b2 = 0.7 (see also [26]). Still, our results are robust
with respect to different bias choices. Moreover, we note that these results are in good agree-
ment with previous estimates in the literature. For instance, b(z = 0.53) = 1.38 ± 0.10 [37],
b(z = 1) = 1.61 ± 0.22 [38], b(z = 1.41) = 1.92 ± 0.50 [39], which shows that our results are
compatible with the previous results within 2σ confidence level (CL).

We also compare the results measured from the real data, rm
h with the theoretically

predicted scale of homogeneity from Eq. 3.8, which is presented in the fourth column of 2.
We find that they are in excellent agreement with each other, showing that the observed
homogeneity scale is consistent with the standard model.

For the sake of comparison, in Fig. 2 (blue points) we plot the homogeneity scale for the
matter distribution, as well as the values obtained in the previous work at the corresponding
redshift bins [26]. We also display the theoretical predictions from the fiducial model in this
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plot (red line), showing great agreement with our measurements - 1σ confidence level. These
results confirm the decreasing trend of the homogeneity scale according to the redshift range,
as obtained in previous analyses.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we estimated the homogeneity scale using the latest quasar sample of the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey, namely the SSS-IV DR16 data-set. To our knowledge, this is the first
time that the transition to statistical homogeneity is assessed in such high redshift range
(2.2 < z < 3.2). We split the original data set in two redshift slices, and verify whether
there is indeed such characteristic scale, and also the presence of a possible evolution of rm

h

with respect to the redshift. Our analyses were performed using the scaled counts-in-spheres
approach, N (< r), as well as the fractal correlation dimension D2. We follow the usual
definition that the cosmic homogeneity is attained where D2 → 2.97. We find that there is
indeed evidence for such characteristic scale, i.e., rq

h = 89.80 ± 5.05 Mpc/h (z̄ = 2.30) and
rq
h = 71.35± 3.13 Mpc/h (z̄ = 2.85) at 1σ level.

In order to test consistency between data and the SMC, we fitted a constant bias in
each redshift range, and thus obtained the scale of homogeneity of the matter distribution
rm
h . We found that this scale indeed presents a decreasing trend with respect to the redshift,
following previous results using the previous SDSS-IV DR14 quasar data. Moreover, we
found that these results are in great agreement with the homogeneity scale predicted by the
theoretical matter power spectrum, rth

h , in both redshift bins, showing consistency between
our measurements and the standard model.

Our results showed that there is a clear scale of cosmic homogeneity in the latest SDSS-
IV quasar data, as predicted by the fundamental assumptions underlying the ΛCDM model.
We plan to explore the interplay between the clustering bias and the homogeneity scale, in
addition to other representations of the homogeneity scale rather than the fractal dimension
D2, in future works. We expect to improve our results, and thus establish the Cosmological
Principle as a observationally valid hypothesis of the observed Universe, with the advent of
next-generation surveys such as J-PAS [40, 41], DESI [42], Euclid [44], and SKA [43]
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