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ABSTRACT

The Abundance Matching Box for the Epoch of Reionization (AMBER) is a semi-numerical code
for modeling the cosmic dawn. The new algorithm is not based on the excursion set formalism for
reionization, but takes the novel approach of calculating the reionization-redshift field z,.(x) assuming
that hydrogen gas encountering higher radiation intensity are photoionized earlier. Redshift values are
assigned while matching the abundance of ionized mass according to a given mass-weighted ionization
fraction Z;(z). The code has the unique advantage of allowing users to directly specify the reionization
history through the redshift midpoint zp,;q, duration A,, and asymmetry A, input parameters. The
reionization process is further controlled through the minimum halo mass M, for galaxy formation
and the radiation mean free path lng, for radiative transfer. We implement improved methods for
constructing density, velocity, halo, and radiation fields, which are essential components for model-
ing reionization observables. We compare AMBER with two other semi-numerical methods and find
that our code more accurately reproduces the results from radiation-hydrodynamic simulations. The
parallelized code is over four orders of magnitude faster than radiative transfer simulations and will effi-
ciently enable large-volume models, full-sky mock observations, and parameter-space studies. AMBER
will be made publicly available to facilitate and transform studies of the EoR.

1. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic dawn is a fascinating period in the first billion
years of the Universe and is a frontier topic for both the-
oretical and observational explorations and discoveries.
The reionization of hydrogen by the first stars, galaxies,
and quasars drastically converts the cold and neutral
gas into a warm and highly ionized medium. Galaxies
most likely provided the bulk of the ionizing photons
(e.g. Bouwens et al. 2015a; Finkelstein et al. 2015), but
there may have been early contributions from Popula-
tion III stars (e.g. Wu et al. 2021) and late contributions
from active galactic nuclei (AGN; e.g. Madau & Haardt
2015). On large scales, the higher-density regions near
radiation sources are generally reionized earlier than the
lower-density regions far from sources in this inhomoge-
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neous process (e.g. Barkana & Loeb 2004; Trac et al.
2008).

Our current understanding of when the Epoch of
Reionization (EoR) occurred primarily comes from “A
Tale of Two Optical Depths”. The Thomson optical
depth 7 (CMB photons scattering with free electrons)
and the Gunn-Peterson optical depth 7gp (Lyman-alpha
photons scattering with neutral hydrogen) have long
provided two major observational constraints. How-
ever, the latest measurements tell a starkly different
tale than the early observations (e.g. Fan et al. 2002;
Kogut et al. 2003). Planck Collaboration et al. (2020)
recently inferred 7 = 0.054+0.007 from measurements of
the CMB temperature and polarization angular power
spectra, implying a late reionization midpoint at red-
shift z = 7.7 £ 0.6 (e.g. Glazer et al. 2018). There are
now multiple evidence of dark Lya troughs extending
down to z ~ 5.5 in the spectra of high-redshift quasars
(e.g. Becker et al. 2015; Bosman et al. 2018; Eilers et al.
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2018; Bosman et al. 2021). This suggests that reioniza-
tion could have ended at z < 6 (e.g. Keating et al. 2020;
Nasir & D’Aloisio 2020), later than previously assumed.
When and how the EoR occurred exactly (i.e. the reion-
ization history and process) are of primary interest.

There is a renewed emphasis on using radiation-
hydrodynamic simulations (e.g. Gnedin 2014; Norman
et al. 2015; Ocvirk et al. 2016; Semelin et al. 2017; Fin-
lator et al. 2018; Doussot et al. 2019; D’Aloisio et al.
2020; Katz et al. 2021) to model the complex astro-
physics of sources and sinks on small scales and us-
ing semi-analytical /numerical methods (e.g. Furlanetto
et al. 2004; Mesinger & Furlanetto 2007; Zahn et al.
2007; Alvarez et al. 2009; Choudhury et al. 2009; San-
tos et al. 2010; Mesinger et al. 2011; Battaglia et al.
2013b; Hassan et al. 2016; Xu et al. 2017; Hutter 2018)
to make theoretical predictions and mock observations
on large scales. Radiative transfer (RT) simulations are
usually limited to small box sizes L < 100 h~'Mpc and
a single one typically requires hundreds of thousands to
millions of CPU hours to run on a supercomputer (e.g.
Trac & Gnedin 2011). Fast and accurate approaches
with larger box sizes are essential for parameter-space
studies. These two approaches in tandem provide our
best option in making forward progress in synergy with
observations.

A variety of independent approaches are crucial for
comparison with and interpretation of observations of
the 21cm signal, CMB, Ly« forest, and intensity map-
ping. However, there has been a lack of develop-
ment and diversity in semi-analytical/numerical meth-
ods. The majority of codes, like the often-used 21cm-
FAST (Mesinger et al. 2011), are based on the excur-
sion set formalism (ESF; e.g. Bond et al. 1991; Furlan-
etto et al. 2004). In Zahn et al. (2011), we compare
two RT simulations (McQuinn et al. 2007; Trac & Cen
2007) with two ESF methods (Mesinger & Furlanetto
2007; Mesinger et al. 2011). While the simulations sta-
tistically agree within 10% at all redshifts, the models
agree within 50% only when compared at the same ion-
ization fraction. There are larger statistical differences
when compared at the same redshifts because of the
disagreement in reionization histories. Previous semi-
numerical methods have input astrophysical parameters
such as the star formation efficiency, photon production
efficiency, and radiation escape fraction. The output
reionization history is an end product after many com-
plex and uncertain calculations, and is not easily con-
trolled. There should be flexibility to directly choose the
reionization history as this is the primary question for
studies of the EoR.

In this paper, we present a new semi-numerical Abun-
dance Matching Box for the Epoch of Reionization (AM-
BER) code for modeling the cosmic dawn on large scales.
AMBER allows users to directly specify the reionization
history through input parameters, a useful feature for
theoretical and inference studies that is not currently
in other semi-numerical methods. Section 2 summarizes
the Simulations and Constructions of the Reionization
of Cosmic Hydrogen (SCORCH) project that is used to
motivate and calibrate AMBER. Section 3 describes the
semi-numerical methods in AMBER, including the novel
technique for matching the abundance of ionized mass or
volume. Section 4 compares AMBER against two other
semi-numerical methods, and Section 5 presents some
basic results. Further applications will be presented in
upcoming work. For example, Chen et al. (2022) mod-
els and studies the patchy kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich
(KSZ) effect, which is a promising probe of the EoR.
We conclude in Section 6 and add supplementary mate-
rial in the Appendix.

2. SCORCH

We first summarize the SCORCH project (Trac et al.
2015; Doussot et al. 2019; Chen et al. 2020) that is
used to motivate and calibrate AMBER. SCORCH is
designed to provide cosmological simulations, theoreti-
cal predictions, and mock observations to facilitate more
accurate comparisons with current and future observa-
tions. In this section, we describe the N-body simula-
tions (Sec. 2.1), the radiation-hydrodynamic simulations
(Sec. 2.2), and the reionization-redshift fields (Sec. 2.3).
The simulations are based on the concordance cosmo-
logical parameters: Q, = 0.045, Q, = 0.3, Qy = 0.7,
h =0.7, 0g = 0.8, and ng = 0.96.

2.1. N-body Simulations

In SCORCH I (Trac et al. 2015), we run 22 high-
resolution N-body simulations to quantify the abun-
dance of dark matter halos as a function mass M, ac-
cretion rate M, and redshift z during the EoR. The
N-body simulations are run using an updated particle-
particle-mesh (P3M) code with a hybrid halo finder.
Box sizes in the range 10 < L/(h™'Mpc) < 400 are
chosen to focus on the atomic cooling halos and two
realizations of each box size are run to reduce sam-
ple variance. Each simulation contains Ng, = 20483
dark matter particles and has a particle mass resolution
my, = 8.72 x 106(L/100)3 h=1 M.

We quantify and fit the halo mass function
dn/dM, mass accretion-rate relation M (M, z), and halo
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Table 1. RadHydro and AMBER Parameters

Model L [hilMpC} Ndm Ngas Nrt fS

T Zmid Az Az Aw bw Cw lmfp

Sim 0 50 2048% 2048% 5123 0.15
Sim 1 0.13
Sim 2 0.11

0.060 7.95 4.68 290 6.62 1.85 1.14 3.0
0.060 791 545 269 624 226 1.20 3.0
0.060 7.83 6.54 233 554 3.01 133 3.0

accretion-rate function dn/dM for the redshift range
z > 6. The new fit for the halo mass function is
20—40% more accurate compared to Tinker et al. (2008)
at the high-mass end hosting currently observable galax-
ies. We also model and study the galaxy-halo connection
by abundance matching observed high-redshift galaxies
with simulated dark matter halos. See Trac et al. (2015)
for more details.

In SCORCH II (Doussot et al. 2019), we also run
a high-resolution P3M simulation with Ng,, = 30723
dark matter particles in a comoving box of side length
L = 50 h~'Mpc to generate halo and galaxy catalogs for
the radiation-hydrodynamic simulations. A halo finder
is run on the fly every 20 million cosmic years to locate
dark matter halos and build merger trees. With a par-
ticle mass resolution of m, = 3.59 x 105 h=' M, we can
reliably measure halo quantities such as mass and ac-
cretion rate down to the atomic cooling limit for galaxy
formation (T ~ 10* K, M ~ 108 h=1M).

2.2. Radiation-hydrodynamic Simulations

In SCORCH II (Doussot et al. 2019), we run three
radiation-hydrodynamic simulations with the same cos-
mic initial conditions, same galaxy luminosity functions,
but with different radiation escape fraction fesc(z) mod-
els. The simulations are designed to have the same
Thomson optical depth 7 ~ 0.06, consistent with recent
CMB observations (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020),
and similar midpoints of reionization 7.5 < z < 8, but
with different evolution of the ionization fraction Z;(z).

The radiation-hydrodynamic simulations are run with
the RadHydro code, which combines N-body and hydro-
dynamic algorithms (Trac & Pen 2004) with an adaptive
raytracing algorithm (Trac & Cen 2007) to directly and
simultaneously solve collisionless dark matter dynam-
ics, collisional gas dynamics, and RT of ionizing pho-
tons. The raytracing algorithm has adaptive splitting
and merging to improve resolution and scaling. Each
simulation has Ngn, = 20483 dark matter particles,
Ngas = 20483 gas cells, N,y = 5123 RT cells, and up
to 12 billion adaptive rays in a comoving box of side
length 50 A~ 'Mpc. RadHydro has been used to simu-
late both hydrogen and helium reionization (e.g. Trac

et al. 2008; Battaglia et al. 2013b; La Plante et al. 2017;
D’Aloisio et al. 2020).

We model high-redshift galaxies using an updated
approach that allows us to systematically control the
galaxy distributions in the simulations while match-
ing the observed luminosity functions from HST (e.g.
Bouwens et al. 2015b; Finkelstein et al. 2015). We
populate dark matter halos with galaxies by abundance
matching the number densities,

ngalaxy(> LUVa Z) = nhalo(> M7 Z)7 (1)

where Lyy is the galaxy UV luminosity and M is the
halo mass accretion rate. Connecting the mass accre-
tion rate to the star formation rate allows us to model
and study the episodic nature of high-redshift galaxy
formation.

