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1 INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

The next generation of spectroscopic surveys will target emission-line galaxies (ELGs)
to produce constraints on cosmological parameters. We study the large scale structure
traced by ELGs using a combination of a semi-analytical model of galaxy formation,
a code that computes the nebular emission from HII regions using the properties
of the interstellar medium, and a large-volume, high-resolution N-body simulation.
We consider fixed number density samples where galaxies are selected by either their
He, [OIII]A5007 or [OII]AA3727 — 3729 emission line luminosities. We investigate the
assembly bias signatures of these samples, and compare them to those of stellar mass
and SFR selected samples. Interestingly, we find that the [OIII}- and [OIl]-selected
samples display scale-dependent bias on large scales and that their assembly bias
signatures are also scale-dependent. Both these effects are more pronounced for lower
number density samples. The [OIII] and [OII] emitters that contribute most to the
scale dependence tend to have a low gas-phase metallicity and are preferentially found
in low-density regions. We also measure the baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) feature
and the [ parameter related to the growth rate of overdensities. We find a slight
tendency for the BAO peak to shift toward smaller scales for [OII] emitters and that
B is scale-dependent at large scales. Our results suggest that ELG samples include
environmental effects that should be modelled in order to remove potential systematic
errors that could affect the estimation of cosmological parameters.

Key words: galaxies: evolution — galaxies: formation — galaxies: statistic — cosmology:
large-scale structure of the Universe

(2PCF). Measuring galaxy clustering allows us to extract
two pieces of information that can be used to constrain the

Mapping the Universe using photometric and spectroscopic
surveys allows us to measure the cosmic large-scale struc-
ture which encodes valuable cosmological information. How-
ever, since the galaxy distribution is not a direct tracer of
the underlying density field it is essential to understand the
connection between galaxies and dark matter haloes to ob-
tain an accurate interpretation of the Universe (for a review
see Wechsler & Tinker 2018). A relevant statistical prop-
erty of the galaxy distribution is the clustering signal which
is often quantified using the two-point correlation function
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cosmological model (Weinberg et al. 2013): (i) the scale of
standard ruler features, such as the baryonic acoustic oscil-
lation (BAO) peak, from which we can obtain the cosmic
expansion history, and (ii) the magnitude of redshift-space
distortions (RSD) in the clustering signal, which are driven
by the rate at which structure grows. Both of these quanti-
ties depend on the amount of dark matter and dark energy.

Precise measurements of BAO and RSD are difficult to
obtain because cosmic (sample) variance and shot noise are
significant when the sampled volume is small (Kaiser 1986a).
The Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) and the 2dF Galaxy
Redshift Survey (2dFGRS) were the first to observe hun-
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dreds of thousands of galaxies in large volumes, obtaining
convincing detections of the BAO (Eisenstein et al. 2005;
Cole et al. 2005). Observations have continued throughout
the last fifteen years mostly using massive luminous red
galaxies (LRGs) as the tracers of the large-scale structure
(e.g Eisenstein et al. 2011; Zehavi et al. 2011; Dawson et al.
2013; Bautista et al. 2018).

Advances in wide field spectroscopy have opened up the
opportunity to trace the large-scale structure using emission-
line galaxies (ELGs). The nebular emission of these galaxies
is produced by gas in HII regions which is photoionized by
radiation from young stars. Some emission line luminosities
have therefore been used to infer star formation rates, al-
though in general the relation between line emission and
SFR can be complicated as the emission depends on the
local properties of the ISM such as gas metallicity, temper-
ature and density (e.g Levesque et al. 2010; Gutkin et al.
2016; Byler et al. 2017) and on the attenuation by dust of
the line luminosity. Moreover, ELGs do not trace the field
in the same way as LRGs; ELGs tend to reside in low mass
haloes (Favole et al. 2016; Gonzalez-Perez et al. 2018) and
live in filaments and sheets rather than in the knots of the
cosmic web occupied by LRGs (Gonzalez-Perez et al. 2020).

Typically, given the depth of upcoming surveys with
spectrographs that operate in the optical, ELG catalogues
have redshift distributions that peak around z ~ 1 which, in
combination with Ly« emitters at z 2 2, enables us to inves-
tigate the history of cosmic expansion at previously unex-
plored epochs. The SDSS-IV/eBOSS survey (Dawson et al.
2016) provides one of the largest ELG catalogues to date,
and the next generation of surveys like DESI (DESI Collab-
oration et al. 2016) and Euclid (Laureijs et al. 2011) will
detect millions of ELGs. This will potentially enable us to
measure cosmological parameters with exceptional precision.

To fully exploit the future ELG data it is essential to
understand any systematic effects that may influence the
inferred cosmological constraints. Galaxy formation models
can be used for this purpose, to provide insights into the
galaxy-halo connection with the by-product of testing dif-
ferent prescriptions for the physical processes that regulate
galaxy evolution. A useful approach to explore galaxy for-
mation is to use semi-analytical models (SAMs Cole et al.
2000; Baugh 2006; Somerville et al. 2008). These models use
simplified descriptions of physical processes that shape the
fate of baryons within the dark matter halo merger trees
extracted from N-body dark matter only simulations, ex-
pressed in a set of coupled differential equations with pa-
rameters to encapsulate “sub-grid” physics. SAMs can suc-
cessfully reproduce, amongst other things, the observed lu-
minosity and stellar mass functions (e.g Croton et al. 2006;
Henriques et al. 2015; Croton et al. 2016; Stevens et al. 2016;
Lagos et al. 2018; Baugh et al. 2019). Alternatively, hydro-
dynamical simulations offer a complementary approach to
follow baryonic physics, which in general requires fewer as-
sumptions and approximations than are needed in SAMs;
but which nevertheless still appeal to using sub-grid recipes
for unresolved processes (e.g Vogelsberger et al. 2014; Schaye
et al. 2015; Nelson et al. 2018). Due to the higher compu-
tational overhead of hydrodynamical simulations compared
with SAMs, the largest volumes probed by state-of-the-art
hydrodynamical simulations are still 10-100 times smaller
than the typical SAM volume.

