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ABSTRACT

The 1-point matter density probability distribution function (PDF) captures some of the non-Gaussian information
lost in standard 2-point statistics. The matter PDF can be well predicted at mildly non-linear scales using large
deviations theory. This work extends those predictions to biased tracers like dark matter halos and the galaxies they
host. We model the conditional PDF of tracer counts given matter density using a tracer bias and stochasticity
model previously used for photometric data. We find accurate parametrisations for tracer bias with a smoothing
scale-independent 2-parameter Gaussian Lagrangian bias model and a quadratic shot noise. We relate those bias and
stochasticity parameters to the one for the power spectrum and tracer-matter covariances. We validate the model
against the Quijote suite of N-body simulations and find excellent agreement for both halo and galaxy density PDFs
and their cosmology dependence. We demonstrate the constraining power of the tracer PDFs and their complementarity
to power spectra through a Fisher forecast. We focus on the cosmological parameters σ8 and Ωm as well as linear bias
parameters, finding that the strength of the tracer PDF lies in disentangling tracer bias from cosmology. Our results
show promise for applications to spectroscopic clustering data when augmented with a redshift space distortion model.

1. INTRODUCTION

The cosmic large-scale structure contains valuable in-
formation for understanding the evolution and content
of the Universe. Galaxy clustering is one of the pri-
mary probes for testing the standard cosmological model
and inferring its parameters. The statistical properties
of the galaxy distribution observed in spectroscopic sur-
veys are sensitive to the cosmological parameters such as
the matter density, the amplitude of matter fluctuations
and the dark energy equation of state. Current and up-
coming observations from Stage-IV spectroscopic galaxy
surveys as for example the Dark Energy Spectroscopic
Instrument (Aghamousa et al. 2016, DESI) and Euclid
(Laureijs et al. 2011) will increase the statistical power.
To realise the maximum potential from the observable
data and achieve precise measurements of the cosmolog-
ical parameters, accurate modelling of the statistics of
the galaxy distribution is required.
The galaxy 2-point correlation function and its Fourier

transform, the galaxy power spectrum, are the stan-
dard tools for extracting cosmological information. Ac-
curate modeling of these statistics requires accounting
for non-linear gravitational evolution, baryonic physics,
and galaxy bias and stochasticity. Two-point predic-
tions from N-body simulations can explore a wide range
of scales but are computationally expensive, limiting
their volume and number of realizations and thus sam-
pling the parameter space requires building models (such
as halofit, Takahashi et al. 2012) or emulators (see
e.g. Knabenhans et al. 2021; Donald-McCann et al.
2022). Alternatively, perturbation theory models like
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‘Standard’ Eulerian or Lagrangian Perturbation Theory
(Bernardeau et al. 2002), and their extension in terms
of the Effective Field Theory of Large-Scale Structure
(EFTofLSS, Carrasco et al. 2012; Porto et al. 2014) pro-
vide accurate predictions on mildly non-linear scales.
This has enabled the full-shape analysis of two-point
galaxy clustering from the SDSS-III BOSS data in both
real and redshift space (Gil-Maŕın et al. 2015; Alam et al.
2017; Beutler et al. 2017; Satpathy et al. 2017; Sánchez
et al. 2017). The one-loop EFTofLSS including a tracer
bias expansion, redshift-space, and the damping of the
Baryon-Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) peak has been ap-
plied to SDSS-III BOSS data, achieving precise estimates
of cosmological parameters such as the matter fluctua-
tion amplitude σ8, the matter density fraction Ωm and
the Hubble constant H0 (D’Amico et al. 2020; Ivanov
et al. 2020; Colas et al. 2020). Including higher-order
perturbative calculations could allow to probe slightly
further into the nonlinear regime.
While 2-point statistics offer valuable insights into the

Universe’s density distribution, they do not capture the
full non-Gaussian statistical properties of the observed
galaxy distribution. To extract the maximum amount
of information, additional statistical tools are required
to incorporate higher-order correlations. Joint analyses
with 2-point and 3-point statistics have demonstrated
strong potential for extracting information from avail-
able observational data, as that provided from the BOSS
survey (D’Amico et al. 2024).
The one-point Probability Density Function (PDF) is

a promising beyond two-point statistic to describe the
variation of tracer counts in cells across the density dis-
tribution. The shape of the PDF depends on a whole se-
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ries of integrals of higher-order N -point correlations, and
thus carries significant non-Gaussian information. The
underlying dark matter PDF is efficient in extracting in-
formation from mildly non-linear scales, improving the
estimation of cosmological parameters (Uhlemann et al.
2020). The one-point PDF of findingN objects in spheri-
cal cells of fixed radius R is related to the k-nearest neigh-
bour statistics (kNN Banerjee and Abel 2021a), which
instead quote the cumulative probability that at fixed k,
the k-th nearest neighbour is at a distance r. Simulation-
based Fisher forecasts have shown that kNN statistics of
matter and massive halos can yield at least a factor of
two in constraining power compared to two-point statis-
tics, in line with findings for the PDFs. The one-point
matter PDF can be modelled analytically based on large-
deviations theory (Bernardeau and Reimberg 2015; Uh-
lemann et al. 2015), and has demonstrated to provide
accurate predictions for variations in cosmological pa-
rameters and neutrino masses (Uhlemann et al. 2020),
primordial non-Gaussianity parameters (Friedrich et al.
2020a; Coulton et al. 2023) as well as dynamical dark
energy and modified gravity (Cataneo et al. 2022).
Accurately modelling the relationship between observ-

able tracer and predictable dark matter densities is cru-
cial for extracting cosmological information from galaxy
clustering. To analyse spectroscopic galaxy survey data
using the PDF and take advantage of theoretical pre-
dictions for the matter PDF, it is necessary to relate
tracer to dark matter densities in cells. Going beyond
phenomenological fits (see e.g. Coles and Jones 1991;
Bel et al. 2016; Clerkin et al. 2017; Hurtado-Gil et al.
2017) requires simple yet accurate parametrisations for
tracer bias and stochasticity. Simple linear bias and
stochasticity models have been applied to extract infor-
mation from one-point statistics in galaxy survey data.
Friedrich et al. (2018); Gruen et al. (2018) constrained
cosmology, linear galaxy bias and stochasticity and the
matter density skewness from the signals of lensing-in-
cells split by photometric galaxy counts, showing that
the parameters reproduce the photometric tracer PDFs
from DES and SDSS. Repp and Szapudi (2020) con-
strained linear galaxy bias and σ8 from SDSS galaxy
counts with a simplified bias and redshift-space distor-
tion model along with Poisson shot noise. Leveraging the
full power of Stage-IV surveys will require improved mod-
elling of tracer bias and stochasticity which ideally should
also be compatible with two-point statistics. Weak lens-
ing is complementary to galaxy clustering and the one-
point statistics of the convergence, aperture mass and
wavelet ℓ1-norm have been modelled in Barthelemy et al.
(2020); Thiele et al. (2020); Barthelemy et al. (2021);
Boyle et al. (2020); Barthelemy et al. (2024); Castiblanco
et al. (2024); Sreekanth et al. (2024).
In this work, we extend the matter PDF predictions to

include biased tracers. The goal of our study is to use
the predictions of the matter PDF together with a simple
and accurate model for bias and stochasticity suitable for
analyzing spectroscopic survey data.
In Section 2 we briefly review how to obtain predic-

tions for the matter PDF from large-deviations theory
and describe how we extract statistics from the Quijote
simulation suite. In Section 3 we describe our bias and
stochasticity model for one-point statistics and its link
to the power spectrum. In Section 4 we validate predic-

tions for the cosmology-dependence of the tracer PDF
with simulations and perform a Fisher forecast to assess
the constraining power of the tracer PDF compared to
the power spectrum. In Section 5 we summarise our re-
sults and provide an outlook on future work. Appendix A
discusses the tracer-matter connection link between the
PDF and the power spectrum. Appendix B presents fur-
ther validations of our theoretical models and forecasts.

2. PREDICTED MATTER PDFS AND
SIMULATION MEASUREMENTS

2.1. Matter PDF from Large Deviations Theory

Large deviations theory provides a theoretical frame-
work for the calculation of the matter PDF smoothed
with a spherical top hat filter in the mildly non-linear
regime.
The theory of large deviations reconstructs the proba-

bility distribution based on the decay rate of the prob-
abilities with deviations from the mean as some charac-
teristic parameter of the system decreases rapidly to zero
(Bernardeau and Reimberg 2015). A probability density
function (PDF) P(δL) of some random variable δL can
be said to satisfy a large deviation principle (LDP) if the
limit

− lim
ϵ→0

ϵ lnP(δL) = ψ(δL) (1)

exists, where the rate function ψ(δL) is the leading order
term of the log of the density PDF and ϵ is the driving
parameter. The exact form of the PDF can be written
as

P(δL) = exp
[
− ψ(δL)

ϵ
+O(ϵ)

]
(2)

with O(ϵ) encapsulating all terms above linear in ϵ.
Within the context of 1-point statistics of the cosmic

large-scale structure, our random variable comes from
smoothing the relative matter density contrast δ on some
scale. In the case of Gaussian initial conditions, the PDF
of the linear matter density contrast δL in spheres of
radius r is fully specified by a rate function ψL(δL) =
δ2L/2 and the linear variance at that scale defined by

σ2
L(r, z) =

∫
d3k

(2π)3
PL(k, z)W3D(kr)