The radiation escape fraction is allowed to vary with
redshift in a power-law relation,

o) = 1 (F22) ©)

where fg is the average escape fraction at z = 8, and ag
is the power-law slope. Sim (ag =) 0 has constant fes.
and reionization starts latest but ends earliest out of the
three models. Sim 1 has fesc(z) varying linearly with
1+ 2z and is an intermediate model. Sim 2 has fesc(2)
varying quadratically and reionization starts earliest but
ends latest.

Table 1 summarizes the parameters for the three Rad-
Hydro simulations. Some additional parameters will be
presented later in the paper: the reionization history
parameters zmiq, Ay, and A, in Sec. 3.1.1, the Weibull
coefficients ay, by, and ¢, in Sec. 3.1.2, and the radia-
tion mean free path lng, in Sec. 3.4.1. Each simulation
takes approximately half a million CPU hours to run on
a supercomputer, and they are infeasible for parameter-
space studies. See SCORCH I and II (Trac et al. 2015;
Doussot et al. 2019) for more details.

2.3. Reionization-redshift Fields

The reionization-redshift field z.(x) quantifies the
timing of reionization as a function of space and has been
measured in radiation-hydrodynamic simulations (e.g.
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Figure 1. Visualization of the reionization-redshift fields z.(x) from three RadHydro simulations (SCORCH II; Doussot et al.
2019). Each image is 512 x 512 pixels from a slice that is 50 h™Mpc x 50 h~*Mpc with a thickness of ~ 100 h~'kpc. The three
simulations show remarkable similarities even with episodic star formation and varying radiation escape fractions. On large

scales, higher-density regions near sources are generally reionized earlier than lower-density regions far from sources.

Trac et al. 2008; Battaglia et al. 2013b; Kaurov 2016;
Doussot et al. 2019) and semi-analytical/numerical
models (e.g. Barkana & Loeb 2004; Alvarez et al. 2009;
Majumdar et al. 2014). Combined with the density, ve-
locity, and temperature fields, it has been used to model
the imprints of reionization on the CMB (e.g. Natarajan
et al. 2013; Battaglia et al. 2013a), 21cm (e.g. La Plante
et al. 2014; La Plante & Ntampaka 2019), and the Ly«
forest (e.g. D’Aloisio et al. 2015, 2019).

We construct the reionization-redshift field for a given
RadHydro simulation while it is running. For each gas
cell, we save the redshift at which the majority of the
mass is ionized in a three-dimensional array. Previously
in Battaglia et al. (2013b), we studied both 50% and
90% ionization thresholds and find no significant differ-
ences at the resolutions of interest. Statistically, the au-
tocorrelations and cross correlations of the z,(x) fields
for these two cases are almost identical. For the vast ma-
jority of gas cells, once they start to ionize they quickly
become almost fully ionized, but not entirely because of
recombinations. Thus, we adopt a nominal 50% ioniza-
tion value for the RadHydro simulations in SCORCH II
(Doussot et al. 2019) and throughout this paper.

Figure 1 is a visualization of the reionization-redshift
fields zye () from the three RadHydro simulations. They
show remarkable similarities even with episodic star for-
mation p,(x,z) and varying radiation escape fractions
fesc(2). The z(x) field is highly correlated with the
matter density field p(x) on large scales since the higher-
density regions near sources are generally reionized ear-
lier than the lower-density regions far from sources (e.g.
Barkana & Loeb 2004; Trac et al. 2008). In Battaglia
et al. (2013a), we find that these two fields are corre-
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Figure 2. Distribution of fractional differences €, in the
reionization-redshift fields z..(x) for the RadHydro Sims 0
and 2 relative to Sim 1. Prior to abundance matching (solid),
the distributions are skewed because of the different reioniza-
tion histories. After abundance matching to have the same
mass-weighted (M) or volume-weighted (V) ionization frac-
tions, the distributions are approximately Gaussian with zero
mean and small widths.

lated down to Mpc scales and can be related using a
first-order, scale-dependent bias in Fourier space.

2.3.1.

Cross Correlations

The reionization-redshift fields are quantitatively very
similar when we account for the different reionization
histories. To show this, we take the z.(x) fields from
Sims 0 and 2 and individually scale the redshift values
for each grid cell without changing their spatial rank
order such that they have the same ionization fraction



AMBER 5

Sim 0
102 A — Sim1
Sim 2

2
7z

10734

1.3 Sim 0

1.2+ Sim 2

11 e

72

1.0] cocosssssousssGoiIng.. e .v,.;'.s"';

0.9 1

0.8
L I

—
-

0.95 N
0.90 1 X
\
< 0.85 \
= \
\
0.801 \
\
0.751 \

0.70 1

0?1 1?0 16.0
k [h/Mpc]

Figure 3. Top: autopower spectra of the RadHydro
reionization-redshift fields zr.(x) prior to abundance match-
ing. All of the spectra have a characteristic peak on larger
scales and a power-law break on smaller scales. Center: the
redshift bias b,, is nonunity when crosscorrelating the origi-
nal z..(x) fields, but is much closer to unity after abundance
matching to have the same mass-weighted (M) or volume-
weighted (V) ionization fractions. Bottom: the cross cor-
relation 7,, shows that the original fields are already very
highly correlated on scales k < 10 h/Mpc and abundance
matching still preserves this correlation.

Zo,2(2) = T1(2) as Sim 1. We are matching the abun-
dance of ionized mass or volume at all redshifts, which
we call abundance matching the reionization history
(Sec. 3.4.2 for more details). Alvarez & Abel (2012) use
a similar technique to rescale the reionization-redshift
field in their semi-numerical method. Here we con-

sider both mass-weighted Z; M (%) and volume-weighted
Z;,v(z) ionization fractions.

To compare the z,(x) fields cell by cell, we define the
fractional difference field,

[1+ ze(@)] = [1 + 21 (2)]

Gz(af) = 1+ ((E) ) (3)

for Sim 0 or 2 relative to Sim 1 and then calculate the
probability distribution function (PDF) of €,. Figure
2 shows the distribution of fractional differences for the
Zre(z) fields at the RT resolution /,; = 98 h~kpc, which
is approximately ten times smaller than the typical mesh
cell size used in semi-numerical models. The difference
distributions for the original Sims 0 and 2 are skewed be-
cause the reionization histories differ from that of Sim
1. After abundance matching, the distributions are ap-
proximately Gaussian with zero mean and small root-
mean-square differences o, = ((¢,(x) — &,)%)1/2 < 0.01.
We find very similar results when matching either the
mass-weighted or the volume-weighted ionization frac-
tions.

To correlate the fields, we define the normalized red-
shift field,

1+ zre(x)] — [1 + Zre)
1+ Ze ’ @)

d.(x) =

where Z.. is the volume-weighted average value, and
Fourier transform to get d,(k) for all three simulations.
Generally, the two-point power spectrum and its dimen-
sionless version are defined as

P (k) = (0:i(k)d;(k)), (5)
3
A% (k) = 2%Pij(k), (6)

where ¢ = j for autocorrelations and ¢ # j for cross cor-
relations. For comparing two different fields, we quantify
with the bias and cross correlation,

bij(k) = g;ilz)) (7)
ri(k) = Fii (k)

NiOIO) ®)

The field d; is said to be biased, unbiased, or underbiased
relative to §; for b;; > 1, = 1, and < 1, respectively.
Similarly, the fields and their fluctuations are said to be
correlated, uncorrelated, and anticorrelated for r;; > 0,
=0, and < 0, with perfect correlation or anticorrelation
given by the limits r;; = 1 and = —1, respectively.
Figure 3 shows the autopower spectra for the z.(x)
fields prior to abundance matching. On larger scales,
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the dimensionless spectra similarly peak at & ~ 0.3 —
0.4 h/Mpc. As this is only a factor of 3 from the Rad-
Hydro simulation box limit kmin = 27/L, the peak scale
may possibly be underestimated. Nonetheless, this sug-
gests that reionization simulations and semi-numerical
models must have box lengths > 20 h~!Mpc in order
to capture the relevant large-scale fluctuations and cor-
relations in the reionization-redshift field. The spec-
tra similarly decline in power-law form on intermediate
scales until k£ ~ 10 h/Mpc, followed by steeper decline
on smaller scales down to the RT Nyquist frequency.

We also crosscorrelate Sims 0 and 2 relative to Sim 1
and plot the bias b,, and normalized cross correlation
T4, in Figure 3. Using the normalized fields d,(x) par-
tially adjusts for the different redshift midpoints, but the
shorter and longer durations result in lower and higher
bias for the original Sims 0 and 2, respectively. After
abundance matching, the b,,(k) curves are unity at the
box scale and deviate by only < 10% at the RT reso-
lution scale. The cross correlations show that the orig-
inal fields are already very highly correlated, allowing
abundance matching to be applied correctly. The r,,(k)
curves are exactly unity at the largest scale and remain
within a few percent on scales & < 10 h/Mpc.

All of these results lead to new ideas for AMBER:
there is a spatial order to the reionization process, and
abundance matching can be applied to a correlated field
to accurately predict the reionization-redshift field.

3. AMBER

The AMBER code provides a novel semi-numerical
method for modeling the cosmic dawn on large scales.
The new algorithm is not based on the ESF for directly
predicting the ionization fraction field (e.g. Furlanetto
et al. 2004), but takes the novel approach of calculat-
ing the reionization-redshift field z..(x) assuming that
the hydrogen gas encountering higher radiation inten-
sity are photoionized earlier. Redshift values are as-
signed while matching the abundance of ionized mass
according to a given mass-weighted ionization fraction
Z;i(z). The code has the unique advantage of allowing
users to directly specify the reionization history through
input parameters, a useful feature for theoretical and in-
ference studies. In this section, we describe the major
model components: reionization history (Sec. 3.1), La-
grangian perturbation theory (LPT) for the large-scale
structure (Sec. 3.2), ESF for the halo mass density field
(Sec. 3.3), and abundance matching for the reionization-
redshift field (Sec. 3.4).

3.1. Retonization History

The reionization history Z;(z) directly affects EoR ob-
servables. For example, the integrated Thomson opti-
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Figure 4. Top: the evolution of the mass-weighted ion-
ization fraction with redshift from the RadHydro simula-
tions (solid) and the Weibull functions (dashed). The an-
alytical parameterizations accurately capture the redshift-
asymmetric form of the simulated reionization histories.
Bottom: the typical differences in ionization fractions are
|AZi| < 0.01, while the maximum differences of |AZ;| < 0.02
are typically found near the end of the EoR, which are un-
certain in the simulations.

cal depth and the evolution of the global 21cm bright-
ness temperature depend linearly on the ionized electron
fraction Z¢(z) and neutral hydrogen fraction Zyi(z), re-
spectively. In Trac (2018), we show that the reionization
histories of the RadHydro simulations can be effectively
and accurately described by the redshift midpoint, du-
ration, and asymmetry parameters. We will here gener-
alize and improve the approach for AMBER.

The reionization history is quantified by the average
ionized hydrogen fraction, which can be mass-weighted
or volume-weighted. We work with the mass-weighted
version Zjy as the volume-averaged ionized hydrogen
number density is given by

NHILV = Ti,MNH,V- 9)

A common misconception is that the volume-averaged
ionized density is instead proportional to the volume-
weighted ionization fraction. See Chen et al. (2020) for
clarification. We will typically work with mass-weighted
fractions and volume-averaged densities and drop the
subscripts to simplify the notation.