Another approach used to connect galaxies with their
host haloes is to employ an empirical model such as the
halo occupation distribution (HOD) framework (e.g Benson
et al. 2000; Scoccimarro et al. 2001; Berlind & Weinberg
2002; Kravtsov et al. 2004; Zheng et al. 2005). The HOD
provides an empirical relation between the average number
of galaxies N hosted by haloes with mass M. This relation
is characterized by a probability distribution P(N|M) that
depends on the redshift, number density and selection cri-
teria of a galaxy sample. Here, the standard assumption is
that the galaxy content depends only on halo mass, but this
may not be true if the galaxy distribution correlates with the
assembly history of haloes. N-body simulations have shown
that the clustering of dark matter haloes does depend on
secondary halo properties like formation time, concentration
and spin (e.g Gao et al. 2005; Gao & White 2007; Wechsler
et al. 2006), an effect called halo assembly bias. Likewise,
the manifestation of assembly bias in galaxy clustering, com-
monly referred to as galaxy assembly bias, has been found
both in SAMs (e.g Croton et al. 2007; Contreras et al. 2019;
Zehavi et al. 2018, 2019; Jiménez et al. 2019; Xu et al. 2020)
and hydrodynamical simulations (e.g Artale et al. 2018; Xu
& Zheng 2020; Montero-Dorta et al. 2020). Assessing the ex-
istence of assembly bias in the real Universe is an important
task; cosmological constraints from future surveys will most
likely be limited by how well we can model the observations
rather than the precision of the measurements.

In general, assembly bias enhances the clustering am-
plitude on large scales for stellar mass selected samples and
suppresses it for SFR selections (Contreras et al. 2019, 2020).
However, as we found in these studies, these trends can
change depending on the number density and redshift of
the sample. So far, there are no direct measurements of the
assembly bias signature in ELG catalogues, but, in princi-
ple, the effect should be similar to that reported for SFR
selections as ELGs are a subset of star-forming galaxies.

Here we aim to study the large-scale structure of ELGs
by measuring the clustering and galaxy assembly bias sig-
nature of these samples. We employ galaxies from the SAG
semi-analytical model (Cora et al. 2018) run on the Multi-
Dark Planck cosmological simulation (Klypin et al. 2016).
The total simulated volume is (1 h~*Gpc)?, so the effect of
the sample variance is greatly reduced. Thus, we can accu-
rately sample the 2PCF up to scales of the BAO feature and
determine whether or not the impact of assembly bias from
ELG selections is significant. We calculate the nebular emis-
sion in SAG galaxies using the GET_EMLINES code from Orsi
et al. (2014), and then store the He, [OIII] and [OII] line
emission luminosities. These emission lines at z ~ 1 corre-
spond either to the near-infrared and optical range sampled
by DESI and Euclid, respectively.

The layout of the paper is as follows. Section 2 describes
the SAG galaxy formation model and the N-body simulation
in which it is implemented, along with how we define our
galaxy samples, while in Section 3 we compare and charac-
terize these samples. In Section 4 we show the assembly bias
signatures, and in Section 5 we study a possible origin for
features in the assembly bias of ELGs. The BAO and the
B parameter, which quantifies the strength of anisotropies
produced by the RSD, are shown in Section 6 for each sam-
ple. We conclude in Section 7. Brief discussions about results
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from other SAMs, and ELG sample completeness, are pre-
sented in Appendix A and B, respectively.

Throughout the paper masses are measured in h ™' Mg),
the SFR is measured in h ™ *Mgyr~! and distances are mea-
sured in h~'Mpc and are in comoving units.

2 SIMULATION DATA
2.1 The galaxy formation model: SAG

Here we use the Semi-Analytical Galaxies (SAG) model
of galaxy formation (Cora 2006). Semi-analytical models
use the merger trees extracted from N-Body simulations to
model the main physical processes involved in the evolution
of a galaxy, such as the treatment of radiative cooling of hot
gas, star formation, feedback effects from supernovae and ac-
tive galactic nucleus (AGN) feedback, chemical enrichment
of the gas, the growth of supermassive black holes, and the
impact from galaxy mergers, among others.

The version of SAG used in this work is the one pre-
sented in Cora et al. (2018), which uses the outputs of
the MultiDark2 cosmological simulation (hereafter MDPL2,
Klypin et al. 2016, see section 2.2 for more details). The
main output of the simulation and the SAM are publicly
available! as a part of the MultiDark comparison project
(Knebe et al. 2018). The SAG SAM was originally presented
in Cora (2006) and is based on the model by Springel et al.
(2001). Since then the code has been through several up-
dates (Lagos et al. 2008; Tecce et al. 2010; Orsi et al. 2014;
Padilla et al. 2014; Munoz Arancibia et al. 2015; Gargiulo
et al. 2015) and is capable of reproducing observations both
at low and high redshift. One of the key features of this
model is the use of particle swarm optimization technique
(PSO) to automatically set the model parameters by requir-
ing the output to fit several observables (Ruiz et al. 2015).

The galaxy properties produced by this model include
stellar mass, cold gas, black hole and bulge masses, the av-
erage and instantaneous star formation rates (SFR), where
the latter corresponds to the SFR in the most recent time
sub-step, which is a subdivision of the timestep between the
simulation snapshots. Sub-step sizes range from 5 and 15
Myr, whereas the time between snapshots is of the order
of 100 Myr. These quantities are computed separately for
disks and bulges, where the former are the result of quies-
cent star formation in cooled gas disks and the latter form
via starburst episodes. The gas-phase metallicity for both
components is calculated by modelling the chemical enrich-
ment of the ISM, which takes into account mass loss from
massive stars and supernovae. These two ways to compute
the SFR are important when computing the emission line
fluxes of the galaxies (see section 2.3 for more details).

2.2 The MultiDark Planck 2 simulation

As mentioned in the previous section, SAG was run on the
halo merger trees from the MULTIDARK simulation MDPL2
(Klypin et al. 2016). The MDPL2 adopts a ACDM Universe,
charaterized by Planck cosmological parameters (Planck
Collaboration et al. 2014): Q, = 0.307, Q, = 0.048,

L http://wuw.cosmosim.org
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Qar = 0.693, h = 0.678 and ns = 0.96. The simu-
lation follows 3840 particles within a cubic box of co-
moving side-length 1 A~ 'Gpc, with a mass resolution of
m, = 1.51 x 10°4"'Mg. The particles are followed from
z = 120 until z=0 and their positions and velocities are
output at 126 snaphots. The dark matter haloes are identi-
fied with the ROCKSTAR halo finder (Behroozi et al. 2013a),
and the CONSISTENT TREES code (Behroozi et al. 2013b) is
used to construct the merger trees. These halo finder and
halo merger tree algorithms identify objects in phase space,
keeping a better track of the substructures after their infall.
The large cosmological volume of the MDPL2 allows us
to make accurate clustering measurements up to scale sepa-
rations that encapsulate useful cosmological information.