2 , (3)

where W3D(kr) is the spherical top-hat kernel in Fourier
space and PL(k, z) is the linear power spectrum at red-
shift z. The Gaussian PDF can be written as

PL(δL) =
1√

2πσ2
L(r, z)

exp

[
− ψL(δL)

σ2
L(r, z)

]
. (4)

We can see that the PDF is exponentially decreasing with
a decay-rate function ΨL(δL; r, z) = ψL(δL)/σ

2
L(r, z) that

is the ratio of the rate function and the variance.
For the nonlinear density contrast δm in spheres of ra-

dius R we can find an LDP with a rate function

ψm(δm) = − lim
σ2→0

σ2 logPm(δm) . (5)

This is in the limit of a vanishing non-linear variance
σ2 = σ2

NL(R, z), which is defined by the non-linear power
spectrum in analogy to Equation 3. A consequence of
a LDP is the contraction principle which allows us to
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compute the rate function in terms of that of a different
random variable via

ψm(δm) = inf
δL:ζ(δL)=δm

ψL(δL) (6)

where ζ is some continuous mapping. Due to the expo-
nential decay, there will be one dominant, most likely
contribution.
The most probable evolution of densities in spheres can

be approximated by spherical collapse such that ζ(δm) =
δSCL (δm), where δL and δm are the linear and nonlinear
density contrast with initial and final radii related by
r = R(1 + δm)1/3 via mass conservation. For the late-
time rate function we have that

ψm(δm) =
σ2
L(R, z)

σ2
L(R(1 + δm)1/3, z)

ψL(δ
SC
L (δm)) (7)

At small variances σ2 < 1, the decay rate function can be
robustly extrapolated from the rate function by restor-
ing the variance like Ψm(δm;R, z) = ψm(δm)/σ2

NL(R, z)
(Uhlemann et al. 2015; Bernardeau and Reimberg 2015).
The PDF of the late-time matter density then has expo-
nential behaviour described by

Pm(δm) ∼ exp

[
− ψm(δm)

σ2
NL(R, z)

]
= exp

[
−Ψm(δm;R, z)

]
.

(8)
The prefactor of this expression can be calculated via
the cumulant generating function. The scaled cumulant
generating function φm(λ) (encoding the reduced cumu-
lants) is obtained from the Legendre-Fenchel transform
of the rate function

φm(λ) = sup
δm

[
λδm − ψm(δm)

]
, (9)

which is then converted to the cumulant generating func-
tion by restoring the nonlinear variance

ϕm(λ;R, z) =
1

σ2
NL(R, z)

φm

(
λ σ2

NL(R, z);R, z
)
. (10)

The matter PDF Pm(δm) is then obtained from an in-
verse Laplace transform of the cumulant generating func-
tion

Pm(δm;R, z)=

∫ ∞

−∞

dλ

2π
exp [ϕm(iλ;R, z)− iλδm] . (11)

It can be approximated well by a suitable saddle point
approximation (Uhlemann et al. 2015), but we do not
rely on this here. Theoretical predictions used in this
work are computed with the above theory using the
publicly available code CosMomentum1 (Friedrich et al.
2020b). While spherical collapse dynamics effectively
predict the nonlinear rate function (7) and the gener-
ating function of reduced cumulants (9), the non-linear
variance entering equations (8) and (10) cannot be accu-
rately inferred. CosMomentum instead predicts this us-
ing the non-linear power spectrum PNL from the revised
halofit fitting function from Takahashi et al. (2012).
For an alternative approach to computing the PDF with

1 https://github.com/OliverFHD/CosMomentum
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Fig. 1.— Comparison between matter PDFs extracted from Qui-
jote (data points) with those from theory at smoothing scale
R = 25.0Mpc/h for redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0. Errors on the resid-
uals in the lower panel are from 100 realisations of the Quijote
fiducial cosmology.

a perturbation theory around spherical collapse follow-
ing principles of Effective Field Theory see Ivanov et al.
(2019); Chudaykin et al. (2023).

2.2. Extracting statistics from the Quijote
Simulations

We will refine and validate our theoretical model using
measurements from the Quijote simulation suite. The
Quijote N-body simulation suite (Villaescusa-Navarro
et al. 2019) contains 15,000 independent N-body simu-
lations at a fiducial ΛCDM cosmology with the parame-
ters: σ8 = 0.834, Ωm = 0.3175, Ωb = 0.049, ns = 0.9624,
h = 0.6711. Each simulation box has a volume of 1
(h−1 Gpc)3 and traces 5123 CDM particles. Snapshots
are available at five redshifts and we focus on the lowest
three z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 relevant for galaxy surveys. Part
of the Quijote simulations were designed with Fisher
forecasts in mind, and therefore offer results for a large
number of single-parameter variations on their fiducial
models. A set of 500 simulations are available for each
of the following parameters according to the increment
values in Table 4.

2.2.1. Matter PDFs from the Quijote Simulations

Matter PDFs in 99 logarithmic bins from 1+ δ = 10−2

to 102 are pre-computed using the publicly-available
Pylians3 python library. They rely on a Cloud-in-Cell
mass-assignment scheme to deposit the particles on a grid
of 512 and 1024 cells per side, respectively. The matter
density field is then smoothed with a spherical top-hat
filter of radius R = 20, 25, 30Mpc/h through a multipli-
cation in Fourier space.
Figure 1 compares matter density PDFs at smoothing

scale R = 25Mpc/h and redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5 and 1.0 ex-
tracted from Quijote to those computed using CosMo-
mentum. Due to the inaccuracies in predicting the non-
linear matter variance in the CosMomentum code, here
we rescale σ2

NL with the measured value from Quijote
. In later sections we will focus our analysis on the bulk
of the PDF and thus exclude the highest 10% and lowest

https://github.com/OliverFHD/CosMomentum
https://github.com/franciscovillaescusa/Pylians3
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{10,5,3}% of density bins for scales R = 20, 25, 30Mpc/h
respectively, similar to (Uhlemann et al. 2020). The pre-
dicted PDFs agree with the measured ones to within 2%
around the bulk of the PDF. For a validation of the mat-
ter PDF derivatives with respect to cosmological param-
eters see Appendix B.1.

2.2.2. Halo statistics from the Quijote Simulations

We make use of the Quijote simulations to parame-
terise the tracer bias and stochasticity required to model
the tracer PDF given a matter PDF.
We use Friends-of-Friends (FoF Davis et al. 1985) halo

catalogues and extract our statistics for the N tot
h most

massive halos for each realisation. The numbers are cho-
sen to be close to the maximum possible in a given halo
catalogue (and thus varying across redshifts) to limit the
impact of shot noise. Given the size of the simulation
box 1 Gpc/h, this corresponds to number densities of
ntot(z) ∼ (1.5− 3.9)× 10−4(h/Mpc)3 for z ∈ [0, 1]. Shot
noise becomes significant if the average tracer count in
cells approaches Nt(z,R) ∼ 10, as already happens for
z = 1 and a radius of R = 25 Mpc/h, and more pro-
nounced for R = 20Mpc/h where Nt(z,R) ∼ 5. We
picked a fixed number of halos instead of a fixed mass
threshold in order to avoid fluctuations of number den-
sity across different realisations. For isolating the change
of the halo PDF with respect to cosmology, we select a
number of halos tuned to leave the halo bias as constant
as possible across cosmologies, with values displayed in
Table 4. This amounts to changing the minimum halo
mass threshold with cosmology to compensate the change
in bias due to a larger/smaller number of massive halos,
most prominent when changing σ8.
The processing of the halo catalogues to extract PDFs

makes use of the same functions in the Pylians3 li-
brary as for the matter PDF. We use the Cloud-in-Cell
mass-assignment scheme to deposit the halos on a grid
of 500 cells per side. We choose to extract number-
weighted PDFs (as opposed to weighting the tracers by
their masses) because it most closely corresponds to ob-
servable galaxy counts. While a mass-weighting is known
to increase the correlation between the matter and tracer
densities (see e.g. Seljak et al. 2009; Hamaus et al. 2010;
Jee et al. 2012; Uhlemann et al. 2018), our simulation
contains only relatively massive halos such that we ex-
pect this impact to be small. As number counts are
integers, number weighting provides us with an unam-
biguous binning for the tracer PDF. The halo density
field is smoothed with a spherical top-hat filter of radius
R = 20, 25, 30Mpc/h through a multiplication in har-
monic space. The binning for the tracer PDF is adapted
so that the bins correspond to multiples of the tracer
density contributed by a single tracer in a sphere.2

2.2.3. Mock galaxy statistics from the Molino Suite

We also use the Molino suite of galaxy catalogues
(Hahn and Villaescusa-Navarro 2021) suitable for Fisher

2 Note that the Cloud-in-Cell (CiC) mass assignment scheme
can lead to non-integer tracer counts. We compute the histogram
Pt(Nt) in bins centered on integer counts Ni with edges at Ni ±
0.5. We find the difference between tracer counts from CiC and a
nearest-grid-point (NGP) assignment to be small and opt to keep
CiC to treat matter and tracers with the same mass assignment.

forecasts. Molino uses the standard Halo Occupation
Distribution (HOD) model (Zheng et al. 2007) to pop-
ulate the Quijote dark matter halo catalogues. The
galaxy catalogue contains ∼ 150000 galaxies and is avail-
able for redshift z = 0.0. The halos are populated accord-
ing to the probability of a halo of mass Mh to host Ng

number of galaxies. Halos are occupied by central and
satellite galaxies, in the standard HOD model the mean
number of galaxies is given by their sum

⟨Ng(Mh)⟩ = ⟨Ncen(Mh)⟩+ ⟨Nsat(Mh)⟩ . (12a)

The mean occupation of central galaxies is parameterised
by

⟨Ncen(Mh)⟩ =
1

2

[
1− erf

(
log(Mh/M

min
h )

σlogM

)]
, (12b)

where Mmin
h is the minimum mass for which half of the

halos host a central galaxy above the luminosity thresh-
old and σlogM is related to the scatter of the central
galaxy luminosity in halos of mass Mh. The mean occu-
pation of satellites follows a power law as

⟨Nsat(Mh)⟩ = ⟨Ncen(Mh)⟩
(
Mh −M0

M1

)α

. (12c)

with M0 is the halo mass cut-off for satellite occupation,
M1 is given such that Mh = M0 + M1 is the typical
mass scale for halo to host one satellite and α is the
slope at high halo mass. In the Molino suite the fidu-
cial HOD parameters are based on the best-fit for the
high luminosity galaxies in the Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey (SDSS) and are given by log(hMmin/M⊙) = 13.65,
σlogM = 0.2, log(hM0/M⊙) = 14.0, α = 1.1 and
log(hM1/M⊙) = 14.0. We follow the same procedure
explained above for halos to extract the Molino PDFs
for radii R = 25, 30 Mpc/h. We use 1000 realisations at
the fiducial cosmology and 500 realisations for changes
in parameters.