3.1.1. Midpoint, Duration, and Asymmetry

The redshift midpoint zy;q, duration A,, and asym-
metry A, are input parameters, which in turn give three
ionization points. For the early, middle, and late stages
of reionization, let the redshifts zear > Zmid > Z1at cOI-
respond to the ionization fractions ZTear < Tmid < Tlat-
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We take zpniq as the redshift midpoint and define the
duration,
A, = Zear — Zlats (10)

and asymmetry,

Az = Zear — Zmid (11)

Zmid — Zlat

The other two redshifts are then given by

= i + 222 (12)
Zear = Zmid 1+ Az’
ALA,
Zlat = ”Amid — 1+ A, = Zear — Az~ (13)

Instantaneous reionization models would correspond to
A, = 0, but reionization is an extended process with
finite A, > 0. Symmetric reionization histories would
correspond to A, = 1, but reionization simulations typi-
cally find that the early stage of reionization takes longer
than the later stage such that A, > 1.

Table 1 lists the midpoint, duration, and asymme-
try parameters for the three RadHydro simulations.
In Doussot et al. (2019), we take Zpig = 0.50 and
present two practical choices for the other ionization
points. In the first case, we choose quartile ioniza-
tion fractions (Zear, Z1at) = (0.25,0.75) and A, is anal-
ogous to a full width half max. In the second case,
we take (Zear, Tlat) = (0.05,0.95) and A, more effec-
tively quantifies the whole EoR. We will adopt the latter
as the default convention throughout this paper. AM-
BER users can specify other values, but extreme choices
(6.8 Tear < 0.01, Tppy = 0.99) are not recommended be-
cause the start and end of the EoR are not well defined
and are difficult to determine precisely.

3.1.2.  Analytical Interpolating Function

Once the midpoint, duration, and asymmetry param-
eters are specified and used to calculate three ioniza-
tion points, we use an analytical interpolating function
to calculate the reionization history. In Trac (2018),
we use Lagrange interpolating functions to construct an
analytical function for the ionization fraction x;(z) that
exactly fits the ionization points. For three points, the
interpolating polynomial is a quadratic, which has the
advantage of being invertible but has the disadvantage of
being nonmonotonic. A log transformation of the vari-
ables improves monotonicity over the relevant redshift
range, but it is not an ideal solution.

In AMBER, we interpolate the three ionization points
with a modified Weibull function (Weibull 1951),

7i(2) = exp [— max (Z o o) CW} . (4)

where the coefficients ay,, by, ¢ are all positive values.
Note that ay, corresponds to zenq when zeng = 1 and
the max function ensures full ionization at lower red-
shifts. In Appendix A, we show that the coefficients can
be easily determined by first solving a nonlinear equa-
tion for ¢y, and then substituting its value into algebraic
equations for the other two coefficients. We find that
solutions exist for the asymmetry range A, < 15, which
is more than sufficient for parameter space studies. We
also experimented with a generalized logistic function
(Richards 1959), but find that it is limited to A, < 5.
The Weibull function can be analytically inverted,

2(1) = aw + by Iz (15)

which is a useful feature for our abundance matching
technique.

Table 1 lists the Weibull coefficients for the three Rad-
Hydro simulations. The offset ay, determines when the
function reaches unity, and it decreases when reioniza-
tion ends later. The divisor by, controls the stretch in
redshift, and it increases with the duration A,. The
power c¢,, controls the steepness of the function, and it
is inversely related to the asymmetry A,. In general,
changing one of the reionization shape parameters while
holding the other two fixed affects all three Weibull co-
efficients.

Figure 4 compares the evolution of the mass-weighted
ionization fraction z;(z) from the RadHydro simulations
with the Weibull functions. The analytical parameteri-
zations are excellent matches to the simulated reioniza-
tion histories. The typical differences are only |AZ;| <
0.01, while the maximum differences of |AZ;| < 0.02 are
found near the end of the EoR, which is not accurately
captured in reionization simulations and semi-analytical
models. We find that the Weibull function gives slightly
better fits than Lagrange interpolation and is valid for
a larger range of parameter space.

3.2. Lagrangian Perturbation Theory

LPT is used to generate initial conditions for cosmo-
logical simulations and semi-analytical methods. LPT
is also used in semi-numerical models of reionization to
efficiently model the evolved matter distribution in the
moderately nonlinear regime because particles can be
simply advanced to any given redshift without having
to iteratively perform expensive force calculations and
time integration like in N-body and hydro simulations.
Furthermore, on moderately nonlinear scales, the dark
matter and gas distributions are highly correlated and
assumed to exactly trace each other. We will here test
these assumptions and techniques for evolving the large-
scale structure and constructing the density and velocity
fields in AMBER.
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In first-order LPT, otherwise known as the Zel’dovich
Approximation (Zel’Dovich 1970), each particle moves
in a straight line with displacement and velocity,

x =q— D(2)Vo(q), (16)

v =—D(2)f(2)H(2)Ve(q), (17)
where ¢ is the Lagrangian coordinate, ¢(q) is the La-
grangian potential, D(z) is the density linear growth fac-
tor, f(2) is the velocity linear growth factor, and H(z) is
the Hubble function. In second-order LPT (e.g. Bouchet
et al. 1995; Scoccimarro 1998), each particle moves in a
slightly curved trajectory with displacement and veloc-
ity,

x=q— D1V¢1 + DoV, (18)
vV = —lele¢1 + D2f2HVqS2, (19)

where ¢;(q), Di(z), and f;(z) are the usual terms calcu-
lated at the ith-order. The spatial information is con-
tained in the Lagrangian potentials, which only have to
be computed once, while the time evolution is governed
by the growth factors, which are more straightforward
to calculate.

For modeling the EoR, we find that 2LPT is more
accurate than 1LPT at length scales < 1 Mpc and red-
shifts z 2 5. Third-order LPT (e.g. Bouchet et al. 1995;
Scoccimarro 1998) and augmented LPT (e.g. Kitaura &
Hess 2013; Neyrinck 2016) have been shown to offer only
small improvements at lower redshifts far after the end
of the EoR. Hence, we will generally use second-order
theory and will simply refer to it as LPT throughout
the remainder of this paper.

3.2.1. Density Fields

Density fields are constructed from the LPT particles
using techniques from particle-mesh (PM) methods. In
N-body simulations, particles are added to a Cartesian
mesh to create a density field for solving Poisson’s equa-
tion with Fast Fourier Transforms (FFT). In large-scale
structure analyses, galaxies or halos are added to a grid
to create a density field for calculating the power spec-
trum. Similar techniques are also used in other semi-
numerical models of reionization, but we will describe
an improved implementation for AMBER.

There is a hierarchy of particle assignment schemes,
and the first three are called the nearest grid point
(NGP), cloud-in-cell (CIC), and triangular-shaped cells
(TSC). The mass assignment process interpolates the
discrete distribution of particles and can be interpreted
as convolving and sampling the underlying density field
p(x) to produce a discretized density field,

p@n) = [ p@Won(en @bz, (20)

where Wpm(x) is the PM assignment window function.
See Hockney & Eastwood (1988) for a seminal review.

The particle assignments introduce effects such as
aliasing, smoothing, and shot noise that have to be ac-
counted for (e.g. Jing 2005). While the latter two effects
can have analytical corrections, the first is especially
problematic. Hockney & Eastwood (1988) have sug-
gested that interlacing two or more staggered meshes
can reduce aliasing. Interlacing has been used to im-
prove force calculations in N-body simulations (Couch-
man 1991), produce more accurate overdensity fields for
power spectra estimation (Sefusatti et al. 2016), and re-
cently implemented in the nbodykit package (Hand et al.
2018).

We use the interlacing technique to produce more ac-
curate and robust density fields in AMBER. We con-
struct the first density field p;(x) as normal, while for
the second density mesh pso(x), the particle positions
are shifted by half of a grid cell spacing in each direc-
tion by adding the vector Az = (I./2,1./2,1./2), which
is equivalent to shifting the mesh by the opposite vec-
tor. In Fourier space, the two transformed fields are
combined into a single, effective field as

[p1(k) + €A py (k)] /2

p(k) = Wom ()

(21)

The twiddle factor e** A% multiplied to the second trans-
formed field accounts for the shifted particle positions.
We also deconvolve the effects of smoothing by dividing
with the Fourier transform of the assignment window
function,

sin(fxlo/2) sin(kyle/2) sin(k,l/2) |7
(kxle/2)(kyle/2)(kzlc/2)

where p = 1, 2, and 3 for the NGP, CIC, and TSC
schemes, respectively.

For comparison, we construct the AMBER, and Rad-
Hydro density fields at two resolutions, using a 643 mesh
with cell size I. = 0.8 h~'Mpc and a 5123 mesh with
cell size [, = 0.1 h='Mpec. The fiducial lower resolu-
tion is more typical of semi-numerical models, while the
higher resolution allows us to test the limits of LPT. The
AMBER density fields are efficiently made using equal
numbers of LPT particles as mesh cells. The RadHy-
dro density fields are made by simply binning the 20483
dark matter particles and the 20483 gas cells down to
the appropriate size meshes.

Figure 5 is a visualization of the matter density fields
p(x) at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro and AMBER.
The LPT particles are assigned using the TSC scheme
with interlacing and deconvolution. Both images are
shown with the higher-resolution pixels in order to see

me(k) - ’ (22)
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Figure 5. Visualization of the matter density fields p(x)/(p) at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro (left) and AMBER (right). Each
image is 512 x 512 pixels from a slice that is 50 A~ 'Mpc x 50 A~ *Mpc with a thickness of ~ 1A~ *Mpc. The RadHydro matter
and gas (not shown) distributions are visually indistinguishable on the scales of interest. The AMBER density field, made by
assigning the LPT particles using the TSC scheme with interlacing and deconvolution, also closely resembles the RadHydro

results.

the large-scale structure more clearly, but have been
averaged along the line of sight at the lower resolu-
tion. The RadHydro matter and gas (not shown) den-
sity fields are visually indistinguishable, while the AM-
BER density field also has close resemblance, but minor
smoothing is visible in the small-scale, high-density re-
gions. At the lower resolution, the AMBER and Rad-
Hydro fields are indistinguishable, though the images
appear quite pixelated.

Figure 6 compares the one-point PDF of the relative
density p/(p) =1+ 0 at redshift z = 8. The RadHydro
matter and gas distributions are in very good agreement
even at the higher resolution. For AMBER, the TSC
assignment scheme with interlacing and deconvolution
gives the best agreement, and we only show this case
to avoid overcrowding the plot. The results are also in
very good agreement at the fiducial resolution, but not
at the higher resolution. LPT calculated at second or-
der or even higher order cannot capture the nonlinear
shell-crossing on smaller scales and therefore underre-
solves high-density, collapsed regions. The disagreement
in underdense regions is not concerning because it is due
to the much smaller number of LPT particles and the
different assignment and deconvolution process for AM-
BER. We would find the same effects for RadHydro if
we use a lower-resolution simulation and not done the
simple binning.