2.3 The calculation of nebular emission

To model the nebular emission of the star-forming galaxies
we use the GET_EMLINES model?® introduced by Orsi et al.
(2014) (hereafter O14) to post-process the output from the
SAG model. The GET_EMLINES code uses the output of the
photoionisation code MAPPINGS-III (Dopita & Sutherland
1995; Groves et al. 2004), as tabulated by Levesque et al.
(2010). MAPPINGS-III predicts the nebular emission from
HII regions. The grid calculated by Levesque et al. (2010)
tabulates the emission line fluxes as a function of the gas-
phase metallicity and the ionization parameter of the HII re-
gion, gq. O14 uses the gas metallicities of the bulges and disks
from the SAG galaxies, but it does not predict the ionization
parameter within individual HII regions due to a lack of res-
olution to resolve the internal structure of galaxies. Instead,
014 advocated a model in which ¢ could be inferred from
the gas-phase metallicity, an assumption which is inspired by
observational results which suggest that ¢ is anti-correlated
with the metallicity of the cold star-forming gas (e.g Nagao
et al. 2006; Groves & Allen 2010; Shim & Chary 2013). 014
show that parameters selected in their model to calculate ¢
from the gas phase metallicity allowed the SAG model to
reproduce the locus of star forming galaxies in the so-called
BPT diagram relating the line ratios [OIIIA5007]/HS and
[NIIX6854] /Ha (Baldwin et al. 1981).cNote that O14 showed
that the predictions were robust to substantial perturba-
tions to the parameter values in the model for ¢. Ideally, the
GET_EMLINES code uses the instantaneous SFR rather than
a time-averaged SFR, as the instantaneous SFR is a bet-
ter indicator of the number of Lyman continuum photons
which make up the ionising radiation field and, as a con-
sequence, of the Ha luminosity. Nevertheless, Favole et al.
(2020) used the averaged SFR predicted by the SAGE (Croton
et al. 2016) and GALACTICUS (Benson 2012) SAMs to infer
the [OI1] line emission, and found reasonable agreement with
observational data at z ~ 1.

We use GET_EMLINES and instantaneous SFRs to com-
pute the luminosities for the He, [OIII]A5007, [OII]AN3727 —
3729 and [NIIJAX6548 — 6584 emission lines (hereafter Ha,
[OI11], [OI1] and [NII] respectively). As these values are cal-
culated separately for the bulge and disk components of a
galaxy, we sum these contributions to obtain the total nebu-

2 https://github.com/aaorsi/get_emlines
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lar emission for each galaxy. Note that we do not apply any
attenuation to the line luminosity.

2.4 The galaxy samples

We use galaxy samples characterised by fixed number den-
sities of objects. We achieve this by ranking the galaxies
from the highest to lowest values of a given property (e.g.
their emission line luminosity, averaged SFR or stellar mass),
and then retaing only those galaxies above a threshold value
that corresponds to the desired number density. The num-
ber densities used in this work are n = 0.001 A*Mpc™3,
n = 0.00316 h*Mpc~? and n = 0.01 h*Mpc~°.

As the samples selected by line emission are star-
forming galaxies, it is expected that they will have some
overlap with galaxies selected by their SFR. Hence, we also
include SFR selected samples and perform the same analysis
on these as carried out for the ELG samples. We also con-
sider stellar-mass selected samples to allow further compar-
isons with assembly bias signatures which have been studied
in several galaxy formation models (e.g Artale et al. 2018,;
Zehavi et al. 2018; Contreras et al. 2019). The cumulative
distribution functions for the different selections are shown
in Fig. 1. The number densities adopted to define our sam-
ples are shown by the horizontal thin dashed lines. Note that
the galaxies included in each sample are those to the right of
the intersection between the cumulative functions with the
horizontal lines. We also include a selection based on the
combined luminosity of the Ha+doublet [NII]AX6548 — 6584
lines; this combination mimics the flux that the Euclid mis-
sion will capture for its sources due to its limited spectral
resolution. This allows us to assess the contribution of the
[NII] flux to the predictions for Ha (see also Merson et al.
2018).

The data used here correspond to a subsample of SAG?
where galaxies were selected with a stellar-mass cut of
5x 10% h™'*Mg. This cut affects the completeness of SFR
and ELG selections. In Appendix B we explain that this has
a negligible impact on the trends and results we obtain.

3 PROPERTIES OF ELG SELECTED SAMPLES

To assess the level of similarity between the ELG and star-
forming galaxy samples we compare their two-point corre-
lation functions (2PCF). The 2PCF measures the excess
probability of finding a pair of objects at a separation r
compared to a homogeneously distributed sample. We mea-
sure the 2PCF using the CorrFunc public code presented in
Sinha & Garrison (2017)*. The resulting 2PCF are shown
in the main panel of Fig. 2 for the SFR and ELG samples
with number density n = 0.00316 h*Mpc~2; the sub-panel
shows the ratios between these measurements and the 2PCF
of the SFR selected sample. The first impression is that the
shapes of the 2PCFs are largely similar, irrespective of sep-
aration, with variations within 10%. On large scales, the
differences are mostly due to the different bias parameters
of the samples, with the [OIlI] and [OII] selected samples

3 http://skiesanduniverses.org/
4 nttps://corrfunc.readthedocs.io/en/master/

showing weaker clustering than the Ha and SFR samples.
On small scales, the differences may be due to the additional
dependence on the physical conditions in the ISM; the Ha
emission mostly traces the SFR, but the [OIII] and [OII]
emission also depends on the cold gas metallicity. Hence, dif-
ferences in the one-halo terms suggest a possible connection
between the spatial distribution of ELGs and the properties
of their ISM. As can be seen from Fig. 2, the difference in
the 2PCF compared with that measured for the SFR se-
lected sample depends on which line is chosen to construct
the sample. Both the Ha and Ha + [NII] selections result
in an amplitude for the 2PCF that is similar to that found
for the SFR selection. This is expected as the strength of
Ha emission is almost an instantaneous measure of the star
formation rate, with little dependence on the metallicity of
the star forming gas. The 2PCFs measured for the [OIII]
and [OI1] selections show a bigger difference from that found
for the star formation sample, with an amplitude reduction
of ~ 20 and 30 per cent, respectively. This change in the
effective bias parameter of these samples is related to the
selection of galaxies with specific combinations of SFR and
gas metallicity, as we demonstrate below.