3. PARAMETERISING TRACER BIAS AND
STOCHASTICITY

Various studies have aimed to develop accurate and
simple models to capture the one-point tracer-matter
density relationship. For example, Uhlemann et al.
(2018); Uhlemann et al. (2018) considered mass-weighted
subhalo densities and demonstrated that abundance
matching using a quadratic mean bias model for log-
densities is sufficient to obtain accurate PDFs for tracers
in spheres and cylinders. However, neglecting the scatter
between galaxy and matter densities fails to capture the
stochastic nature of this relationship, which could lead
to inaccuracies in more realistic scenarios. The first ap-
proach to modelling the non-Poissonian stochasticity be-
tween the galaxy field and the matter density field within
the PDF framework was presented by Friedrich et al.
(2018); Gruen et al. (2018) for projected densities. They
explored two models to describe shot noise in conjunc-
tion with a linear bias: one with a free parameter that
encodes the correlation between the matter and tracer
fields, and another using a generalized Poisson distribu-
tion with two parameters. Building on this, Friedrich
et al. (2022) proposed a quadratic Lagrangian bias ex-
pansion for photometric galaxy clustering. They showed

https://github.com/franciscovillaescusa/Pylians3
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that at fixed order the Lagrangian model provides a bet-
ter fit for the conditional mean than the Eulerian bias ex-
pansion. The authors validated their Lagrangian bias ex-
pansion against standard consistency relations between
Eulerian and Lagrangian perspectives, confirming that
their approach is robust and consistent with established
two-point statistics. Their analysis also confirms that
shot noise deviates from the expected Poisson distribu-
tion. The current approach for modelling tracer kNN
statistics uses Hybrid Effective Field Theory that com-
bines a perturbative Lagrangian bias model with N -body
dynamics for the displacements of dark matter and trac-
ers (Banerjee et al. 2022). Here we will take advantage of
theoretical predictions for the matter PDF and augment
them with a parameterisation of the conditional tracer
given matter density PDF relying on suitable bias and
stochasticity models.

3.1. Conditional tracer given matter density PDF

Having predicted the matter PDF, we have the first
ingredient for the joint PDF of tracer and matter densi-
ties, which we can write as a product of the conditional
PDF of tracer counts given matter density and the mat-
ter PDF

P(Nt, δm) = P(Nt|δm)Pm(δm) . (13)

A tracer density contrast can be defined through δt =
Nt/N̄t − 1 with the mean number of tracers per cell N̄t.
Then we can write P(Nt|δm) = P(δt|δm)/N̄t. In Figure 2
we show the conditional PDF P(δh|δm) of halo densities
in spheres given a certain matter density in spheres. This
is extracted from 8000 realisations of the Quijote fidu-
cial cosmology. We clearly see that there is a strong trend
and correlation between matter and tracer densities in
cells (with correlation coefficients of around 0.9, see Ap-
pendix A.2.2 for details), but also some scatter. We de-
scribe this conditional PDF with two ingredients, the
conditional mean Nt(δm) = ⟨Nt|δm⟩ and the conditional
variance ⟨N2

t |δm⟩c of tracer counts at fixed matter den-
sity contrast. The conditional mean – shown by the solid
black line – follows the ‘ridge’ of the joint PDF, while
the conditional variance captures the scatter around the
expectation value – indicated by the dotted lines. For
a Poisson distribution, the conditional variance agrees
with the conditional mean, and as such we express the
model in terms of the ratio α(δm) = ⟨N2

t |δm⟩c/⟨Nt|δm⟩.
This model was introduced for density-split statistics
in Friedrich et al. (2018); Gruen et al. (2018), gener-
alised in Friedrich et al. (2022) and used for studying
HODs in Britt et al. (2024). We apply it to 3D den-
sities for the first time. The conditional distribution of
galaxy counts at fixed matter density with a bias model
Nt(δm) = N̄t[1 + δt(δm)] and a shot noise model α(δm)
is given as equation (23) in Friedrich et al. (2020b)

P(Nt|δm) =
1

α(δm)
exp

(
−N t(δm)

α(δm)

)
(14)

×
[
Γ

(
Nt

α(δm)
+ 1

)]−1(
N t(δm)

α(δm)

) Nt
α(δm)

.

0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50
1 + m

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1+
h

1 + h| m

1 + h| m ± 2
h | m

Fig. 2.— Conditional PDF P(δh|δm) using 8000 realisations of
the Quijote fiducial cosmology at redshift z = 0.0 and smoothing
scale R = 25Mpc/h. The black line shows the conditional mean
roughly following the ‘ridge’ of the conditional PDF, while there
is also some scatter around the conditional mean, i.e. shot noise
(black dashed lines).

This can be viewed as a remapping of the continuation
of the discrete Poisson distribution where α = 1

P(Nt|δm) = PP

(
Ñt =

Nt

α(δm)
; Ñt =

Nt(δm)

α(δm)

)
1

α(δm)
,

(15)
where the normalisation α(δm)−1 comes from the Jaco-

bian dÑt/dNt and the Gamma function is the generali-
sation of the factorial to non-integers. This distribution
produces the input conditional mean ⟨Nt|δm⟩ = Nt(δm)
and the conditional variance ⟨N2

t |δm⟩c = α(δm)Nt(δm).
In the limit of fine sampling N̄t → ∞, this is well ap-
proximated by a Gaussian of mean Nt(δm) and variance
α(δm)Nt(δm) as we show in more detail in Appendix A.1.
In the spectroscopic case, the relevant observable is

the tracer PDF P(Nt), which is obtained as a marginal
of this joint PDF by integrating over the matter densities

Pt(Nt) =

∫
P(Nt|δm)Pm(δm)dδm . (16)

In the photometric case, the joint one-point PDF of find-
ing N tracers and a matter overdensity δm in cylindri-
cal cells (Friedrich et al. 2022) can be translated to an
observable joint PDF between the tracer count and the
weak lensing convergence. The joint PDF is also re-
lated to the corresponding cross-correlation (k1, k2)-NN
statistics (Banerjee and Abel 2021b), which have been
extended to the correlations of tracers with a continuous
field in Banerjee and Abel (2023).

3.2. Conditional mean bias model

The conditional mean encodes a local tracer bias model
⟨Nt|δm⟩ = N̄t(1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩). Figure 3 shows the con-
ditional mean calculated from 500 realisations of the
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Quijote and Molino fiducial cosmology at redshifts
z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 and z = 0.0 respectively, and smoothing
scaleR = 25Mpc/h (data points). To perform cosmologi-
cal inference, a simple yet accurate tracer bias parameter-
isation is desirable. We use local bias models for densities
in cells (with a long history including works by Fry and
Gaztanaga (1993); Manera and Gaztañaga (2011); Sal-
vador et al. (2019); Repp and Szapudi (2020) and reviews
in Bernardeau et al. (2002); Desjacques et al. (2018) )
and their combination with Lagrangian bias principles
described in Friedrich et al. (2022).
Of course, tracer formation is in principle non-local,

e.g. halos of mass M are expected to form at peaks of
the initial density field smoothed over the Lagrangian
size R∗(M) = (3M/4π)1/3 (Desjacques et al. 2018). Our
tracer selection contains a wide range of halo masses with
Lagrangian radii between 1.5 and 15 − 25 Mpc/h (de-
creasing with increasing redshift) with a mean of around
3 Mpc/h. Hence, we can expect the bias to be close to
local on our smoothing radii of R = 20− 30 Mpc/h.