10!
Mat, 0.1 Mpc/h
— Gas
o —— LPT, TSC
1074 Mat, 0.8 Mpc/h
Gas
—— LPT, TSC
101 4
'
[a]
o
102 4
1073 4
10+ T T
0.1 1 10 100
o/{p)

Figure 6. One-point probability distribution functions of
the density fields at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro and
AMBER. The RadHydro matter and gas distributions are
identical at the fiducial lower resolution and in very good
agreement at the higher resolution. For AMBER, using LPT
with the TSC scheme also gives very good agreement at the
fiducial lower resolution. The differences in the high-density
tails of the PDFs are due to reduced gravitational collapse
and imperfect deconvolution for LPT.

Figure 7 shows the density autopower spectra A2, (k)
at redshift z = 8 and cross correlations relative to the
RadHydro matter overdensity 6,,. All of the dimen-
sionless power spectra continue to increase in amplitude
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Figure 7. Top: autopower spectra of the density fields at
redshift z = 8 from RadHydro and AMBER. Center: for
RadHydro, the density bias bqq of the gas relative to the mat-
ter is unity for & < 10 h/Mpc and the suppression on smaller
scales is due to Jeans smoothing from the gas pressure. For
AMBER, the TSC assignment scheme with interlacing and
deconvolution gives more correct power than the NGP and
CIC schemes, which tend to overshoot near the Nyquist fre-
quency because of aliasing. Bottom: the cross correlation
raq of the gas relative to the matter is unity nearly down to
the smallest scale probed. Assigning LPT particles with the
TSC scheme significantly improves the cross correlations.

toward smaller scales, typical for cold dark matter dom-
inated models. For the fiducial lower resolution, the
power reaches a maximum value of only A%, ~ 0.2.
As this is still in the quasi-linear regime, 2LPT is an

accurate and efficient approach for modeling the mass
distribution and density field.

The RadHydro matter and gas perfectly trace each
other with bias bgq = 1 and cross correlation rqq = 1
for £ < 10 h/Mpc. The suppression in the gas bias on
smaller scales is due to the Jeans smoothing from the gas
pressure that opposes gravitational collapse. For AM-
BER, the LPT bias starts out at unity on the largest
scales, is still within a few percent for & 2 1 h/Mpc, but
drops to ~ 0.9 by k£ ~ 10 h/Mpc. However, the nor-
malized cross correlation is still closer to unity down to
smaller scales, showing that the density perturbations
are highly in phased even though the amplitudes may
differ. We find that using the TSC assignment scheme
with interlacing and deconvolution gives more accurate
autopower and cross-power spectra. The NGP and CIC
results tend to be overbiased and undercorrelated near
the Nyquist frequency kny = 7/Ax because of aliasing.
Our results are similar to the previous findings by Se-
fusatti et al. (2016), who present a thorough analysis of
how interlacing can reduce aliasing and improve power
spectrum estimation.

3.2.2. Velocity Fields

Velocity fields are constructed similarly to the den-
sity fields by assigning the LPT particles to interlaced
meshes. For a given mesh cell, the velocity v is a
weighted average of the individual velocities v; from all
overlapping particles,

v = Z i v; = 2 wivi (23)

f Wtot - Zwi’

where w; and w;o; are the individual and total mass
assignment weights, respectively. With the NGP as-
signment scheme, we find that some cells can have no
overlapping particles and therefore undefined velocities.
Both the CIC and TSC schemes work better in prac-
tice with no empty cells and missing velocities for our
moderately clustered distribution of LPT particles.

Figure 8 is a visualization of the line-of-sight compo-
nent of the velocity fields v(x) at redshift z = 8 from
RadHydro and AMBER. The velocity images are con-
structed using the same approach as for the density
images (Fig. 5). The shown images with the higher-
resolution pixels are visually similar and have an even
closer resemblance with lower-resolution pixels. The
RadHydro and AMBER velocity fields show large coher-
ence lengths that are actually underestimated because
of the moderate simulation box length L = 50 h~'Mpc.
We will discuss this interesting feature in more detail
below.

Figure 9 compares the one-point PDF of the veloc-
ity components v C (vx,vy,v,), at redshift z = 8. The
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Figure 8. Visualization of the line-of-sight component of the velocity fields v(x) at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro (left) and
AMBER (right). Each image is 512 x 512 pixels from a slice that is 50 A~ *Mpc x 50 h~*Mpc with a thickness of ~ 1A~ 'Mpc.
The RadHydro and AMBER velocity fields both show large coherence lengths that are actually underestimated by the moderate

simulation box length.
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Figure 9. One-point probability distribution functions of
the velocity components at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro
and AMBER. The RadHydro matter and gas distributions
are nearly identical Gaussians, while the AMBER LPT re-
sults are also in very good agreement at both resolutions.
The differences in the tails of the PDF's are due to nonpre-
sent virialization and imperfect deconvolution for LPT.

RadHydro matter and gas velocity distributions are in
excellent agreement, even more so than their density dis-
tributions. All of the distributions are Gaussian, and the
widths decrease slightly by a few percent for the fidu-
cial lower resolution. For AMBER, the CIC and TSC
assignment schemes with interlacing and deconvolution
give similarly accurate results, and we only show the lat-

ter to avoid overcrowding the plot. The differences in the
tails of the PDF's are due to the RadHydro simulations
having slightly faster velocities because of virialization
in rare, collapsed regions.

Figure 10 shows the velocity autopower spectra
Ay (k) and the cross correlations relative to the RadHy-
dro matter velocity vy,. We individually compare and
average over each velocity component v C (vy, vy, vy).
The velocity power spectrum declines in amplitude to-
ward smaller scales, unlike the density power spec-
trum (Fig. 7). In linear theory, the transformed ve-
locity field is related to the matter overdensity field
as v(k) o (k/k?)d(k), and therefore the power is pre-
dominantly coming from larger scales. This explains
the large coherence length seen in the velocity images
(Fig. 8). While radiation-hydrodynamic simulations
are still computationally too expensive, semi-numerical
methods are sufficiently efficient to afford large box
sizes of > 500 h~'Mpc, which is necessary to capture
the large-scale power and accurately model the velocity
fields.

The RadHydro matter and gas velocities perfectly
trace each other with bias b,, = 1 and cross correla-
tion ryy = 1 for & < 20 h/Mpc, even to smaller scales
compared to their densities (Fig. 7). For AMBER, the
NGP assignment scheme gives incorrect bias and poor
stochasticity when we simply set the velocities to zero
where ever it is undefined. The CIC and TSC assign-
ment schemes have similarly accurate bias, but the lat-
ter has preferably better cross correlation. For the ve-
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Figure 10. Top: autopower spectra of the velocity fields
at redshift z = 8 from RadHydro and AMBER. Center: for
RadHydro, the velocity bias by of the gas relative to the
matter is unity for £ < 20 h/Mpc. For AMBER, the CIC
and TSC assignment schemes with interlacing and decon-
volution give similarly accurate bias, but the NGP scheme
can produce undefined velocities that lead to incorrect bias.
Bottom: the cross correlation ry, of the gas relative to the
matter is unity nearly down to the smallest scale probed.
Assigning LPT particles with the TSC scheme significantly
improves the cross correlations.

locity bias, the lower-resolution results diverge from the
higher-resolution ones at larger scales compared to the
density bias. The velocity field is a weighted average
of the particle velocities (Eq. 23) and a simple decon-
volution using the mass assignment window function
(Eq. 22) is only approximately correct.

In AMBER, we adopt the TSC assignment scheme
with interlacing and deconvolution as the default
method for constructing density and velocity fields from
the LPT particles. This approach reduces aliasing and
smoothing, and produces the most accurate one-point
distributions and two-point correlations. Accurate den-
sity and velocity fields are essential components for mod-
eling EoR observables. The 21cm signal and Lya forest
both depend on the neutral hydrogen density ngi(x)
and line-of-sight velocity field wvjos(x). For the CMB,
the patchy Thomson optical depth and patchy KSZ ef-
fect depend on the electron number density ne(x) and
line-of-sight momentum n.(x)vies(x), respectively.

3.3. FEzcursion Set Formalism

The ESF (Bond et al. 1991) is used to model the col-
lapsed mass fraction and the halo mass function in ex-
tended Press-Schecter theory (EPS). ESF has the advan-
tage of being orders of magnitude faster than an N-body
simulation and halo finding, but it is known to only pro-
duce approximately correct results. In the majority of
semi-numerical methods for reionization, it is used to
model both the collapsed mass and ionization fraction
field (e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2004). For AMBER, we use
ESF only for modeling the halo mass density field.

We will first summarize ESF and then test its accuracy
for modeling the halo mass density field in AMBER.
The linearly extrapolated overdensity field dg is filtered
to produce

de(x) = /50(93')Wf(w —z)d*z’, (24)
o¢(k) = do(k)Wr(k), (25)

where the window function Wt is usually taken to be a
sharp k-space filter,

W (r) = ﬁ [sin(r/Rsx) — (r/Rsk) cos(r/Rsk)]

(26)
1 kRy <1
W (k) = k=0 (27)
0 otherwise
or a spherical tophat filter,
3/(47R3 <R
Win(r) = { &/ GrBw) 1S R (28)
0 otherwise
3
Win(k) = ———— [sin(kRn) — (kR ) cos(kR .
(29)

The convolution is rapidly computed in Fourier space
after transforming with highly optimized FFTs.



AMBER 13

Mpc/h

-20 -10 0 10 20 -20 -10 0 10 20 -20 -10
Mpc/h Mpc/h

ESF-L-sk ESF-L-th

ESF-E-sk

10 20 -20 -10 0 10 20 -20 -10 O 10 20

Mpc/h Mpc/h

Figure 11. Visualization of the halo mass density fields pn(2)/{pn) for Mmin = 10® h™' Mg at z = 8 from a N-body simulation
and with the Lagrangian (L) and Eulerian (E) implementations of the excursion set formalism (ESF). For ESF-L and ESF-E, we
study both sharp k-space (sk) and tophat (th) filters. Each image is 64 x 64 pixels from a slice that is 50 A~ 'Mpc x 50 h~*Mpc
with a thickness of ~ 1h~'Mpc. The ESF-L images appear very similar to the N-body result, but the ESF-E images show

higher halo mass densities in collapsed regions.

In a large-scale region with filtered overdensity d¢, the
collapsed fraction of matter in halos above a minimum
mass M, is given by the EPS result (Lacey & Cole
1993),

ol = erfc
Jean [ma?(Mmm)—oz(Ms)]

60(2) - 5f 1 ) (30)

The variance of the linear density fluctuations,
smoothed on mass scale Mg, is calculated as

o?(M,) = / AL ()W (B)Pdink,  (31)

where AZ (k) is the dimensionless linear power spec-
trum, and Wy, (k) is the spherical tophat filter with co-
moving radius Ry = [M,/(47po/3)]"/®. The correspond-

ing collapsed overdensity barrier is given by

0u(s) = (32)
where d..it =~ 1.686 is the spherical collapse value, and
D(z) is the linear growth factor. Note that the red-
shift dependence only explicitly shows up in Equation
32, while the other functions and fields have already
been linearly extrapolated to z = 0.

In the original version of ESF (e.g. Bond et al. 1991;
Lacey & Cole 1993), the filtering is done in Lagrangian
(q) space on the initial overdensity field. In an alterna-
tive version that is used in some semi-numerical models
of reionization (e.g Mesinger et al. 2011; Zahn et al.
2011), the filtering is done in Eulerian (x) space on the
evolved density field. We will refer to these versions as
ESF-L and ESF-E, respectively.