One way to interpret the 2PCF is by using the halo
occupation distribution (HOD) framework. The HOD char-
acterises a galaxy population via the halo occupation func-
tion, the average number of galaxies as a function of the host
halo mass. Whereas HODs are typically used as an empirical
model with parameters which are set to reproduce the mea-
sured abundance and 2PCF of a galaxy samples, SAMs pre-
dict the form of the HOD. So, in the case of SAMs, the HOD
formalism produces a concise description of the model out-
put that can be readily interpreted in relation to the 2PCF.
In general, this function is separated into the contribution
from central galaxies and from satellites with specific forms
that depend on the selection criteria (Zheng et al. 2005). For
example, when samples are defined by luminosity or stellar
mass cuts, the HOD for central galaxies follows a step-like
form. When samples are defined by SFR or colour cuts, on
the other hand, the HOD of centrals reaches a peak followed
by a dip to values below unity as the halo mass increases
(e.g Zehavi et al. 2011; Contreras et al. 2013; Gonzalez-Perez
et al. 2018; Jiménez et al. 2019). The output of a SAM for
these selections can be tabulated as an HOD, without hav-
ing to adopt a particular parametric form, which is very
powerful when considering selections for which there is little
available data, such as ELGs.

Fig. 3 shows the HODs predicted by the SAG model
for SFR and ELG selections with a number density n =
0.00316 A3Mpc~2. We also show results for a stellar mass
selected sample to illustrate the differences compared to the
star-forming and ELG samples. The stellar mass selected
sample in the figure shows the canonical step-like form for
the HODs of centrals, with the HOD for satellites exhibiting
a power-law behaviour. In contrast, the ELG selections show
a peak in the HOD of central galaxies, which shifts to lower
masses for the [OIII] and [OII] selections. This indicates that
model ELGs are mostly hosted by low halo masses, consis-
tent with previous results from simulations (e.g Gonzalez-
Perez et al. 2018). For large halo masses, the HODs of both
centrals and satellites increase with halo mass.

The overlap between the SFR and ELG-selected sam-
ples can be quantified by analysing the similarities in their

MNRAS 000, 1-14 (2020)
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Figure 1. The cumulative distribution functions of SAG galaxies selected by stellar mass (left), SFR (middle) and He, [OIII], [OII] line
luminosities (right). The horizontal dashed lines indicate the number densities used to define our galaxy samples. Note the plateau at
low SFR and Ly,ine, which is due to a stellar mass cut in the parent catalogue, which is discussed further in Appendix B.
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Figure 2. The 2PCF's for SAG samples selected according to dif-
ferent properties, as indicated by the key; in each case the number
density is n = 0.00316 h3Mpc—3. The bottom panel shows the
ratio of the correlation functions measured for each sample with
respect to the SFR-selected sample.

galaxy properties. Fig. 4 shows the distribution of galaxies
in the instantaneous SFR vs. gas metallicity plane for the
SFR, Ha and [OII] selections, in all cases with a number
density n = 0.00316 A*Mpc~3. As can be seen, the distri-
bution of the Ha selected sample is in very good agreement
with that of the SFR selection, as expected. In contrast, the
distribution for the [OII]-selected sample is shifted to lower
instantaneous SFR and cold gas metallicity. Still, an impor-
tant fraction of [OII] emitters overlap with the SFR and Ha
selections. Table 1 shows the fraction of overlap between the
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Figure 3. The HODs predicted by the SAG model for all galax-
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ferent colours indicating different galaxy selections, as shown
by the figure key. All samples have a number density of n =
0.00316 h3Mpc—3.

ELG and SFR selections. Note that ELG and SFR selected
samples have less overlap at lower number densities.

4 THE GALAXY ASSEMBLY BIAS OF ELG SAMPLES

Measurements from N-body simulations have shown that
in order to fully determine the clustering of dark matter
haloes one needs, in addition to their masses, knowledge of
secondary halo properties such as formation time, concen-
tration, subhalo occupation and spin (e.g Gao et al. 2005;
Wechsler et al. 2006; Gao & White 2007). This effect, termed
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n/h3Mpc=3 Ha  [OIII] [OII]

0.001 0.81 0.57 0.39
0.00316 0.91 0.71 0.47
0.01 0.96 0.91 0.79

Table 1. Fraction of SFR-selected galaxies that also satisfy the
ELG selection criteria. Different rows indicate the number density
of the samples as shown in the first column. Columns 2, 3 and
4 give the fraction of objects that also meet the He, [OIII] and
[OI1] selections, respectively.
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Figure 4. Distributions of instantaneous SFR (SFRipst) and cold
gas metallicity of the disk (Zgjsk) for SAG samples with fixed
number density n = 0.00316 h3Mpc~3. Different colours corre-
spond to different selections as shown by the key; the density
contours enclose 68% and 99% of the distribution of galaxies.
The corner panel shows the bivariate distributions, whereas the
top and right panels show the marginalised distributions of in-
stantaneous SFR and cold gas metallicity, respectively.

halo assembly bias, may potentially have an impact on the
galaxy content of haloes, producing variations in the halo
occupation functions and therefore affecting the large-scale
galaxy clustering amplitude (e.g Artale et al. 2018; Zehavi
et al. 2018; Contreras et al. 2019). Hence, it is important to
model this effect when interpreting the correlation function
using the standard HOD framework.

SAM samples that are obtained using halo merger his-
tories extracted from N-body simulations are affected by
assembly bias because the growth histories of dark matter
haloes, and therefore the level of assembly bias that haloes
are subject to, also affect the galaxies that evolve within
them. To measure the impact of assembly bias on the clus-
tering of our galaxy samples we compare their 2PCFs with
that of “shuffled” galaxy samples. The shuffling removes in-
formation about the assembly history of haloes by randomly
exchanging the galaxy populations between haloes of the
same mass (Croton et al. 2007; Xu et al. 2020). The standard
approach preserves the central-satellites distances, therefore
the one-halo terms of the shuffled catalogues are the same

as those of the original SAM samples. The assembly bias
signature can be obtained by comparing the 2PCF of the
SAM samples to that of the shuffled samples.