3.2.1. Eulerian bias models

In a quadratic Eulerian bias model, one would param-
eterise the tracer bias in terms of the two Eulerian bias
parameters bE1 and bE2 ,

⟨δh|δm⟩ = bE1 δm +
bE2
2
(δ2m − σ2

m), (17)

where δh/m are measured in the spherical cells and σ2
m

is the matter variance at the same scale that ensures
⟨δh⟩ = 0. The bias generally becomes more linear
with increasing scale and the linear Eulerian bias bE1 ap-
proaches the linear bias obtained from the large-scale
power spectrum on scales of about R ∼ 60 Mpc/h (Man-
era and Gaztañaga 2011; Friedrich et al. 2022). We find
this model to be instructive for a qualitative understand-
ing of the impact of nonlinear bias, but insufficient for a
percent-level description of the conditional mean bias.
The Sheth-Mo-Tormen (hereafter SMT) model (Sheth

et al. 2001) uses a mass function calculated from an ex-
tension to the Press-Schechter excursion set approach
(Press and Schechter 1974) generalised using ellipsoidal
collapse equations and fitted to numerical simulations.
This allows for statistical predictions of the bias for ha-
los and HOD galaxies. For halos, one can use the SMT
model to predict the Eulerian bias parameters bEn as a
function of halo mass Mh. We can then obtain bias pa-
rameters for our halo selection from an average over all
selected masses weighted by their probability P(Mh) via

b̄h,n =

∫
dMhb

E
n(Mh)P(Mh) . (18)

In our case, we determine P(Mh) from the halo mass
function measured in Quijote considering a fixed num-
ber of the most massive halos, such that the first halo
mass bin Mmin

h is re-weighted according to the leftover
number of halos.
The bias for HOD galaxies is obtained from a re-

weighting given by Zheng et al. (2007)

b̄g,n =

∫
dMh⟨Ng(Mh)⟩bEn(Mh)P(Mh)∫

dMh⟨Ng(Mh)⟩P(Mh)
, (19)

tracer z bE,fit
1 b̄SMT

1 bE,fit
2 b̄SMT

2

0.0 1.56 1.54 -0.56 -0.28

halos 0.5 2.11 2.08 0.38 0.37

1.0 2.88 2.84 3.11 2.21

galaxies 0.0 2.24 2.44 2.29 2.48

Table 1.— Eulerian bias predictions using SMT model and
the Quijote halo mass function (18) using the most massive
{358364,275253,165107} halos for redshift z = 0, 0.5, 1 for halos
and {156800} galaxies at redshift z = 0.0 in comparison to Eu-
lerian bias fits of the conditional mean (17) for spheres of radius
R = 25Mpc/h.

where the expected number of galaxies per halo mass
⟨Ng(Mh)⟩ is determined by the HOD (12). Note that
the SMT model is insufficiently precise to be used for
real data and is only used here for consistency checks of
our analysis.

3.2.2. Lagrangian bias models

Alternatively, one can implement a local Lagrangian
bias model at the field level, which is then evaluated
along the saddle-point relevant for computing the tracer
PDF. This corresponds to a relationship between Eule-
rian densities in cells with the following functional de-
pendence

1+⟨δh|δm⟩ = (1+δm)fL(δL(δm))−⟨(1+δm)fL(δL(δm))⟩,
(20)

where δL(δm) is the inverse spherical collapse mapping
relating nonlinear and linear densities and the constant
second term is ensuring a zero mean for ⟨δh|δm⟩ that is
generated in the computation of the PDF (for details see
Friedrich et al. 2022). For a local quadratic Lagrangian
bias, we have that

fL(δL) = 1 + bL1 δL +
bL2
2
δ2L . (21)

The Eulerian bias parameters are related to the La-
grangian ones as bE1 ≈ 1+ bL1 and bE2 = (1− ν−1)bL1 + bL2 ,
where commonly one assumes ν = 21/13 in line with
the spherical collapse approximation (Wagner et al. 2015;
Lazeyras et al. 2016; Desjacques et al. 2018). For pro-
jected densities studied in Friedrich et al. (2022) the
quadratic Lagrangian model outperformed the quadratic
Eulerian model. However they argued that these findings
may not generalise, and indeed we find no improvement
here.
Recently, a Gaussian Lagrangian bias model was pro-

posed in (Stücker et al. 2024a,b) which takes the unrenor-

malised form f̃L(δL) = exp(b̃G1 δL + b̃G2 δ
2
L/2) with scale-

dependent parameters b̃Gn . This bias model was designed
for the ratio between the Lagrangian galaxy density en-
vironment distribution and the background density dis-
tribution f(δm,L) = P(δm,L|g)/P(δm,L). For Gaussian
initial conditions, P (δm,L) is Gaussian and empirically,
the Lagrangian galaxy density environment distribution
is close to a Gaussian as well. This model corresponds to
a cumulant- rather than moment-based bias expansion
(Stücker et al. 2024b), which matches the spirit of our
PDF predictions. A perturbative expansion of the Gaus-
sian bias relation suggests that the leading order terms in
this model correspond to a quadratic model with bL1 ≈ b̃G1
and bL2 ≈ (b̃G1 )

2 + b̃G2 . After renormalisation through a
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Fig. 3.— (Upper panel) Conditional mean ⟨δt|δm⟩ from Qui-
jote matter and halos and Molino galaxies in spheres of radius R
(data points) along with a renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian bias
fit (22) of bG1 and bG2 (solid lines). (Lower panel) Residual defined
as (1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩fit)/(1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩sim) − 1 with error bars indicating
the standard deviation across 500 realisations.

peak-background split, this Gaussian Lagrangian model
becomes

fL(δL) =
exp

[
− (bG1 )2

2bG2

]
√
1 + bG2 σ

2
m

exp

bG2
(

bG1
bG2

+ δL

)2
2(1 + bG2 σ

2
m)

 , (22)

where the renormalised parameters bGn are now expected
to be scale-independent. The scale-dependent param-
eters are then b̃Gn = bGn /(1 + bG2 σ

2
m(R)). This bias

model (22) is fitted to the conditional mean data points
and shown as solid lines in Figure 3. The fit is performed
in the matter density range corresponding to the bulk of
the PDF shown by the shaded regions, with errors cal-
culated from the standard deviation across realisations.
We find that the parts of the conditional mean outside
of this region do not significantly impact the predicted
halo PDF, and so are justifiably excluded from the fit.
The fitted values for the renormalised Gaussian bias

for the fiducial cosmology are displayed in the middle
two columns of Table 2. As a consequence of the renor-
malised bias model, there is very little variation between
the fitted bias parameters across different smoothing
scales. For this reason we perform a fit on all smoothing
scales simultaneously (R = 20, 25, 30 Mpc/h for halos
and R = 25, 30 Mpc/h for galaxies) and these are the
values used in Figure 3. The variation across redshift is
driven by the formation of halos from high to low redshift
such that with an almost fixed minimum halos mass of
order 1013M⊙/h, halos at higher redshift are rarer and
thus more biased.
Given a model for the conditional mean of tracer den-

sities given matter densities, one can obtain the cross-
covariance between tracer and matter densities as de-
scribed in Appendix A.2.2.

3.3. Conditional variance stochasticity model
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Fig. 4.— Quadratic shot noise (24) fitted to the ratio of the
conditional variance to the conditional mean of the halo counts in
the shaded regions corresponding to each redshift, and the error
bars are calculated from 500 of the fiducial cosmology.

The conditional variance models the tracer stochastic-
ity or shot noise. We focus on the ratio

α(δm) =
⟨N2

t |δm⟩c
⟨Nt|δm⟩ =

N̄t⟨δ2t |δm⟩c
1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩ , (23)

which would be unity in the case of Poisson sampling
and was already used in the photometric clustering case
in Friedrich et al. (2018); Friedrich et al. (2022). As be-
fore, density contrasts δt/m are within spheres of radius
R. Note that this shot noise is the stochasticity with
respect to a deterministic local bias model described by
the conditional mean ⟨δh|δm⟩. Figure 4 shows this ra-
tio at redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 for halos and z = 0.0
for galaxies, which possesses a clear deviation from the
Poissonian expectation including a density-dependence.
We parameterise the shot noise ratio with a quadratic
density-dependence

α(δm) = α0 + α1δm + α2δ
2
m . (24)

As before, the fits are performed using the data points
and errors extracted from the Quijote and Molino re-
alisations in the shaded regions and the results are shown
as solid lines. The fitted values for the shot noise pa-
rameters for the fiducial cosmology are displayed in the
last three columns of Table 2. The conditional variances
for different sphere radii possess a moderate scale de-
pendence. Therefore, we perform the fits for the tracer
stochasticity for all smoothing scales simultaneously.
While the modelling of stochasticity for the PDF and

the power spectrum follow somewhat different principles,
we discuss their connection in Appendix A.2.2. When us-
ing a fitted bias function, it might be beneficial to modify
the defined ratio in equation (23) as follows

αfit(δm) =
N̄t⟨δ2t |δm⟩

1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩fit
= α(δm)

1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩
1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩fit

. (25)

to avoid a propagation of inaccuracies in fitting the con-
ditional mean to the conditional variance. In practice we
find that thanks to the good accuracy of the Gaussian
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tracer z R bG1 bG2 α0 α1 α2

20 0.449 -0.991 0.57 0.22 0.8

halos 0.0 25 0.443 -1.019 0.65 0.42 0.82

30 0.440 -1.018 0.72 0.56 0.76

All 0.446 -1.001 0.61 0.28 0.69

20 1.058 -1.381 0.56 -0.19 0.87

halos 0.5 25 1.051 -1.399 0.58 -0.08 1.06

30 1.045 -1.396 0.61 -0.0 1.17

All 1.053 -1.390 0.57 -0.16 0.83

20 1.962 -1.87 0.69 -0.49 0.23

halos 1.0 25 1.946 -1.918 0.69 -0.51 0.52

30 1.934 -1.935 0.71 -0.51 0.74

All 1.951 -1.895 0.70 -0.50 0.21

25 1.54 -0.34 0.92 0.09 0.31

galaxies 0.0 30 1.51 -0.30 1.02 0.13 0.32

All 1.52 -0.34 0.96 0.10 0.18

Table 2.— Values of renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian tracer
bias bGn and quadratic shot noise αn parameters at different red-
shifts and smoothing scales R [Mpc/h] from fits to the conditional
mean and variance for the fiducial cosmology.

