
    
      Fig. 3. 
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        Marginalised 1σ constraints on the most important SHAMe-SF parameters, obtained from fitting the clustering of DESI ELGs at z = 0.95 (purple) and 1.33 (green).

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 5. 
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        Inferred magnitude of galaxy assembly bias in the low-z and high-z DESI ELG catalogues. We display the ratio of the correlation function in the best-fit SHAMe catalogue to a version where the position of haloes has been randomly shuffled among haloes of the same mass. Solid lines and shaded regions indicate the mean and 1σ region after marginalisation over all SHAMe parameters. We display the same quantity estimated in our mock DESI catalogues for comparison (DESI-TNG and DESI-SAM, dashed lines). At a fixed halo mass, DESI ELGs tend to be located preferentially in highly biased haloes, which is in qualitative agreement with the predictions of the TNG simulation.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 7. 
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        Inferred magnitude of satellite anisotropy in the low-z and high-z DESI ELG catalogues. We display the ratio of the correlation function in the best-fit SHAMe catalogue to a version where the angular position of haloes has been randomly shuffled among each halo. Solid (dashed) lines and shaded (circle-hatched) regions indicate the mean and 1σ region after marginalisation over all SHAMe parameters when shuffling all satellites (only satellites within r200c). For comparison, we display the same quantity estimated in our mock DESI catalogues.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.1. 
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        Projected correlation function (wp), and the monopole and quadrupole of the DESI-TNG (blue error bars) and DESI-SAM (orange error bars) ELGs at z = 1 defined using the selection criteria explained in Sect. 2.2.2. The solid lines show the corresponding best fit using the SHAMe-SF model. Lower panel: Relative difference between the fits and the data normalised by the uncertainty on the measurement, with the grey shaded region indicating 1σ. The dashed blue and orange lines show the measurements before the box-size correction (b.s.c.) introduced in Appendix A.1.2. The dashed purple line displays the measurements for DESI ELGs at 0.8 < z < 1.1 (Rocher et al. 2023) fitted in Fig. 2.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.2. 
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        Same as Fig. 5 but for DESI-TNG (top, blue) and DESI-SAM (bottom, orange) mock DESI samples. The black error bars mark the measurements from the simulation and SAM, while the shaded regions indicate the predictions from the SHAMe-SF model. We can reproduce the assembly bias signal in both cases. Note the scale dependence of DESI-SAM.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.3. 
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        Same as Fig. 4, but for the inferred halo occupation number for DESI-TNG (top, blue) and DESI-SAM (bottom, orange) mock DESI samples. Measurements from the simulation and SAM are shown in black. The main difference between the two samples is the satellite probability.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.4. 
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        Same as Fig. 6 but for the phase space of the central–satellite distance and the radial velocity of three bins in halo mass. We only include satellites with r > rmin fit. The measurements from the mock DESI catalogues are shown in black in the projected histograms, while the shaded regions mark our posterior predictive distributions. There is no difference between mass bins in DESI-SAM. For the highest-mass bin in the DESI-TNG sample, the satellite density profile closely follows the distribution of randomly selected particles. This is not the case for velocities.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.5. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Quantification of the effect of the angular satellite distribution on the galaxy clustering (similar to Fig. 7). We mark the measurements from the mock DESI catalogues using the black lines: solid when all the satellites are shuffled, dashed when only the positions of satellites within r200c are changed.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.6. 
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        Comparison between the host haloes of ELGs in the mock DESI samples (dimmer oranges, inner circles for each colour) and the predictions from SHAMe-SF. As in Fig. 8, we distinguish between haloes with only a central ELG, haloes with only ELG satellites, and haloes with both (conformal), and provide the average measured halo masses and those predicted by the model. The uncertainties on the percentage can be found in Table A.1. Most ELGs are centrals without other ELG satellites. Haloes that host both central and satellite ELGs have lower masses than those only containing satellites.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. B.1. 
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        Same as Fig. 6 but for satellites on haloes with Mh ∈ [1013, 1014] h−1M⊙. For these halo masses, the infalling population dominates for both redshift bins.
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