The impact of assembly bias on galaxy clustering de-
pends on the selection criteria, number density and redshift
of the sample (e.g Contreras et al. 2019). As the ELG se-
lection shows substantial overlap with selection by SFR (see
Fig. 4), we can estimate how much of the effect of assembly
bias on the clustering of ELGs comes from the SFR selection.
We do this by looking at the assembly bias effect present in
a purely SFR-selected sample. Even though nebular emis-
sion traces SFR, some properties of the gas in the ISM, such
as metallicity, can introduce additional effects that are not
included when selecting by SFR alone. The assembly bias
signatures for SFR-, stellar mass- and ELG-selected sam-
ples are shown in Fig. 5 for the three number densities. It
can be seen from Fig. 5 that the assembly bias in the Ha
and Ha + [NII] selections is similar to that seen in the SFR
selection. In contrast, assembly bias suppresses the galaxy
clustering of [OIII] and [OII] selections by up to 30 per cent.
Table 1 shows that the Ha sample has a high overlap with
the SFR selected sample for all number densities consid-
ered. For [OIII] emitters, the overlap with the SFR-selection
is high for the highest number density sample, explaining
their similar clustering in the top panel of Fig. ?7?. For the
other number densities considered, the overlap between the
[OIII] and SFR selected samples is much smaller and their
clustering is different.

Furthermore, the assembly bias is scale-dependent, par-
ticularly in the case of [OII]. This steepness in the ratio of
the 2PCF to the shuffled samples is also present in the SFR,
Ha and Ha+[NII] selections but only for the lowest number
densities and, in any case, it is not as scale-dependent as
in the [OIII] and [OII] cases. Moreover, there is a “bump”
feature in the ratio that is present only for the latter two
selections around the transition from the one-halo to the
two-halo term (log(r/h™'Mpc) ~ —0.4). Overall, there is a
clear trend between number density and the impact of as-
sembly bias on galaxy clustering; for all ELG selections, the
suppression of the clustering amplitude is larger for samples
with lower number densities (i.e. for galaxies with higher
emission line luminosities). Also, note that the steepness of
the assembly bias signature in the [OIII] and [OII] selec-
tions is more pronounced for lower number densities. We
also show the impact in the stellar mass-selected samples; it
can be seen that assembly bias enhances the galaxy cluster-
ing and shows no scale-dependence for any of the number
densities explored here.

To investigate the origin of the steepness in the assembly
bias signature, we analyse the galaxy clustering of the SAG
and shuffled samples separately, by comparing their 2PCFs
to that of the dark matter. The dark matter 2PCF is ob-
tained from the linear power spectra used in the MDPL2
simulation, which is Fourier transformed to obtain the lin-
ear theory matter correlation function. Using the 2PCF of
the dark matter, £&mm, and the 2PCF of the galaxy sample
&za1 we compute the large scale bias of each sample using

b(r) = ,/éii. (1)

The value of the bias parameter is expected to be constant
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Figure 5. The assembly bias signature in the SAG samples. Each
panel shows a different number density as labelled. Note that the
assembly bias for the [OIII] and [OII] selections exhibits a clear
scale-dependent signature for the two lowest number densities.

to first-order on linear scales and to vary with the galaxy
selection.

The main panels of Fig. 6 show the 2PCFs of the
dark matter and the SAG and shuffled samples for the
He, [OIII] and [OII] selections, for the number density of
n = 0.00316 h*Mpc=3. For clarity, we show results for the
two-halo term only (log(r/h™'Mpc) > 0.5). The estimate
of the bias parameter, b(r), for each sample is shown as a
coloured line in the bottom panels. We average these values
between 25 and 50 A~ 'Mpc to obtain a constant large-scale
bias, which is shown by the gray horizontal lines for com-
parison with b(r). For the Ha selection the bias parameter is
roughly constant over the range 25 < r/h~'Mpc < 50, for
both the SAG and shuffled samples. In contrast, the bias
parameters for the SAG [OIII] and [OII] selections show a
scale-dependence. The bias for the shuffled samples is seen
to be roughly constant. For the lowest number density sam-
ple (not shown here), we find that the bias parameter has an
even steeper scale dependence for [OII] and [OII]] selections.
The larger value found for the bias of the Ha selected sam-
ple indicates that, in this case, galaxies trace higher peaks
in the density field than galaxies in the other ELG-selected
samples.

The prediction of a scale-dependent bias parameter for
the SAG [OIII]- and [OII]-selected samples indicates that
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there are additional features which shape the large scale
clustering of these tracers. This suggests that the gas metal-
licity, which has an impact on the [OII] and [OIII] emission
for a given amount of star formation, has some dependence
on environment. This is confirmed by the much weaker scale
dependence found for the bias on large scales in the shuffled
samples.

5 ORIGIN OF SCALE-DEPENDENT ASSEMBLY BIAS

In this section we investigate the origin of the scale-
dependence of the galaxy assembly bias signature in galax-
ies selected by their [OIII] and [OII] line emission. As just
noted, the scale-dependent bias is only present in the orig-
inal SAG samples and not in their shuffled counterparts.
This suggests that the preference for the environment that
characterises galaxies with strong line emission, that could
cause this scale dependence, is removed when shuffling these
samples. Gonzalez-Perez et al. (2020) analyzed how model
ELGs trace the large scale structure in an N-Body simula-
tion. They found that about half of [OII] emitters live in
filaments while one-third live in sheets. This indicates that
the galaxies selected using [O11] line luminosity will be pref-
erentially located in low density regions. Hence, quantifying
the effect that the shuffling procedure has of moving ELGs
to random locations in the cosmic web can provide an insight
into the relation between the environment of [OII] emit-
ters and the scale-dependent assembly bias. Whilst there is
some overlap between the SFR and [OIl] selected samples,
the SFR-selected sample shows little sign of scale dependent
bias. Hence, the source of the scale dependence is likely to
be found in the galaxies that are not in common between
the two samples. Indeed, Table 1 shows that the overlap be-
tween the SFR and [OII] emitters is less than 50 per cent
for the two lowest density samples. This indicates that the
origin of the scale dependence is encoded in the selection by
[OI1] luminosity.

One approach to quantifying the environment of a
galaxy sample is to compute the local number density of
main haloes around each galaxy. We use the main halos as we
associate galaxies with their host dark matter haloes rather
than with subhaloes; not all of the satellite galaxies may be
associated with a resolved subhalo. We define the number
density, Niocal, using the distance to the fifth nearest main
halo in the MDPL2 simulation, r5, as niccat = 5/V(rs5),
where V(r5) is the volume of a sphere of radius r = rs.
To count neighbouring haloes we use those with masses
M, > 101%8p= M, for all galaxy selections.