Lagrangian bias parametrisation this makes little differ-
ence to the accuracy of the halo PDFs at the fiducial
cosmology.

3.4. Validating the fiducial tracer PDFs

We compute theoretical predictions for the PDF using
the publicly available code CosMomentum3 (Friedrich
et al. 2020b) that implements equation (16). We cal-
culate the theory PDFs with a tracer density nh =
N tot

h × (Gpc/h)−3 given values from the first row of Ta-
ble 4 and with ΛCDM cosmological parameters corre-
sponding to the Quijote fiducial cosmology.
Figure 5 compares the halo PDFs from theory with

those extracted from simulations. In contrast with the
matter PDFs in Figure 1, the halo PDFs become more
non-Gaussian with a higher variance as the redshift in-
creases. As can be seen from Table 2, halos are increas-
ingly biased at higher redshift. The variance of the halo
density field scales with the linear bias like σ2

h ∼ b2σ2
m

so although the matter variance still decreases, this in-
creasing bias leads to a mildly increasing halo variance
with redshift. As for the matter PDF in Figure 1, we
focus our analysis on the bulk of the PDF and thus ex-
clude the highest 10% and lowest {10,5,3}% of density
bins for scales R = 20, 25, 30Mpc/h respectively. When
we use the full functional forms of the conditional mean
and variance first residual panel, the residual of the halo
PDF has a very similar profile to that of the matter PDF,
indicating that the inaccuracy of our theoretical model
stems from the imperfections in the matter PDF the-
ory. We also show a theoretical model with the renor-
malised Gaussian Lagrangian bias parameterisation (22)
but the full functional form of the stochasticity (second
residual panel), which shows increased residuals at lower
redshifts indicating the limitations of the two-parameter
bias model. When using the full functional form of
the bias and the quadratic shot noise model (24), again
residuals increase with redshift but with slightly smaller
amplitude indicating limitations of the three-parameter

3 https://github.com/OliverFHD/CosMomentum
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Fig. 5.— [Upper panel] Comparison of halo PDFs from Quijote
(data points) and predictions using the Gaussian Lagrangian bias
and quadratic shot noise fits (solid lines) at smoothing scale R = 25
Mpc/h for redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0. [Lower panels] Residuals using
full functional forms of the bias and shot noise, fitted bias, fitted
shot noise, and fitted bias and shot noise. Errors are the standard
deviation of 15000 fiducial Quijote realisations.
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the cross-power spectrum and the matter power spectrum (data
points with error bars) along with the corresponding quadratic
fit (26) (solid lines) and its linear part (dashed lines).

tracer z bE1 bE
2,k2 ᾱ0

0.0 1.44 -0.01 0.83
halos 0.5 2.03 0.17 0.67

1.0 2.89 0.41 0.75

galaxies 0.0 2.46 0.67 1.29

Table 3.— Values of the fitted Eulerian bias (26) and stochastic-
ity (27) parameters for the tracer power spectra.

stochasticity model (third residual panel). Finally, when
using both parameterisations of bias and stochasticity
(lower panel) residuals from the two middle residual pan-
els combine. Since the renormalised bias fits result in
very little variation of bG1 and bG2 across smoothing scales,
we do a joint fit across three smoothing scales and use
the same values for all scales. The third and fourth pan-
els show the residuals when using the parameterised bias
and the full shot noise, and vice versa. While the pa-
rameterisation of both bias and shot noise increases the
errors, but we still see good agreement, with the residual
plots showing difference of less than 3% around the bulk
of the PDF.
The method illustrated for the halos is also applicable

to a galaxy sample. In Figure 6 we compare the mea-
sured PDF from the Molino mock galaxy catalogues
with the theory predictions from CosMomentum. We
present PDF prediction computed by using the full func-
tional form of the conditional mean and conditional vari-
ance (Theory) and using the renormalised Gaussian La-
grangian bias and the quadratic shot noise fits (Theory
fit). In both cases the theory predicts the measured
galaxy PDF to within 3% accuracy around the bulk of
the PDF as shown in the middle and lower panel respec-
tively. We note that the galaxy PDF presents a higher
degree of non-Gaussianity compared to the halo PDF at
the same redshift due to its larger linear bias.

3.5. Power spectrum bias and stochasticity

Following our approach for the tracer PDF, we want
to adopt a description of bias and shot noise that is in-
dependent of the theoretical modelling for dark matter.
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Fig. 8.— Halo and galaxy shot noise α(k) from equation (27)
obtained from the cross-power spectra (data points) or the mod-
elled bias b(k) with quadratic fits (26) (faint solid lines) and their
linear parts (faint dashed lines). We also show white noise fits at
constant ᾱ0 (coloured dotted lines) which deviate from the Poisson
expectation (black dotted).

Hence, we choose to determine the functional forms of
the bias and the shot noise for the tracer power spec-
trum from the tracer-matter cross-power spectra. The
linear, but potentially scale-dependent bias is obtained
as the ratio of the cross-power spectrum to the matter
power spectrum

b(k) =
Ptm(k)

Pm(k)
≈ b1 + b2,k2

k2

k2max

, (26)

shown in Figure 7 for the fiducial cosmology with fit
values given in Table 3. We find that the linear Eule-
rian bias parameter bE1 is close to the expectation from
the Gaussian Lagrangian bias from the conditional mean
b1 ≃ 1 + bG1 . We picked a simple parameterisation for
linear bias beyond b1 that is proportional to k2 (in anal-
ogy to the case of projected densities Friedrich et al.
2022) and a reference scale at our kmax = 0.2h/Mpc.
Scale-dependent bias of this form can originate from the
nonlinear and non-local nature of tracer formation. We
briefly touch on quadratic bias terms in Appendix A.2.2.
Halos form preferentially at peaks of the initial density
field leading to a term of the form (kRpk)

2 with some
characteristic peak scale Rpk (Desjacques et al. 2018).
As we consider a selection of halos with a wide range
of masses, which form not only on different scales, but
also at different times, it is hard to predict the combined
value for b2,k2 . We suspect that larger values of b2,k2

for the halo samples at higher redshift and the mock
galaxies are responsible for the slight scale dependence
of the renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian bias parame-
ters bG1 we obtained from a fitting the conditional mean
that were summarised in Table 2.
We can define a shot noise with respect to the linear

bias as

α(k)

n̄
= Pt(k)− b2(k)Pm(k) ≈ ᾱ0

n̄
, (27)

with b(k) from equation (26). The result is shown in Fig-
ure 8 for halos and galaxies. Fitting a constant ᾱ0 cor-
responding to white noise (coloured dotted lines) leads
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to decent agreement on the more nonlinear scales where
the shot noise term is most important, while it fails to
fit the larger more linear scales. We quote values for the
fitted stochasticity parameters at the fiducial cosmology
in Table 3. Note that (overly) simplistic choices for the
bias function can change the obtained shot noise. This
happens for smaller k ranges for our two-parameter scale-
dependent bias fit (26) (translucent solid lines) and more
significantly for a scale-independent bias with the same
b1 (translucent dashed lines) for which α(k) increases
significantly for larger k. If our linear scale-dependent
bias model (26) would be exact, the shot noise ob-
tained from a scale-independent modelling would change
as ∆α(kmax) = b2,k2(2b1 + b2,k2)n̄Pm(kmax). The ampli-
tude of the power spectrum shot noise agrees well with
a shot noise amplitude defined using cross-covariances of
the smoothed density (A15) around the relevant scales
k ∼ πR−1, which can be related to the αn parameters
describing the conditional variance as described in Ap-
pendix A.2.2.
To test the convergence of the simulated derivatives

for the mildly nonlinear halo power spectrum, we adopt
a simplistic model for the tracer power spectrum in terms
of the nonlinear matter power spectrum

Pt(k, z) = b(k)2Pm(k, z) +
α(k)

n̄(z)
, (28)

where we use a quadratic model for b(k) following equa-
tion (26) with two Eulerian bias parameters b1 and b2,k2

and a constant shot noise amplitude α(k) = ᾱ0 in rela-
tion to the inverse of the number density n̄(z) as expected
for Poisson sampling.4 We will use halofit predictions
for the non-linear matter power spectrum, which also de-
termine the non-linear matter variance in the PDF pre-
dictions. On large scales, the matter power spectrum
will reduce to the linear prediction. In Appendix B.4
we show that despite the simplicity of our model, the
fiducial signal is well reproduced as shown in Figure 21.
Additionally, the derivatives with respect to cosmological
parameters shown in Figure 22 are well captured leading
to decent agreement between the Fisher contours. Hav-
ing validated our predictions, we will later use them to
forecast the constraining power at fixed tracer number
density and bias.