When the filter window function Wt is chosen to be
a spherical tophat function, it is natural to set the fil-
ter radius Ry, to be equal to the comoving radius Rg
in the variance. For the sharp k-space function, it

is unclear how to choose the filter radius Rg.. Fol-
lowing Lacey & Cole (1993), we will simply choose
R = [M/(6mpo)]'/* = [2/(9m)]'/*R;.

For ellipsoidal collapse, Sheth, Mo, & Tormen (2001)
propose a moving barrier d.(c, z) with three coeflicients
that can be changed in order to match the halo mass
functions from N-body simulations. Their moving bar-
rier is used for determining when halos collapse following
the peak-patch approach of Bond & Myers (1996). How-
ever, it is not self-consistent to simply use their d.(o, z)
in Equation 30 to calculate the collapsed fraction. Fur-
thermore, the proposed functional form for d.(c, z) may
not be valid for all halo mass functions (e.g. Robertson
et al. 2009). The Sheth & Tormen (1999) halo mass
function corresponding to this moving barrier does not
agree with the more recent halo mass functions for the
EoR in SCORCH I (Trac et al. 2015). Therefore, we
will use the spherical overdensity d.(z) rather than the
ellipsoidal collapse barrier.

3.3.1. Halo Mass Density Fields

We construct halo mass density fields with ESF and
compare them against results from a high-resolution N-
body simulation. For reference, we use the halo catalog
from SCORCH II (Sec. 2.1) and select all halos above
a minimum mass My, = 108 iflMQ7 which corre-
sponds to the atomic cooling limit for galaxy formation
at redshift z ~ 8. To assign the halo mass to interlaced
meshes, we choose the CIC scheme as it gives both re-
duced aliasing and strong correlation with the matter
density field. The NGP scheme has the most aliasing,
while the TSC scheme has the most stochasticity as it
spreads the small halos over too many larger grid cells.

For ESF-L, we calculate the collapsed fraction and
mass in Lagrangian space,

mcoll(q) = fcoll(q)mp7 (33>
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Figure 12. Top: autopower spectra of the halo mass den-
sity fields for Mmin = 108 hilM@ at z = 8 from an N-body
simulation and from ESF-L and ESF-E with sharp k-space
(sk) and tophat (th) filters. Center: relative to the N-body
halos, ESF-L has better halo bias b, that is closer to unity
than ESF-E. Bottom: ESF-L also has better halo cross cor-
relation ry, that is closer to unity than ESF-E.

for LPT particles of mass my, move the particles to their
comoving positions « (Eq. 18), and then assign the col-
lapsed mass to the interlaced meshes (Eq. 21) to obtain
the halo mass density field pn(x). For ESF-E, we cal-
culate the collapsed fraction field in Eulerian space, and
then the halo mass density field is calculated as

pu(T) = feon(z)pm[l + D(2)d¢ ()], (34)

where py, is the average matter density, and the growth
factor D(z) reverses the linear extrapolation done ear-
lier.

ESF requires that the mass smoothing scale M be
greater than the minimum halo mass My;, in Equation
30. The smoothing scale also cannot be lower than the
particle mass resolution. For the fiducial lower resolu-
tion with 642 particles on a 64> mesh in the 50 A~ Mpc
box, the particle mass is m, = 4.0 x 1019 LM, and
the cubical cell size is . = 0.8 h~'Mpc. Therefore,
we will choose and vary the smoothing scales such that
M > m,, and Ry = [M,/(4mpo/3)]"/® 2 0.5 h~'Mpc.

Figure 11 is a visualization of the halo mass density
fields pn(x)/{pn) for My, = 108 h™1Mg at z = 8.
Here, we normalize each density field using the same
mean (pp) taken from the N-body result to preserve
the relative differences in py,(x). We also use the fidu-
cial smoothing scale My = my. The halo images ap-
pear more pixelated than the corresponding density and
velocity images (Fig. 5,8) because of the lower resolu-
tion shown here. The ESF-L images with the sharp
k-space and tophat filters are remarkably similar to the
N-body result, but the ESF-E images are noticeably dif-
ferent. ESF-E produces relatively higher halo densities
in prominent collapsed regions and lower values else-
where, and this larger range of density contrast can be
traced back to using the evolved density field rather than
the initial density field for the filtering process.

Figure 12 shows the halo autopower spectra A2, (k)
and cross correlations. The halo power spectrum is ap-
proximately power-law with slope n = dIn P/dInk =~
—1.5 at z = 8. In comparison with the matter power
spectrum (Fig. 7), we find scale-dependent halo-matter
bias bnm (k) with a large-scale value of =~ 3.7. Simi-
larly, the halo-matter cross correlation 7y, (k) is close
to unity on the largest scales, but drops below 0.9 for
k 2 1 h/Mpc. Therefore, we cannot accurately model
the halo mass density field assuming linear bias, even if
we allow for scale dependence.

In cross correlation with the N-body halo mass den-
sity field, the ESF-L with the sharp k-space filter gives
the best agreement, closely followed by with the tophat
filter. Both the bias by, (k) and cross correlation ruy (k)
differ from unity by < 0.05 down to the smallest scale
shown. The strong agreement is remarkable given that
we have adopted nominal choices for the filter radius Rgy
and collapse barrier d. without any fine-tuning. ESF-
E with either the sharp k-space or tophat filter gives
poorer agreement with the N-body results. The larger
amplitude in the power spectrum and bias is consistent
with the larger range in the density contrast seen in the
halo density images (Fig. 11).
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Figure 13. Left: the mass-weighted average collapse fraction of matter in halos above a minimum mass M, at fixed ESF
smoothing radius R = 0.5 h~*Mpc. ESF-L with the sharp k-space filter gives the best agreement with the N-body halo results,
while ESF-E significantly overpredicts the average collapse fraction. Right: the variation in the average collapse fraction with
R, at fixed Mpin = 108 h™*Mg. The ESF-L values only vary by < 10%, while the ESF-E results are highly sensitive to the

choice of smoothing and filtering scales.

We now vary the minimum halo mass My, and
smoothing mass Mg and quantify the mass-weighted av-
erage collapse fraction (feon) in Figure 13. As My
is increased above the atomic cooling limit while fix-
ing My = 4 x 101 h=*M and R, = 0.5 h~'Mpc, we
again find that ESF-L with the sharp k-space filter gives
the best agreement, followed by with the tophat filter.
However, ESF-E overpredicts the average collapse frac-
tion by a factor of 2 3, with increasingly larger differ-
ences toward higher M,,;,. Note that we should expect
small differences in the average collapse fraction. In the
N-body halo finder (Trac et al. 2015), the halo mass
Moo is defined such that the average halo density py
is 200 times the average matter density pn,(z), which is
also equal the critical density perit(2) at high redshifts.
In ESF, the halo mass is not clearly defined, although
in spherical collapse theory, the average halo density is
usually 1872 a 180 times the critical density at high
redshifts or in Einstein-de Sitter cosmologies.

As My and Ry are increased while fixing My, =
108 h='M,, we find that ESF-L gives reliably accu-
rate and stable values for the average collapsed fraction
that are within 10% of the N-body halo value. How-
ever, ESF-E gives highly variable results that are only in
agreement at large smoothing radius Ry > 10 h~!Mpc.
Similarly, we also find that the power and bias change as
the smoothing is varied, which is not found for ESF-L.

The sensitivity of ESF-E to the smoothing and fil-
tering scales is especially troublesome for the semi-
numerical models of reionization that are based on this

approach. For a given ionized region, the filtering scale
is adaptively varied until the number of ionizing pho-
tons equals the number of hydrogen atoms. For the en-
tire modeled volume, there is a distribution of filtering
scales rather than just one value, and as a consequence,
there is no one value for the average collapse fraction
and large-scale halo bias. Furthermore, as one changes
the reionization parameters, the distribution of filtering
scales will change, and so too will the halo mass den-
sity field and power spectrum, both of which should be
independent of the reionization history.

In AMBER, we adopt the ESF-L with the sharp k-
space filter as the default choice for modeling the halo
mass density field. In the next section, we will discuss
that our abundance matching technique does not depend
on the overall average density (pn) nor the overall nor-
malization of the halo bias byy,. In future work, we can
calibrate the EPS collapsed fraction relation (Eq. 30)
using the N-body simulations and halo catalogs from
SCORCH I and II. Accurate halo abundance and den-
sity fields are required to properly model high-redshift
galaxies and quasars as radiation sources.

3.4. Abundance Matching

The new idea for AMBER is that there is a spa-
tial order to the reionization process, and abundance
matching can be applied to a correlated field to accu-
rately predict the reionization-redshift field (Sec. 2.3)
such that the reionization history follows a given mass-
weighted ionization fraction (Sec. 3.1). We emphasize
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that the abundance matching technique does not de-
pend on the overall normalization of the correlated field
of interest. In Trac et al. (2008), we find that the higher-
density regions near sources are generally reionized ear-
lier than the lower-density regions far from sources in
our RadHydro simulations. Following up in Battaglia
et al. (2013b), we find that the density and reionization-
redshift fields are correlated down to Mpc scales. While
two natural choices for abundance matching are the mat-
ter density field (Sec. 3.2.1) and the halo mass density
field (Sec. 3.3.1), the radiation field is more directly rel-
evant to the photoionization of hydrogen.

3.4.1. Radiation Field

The radiation field is specified by the hydrogen pho-
toionization rate,

- %am(wdy, (35)

FHI (:c) = 471'/
VHI

where J, is the specific intensity, op is the hydro-
gen photoionization cross-section, and vy is the Lyman
limit frequency. In our RadHydro simulations, the RT
is calculated using an accurate but expensive raytrac-
ing algorithm (Trac & Cen 2007). However, this is an
unnecessarily costly approach for calculating the radia-
tion field just for abundance matching, which does not
depend on the overall normalization. In AMBER, we
model the specific intensity field as

SV(I/,:B/) €B7CB/|

J,(v,x) = /m exp <_|lmfp) d*z’, (36)

where S, is the source function, the 1/(47r?) term is the
inverse-square law for flux, and the e="/im® term is the
transmitted fraction over the radiation mean free path
Imp-

The source field is related to the specific luminosity
density and can be expressed as

Sy(v,x) = fescew (V) pste (), (37)

where pgy is the star formation rate density, €, is the
radiative energy per unit star formation rate per fre-
quency, and fesc is the radiation escape fraction (e.g.
Madau et al. 1999; Robertson et al. 2010). The star for-
mation rate density field is often modeled using the halo
mass density field,

) _ fstarphalo (CB)

Tstar

psfr(m 5 (38)
where fsar and 7gia, are the star formation efficiency and
timescale, respectively (e.g. Cen & Ostriker 1992; Trac
& Cen 2007). The source field is proportional to the

halo mass density field, while the normalization depends
on the product of several astrophysical parameters and
functions (fesc, fstar, Tstars €v), Which may have red-
shift dependence that further alters the reionization his-
tory. In semi-numerical methods based on the ESF, this
combination is often represented by a single efficiency
parameter ¢, which is generally assumed to be constant
for simplicity. With our abundance matching technique,
we do not need to specify the astrophysical quantities to
calculate the normalization of the the source field, but
instead get to cast them and their effects in terms of the
the redshift midpoint, duration, and asymmetry param-
eters that directly set the reionization history (Sec. 3.1).