We now consider the contribution of different halos to
the sample bias and their environment. Following Kim et al.
(2009), we compute the effective clustering bias as a function
of halo mass for each galaxy sample, and show the results in
the top panel of Fig 7. This parameter quantifies the contri-
bution of galaxies in haloes of a given mass to the large scale
galaxy clustering amplitude of the sample. The effective bias
is simply computed as b(M) x ®(M) x (N(M)) where b(M)
is the bias function, ®(M) is the halo mass function and
(N(M)) is the halo occupation function of the galaxy sam-
ple. For each selection, the effective bias reaches a peak at
different halo masses, close to the location of the “knee” of
the occupation function (i.e. when the highest fraction of
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simulation. (Bottom) The bias parameter, as a function of scale-separation, for the SAG and shuffled samples. The horizontal solid
(dashed) grey line corresponds to the bias parameters of the SAG (shuffled) samples averaged between 25 and 50 h~!Mpc.

haloes of a given mass contain a central). The middle panel
shows the average nioca1 for the SAG and shuffled samples;
the bottom panel shows the ratios between the njoca of the
SAG and shuffled samples for each galaxy selection. Note
that a ratio higher than unity indicates that galaxies in the
SAG samples are in higher density regions than their shuf-
fled counterparts.

The SAG galaxy samples exhibit different average
Niocal, Which suggest that these different galaxy popula-
tions live in different environments. In contrast, the aver-
aged niocar for the shuffled samples are largely the same
for all selections. Therefore, it appears that the shuffling
procedure removes correlations between the selection and
environment. For example, for the [Oll]-selected galaxies
from SAG, the shuffling removes the strong environmen-
tal preference for [OII] emitters to reside in filaments and
sheets. As the shuffling procedure moves galaxies between
haloes of the same mass, the resulting HODs of the shuf-
fled samples are similar to those of their SAG counterparts,
which in turn are notably different between selections (see
Fig. 3). Thus, their b(M) and 2PFCs are also different even
when their averaged niocal are similar. For the stellar mass-
selected sample, we see that the ratio of njocal in the SAG
model to that in the shuffled counterpart is close to unity
which indicates that the shuffling procedure does not modify
the environment for this particular selection. For the SFR-
and ELG-selected samples, on the other hand, the ratios
in the bottom panel of Fig. 7 show clear departures from
unity. Moreover, these ratios depend on halo mass, which
suggests that the mass of the host haloes is related to the
strength of the environmental selection of SAG galaxies.
Even though all selections show this dependence on mass,
in principle, its impact on galaxy clustering only appears to
be important when this dependence is seen at halo masses
around the peak of the contribution to the effective clus-
tering bias for each selection. In particular, for the [OII]

selection, there is an overlap between the peak of the ef-
fective bias and the mass dependence of the density ratio
in the halo mass range 11.6 < log(My/h™'Mg) < 12. In
contrast, for the SFR and Ha selections, we find no depen-
dence on halo mass around the peak of the effective bias in
log(Myn/h™*Mg) ~ 12. For the [OIII]-selected sample, the
ratio also depends on halo mass but in a narrower range
11.7 < log(Mn/h™'Mg) < 11.9, which is close to the peak
of the effective bias.

Another approach to explore the origin of the scale-
dependent assembly bias signature is to analyse the distri-
bution of the gas-phase metallicity in the SAG samples. As
the GET_EMLINES code uses this property as an input to pre-
dict the [OIII] and [OII] emission line luminosities, we ex-
pect that it is correlated to some extent with the spatial
distribution of the [OIII] and [OII] selections. Fig. 8 shows
the distributions of SAG galaxies in the stellar mass-L[OII]
and L(Ha)-L[OII] planes. The points are colour-coded by
metallicity averaged weighting by the mass of cold gas in
both disks and bulges. We divide the galaxies into four
subsamples separated by cuts in stellar mass, L(Ha) and
L[OI1] (dashed lines) that correspond to a number density
n = 0.00316 h*Mpc~>. Galaxies to the right (above) of the
vertical (horizontal) dashed lines are contained in the [OII]-
selected sample (stellar mass and Ha selections). In this way,
the overlap between the galaxy samples can be easily seen;
for the L(Ha)-L[OII] plane we see that about half of [OII]-
selected galaxies are contained in the Ha selection, while
for the stellar mass-L[OII] comparison, the [OII] emitters
account for 25 per cent of galaxies in the stellar mass se-
lection. Moreover, galaxies in the [OII] selection tend to be
more metal-poor than for their Ha or stellar mass counter-
parts, which is consistent with the metallicity distributions
in Fig. 4. Indeed, it is clear that a large fraction of the [OII]-
selected galaxies, in the bottom-right sectors, are the most
metal poor.
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Figure 7. (Top) The contribution to the effective clustering bias
from halos as a function of halo mass. (Middle) the average local
number densities for the SAG samples (solid) and their shuffled
samples (dashed) as a function of halo mass, defined as described
in the text. (Bottom) The ratio between the SAG and shuffled
density measurements. Different colours indicate different galaxy
selections as labelled in the middle panel.

We compute the auto-correlation functions of galaxies
in each sector of the stellar mass-L[OII] plane to look for
interesting features in their spatial clustering. We apply the
shuffling procedure to these subsamples and measure the
2PCF of the resulting shuffled samples. We also compute
the ratios of the 2PCF measured from the SAG subsamples
to those of their shuffled counterparts to obtain the assem-
bly bias signatures. The top right panel in Fig. 9 shows the
assembly bias signatures for each subsample, colour-coded
by its location in the stellar mass-L[OII] plane, as indicated
in the left panel. There is a remarkable difference between
the assembly bias signatures of the Ha subsamples; the red-
coded galaxies, which are not included in the [OII] selection,
show almost no assembly bias, but the blue-coded ones show
a prominent scale-dependence. Moreover, the assembly bias
for the grey-coded subsample (which mostly contains metal-
poor galaxies), exhibits a steeper dependence on separation.
These two results suggest that galaxies with low gas-phase
metallicity are driving the scale-dependent assembly bias.
To connect this information with the environment of host
haloes, we show, in the bottom-right panel of Fig. 9, the dis-
tribution of local number densities for galaxies in each sub-
sample. There is a subtle preference for grey-coded galaxies
to live in less dense regions than galaxies in the other sub-
samples. These results suggest that the gas-phase metallicity
is the property of the [OIII] and [OII] selections that pro-
duces the scale-dependent assembly bias. Specifically, galax-
ies with low metallicity, that live in low-density regions, ap-
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pear to account for most of the scale-dependence. Nevethe-
less, further studies are needed to fully understand the cor-
relation between metallicity and the spatial distribution of
galaxies.