4. PROBING COSMOLOGY WITH TRACER PDFS

In this section we determine the sensitivity of the tracer
PDF to changing cosmological and bias parameters. We
will focus on σ8 and Ωm as cosmological parameters and
one effective bias parameter β per redshift. As described
in the previous section, the tracer PDF (16) depends
on the underlying cosmology that determines the matter
PDF (11), and additionally on the conditional PDF of
tracer density given matter density. We build the con-
ditional PDF (14) from two functions: the mean tracer
count given matter density Nt(δm) = N̄t(1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩)
and stochasticity captured through the ratio α(δm) =

4 A comparison with perturbative halo power spectrum models
from Eulerian Standard Perturbation Theory, Lagrangian Pertur-
bation Theory are Effective Field Theory is beyond the scope of this
work, as it would require a careful selection of scales and matching
of free parameters to fairly compare the different nonlinear regimes.

tracer z fiducial σ−
8 σ+

8 Ω−
m Ω+

m

halos 0.0 358364 390000 329930 361020 355876

halos 0.5 275253 300000 252965 269741 276134

halos 1.0 165107 180000 151694 162795 167293

galaxies 0.0 156800 156316 157189 151641 162033

Table 4.— Number of tracers Nt selected to leave bias constant
across cosmology.

⟨N2
t |δm⟩c/Nt(δm). The mean number of tracers per cell

is determined by the tracer number density n̄ and the
cell radius R as N̄t = 4πR3n̄/3. We have described ef-
fective parameterisations for the two crucial functions in
terms of two Gaussian Lagrangian bias parameters bGn
and three shot noise parameters αn. From theory argu-
ments we know that the halo bias (18) and HOD-based
galaxy bias (19) carry a cosmology dependence through
the halo mass function P(Mh). Similarly, the total num-
ber density of tracers will be cosmology-dependent. We
do not seek to extract information from the halo mass
function through the tracer PDF here, and hence decide
to select tracers across different cosmologies in a way
that keeps the tracer bias fixed. This comes at the price
of changing number densities, but we mitigate the main
impact of this by looking at PDFs of tracer density con-
trasts Pδt(δt) = N̄tPt(Nt).

4.1. Cosmology & mass dependence of bias

We extract tracer PDFs in such a way as to leave the
bias as constant as possible by tailoring the number of ha-
los selected for each cosmology, i.e. selecting the only the
most massive N tot

h halos. The numbers used to achieve
this for each cosmology and redshift are shown in Table 4.
To obtain the values for the Nh cut across different cos-
mologies we follow the SMT bias predictions (18) relying
on the cosmology-dependent halo mass function P(Mh)
measured from the simulations. Since fine-tuning b̄n by
changing the minimum mass Mmin

h is challenging due to
the wide bins of the halo mass function (set by the mass
resolution), we instead select a total number N tot

h which
we use to cut the mass function by emptying the lowest
required mass bin by the necessary number of halos such
that the integral evaluates to the desired bias value. One
can then find the value of N tot

h that minimises the differ-
ence between b̄1 and the desired linear bias of the fiducial
cosmology. Note that if we kept the selected number of
halos fixed across cosmologies this would significantly al-
ter the shape of the derivatives. For example, a change
in σ8 would cause the matter variance and the linear bias
to change in opposite directions such that that the halo
variance σ2

h ≈ b21σ
2
m remains almost unchanged.

Similarly, to keep the linear galaxy bias fixed across
different cosmologies, we follow the procedure outlined
above. We extract the quantity ⟨Ng(Mh)⟩P (Mh) from
the Molino suite and search for the number of galax-
ies that minimises the difference between the measured
and the fiducial bias b̄g,1. Once the number of galax-
ies is determined for each cosmology the galaxy PDF is
measured from the Molino suite considering the corre-
sponding number of galaxies in the most massive halos.
As we consider the most massive halos this selection in-
cludes most of the satellite galaxies. We measure the con-
ditional mean and conditional variance of galaxy counts
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given matter density from the Molino suite, considering
the corresponding number of galaxies for each cosmology.

4.2. Response to cosmology and tracer selection

We want to quantify the response of the tracer den-
sity PDF to changes in cosmology and the tracer selec-
tion. While we extract the PDFs of the tracer number
count P(Nt), we convert them to PDFs of the tracer
density contrast P(δt) to avoid extracting cosmological
information from the variation of the tracer number den-
sity across cosmologies. To this end, we compute the
parameter derivatives from finite differences between the
PDFs of incremented and decremented parameters θ± ,
i.e.

∂P
∂θ

=
P(θ+)− P(θ−)

θ+ − θ−
. (29)

The simulations are with symmetric increments such that
θ± = θfid ±∆θ with ∆σ8 = 0.015 and ∆Ωm = 0.01.
We vary the tracer selection at fixed number density

by changing the fiducial selection of the most massive
halos to the least massive halos. We parameterise this
change by introducing the parameter β as the fractional
difference from the fiducial value of the linear Eulerian
bias parameter

β =
b1
bfid1

− 1. (30)

with values of b1 taken from the power spectrum fits
described in Section 3.5, which closely resemble the Eu-
lerian linear bias for the PDF. The β derivative is a one-
sided derivative representing the effect of changing the
whole conditional PDF P(δt|δm) parameterised through
the bias and the shot noise at fixed cosmology. For the
simulation derivatives it is calculated by extracting PDFs
not with the N tot

t most massive halos/galaxies as de-
scribed in the previous subsection, but instead prioritis-
ing lower mass objects. In practice this means taking the
N tot

h lowest mass halos or N tot
g galaxies where satellites

are preferentially selected. We then take the derivative
to be

∂P
∂β

=
P(βfid)− P(β−)

βfid − β− . (31)

The changes in the bias and shot noise parameters as
a response to this tracer selection are shown in Table 5.
While this results in larger step sizes than is ideal for the
use of finite difference derivatives, we only use this to
cross-validate theory and simulations and use the same
step size for both.
The relevant PDFs P(θ±) can be computed in Cos-

Momentum from the same model described previously
and tracer power spectra can be constructed following
our model (28). Since we constructed halo samples from
Quijote in such a way that the bias does not signif-
icantly change across cosmology, the fiducial bias can
be used for all cosmologies. Similarly, the shot noise
can be regarded as effectively constant across cosmolo-
gies, although it does still change slightly. Then the only
changes going into the theory go into the underlying mat-
ter field and a change in tracer density nh coming from
the N tot

h cuts in Table 4. Since we consider PDFs of
density contrasts rather than number counts, the slight
changes do not significantly change the derivatives.

-1.00 -0.75 -0.50 -0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

(
h)/

z = 0.0

Parameter derviatives, R = 25Mpc/h

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

(
h)/

z = 0.5

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
h

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0
(

h)/
z = 1.0

Theory fit
Theory

= m

= 8

=

Fig. 9.— Halo PDF derivatives with respect to the cosmological
parameters fromQuijote (data points) and theory (solid lines) and
parameterised theory (dashed lines) using the renormalised Gaus-
sian Lagrangian bias and quadratic snot noise combined smooth-
ing scale fits. Derivatives are shown at smoothing scale R = 25.0
Mpc/h for redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0. Fiducial bias and shot noise
is used for all cosmologies. Error bars on data points are from 500
realisations of each Quijote cosmology. The solid vertical line in-
dicates the location of the peak of the PDF. The dotted vertical
lines bookend the range of δh bins used for the Fisher analysis in
the next section.
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bG1 (β) bG2 (β) α0(β) α1(β) α2(β) bE1 (β) bE
2,k2 (β) ᾱ0(β)

tracers z βfid β− βfid β− βfid β− βfid β− βfid β− βfid β− βfid β− βfid β−

0.0 0.446 0.277 -1.001 -1.068 0.61 0.88 0.28 0.63 0.69 0.27 1.44 1.28 -0.01 -0.09 0.83 1.14

halos 0.5 1.053 0.842 -1.390 -1.519 0.57 0.75 -0.16 0.27 0.83 0.70 2.03 1.84 0.17 0.07 0.67 0.91

1.0 1.951 1.613 -1.895 -2.082 0.70 0.80 -0.50 -0.09 0.21 0.51 2.89 2.59 0.41 0.26 0.75 0.89

galaxies 0.0 1.524 1.409 -0.344 -0.348 0.96 0.87 0.09 0.02 0.19 0.42 2.46 2.36 0.67 0.60 1.29 1.15

Table 5.— Values of PDF tracer bias and stochasticity parameters from a joint fit of all smoothing scales along with power spectrum
bias and stochasticity, using the fiducial and modified tracer selection prioritising lower halo masses and satellite galaxies, respectively.

Figure 9 shows the derivatives of the Quijote (data
points) and theory halo PDFs (solid lines) with respect
to the cosmological parameters Ωm and σ8, as well as
the tracer selection parameterised by β. For the sim-
ulated derivatives, the errors on the data points are
the standard deviation of the results of this computa-
tion over 500 realisations. The dashed lines come from
the theoretical model described in the previous section.
We use the renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian bias (22)
and quadratic shot noise (24), and fit the parameters
{bG1 , bG2 , α0, α1, α2} using the fiducial cosmology for each
redshift where all smoothing scales have been fitted si-
multaneously. We find good agreement between the
predicted derivatives compared to those measured from
Quijote . Without a contribution due to the change
of bias, cosmological derivatives of the halo PDF closely
resemble those of the matter PDF (shown in Appendix
Figure 18). The β derivative captures the response of
the PDF to a change in tracer selection, and is similar
in form to the linear combination of the derivatives with
respect to the full set of bias and shot noise parameters
{bG1 , bG2 , α0, α1, α2} (shown in the Appendix Figure 20).
Figure 10 shows the galaxy PDF derivatives for the

same set of parameters we consider for the halo PDF
derivatives in Figure 9. The galaxy PDF derivatives
show the same behaviour as the matter and halo PDF
derivatives. As the number of galaxies in the Molino
suite is less than the number of halos in the Quijote
simulations, the effect of shot noise is stronger. In com-
parison to the halo case we notice a larger variation of
the conditional variance among different cosmologies, es-
pecially for variations of σ8. We employ the measured
conditional mean from the fiducial cosmology and shot-
noise from the varied cosmologies (solid lines) and the
corresponding joint renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian
bias and joint quadratic shot noise fits for the fiducial
(dashed lines) as input to compute the theoretical pre-
dictions with CosMomentum.
While we focused on the tracer PDFs here, we show the

corresponding derivatives of the mildly nonlinear tracer
power spectra in Appendix B.4.