In AMBER, we adopt the common assumption
Sy () < phao(x) and ignore the overall normalization
for the source field as it is not necessary for abundance
matching. The radiation field is computed quickly us-
ing FFTs to perform the convolution in Equation 36.
In practice, we can abundance match the specific in-
tensity field instead of the photoionization rate field, as
the integration over frequency only changes the overall
normalization for the latter.

We use an effective mean free path to account for the
attenuation of the radiation field. Our use of a mean
free path parameter is more physical than the maxi-
mum bubble size imposed in some semi-numerical mod-
els based on the ESF. It is more self-consistent with RT
theory (e.g. Madau et al. 1999) and in better agreement
with observational measurements (e.g. Worseck et al.
2014) extrapolated to higher redshifts for the EoR. It
also helps to mitigate uncertainties on radiation sinks.
Recently, Davies & Furlanetto (2021) have also intro-
duced an ionizing photon mean free path as an improved
alternative to the maximum filtering scale in ESF meth-
ods like 21cmFAST. Their implementation is different in
that Iy ultimately shows up in their scale-dependent
ionization criterion, whereas we use it to directly com-
pute an attenuated radiation field.

3.4.2. Reionization-redshift Fields

The reionization-redshift field z,¢(x) is assumed to be
correlated with a given field, either the matter density
field, halo mass density field, or radiation field. A re-
gion with higher matter density, halo density, or radi-
ation intensity is considered to be photoionized earlier
and has a higher reionization redshift. The abundance
matching technique assigns redshift values such that the
reionization history follows a given mass-weighted ion-
ization fraction Zi(z), specified with the redshift mid-
point, duration, and asymmetry parameters and inter-
polated with a Weibull function (Sec. 3.1).
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Figure 14. Visualization of the reionization-redshift fields zre () from the three RadHydro simulations (left) and corresponding
abundance matching models using matter density (AM-M), halo mass density (AM-H), and radiation intensity (AM-R) fields.
Each image is 64 x 64 pixels from a slice that is 50 h~*Mpc x 50 b~ Mpc with a thickness of ~ 1 A~ *Mpc. Abundance matching
using the radiation field more correctly captures that large-scale regions near sources are generally reionized earlier than large-
scale regions far from sources, and is the adopted approach in AMBER.

We perform the abundance matching on a correlated
field at a single redshift for computational efficiency, but
it can also be done tomographically using multiple red-
shift intervals. The correlated field is first constructed at
the redshift midpoint zpy;q and the data array is ranked
in descending order using a parallel quicksort. For the
nth rank order cell out of a total of NV, all cells with
indices m < n are considered ionized. The reioniza-
tion redshift z, is calculated by equating the cumulative
mass fraction with the mass-weighted ionization frac-
tion:

S 1+ Gm(2n)
Sy 1 O(2n)

= Zi(zn), (39)

where the matter overdensity for the mth cell is linearly
extrapolated from the redshift midpoint,

D(zn)
m5m(2mid)- (40)
The linear growth is appropriate for the modest overden-
sities in lower-resolution semi-numerical models, and be-
cause we have chosen the redshift midpoint as the pivot.
We construct the abundance matching models us-
ing the matter density field (AM-M), halo mass den-
sity field (AM-H), and radiation intensity fields (AM-
R), and compare them with the RadHydro reionization-
redshift fields (Sec. 2.3). For the AM-M models, we

Om(zn) =
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Figure 15. Top: autopower spectra of the reionization-
redshift fields from the RadHydro simulations and corre-
sponding abundance matching models using the matter den-
sity (AM-M), halo mass density (AM-H), and radiation in-
tensity (AM-R) fields. The AM-R spectra have a character-
istic peak similar to the simulations. Center: the redshift
bias b,, between the models and simulations for AM-R are
much closer to unity than for AM-M and AM-H. Bottom:
the AM-R models have improved cross correlation r,, that
approach unity on large scales compared to AM-M and AM-
H.

use the TSC particle assignment scheme with interlac-
ing and deconvolution to construct the matter density
field (Sec. 3.2.1). For the AM-H models, we use the
ESF-L with sharp k—space filter for constructing the
halo mass density field and set the minimum halo mass
to Mpin = 108 h=1 Mg (Sec. 3.3.1). While this corre-

sponds to the threshold for atomic cooling halos, the
RadHydro simulations are more complex because of the
nonmonotonic star formation efficiency and episodic star
formation (Trac et al. 2015; Doussot et al. 2019). For
the AM-R models, we vary the radiation mean free path
to find the best agreement between the reionization-
redshift fields.

Figure 14 is a visualization of the reionization-redshift
fields zye(x) from the RadHydro simulations and abun-
dance matching models. While all of the models have
the same reionization history for a given simulation,
their reionization-redshift fields are visibly different.
The AM-R images most closely resemble the simulation
results and correctly show that large-scale regions near
radiation sources are generally reionized earlier than
large-scale regions far from sources. However, the AM-
M and AM-H images appear too grainy. The low-density
regions just outside of collapsed regions are assigned low
redshifts and considered to be reionized late despite their
close proximity to the radiation sources. We can possi-
bly improve these results by smoothing the matter den-
sity and halo density fields prior to abundance matching.

Figure 15 shows the reionization-redshift autopower
spectra A2 (k) and cross correlations relative to the
RadHydro normalized redshift §, (Eq. 4). We only show
Sims 0 and 2 for clarity. The AM-R power spectra are
most similar to the simulation results, rising in power
until a characteristic peak scale and then declining in
amplitude with k. However, the AM-M and AM-H
power spectra generally always increase with k, simi-
lar to the mass density (Fig. 7) and halo density power
spectra (Fig. 12). The AM-R models are the least bi-
ased with b,, ~ 1 for k¥ < 1 h/Mpc, while the AM-M
and AM-H biases significantly deviate from unity. Fur-
thermore, the AM-R models have improved cross corre-
lation r,, that approach unity on large scales. The bias
and stochasticity on small scales can be attributed to
three main factors. In the RadHydro simulations, the
episodic star formation and spatially varying mean free
path are not accounted for. Furthermore, the simula-
tions and models have differences in smoothing near the
grid scale.

In AMBER, we choose to abundance match using the
radiation field evaluated at the redshift midpoint. In
future work, we can improve the spatial accuracy by
incorporating varying mean free paths (e.g. Cain et al.
2021; Davies & Furlanetto 2021). We can also perform
the abundance matching tomographically using multiple
redshifts.
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4. METHODS COMPARISON

We compare AMBER against two other semi-
numerical methods using RadHydro Sim 1 as reference.
We continue to use the fiducial resolution with 643 mesh
with cell size I, = 0.8 h~'Mpc, which is comparable to
the typical resolution for semi-numerical methods. In
this section, we first summarize the methods (Sec. 4.1
and 4.2), and then compare their reionization histories
(Sec. 4.3) and reionization-redshift fields (Sec. 4.4).

4.1. 21emFAST

The 21cmFAST code (Mesinger et al. 2011), like the
majority of semi-numerical methods, is based on the
ESF for reionization (e.g. Furlanetto et al. 2004). It gen-
erates the density, ionization, velocity, and spin temper-
ature fields to compute the 21cm brightness temperature
given the astrophysical parameters that control the ion-
izing, Lya, and X-ray backgrounds. This method has
been used widely to model and study the EoR through
the 21cm signal (e.g Greig & Mesinger 2017) and CMB
(e.g. Mesinger et al. 2012).

We use the original version with three free parame-
ters: ionizing efficiency ¢, minimum halo mass My,
and maximum filter scale Ry,.x, because this parameter-
ization is common amongst ESF codes and has been ex-
tensively tested and applied. Park et al. (2019) have de-
veloped a new version with eight free parameters, allow-
ing additional parameterization of high-redshift galaxy
properties. Davies & Furlanetto (2021) have proposed
improving R.x with two physically motivated prescrip-
tions of the mean free path of ionizing photons. To
our knowledge, the newer versions have not yet been
tested against RT simulations, and searching the high-
dimensional parameter space is beyond the scope of our
basic comparison.

By default, 21cmFAST uses 64 times as many 1LPT
particles as mesh cells for constructing density and ve-
locity fields. For this comparison, 256 particles are as-
signed to a 643 mesh using the NGP scheme, but there is
significant smoothing near the grid scale because decon-
volution is not performed. To achieve the same effective
resolution, 21cmFAST would require at least 8 times as
many mesh cells, 512 times as many particles, and over
500 times as much memory as AMBER. It also uses
the alternative ESF-E version for the collapsed fraction
(Sec. 3.3.1), but it does not explicitly compute the halo
mass density field.

4.2. RLS

The Reionization on Large Scales (RLS; Battaglia
et al. 2013b) method is not based on the ESF, but
is a parametric approach motivated by and calibrated

with previous RadHydro simulations. It provides a
parametric approach to map higher-resolution, smaller-
volume radiation-hydrodynamic simulations onto lower-
resolution, larger-volume N-body simulations. This
method has been applied to model and study the patchy
Thomson optical depth (Natarajan et al. 2013), patchy
KSZ effect (Battaglia et al. 2013a), and the 21cm light-
cone effect (La Plante et al. 2014).

The reionization-redshift field is found to be highly
correlated with the matter density field down to Mpc
scales and related using a first-order, scale-dependent
bias. In Fourier space, the matter overdensity field §(k)
at the mean redshift Z is first smoothed with a spherical
tophat filter Wiy, (k) with radius Ry, = 1 h~!Mpc and
then multiplied by a bias function b, (k) to produce the
normalized redshift field,

The bias function is parameterized as

brLs
bzm (k) (]. -+ k/kRLs)aR,LS ’ ( )

where the normalization is fixed at brr.s = 1/, = 0.593
based on analytical models (Barkana & Loeb 2004),
while the scale krps and slope aryg are allowed to vary.
Finally, the reionization-redshift field is given by

(@) = 2+ (14 2)6,(), (43)

where the mean redshift Z is the volume-averaged value
of the reionization-redshift field, and it is not exactly
equal to the redshift midpoint z,,;q of either the mass-
weighted or volume-weighted ionization fractions. While
the RLS parameters can be varied to change the reion-
ization history and process, there is no direct connec-
tion between them and the redshift midpoint, duration,
asymmetry, minimum halo mass, and radiation mean
free path.

4.3. Reionization History

Figure 16 compares the mass-weighted ionization frac-
tions Z; m(z) and volume-weighted ionization fractions
Z;v(z) from the models with the simulation. For AM-
BER, we directly input the redshift midpoint zpyq =
7.85, duration A, = 4.73, and asymmetry A4, = 2.35
parameter values. These are calculated for RadHydro
Sim 1 at the fiducial resolution using Equations 10 and
11 on i m(z). While AMBER uses the mass-weighted
parameters by construction, it almost exactly repro-
duces both the mass-weighted ionization fraction with
|AZi M|max = 0.01, and volume-weighted ionization frac-
tion with |AZ; v|max = 0.03.
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Figure 16. Left: the evolution of the mass-weighted ionization fractions Z; m(z) and differences AZ; v for AMBER, 21cmFAST,
and RLS models compared to RadHydro Sim 1. AMBER has almost exact agreement, 21cmFAST-b and RLS-b have similarly
good agreement, while 21cmFAST-a and RLS-a have the worst agreement. Right: the volume-weighted ionization fractions
Zi,v(z) are lower than Tim(z) at any given redshift, as higher-density regions near sources are generally reionized earlier than

lower-density regions on large scales.