6 IMPACT ON COSMOLOGY

In the previous sections we analyzed the scale-dependent as-
sembly bias in the [OIII] and [OII] selected samples and its
relation to the gas-phase metallicity and the environment of
the galaxies. The scale dependence was found to be driven
by low metallicity galaxies in underdense environments. The
scale dependence may have important implications for cos-
mological analyses.

In this section we focus on the baryon acoustic oscilla-
tion (BAO) feature and the 8 parameter. These quantities
are measured from each of the SAG samples to check if the
ELG selection introduces any systematic effects into the in-
ference of cosmological parameters. This analysis is partic-
ularly important for the [OIII] and [OII] selections, as they
contain particular features such as a non constant bias and
a galaxy assembly bias signal driven by the environment of
these galaxies.

Fig. 10 shows the 2PCF's of the SAG (top panels) and
shuffled samples (bottom panels) for different selection crite-
ria and number densities. Note that, in order to focus on the
BAO peak, we display 2 x &(r). For comparison, we show
the z ~ 1 linear theory prediction for the dark matter 2PCF
of the MDPL2. The vertical dotted lines mark the position
of the BAO peak for the dark matter.

The amplitudes of the BAO peaks are affected by the
large-scale bias of each sample, which depends on the se-
lection criteria, number density and the degree of assembly
bias present in the samples (recall the wide range of values
found for the large-scale bias for the SAG and shuffled sam-
ples in Fig 6). Interestingly, the shape of the BAO peak for
the SAG [OII]-selected sample with the intermediate number
density (top-middle panel), is notably different with respect
to the other samples. The BAO peak position for this selec-
tion differs at the ~ 3 per cent level from the scale predicted
by linear perturbation theory. For the lowest number den-
sity, the [OII] selection does not show a clear shift in the
BAO scale, although it must be noted that all 2PCFs are
somewhat noisy due to the sparsity of this number density.
For the highest number density, the BAO scale for the [OII]
selection is in agreement with the prediction from linear the-
ory. This result suggests that selecting galaxies with lower
[OI1] line luminosity washes out the correlation between the
[OI1] selection and environment (see § 5). Moreover, note
that the BAO peak in the [OII] shuffled sample (bottom-
middle panel) is not shifted as in the SAG counterpart which
suggests that the shuffling procedure removes the shift in
the BAO peak. Nevertheless, it is still unclear whether the
~ 3 per cent shift would result in a biased measurement of
cosmological parameters as the environment effects which
influence the clustering measurements for the [OII] sample
could also be interpreted as a non-local bias, which can be
introduced as a nuisance parameter in BAO peak analyses
(e.g. Sénchez et al. 2008).

We also compute the 5 parameter for the SAG samples.
This parameter is a function of the logarithmic growth rate,
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which depends on the matter density parameter, and the
bias parameter of the galaxy sample. Following Padilla et al.
(2019), we compute S for shuffled samples where the relative
velocities of the galaxies within haloes — in addition to their
positions — are maintained when shuffling satellites between
haloes. The 8 parameter can be obtained from the ratio

between the monopoles of the correlation functions in real
and redshift space (Kaiser 1986b):

(o) = (14 35+ 50 €00 )

The main panel of Fig. 11 shows the § parameter, cal-
culated from Eq. 2, as a function of scale for the SAG (solid)
and shuffled samples (dashed) with a number density of
n = 0.00316 h®Mpc~3. For the SAG samples, we see that
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the  parameter is roughly constant for the stellar mass se-
lection, and it is scale-dependent for the other selections.
However, for the shuffled samples, the scale dependence of
B remains. The bottom panel of Fig. 11 shows the ratios be-
tween the 8 parameter of the SAG samples to that of their
shuffled counterparts. For the stellar mass selection, the ratio
is almost constant for all scales. For SFR-~ and ELG-selected
samples, the ratio is more affected by noise, but it appears to
be consistent with a constant value, with the SFR and ELG
selected samples returning a higher value of beta than their
shuffled counterparts. In principle, the steepness of 8 could
be so slight that it falls below our noise level, even though
we do find a scale-dependent bias for the ELG SAG sam-
ples, and a roughly constant one for the shuffled catalogues,
especially for the [OIII] and [OII] selections (see Fig. 6).

7 CONCLUSIONS

The next generation of galaxy surveys such as DESI and
Euclid will map the sky by measuring redshifts to unprece-
dented numbers of emission-line galaxies. To fully exploit
this upcoming data we need to understand how these galax-
ies trace the underlying density of the Universe and to estab-
lish if there are any systematic effects which might impair
our ability to extract unbiased cosmological information.
To investigate the potential of ELGs to constrain cos-
mological parameters, we study the clustering and halo oc-
cupation of the model galaxies from the SAG semi-analytical
model (Cora et al. 2018) applied to the MDPL2 simulation
outputs (Klypin et al. 2016). We use the instantaneous SFR
and gas-phase metallicities of galaxies as the inputs to the
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GET_EMLINES code to obtain the nebular line emission of the
galaxies. To mimic the selection criteria of future surveys, we
use fixed number density samples where galaxies are ranked
according to their [OI1I], [O1I], Ha and Ha+[NII] line lumi-
nosities. For comparison, we also include SFR~ and stellar
mass-selected samples.

We measure the two-point correlation functions
(2PCFs), the halo occupation distributions (HODs) and the
galaxy assembly bias signatures for each galaxy sample. The
galaxy assembly bias is measured via the ratio between the
2PCF of a SAG sample with that of a shuffled version of the
sample, which, by construction, does not contain assembly
bias. We also compute the absolute large scale bias of ELGs
to look for correlations between assembly bias, large-scale
bias, the environment of the galaxies, and the gas-phase
metallicity of the ELG-selected samples. Finally, we mea-
sure the BAO feature and the 8 parameter for the SAG and
shuffled samples to investigate the implications for cosmo-
logical studies using ELGs. Our results can be summarised
as follows:

o ELG-selected samples have 2PCFs and HODs that are
similar to those of SFR selected galaxies. However, the
[OIII]- and [OII]-selected samples are less clustered than ei-
ther the SFR or Ha samples. Moreover, their HODs indicate
that most of the selected galaxies live in low mass haloes.
These differences explain why selecting by the luminosity of
the [OIII] or [OI1] lines does not reproduce the behaviour of
a SFR selected sample.

e The assembly bias signature (i.e. the ratio between the
2PCFs measured for the SAG and shuffled samples) for the
[OI1I] and [OI1] selected samples is scale-dependent, with a
steepness which becomes more pronounced for lower density
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samples (higher [OIII] and [OII] thresholds). For the SFR
and Ha selections, the assembly bias is scale-dependent for
samples with the lowest number density. In the case of galax-
ies selected by stellar mass, the assembly bias is roughly
constant for all number densities.