4.3. Tracer PDF Covariance

The error bars shown in Figure 5 indicate how accu-
rately the tracer PDF bins can be measured in the simu-
lation volume given the grid of overlapping cells. While
overlaps are desirable to reduce the overall error of the
PDF measurement, they induce strong correlations be-
tween the PDF measurements in neighbouring bins (Uh-
lemann et al. 2022). Figure 11 shows the correlation ma-
trix for the halo density PDF in delta bins, using 15000
realisations of theQuijote fiducial cosmology at redshift
z = 0 and R = 25, 30Mpc/h. The strong correlations ad-
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Fig. 11.— Correlation matrix for the halo PDF in density bins
at redshift z = 0 and radii R = 25, 30Mpc/h, extracted from all
15000 realisations of the Quijote fiducial cosmology.

jacent to the diagonal are induced by the correlation be-
tween densities in overlapping cells. Intermediate under-
and overdensities are as expected anti-correlated, while
in the corners one can observe a positive correlation of
more extreme low and high densities. The PDFs of halo
densities at two subsequent sphere radii are strongly cor-
related, as the density in the larger cell will be similar
to the density in the enclosed smaller cell. While it is
possible to reorganise the information to describe densi-
ties in a central sphere and surrounding spherical shells
(Bernardeau and Valageas 2000; Bernardeau et al. 2014;
Uhlemann et al. 2015; Codis et al. 2016), we opt to have
a simpler data vector while taking account of the cross-
correlations.

4.4. Fisher Forecast

We quantify the information content of the tracer PDF
on key ΛCDM parameters and the halo bias using the
Fisher matrix formalism. Within this formalism we also
further validate our theoretical model using theQuijote
suite of simulations.
In this section we will introduce the elements that go

into the formalism, explain the contents of our data vec-
tor, and discuss how combinations of redshifts z and
scales R can break degeneracies thus extract the max-
imum information from the halo density field.
The Fisher matrix is defined by

Fij =
∑
α,β

∂Sα

∂θi
C−1

αβ

∂Sβ

∂θj
(32)
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where Si and θi are elements of some statistic S⃗ and some
set of parameters θ⃗ respectively. C is the data covariance
matrix defined by

Cαβ =
〈
(Sα − ⟨Sα⟩)(Sβ − ⟨Sβ⟩)

〉
. (33)

Here we construct the data vector from the values of
the halo one-point PDFs in bins of halo density con-
trast δh, combining three different smoothing scales
R=20, 25, 30Mpc/h. We discount the effects of the
tails of the PDFs by performing a CDF cut between
0.1,0.05,0.03 for R = 20, 25, 30 Mpc/h and 0.9 follow-
ing the spirit of (Uhlemann et al. 2020). The derivatives
∂Sα/∂θi are as discussed in the previous subsection and
shown in for R = 25 Mpc/h in Figure 9. When includ-
ing the parameter β, it is treated as separate parameters
βz for each redshift in the derivatives. The covariance
matrix of the halo PDF is the same as previously dis-
cussed in Section 4.3. For the Fisher analysis we use a
covariance computed from all Nsim = 15, 000 realisations
of the Quijote fiducial cosmology. When the covariance
matrix is inverted, noise present in the estimation of C
will lead to bias in the elements of C−1. To correct for
this we multiply C−1 with the Kaufman-Hartlap factor
(Kaufman 1967; Hartlap et al. 2007) defined by

h =
Nsim − 2−NS

Nsim − 1
(34)

where NS is the length of the data vector. Since Nsim =
15, 000 is much larger thanNS (between 47 and 85 for the
PDFs at different redshifts), this factor is always close
to unity. We assume no correlation between the den-
sity fields at different redshifts, so the Fisher matrices
from the three redshifts considered (z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0) can
simply be linearly combined. Once the Fisher matrix
is known, the marginalised error on the parameter θi is
given by

δ(θi) ≥
√
(F )−1

ii . (35)

4.4.1. Validation of tracer PDF constraining power

Before we proceed to making forecasts for the con-
straining power of the tracer PDF in comparison to
the power spectrum, we perform several validations of
our theoretical model. When keeping the tracer bias
and number density fixed across cosmologies, the matter
and tracer PDFs carry a comparable or lower amount
of cosmological information as we show in Figure 12.
This is expected as for the simple case of linear Eule-
rian bias and no shot noise there is a simple one-to-one
relation between the matter and halo PDFs Ph(δh) ≃
Pm(δm)dδm/dδh = Pm(δm = δh/b1)/b1. This is fo-
cused on a single redshift z = 0 and two scales R =
25, 30Mpc/h, where we have validated matter (orange
solid), halo (blue dashed) and galaxy PDF (green dot-
dashed) predictions. The presence of shot noise can lead
to a loss of information through the convolution in equa-
tion (16), so it is expected that the tracer PDF con-
straints are weakened with decreasing number density
from the halos to the galaxies.
When considering a single redshift but extending the

parameter space by one tracer selection parameter β,
the agreement of the Fisher forecasts for theoretical and
simulated tracer PDFs is not very good. This can be
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attributed to the similarity between derivatives w.r.t.
the cosmological parameters and the combined bias and
stochasticity parameter β paired with small residuals in
the derivatives. For the galaxies there is a striking simi-
larity between σ8 and β derivatives. For the halos, there
is more similarity between the shape of the Ωm and β
PDF derivatives. In the more realistic case of combining
several redshifts the degeneracy between the cosmolog-
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ical and the combined bias and stochasticity parameter
β is lifted, such that parameter constraints will become
more robust against residual modelling uncertainty.
In Figure 13 we show a comparison of the Fisher fore-

cast for the theoretically predicted and the simulated
derivatives finding excellent agreement of the two ap-
proaches even after marginalising over one bias param-
eter β per redshift. This reassures us that it is safe to
use the theoretical predictions to further explore degen-
eracy breaking brought about by combining the tracer
PDF at different redshifts and adding in the tracer power
spectrum, for which we discuss results separately in Ap-
pendix B.4.

4.4.2. Degeneracy breaking with different redshifts

Having validated our theoretical models for the tracer
PDF and power spectrum, we proceed to forecast pa-
rameter constraints at fixed number density to avoid de-
generacy breaking arising from different levels of shot
noise across the cosmologies. For an initial assessment
we consider only one combined tracer bias and stochas-
ticity parameter for both the halo PDFs and the power
spectrum.
The upper panel of Figure 14 shows the Fisher forecast

for the ΛCDM parameters {Ωm, σ8} using data vectors
constructed from the theoretical PDFs in δh bins with
radii R = 20, 25, 30 Mpc/h with the bias fixed. Con-
straints are shown for each redshift z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 indi-
vidually in different line style and colour, and then com-
bined in black via a linear combination of the Fisher ma-
trices as appropriate for independent probes. The lower
panel also includes a bias parameter βz for each redshift.
The constraints from these are naturally not combined
since these are different parameters.
We can see that the PDFs at different redshifts can

break degeneracies present at individual redshifts. As
one can see in Figure 9, the PDF derivatives with re-
spect to Ωm and σ8 have similar but opposite profiles.
This tells us that raising Ωm and lowering σ8 have similar
effects, which leads to the diagonal alignment of the con-
tours in the upper panel of Figure 14 with the different
slopes set by the different amplitude ratios between the
two parameter derivatives. This correlation is strongest
at z = 1.0, where as explained for the derivatives above,
the response of the PDF to a change in both Ωm and σ8
is close to that of rescaling the non-linear variance. On
the other hand, at lower redshift the skewness change
induced by Ωm makes the effect of the two parameters
more distinguishable. This accounts for the rotation of
the ellipses as z decreases.
Figure 15 shows the equivalent plots for the halo power

spectrum theory. We see in the upper plot that the Ωm-
σ8 contours have different orientations at different red-
shifts. As explained in Appendix Section B.4, Ωm and
σ8 affect the amplitude of the halo power spectrum in
opposite ways, but can be distinguished by the Baryon
Acoustic Oscillation signature seen in the Ωm derivative.
Furthermore, as in the halo PDF case, the sensitivity of
Ωm to the growth rate accounts for the twisting of the
contour orientations across redshift. The power spec-
trum constraints are less affected by shot noise which
lowers the constraining power of the PDF at increasing
redshift. The lower panel shows the significant impact
of marginalising over the bias which flips the σ8-Ωm con-
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Fig. 14.— (Upper panel) Fisher forecast for {Ωm, σ8} for the
theory halo PDF at smoothing scales R = 20, 25, 30Mpc/h and
redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 separately and then combined with fixed
bias. (Lower panel) also includes the individual bias parameters
βz for each redshift. Theory PDFs use the Gaussian Lagrangian
bias fits and quadratic shot noise fits for the fiducial cosmology.

tour and significantly widens constraints. This is because
the profiles of the σ8 and β derivatives seen in Figure 22
are very similar, since these both affect the amplitude
in similar ways. On the other hand, β and Ωm affect
the amplitude in opposite ways. This accounts for the
diagonal contours of different orientation seen in the βz-
Ωm and βz-σ8 panels. When marginalised over the bias
parameter β the σ8-Ωm contours are very similarly di-
agonally orientated, as the affects can no longer be well
distinguished. This can be understood by the similar σ8
and β derivative profiles leading to the remaining part of
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contours from the individual bias parameters βz .

the σ8 derivative becoming less distinguishable from Ωm.