There are two models for 21cmFAST. In the first
model (21ecmFAST-a), we vary the ionization efficiency
and find the best-fit { = 7.5 for matching z;,;q. The min-
imum halo mass is kept fixed at My, = 102 h=1 Mg to
be consistent with the SCORCH galaxy models used in
the RadHydro simulations. This model has a more ex-
tended reionization history, overestimates the duration
by 35%, underestimates the asymmetry by 6%, and has
|AZ; M|max = 0.10 and |AZ; v|max = 0.17. In the sec-
ond model (21ecmFAST-Db), we find best-fit ¢ = 22.9 and
Myin = 1.8 x 10° h=' My, for matching both zp;q and
A,. This model underestimates the asymmetry by 14%
and has |AZ; M|max = 0.04 and |AZ; v|max = 0.06. Note
that the best-fit My, is now ~ 20 times larger and in-
consistent with that in the RadHydro simulations. This
complicates the interpretation of the inferred minimum
halo mass for galaxy formation when comparing observa-
tions with the original version of 21cmFAST and other
similar ESF models. The newer version (Park et al.
2019) with additional parameterization for high-redshift
galaxy properties will likely provide better agreement,
but it requires varying eight free parameters.

There are also two models for the RLS method. The
first model (RLS-a) strictly follows Battaglia et al.
(2013b). We fit the bias data from RadHydro Sim 1
and obtain krrs = 2.09 h/Mpc and agrrs = 1.71 when
brrs is set to b1z = 0.593. In addition, we choose
zZ = 7.84 to be the same value from the simulation.
The fitted function underestimates the large-scale bias,
and the best-fit krys and arpg are significantly differ-
ent from the fiducial values of kg13 = 0.185 h/Mpc and
a1z = 0.564 in Battaglia et al. (2013b). This model

increases zpy;q by 0.19, underestimates A, by 17%, un-
derestimates A, by 25%, and has |Az; M|max = 0.11 and
|AZ; v|max = 0.09. In the second model (RLS-b), we fit
for all three bias parameters and obtain bgrrs = 0.895,
kRLS = 0.325 h/MpC, and arLsS — 0.816. While kRLS
and agrrs are now more similar to kg3 and agpi3, the
normalization brrs is 51% larger than the previously
adopted bg13. We also choose z = 7.61 in order to match
Zmid, but note the difference of 0.24 between them. This
model underestimates A, by 16%, underestimates A, by
30%, and has |Az;i M|max = 0.08 and |Az; v|max = 0.07.
Note that the RLS method tends to produce more sym-
metric reionization histories, and it is difficult to pro-
duce larger A, values just by varying the free parame-
ters.

4.4. Reionization-redshift Field

Figure 17 is a visualization of the reionization-redshift
fields z(x) and Figure 18 shows the reionization-
redshift autopower spectra A2, (k) and cross correlations
relative to RadHydro Sim 1. For AMBER, we vary the
radiation mean free path and obtain Iy, = 3.2 h=!Mpc
when matching the auto-power spectrum on the largest
scales. This produces a reionization-redshift field that is
visually and statistically in strongest agreement out of
all the models. The redshift bias b,,(k) and cross corre-
lation 7,,(k) show that AMBER is both the least biased
and most correlated with the RadHydro simulation.

For 21ecmFAST, we can also vary the ESF maximum
filter scale Rpax. It is recommended that Ry, >
20 h~'Mpc, but we are limited to Rmax < 25 h~'Mpc.
The radius of the smoothing sphere cannot be larger
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Figure 17. Visualization of the reionization-redshift fields zye(@) from RadHydro Sim 1, AMBER, 21cmFAST, and RLS. Each
image is 64 x 64 pixels from a slice that is 50 h~'Mpc x 50 h~'Mpc with a thickness of ~ 1 h~!Mpc. The AMBER image most
closely resembles RadHydro. The 21cmFAST-b image has more stochasticity, while RLS-b has more smoothing.

than half of the periodic box length otherwise it would
wrap around itself. We find no improvement over this
narrow range of filtering scales. 21cmFAST-b does bet-
ter than 21cmFAST-a because we are able to match
both zmiq and A,. Even then it differs more from Rad-
Hydro than either AMBER or RLS. The reionization-
redshift image shows noticeable differences near biased
sources, and this coincides with the redshift bias b,,(k)
being larger than unity by > 0.2 on the largest scale.
The redshift cross correlation r,,(k) drops to 0.5 by
k ~ 1 h/Mpc and to zero at the grid Nyquist fre-
quency. The stochasticity may be due to using the NGP
scheme for the matter density field, the ESF-E version
for the collapsed fraction, and the semi-numerical ap-
proach for the ionization fraction field. Again, the newer
version of 21cmFAST will likely provide better agree-
ment, but it requires searching an eight-dimensional pa-
rameter space.

The RLS method is a parametric approach to con-
structing the reionization-redshift field, so it is not sur-
prising to see that it is visually and statistically in good
agreement. On large scales, RSL-b does better than
RLS-a because the bias normalization is allowed to vary
beyond the fixed value of b1z = 0.593. On small scales,
both models have significant smoothing because of the
spherical tophat filter applied to the overdensity field.
In Battaglia et al. (2013b), this implementation choice
was made because the linear, deterministic biasing rela-
tion, d,(k) o d(k), breaks down on scales k = 1 h/Mpc.
RLS has more stochasticity than AMBER, but less than
21cmFAST. The gradual deviation of the redshift cross
correlation r,, (k) from unity reflects the decreasing cor-
relation between the reionization-redshift and matter
density fields towards smaller scales.

More studies and comparisons are required to under-
stand the advantages, disadvantages, and appropriate
utilization of the various semi-numerical methods. We

emphasize that a variety of independent approaches are
crucial for theoretical and inference studies of the EoR.

5. RESULTS

We now present some basic results from AMBER and
leave further applications for upcoming work. For exam-
ple, Chen et al. (2022) models and studies the patchy
KSZ effect, which is a promising probe of the EoR.
In this section, we study the parameter dependence of
the reionization-redshift field (Sec. 5.1) by varying the
redshift midpoint, duration, asymmetry, minimum halo
mass, and radiation mean free path.

We run AMBER models, each with 20483 particles
and 2048° cells in a comoving box of side length L =
2 h~'Gpc. For the fiducial model, we use zmiq = 8.0,
Az = 40, Az = 307 Mmin = 108 h_lM@, and lmfp =
3.0 A~ 'Mpec. In addition, we include a lower and higher
value when we vary each parameter one at a time. Each
simulation takes approximately 20 CPU hours when run
in parallel with 32 to 64 cores. We discuss the code
scaling performance in Appendix B.

5.1. Reionization-redshift Fields

Figure 19 is a visualization of the reionization-redshift
fields. Each image is 100 x 100 pixels from a subsec-
tion that is 100 h~'Mpc x 100 h~*Mpc with a thickness
of ~ 1h~'!Mpc. We use a divergent color scheme cen-
tered at the fiducial redshift midpoint z,q = 8.0 to
distinguish between regions that are ionized earlier and
later. In general, the higher-density regions near radia-
tion sources are reionized earlier than the lower-density
regions farther away on large scales. As a result, a
larger fraction of the volume is seen with z,. < zpmiq and
the redshift midpoint of the volume-weighted ionization
fraction comes later.

Figure 20 shows the one-point PDF of the normal-
ized redshift d, (Eq. 4), reionization-redshift auto-power
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Figure 18. Top: autopower spectra of the reionization-
redshift fields from RadHydro Sim 1, AMBER, 21cmFAST,
and RLS. All of the spectra peak at a characteristic scale
that depends on the redshift midpoint zy,ia. Center: the
redshift bias b,, between the models and simulation show
that AMBER and RLS-b are the least biased. Bottom:
the cross correlations r,, show that AMBER is the most
correlated, followed by RLS, while 21cmFAST is the most
stochastic.

spectra, and cross correlations relative to the matter
density field at the redshift midpoint. In general, the
PDF(d,) are skewed Gaussians except for the symmet-
ric case with A, = 1.0. The reionization-redshift power
spectrum A, (k) first rises in power until a characteristic
peak scale and then declines in amplitude with k. The
redshift-matter bias b, (k) asymptotically approaches a

constant value towards large scales and declines mono-
tonically with k.

5.1.1. Redshift Midpoint

As the redshift midpoint decreases over the range
7.0 < zZmia < 9.0, we see overall later reionization
in Figure 19. The one-point PDF(§,) becomes wider,
the two-point power spectrum A2, (k) increases overall
in amplitude, but the redshift-matter bias b,y (k) re-
mains almost constant in Figure 20. In Equation 4 for
the normalized redshift d,, the numerator (z;e — Zre)
remains approximately constant, but the denominator
(1 + Z.) decreases. Therefore, §, grows by a factor of
Gre = 1/(14Z), whereas the matter overdensity 0 grows
by a factor D(zmia) = 1/(1 4+ zmia). We find that the
normalized redshift grows similarly to the matter over-
density as the bias is only ~ 5% lower for zy,;q = 7.0 than
for zmia = 9.0. Note that while the radiation field also
grows like the matter density, the abundance matching
is insensitive to the overall amplitude.

5.1.2. Duration

As the duration increases over the range 2.0 < A, <
6.0, we see a larger range of values in the reionization-
redshift images. The PDF(d,) has larger variance
and the power spectrum increases overall in amplitude.
Note that the variance is given by o2 = (|§,(z)|?) =
J AZ,(k)dInk. Therefore, we expect the large-scale bias
to scale with o,, which in turn scales with A,. We find
that the large-scale bias changes by a factor ~ 3.1 when
the duration increases from A, = 2.0 to A, = 6.0.

The large-scale bias can differ significantly from the
single value of bgi3 = 1/6. = 0.593 adopted in the
RLS method (Battaglia et al. 2013b). Barkana & Loeb
(2004) derived this value assuming that fluctuations in
the reionization-redshift field are solely determined by
fluctuations in the collapsed mass density field from EPS
theory. Relating the growth of ionized regions to the
growth of dark matter halos would correspond to a par-
ticular duration value. However, the reionization history
can depend on other nonconstant factors and the large-
scale bias can have a range of values in general.

5.1.3. Asymmetry

As the asymmetry increases over the range 1.0 < A4, <
5.0, the images show a smaller range of redshift val-
ues for regions reionized after the midpoint and a larger
range of redshift values for the regions reionized earlier
than the midpoint. The PDF(d,) becomes skewed and
the power spectrum changes shape. There is less power
on large scales and more power on small scales as the
characteristic peak shifts to smaller scales. For a larger
A, at fixed duration, the first portion (zmid < z < Zear)
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Figure 19. Visualization of the reionization-redshift fields zy¢(2) when the redshift midpoint zmiq, duration A,, asymmetry
A,, minimum halo mass Mmin, and radiation mean free path I, are varied. Each column shows when a given parameter is
varied, while the middle row shows to the same fiducial model. The divergent color scheme centered at the fiducial zmia = 8.0
is used to distinguish between regions that are ionized earlier and later. Each image is 100 x 100 pixels from a subsection that
is 100 h~'Mpc x 100 h~'Mpc with a thickness of ~ 1 h~*Mpc.

of the reionization history becomes longer, while the sec-
ond portion (21,4 < 2z < Zmia) becomes shorter. We
have just seen that increasing (decreasing) the dura-
tion increases (decreases) the overall power. We find
that lengthening the first half portion slightly increases
the power on small scales while shortening the second
portion more significantly decreases the power on large
scales. Correspondingly, the large-scale bias decreases
with more asymmetry in the reionization history.

