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Evidence for Assembly Bias |

* Correlation between colors, : O
morphologies, specific star
formation rates, etc. of © ®
. .

massive central galaxies

* Halo occupation distribution (HOD) models
without assembly bias predict no conformity 4

* Hearin et al. (2015a) age matching HOD |
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K First observed at one- and two-halo scales in SDSS ’ dark matter accretion and baryon accretion are |
(Wemmann et al. 2006, Kauffmann et al. 2013) | | sufficiently coupled (Hearin et al. 2015b)
. ) - o * - - ] | |

* Tests at higher redshift (z > 0.2) are needed
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Star'fOrming primarieS — o = ’ - —
Quiescent primaries - - - - - PRIsm MUIti-object Survey (PRIMUS)

5% one-halo signal (3.60) * 60,000 spectroscopic redshifts at 0.2 <z < 1

~ <1 Mpc * 5.5 square degrees over 5 fields

e Galaxy mass range: 8.5 < log(M,/M;) = 11.3

* Galaxies classified as star-forming or ‘
~quiescent with evolving cut in M, vs. sSFR

* Conformity measured for sample of “isolated |
| primary” galaxies above redshift-dependent

PRIMUS mass-completeness limit
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