e The large-scale bias, defined as the ratio between the
2PCF of a galaxy sample and that of the dark matter, is
scale-dependent for the [OIII]- and [OIl]-selected samples in
the SAG model. For the shuffled samples, in contrast, the
large-scale bias is roughly constant for all selections. This
suggests that the shuffling procedure removes an encoded
dependence between the galaxy properties of [OIII] and [O1]]
selections with the environment.

e For a fixed halo mass the local number density - that we
use to quantify the environment of host haloes - is roughly
the same for all shuffled samples. This indicates that the
shuffling procedure eliminates the correlation between the
selection and the environment of host haloes. In contrast,
for the SAG samples the local number densities are notably
different between the selection criteria which indicates that
in some cases the selected galaxies live in special regions of
the cosmic web. Moreover, the change of the environment of
the [OII]-selected sample has a strong dependence with halo
mass (see Fig. 7).

e Galaxies with low gas-phase metallicities are the ones
that produce the scale-dependent assembly bias signature.
Indeed, for the SAG sample, a larger fraction of metal-poor
galaxies results in a steeper scale-dependent assembly bias
signature (see Fig. 9). Moreover, these galaxies tend to live
in low-density regions, which is more common for the ELG
selected samples.

e The scale of the BAO feature in the [OII]-selected sam-

ple with number density n = 0.00316 h*Mpc—23, differs at
the 3 per cent level from that recovered using the other se-
lections. Interestingly, this shift in the BAO peak is not seen
for the shuffled counterpart of the [OII] sample. Conversely,
for the other selected samples, the BAO feature is located
at the same position for both the SAG and shuffled samples.
There is no clear shift in the position of the BAO feature for
the [OII] selections with lower and higher number densities.

e The B parameter for the SFR- and ELG-selected sam-
ples is non-constant as a function of scale for the SAG and
the shuffled samples. This is clearer for the [OII] and [OIII]
selections and can be explained as a combination of the scale-
dependent large scale bias and a possible non-constant log-
arithmic growth rate. For the stellar mass case, in contrast,
B is roughly constant.

Our results show that care must be given when using
future galaxy samples from Euclid and DESI, which will be
selected by their emission line luminosities. We find that
this type of selection can produce samples that lie in spe-
cial environments, and because of this their clustering can
show a different slope than that of the underlying matter
density field. This type of environment selection needs to be
modelled and marginalised over in cosmological parameter
constraints from such samples in order to avoid systematic
effects in their analysis.
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APPENDIX A: ASSEMBLY BIAS OF ELGS IN
L-GALAXIES

To assess if the scale-dependent assembly bias can be found
in other semi-analytical models, we select galaxy samples at
z=0 from the Guo et al. (2013) model (hereafter G13) which
is a version of the L-GALAXIES code from the Munich group
(De Lucia et al. 2004; Croton et al. 2006; De Lucia & Blaizot
2007; Guo et al. 2011; Henriques et al. 2013). G13 is a semi-
analytic model, and as such it models a set of physical pro-
cesses that shape the formation and evolution of galaxies,
applied to halo merger trees drawn from the Millennium-
WMAP7T simulation. This simulation was carried out in a
box of 500 A~ Mpc a side, and is the same as the original
Millennium simulation (Springel et al. 2005) but with up-
dated cosmological parameters that match the results from
the WMAP7 observations.

We use the GET_EMLINES code to obtain the nebular
emission for G13 galaxies. The instantaneous SFR is not a
direct output of G13, hence, we use the average SFR instead
to infer line emission luminosities. This is motivated by the
results of Favole et al. (2020); they demonstrate that using
average SFRs as inputs for GET_EMLINES produces good pre-
dictions to study average populations of [OII] emission-line
galaxies. We then define new stellar mass, SFR, He, [OI1]]
and [OII] selected samples following the procedure in § 2.4.

Fig. A1 shows the assembly bias signatures for the G13
samples with three different number densities (the same ones
used to define the SAG samples). Note that the 2PCFs of
the Ha and SFR selections are the same, which is a con-
sequence of Ha luminosity having a simple dependence on
the SFR, with little variation with the cold gas metallicity.
Even though the clustering measurements are noisier at very
large scales, we still find that the [OIII] and [OII] selections
have a clear scale-dependent assembly bias. In contrast, for
the SFR and Ha selections, the scale-dependence is there
for the lowest number density sample alone, while for the
stellar mass-selected samples the signature is roughly flat in
all cases.

APPENDIX B: COMPLETENESS OF ELG SELECTED
SAMPLES

Selecting by emission line luminosities produces samples
that trace the amplitude of SFR but also other additional
properties, such as the cold gas metallicity. Thus, in princi-
ple, a low-SFR galaxy may be included in an ELG-selected
sample. Because of this we analyze the effect of the mod-
erate stellar mass cut imposed on the SAG data, which is
present in the subsamples analyzed in this work; this mod-
erate cut is M, > 10%7h Mg which is slightly lower than
the resolution of the MDPL2 and Millennium simulations
(~10° A7 'Mp).

As SAG and G13 show similar trends for assembly bias
(see Fig. A1), we expect that the effect of the completeness
stellar mass cut on these trends should be also similar for
both models. Fig. Bl displays the cumulative SFR function
for subsamples of G13, defined by different stellar mass cuts.
As expected from the stellar mass-SFR relation, we see that
the larger the cut, the smaller the number of low-SFR galax-
ies.
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Figure Al. Same as Fig. 5 but for galaxy samples extracted from
the Guo et al. (2013) SAM.

We define a subsample of G13 by selecting galaxies with
stellar mass above the cut imposed for SAG. Then, follow-
ing the procedure in §. 2.4, we define our galaxy samples
with this new cut. We measure the assembly bias signatures
for these samples, and we compare them with the assembly
bias of (G13 samples with no previous cuts in stellar mass.
We find that the assembly bias signatures are almost identi-
cal for all selections and number densities. Noticeable differ-
ences only arise at very large scales(log(r/h™* Mpc) > 1.5).
This indicates that the moderate stellar mass cut introduced
to impose completeness has only a minor impact on the as-
sembly bias signature, which includes the scale-dependence
for [OIII] and [OII] selections.
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Figure B1l. The cumulative SFR function of subsamples of the
Guo et al. (2013) model defined by different stellar mass cuts
indicated by the colors and labels. Horizontal lines indicate the
different number densities used to define the galaxy samples.
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