5.1.4. Minimum Halo Mass

Over the minimum halo mass range 107 <
Myin/[h "1 Mg] < 100, there are only minor changes
to the reionization-redshift field. The PDF(d,) only has
minor changes since the redshift midpoint, duration, and
asymmetry are kept fixed. There is minor suppression
in A2 (k) and b, (k) on small scales. For larger My,
the collapsed fraction decreases and the halo bias in-

creases. Correspondingly, this decreases the amplitude
and increases the bias of the radiation intensity field
(Eq. 36). However, the abundance matching technique
is insensitive to the overall normalization of J, and to
the overall normalization of the fluctuating component
d3. The abundance matching only depends on the rela-
tive ranking of the field values.

On one hand, varying the minimum halo mass and
halo density field will generally change the reionization
history and process if astrophysical parameters such as
the star formation efficiency, photon production effi-
ciency, and radiation escape fraction are kept fixed. On
the other hand, varying these astrophysical terms, which
can be functions of mass and redshift, can offset the
changes from varying M,;, and produce the same reion-
ization history. With AMBER, we find that when the
redshift midpoint, duration, asymmetry, and radiation
mean free path are kept fixed, then the reionization-
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Figure 20. Top: probability distribution functions of the normalized redshift §, when the redshift midpoint zmiq, duration
A,, asymmetry A,, minimum halo mass Mmin, and radiation mean free path ln¢, are varied. Center: autopower spectra of the
reionization-redshift fields. Bottom: the redshift-matter bias b, approaches a constant value on large scales and decreases in

value on small scales.

redshift field has only minor dependence on the mini-
mum halo mass. For certain applications, it may then
be possible to ignore My, and reduce the number of
free parameters.

5.1.5. Radiation Mean Free Path

As the radiation mean free path increases over the
range 1.0 < lngp/[R7'Mpc] < 5.0, we see more spa-
tial coherence in the reionization-redshift images. For
a larger e, there is a larger coherence length and less
small-scale structure in the radiation intensity field used
for abundance matching. The PDF(d,) only has minor
changes since the redshift midpoint, duration, and asym-
metry are kept fixed. The reionization-redshift power
spectrum changes shape though, having more power on
large scales and less on small scales. Increasing ly,¢, pro-
duces relatively larger ionized regions, resulting in the
characteristic peak shifting to larger scales.

In the RLS method, Battaglia et al. (2013b) change
the duration by varying arps and krrs. But without
varying brrs, they also change the correlation length
of ionized regions at the same time. More specifically,
they obtain smaller correlation lengths for longer dura-

tions. With AMBER, we find longer A, increases the
bias, while shorter l,,, decreases the bias. This explains
the inverse relationship between the duration and cor-
relation length when bryg is fixed in the RLS method.
AMBER has the flexibility to change A, and l,¢, inde-
pendently.

6. CONCLUSION

AMBER is a semi-numerical code for modeling the
cosmic dawn and EoR. The new algorithm is not based
on the ESF for directly predicting the ionization frac-
tion field, but takes the novel approach of calculating
the reionization-redshift field z.(x) assuming that the
hydrogen gas encountering higher radiation intensity is
photoionized earlier. Redshift values are assigned while
matching the abundance of ionized mass according to
a given mass-weighted ionization fraction x;(z). The
code has the unique advantage of allowing users to di-
rectly specify the reionization history through the red-
shift midpoint zniq, duration A,, and asymmetry A,
input parameters (Trac 2018). The reionization process
is further controlled through the minimum halo mass
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M iy for galaxy formation and the radiation mean free
path lg, for RT.

We implement improved methods for modeling the
large-scale structure and constructing density, velocity,
halo, and radiation fields, which are essential compo-
nents for modeling reionization observables. 2LPT (vs
1LPT) is used to efficiently evolve the matter distribu-
tion in the moderately nonlinear regime. The TSC (vs
NGP or CIC) PM assignment scheme with interlacing
and deconvolution produces density and velocity fields
that are in excellent agreement with RadHydro simu-
lations (Doussot et al. 2019). ESF-L (vs ESF-E) ac-
curately and robustly produces halo mass density fields
compared to N-body simulations (Trac et al. 2015). The
radiation intensity field is computed quickly using FFTs
to convolve the source field with the RT kernel. The in-
terlacing and deconvolution reduce aliasing and smooth-
ing, and thereby improve power spectrum estimation
(e.g. Sefusatti et al. 2016). These methods can also
be used to improve other semi-numerical and RT algo-
rithms. The AMBER program modules can be adapted
and plugged into other codes.

We compare AMBER with two other semi-numerical
methods, 21cmFAST (Mesinger et al. 2011) and the RLS
method (Battaglia et al. 2013b), and find that our code
more accurately reproduces the results from RadHy-
dro simulations. AMBER has the flexibility to directly
match the simulated reionization history z;(z), while the
other two methods require running multiple models be-
fore finding the best fit. It also produces reionization-
redshift fields z..(x) that are the least biased and most
correlated with the simulations. The RLS method has
more smoothing, while 21cmFAST has more stochastic-
ity. More studies and comparisons are required to un-
derstand the advantages, disadvantages, and appropri-
ate utilization of the various semi-numerical methods.
We reiterate that a variety of independent approaches
are crucial for theoretical and inference studies of the
EoR.

We study the parameter dependence of the
reionization-redshift field by varying the redshift mid-
point, duration, asymmetry, minimum halo mass, and
radiation mean free path. As z,;q decreases, there is
overall later reionization, the PDF(J,) becomes wider,
the power spectrum A2, (k) increases overall in am-
plitude, but the redshift-matter bias b,,(k) remains
approximately constant. As A, increases, there is more
extended reionization, the redshift distribution becomes
wider, and both the power spectrum and bias increase
overall in amplitude. As A, increases, the reionization
history becomes more asymmetric, the redshift distri-
bution is more skewed, and the power spectrum changes

shape. Interestingly, the reionization-redshift field is
only weakly sensitive to My;, when the other parame-
ters are fixed. As [nf, increases, there is more spatial
coherence and less small-scale structure in the radiation
intensity and reionization-redshift fields, and the power
spectrum changes shape due to the relatively larger
ionized regions.

AMBER is initially designed for theoretical and in-
ference studies in which the primary interest is control-
ling or constraining the reionization history and pro-
cess. With the reionization-redshift field, the evolu-
tion of the neutral hydrogen and ionized electron den-
sities can be readily computed. As a first application,
Chen et al. (2022) models and studies the imprint of
reionization on the CMB through the patchy KSZ ef-
fect, which is a promising probe of the EoR. Comple-
mentary, the connection between radiation sources and
sinks, and the reionization history can be understood
using analytical models for the evolution of the mass-
weighted ionization fraction (e.g. Chen et al. 2020) and
radiation-hydrodynamic simulations that solve the com-
plex physics.

In future work, we will include additional physics that
will enable more realistic predictions of EoR observables.
To improve the source models, we will calibrate the
ESF halo collapsed fraction against N-body simulations,
and include high-redshift galaxies through abundance
matching (e.g. Trac et al. 2015). To improve the radia-
tion and reionization-redshift fields, we will incorporate
spatially varying radiation mean free paths (e.g. Cain
et al. 2021; Davies & Furlanetto 2021), and perform the
ionization abundance matching tomographically using
multiple redshifts. We will compute the Lya and X-ray
radiation fields for the 21cm signal (e.g. Mesinger et al.
2011; Semelin et al. 2017) and calculate the thermal his-
tory for the Lyman alpha forest (e.g. Upton Sanderbeck
et al. 2016; D’Aloisio et al. 2019).

AMBER is currently parallelized to run on multi-core,
shared-memory nodes. It is over four orders of mag-
nitude faster than radiation-hydrodynamic simulations
and will efficiently enable large-volume models, full-sky
mock observations, and parameter-space studies. The
code will be made publicly available to facilitate and
transform studies of the EoR.
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APPENDIX

A. WEIBULL FUNCTION

The reionization history Z;(z) can be more accurately
fit with a flexible Weibull function (Eq. 14) than a sym-
metric tanh function (e.g. Lewis 2008). The Weibull
coefficients can be determined by first solving a nonlin-
ear equation for ¢y, and then substituting its value into
algebraic equations for ay, and by. There are several
variations of the root-finding equation, for example:

Flew) = <1n‘zear >1/CW _ (z—a) —0, (A1)

In Tmid Zmid — @

where
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which can be solved iteratively using Newton’s method
with finite differences instead of analytical derivatives
(i.e. secant method). The other two coefficients have
algebraic solutions, for example:

- Zear‘ In xlat|1/cw - Zlat‘ In mear|l/cw
w =
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Note that the equations above can also be written in
terms of the redshift midpoint, duration, and asymme-
try parameters by replacing ze,, and zp,¢ with A, and
A, using Equations 12 and 13.

B. SCALING PERFORMANCE

AMBER is written in modern Fortran and paral-
lelized using OpenMP to run on multi-core, shared-
memory nodes. We perform the following scaling tests
on Bridges-2 at the Pittsburgh Supercomputing Cen-
ter (PSC). An Extreme Memory (EM) node has 4 Intel
Xeon Platinum 8260M “Cascade Lake” CPUs, 24 cores
per CPU, 96 cores per node, and a total of 4 TB of
memory.

Figure 21 shows the results of the scaling tests. For the
strong scaling test, AMBER is run with Ny, = 20483
particles and equal number of mesh cells in a comoving
box of side length L = 2 h~!Gpc. We vary the number
of cores Neore from 1 to 64 and measure the wall time
t(Ncore). The speedup is defined as

t(1)

S o)’

(B5)

10 1

0.1

103 4

102 4

Figure 21. Top: strong scaling test with a fixed number of
Npart = 20483 particles for each AMBER run. The measured
wall time ¢ is compared against the ideal scaling. Bottom:
weak scaling test with a particle/core ratio Npart/Ncore =
5123

and we obtain S = 5.4 (21.8) for Neore = 8 (64). The de-
viation from ideal speedup is mostly due to our parallel
quicksort, which is not fully optimized yet. The serial
sorting takes about 20% of the total wall time, while
the parallel sorting takes 29% (47%) for Neore = 8 (64).
Nonetheless, a typical AMBER model can be quickly
run in under an hour wall time with 32 to 64 cores.
For the weak scaling test, we use a particle/core ratio
of Npart/Neore = 5123, We vary Neore from 1 to 64 and
change Npar¢ accordingly. The efficiency is defined as

R
B = N (B6)

and we obtain E = 61% (30%) for Neore = 8 (64).
Again, the decrease in efficiency is mostly due to our
nonoptimal quicksort. The serial sorting takes about
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14% of the total wall time, while the parallel sorting
takes 27% (47%) for Neore = 8 (64). We will improve
the parallelization of the algorithm in future work.
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