4.4.3. Complementarity of tracer PDF and power spectrum

The halo PDF is expected to be complementary to
the halo power spectrum as it extracts additional non-
Gaussian information encoded in the shape around its
peak. To assess the constraining power more quanti-
tatively, we look at Fisher forecasts for the two probes
individually and their combination.
As seen in the upper panels of Figures 14 and 15, at

fixed bias the halo power spectrum outperforms the PDF.
When the cosmology is fixed the constraints on the bias
parameters from both probes are very similar and hence
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Fig. 16.— Cross correlation matrix of halo PDF at smoothing
scale R = 25Mpc/h and halo power spectrum at redshift z = 0.

not shown separately. As seen in the lower panels of Fig-
ures 14 and 15, when jointly constraining cosmology and
bias the PDF outperforms the power spectrum. While
the σ8-β contours are similarly aligned for PDF and
power spectrum, the PDF constraints are much tighter.
This demonstrates that the additional non-Gaussian in-
formation captured in the PDF can break the degener-
acy between σ8 and bias that is present in the variances
and correlation function. When using the PDF, combin-
ing different scales effectively captures some compressed
information from the power spectrum, namely the vari-
ances at the different scales, which is augmented by the
non-Gaussian shape around the peak.

Covariance between probes & super-sample covariance—
For the combined constraints of the tracer PDFs and
the power spectrum we take their full cross-correlation
matrix into account, an example of which is shown in
Figure 16 for halos at a single redshift, with the PDF
at a single scale and the power spectrum. If we focus
on mildly nonlinear scales, the tracer power spectrum
correlation-matrix is diagonal. The cross-correlation be-
tween the PDF and the power spectrum stems from the
correlation of the PDF variance with the amplitude of
the power spectrum. The band-like structure is caused
by the broadness of the smoothing kernel covering all
mildly nonlinear k-scales shown.
To estimate the impact of super-sample covariance ef-

fect that is driven by the background density, we use
the separate-universe style ‘DC’ runs of the Quijote sim-
ulation suite emulating a background density contrast
δb = ±0.035 through changed cosmological parameters
and simulation snapshot times from the separate uni-
verse approach (Sirko 2005). The super-sample covari-
ance between two data vector entries Di and Dj can be
estimated by

covSSCSU (Di, Dj) = σ2
b

∂Di

∂δb

∂Dj

∂δb
, (36)

where σ2
b is the variance of δb (here just δ

2
b ), and the other
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Fig. 17.— Comparison of constraints from halo PDF theory (blue lines) using fiducial renormalised Gaussian Lagrangian bias fits for all
cosmologies and halo power spectra from theory (orange) and their combination (black), shown for the cosmological parameters {Ωm, σ8}
and 1 bias parameter bG1 = bG1 − 1 for each redshift. Constraints are marginalised over all other bias and shot noise parameters. Results
for the halo power spectrum at different kmax (orange solid, dashed) illustrate that only information beyond the mildly nonlinear regime
can break the degeneracies present in the perturbative regime.

two terms encode the linear response of the data vector,
which can be determined from the simulations using fi-
nite differences. We add this super-sample covariance
term to the measured covariance for both the PDFs and
the power spectra.

Marginalising over bias and shot noise parameters— To
perform more realistic forecasts between the halo PDF
and power spectrum, we have to consider a larger set
of independent tracer bias and stochasticity parameters.
We proceed with a forecast that varies two cosmologi-
cal parameters along with one linear bias parameter per
redshift, shared between the PDF bG1 and the power spec-
trum b1 = 1 + bG1 .
Figure 17 shows the Fisher forecast for the halo PDF

and power spectrum from theory for the cosmological
parameters {Ωm, σ8} and one shared linear bias param-
eter bG1,z for each redshift. The analysis combines red-
shifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 and for the PDFs the smooth-
ing scales R = 20, 25, 30 Mpc/h. Those constraints are
marginalised over one set of additional bias and shot
noise parameters per redshift, {bG2 , α0, α1, α2} for the
PDFs across all three scales, and {b2,k2 , ᾱ0} for the power
spectrum. The contours are shown for the halo PDFs
and two sets of contours for the power spectrum with

kmax = 0.2, 0.5h/Mpc respectively. We observe that at
mildly nonlinear scales, the halo power spectrum suffers
from the strong degeneracy between σ8 and linear bias
b1 and demonstrate that including more nonlinear in-
formation through an increase kmax increasingly breaks
degeneracies. The combined constraints between the
mildly nonlinear halo PDF and power spectrum (with
the lower kmax) are shown in black. In the three right-
hand columns of Figure 17, we see that the halo PDF
is much better at constraining the bias parameters and
indeed dominates the combined constraints. In order to
constrain two bias and three shot-noise parameters for
the PDF per redshift, combining different scales is cru-
cial. Additionally, combining different redshifts tightens
the cosmological constraints which in turn helps to fix
the bias and stochasticity parameters, for both the PDF
and the power spectrum.
Including super-sample covariance leads to a mild

widening of the contours on both the PDFs and power
spectrum. For σ8 errors increase by 4% and 11% for the
halo PDFs and power spectra, respectively. For Ωm er-
rors increase by 3% and less than 1%. For the three bG1,z
parameters at z=0,0.5,1 the errors widen by {16,25,5}%
and {11,5,4}% for the halo PDF and power spectrum, re-
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spectively. This is also accompanied by a minor rotation
in the degeneracy directions.

5. CONCLUSIONS

5.1. Summary

In this paper we have adapted a model of the condi-
tional PDF of tracer counts given matter density (14) (in-
troduced for photometric data in Friedrich et al. (2022))
to a spectroscopic setting. We have shown that a 2-
parameter Gaussian Lagrangian bias model recently pro-
posed in Stücker et al. (2024a,b) and a quadratic shot
noise model provide accurate parameterisations of its two
ingredients for both halos and HOD-populated galax-
ies. We validated the theoretical predictions against the
tracer PDFs for dark matter halos extracted from the
Quijote suite of N-body simulations and galaxies from
the associated Molino suite. In both cases we find ex-
cellent agreement of no more than 2% around the cen-
tral region of the PDF. We related our conditional PDF
parameters to the power spectrum bias and stochastic-
ity parameters. The Eulerian linear bias in the power
spectrum and first Gaussian Lagrangian parameter are
roughly related by bE1 ≈ 1+ bG1 . The renormalised Gaus-
sian Lagrangian bias model we adopt gives bias parame-
ters that are very close to scale-dependent across different
scales. The quadratic shot noise parameters show some
scale-dependence, although we found its impact on the
tracer PDFs to be mild. The power spectrum shot noise
amplitude ᾱ0 is close to the shot noise amplitude ob-
tained from variances that can be linked to the quadratic
shot noise model as discussed in Appendix A.2. This is
a promising first step towards allowing a joint analysis
of the tracer PDF and power spectrum with shared bias
and stochasticity parameters.
We validated the response of the halo and galaxy PDF

to changes in cosmology (at fixed bias) and tracer selec-
tion by comparing parameter derivatives with respect to
{Ωm, σ8} and one effective bias parameter βz per redshift
in Figure 9. We also validated the constraining power of
the theory on the same parameters when combining dif-
ferent redshifts with a Fisher forecast in Figure 13.
After validating the constraining power of the theory,

we performed Fisher forecasts at fixed number density
with the theoretical model comparing the tracer PDF
with the power spectrum. Figure 17 shows the con-
straints for the parameters {Ωm, σ8, b

G
1,z} for both halo

PDF and power spectrum theory and their combination
across three redshifts. In our model, the Eulerian linear
bias of the power spectrum is tied to the renormalised
Lagrangian Gaussian bias of the PDF as b1 = 1 + bG1 .
The strength of the PDF is disentangling the effect of
changing bias to that of changing σ8. The combined con-
straints are dominated by the PDF, but tightened by ad-
ditional degeneracy breaking. While our adopted tracer
power spectrum model (combining the halofit matter
power spectrum with a linear but scale-dependent bias
and a white noise stochasticity) is simplistic, state-of-the-
art perturbation-theory based models will likely contain
more free parameters.
The spectroscopic one-point tracer PDF is a promis-

ing probe of cosmology on mildly non-linear scales and
complementary to standard two-point statistics.

5.2. Outlook

In this work we focused on biased tracers in real space.
For an application to spectroscopic clustering survey
data, we will need to understand their one-point statis-
tics in redshift space. Therefore, future work will need to
model the effect of redshift space distortions. Previous
work on incorporating the impact of redshift-space dis-
tortions through a modification of the matter variance
(Repp and Szapudi 2020) or absorbing it in an effective
bias model (Uhlemann et al. 2018) will be useful start-
ing points for this. To extract additional information
from redshift space distortions, the concept of a 2D-kNN
statistics distinguishing between radial and angular dis-
tances (Yuan et al. 2023) could be translated to the PDF
by using spheroidal cells.
Here we use simulated covariance matrices for the

tracer PDFs and power spectra calculated from a large
number of realisations at a fiducial cosmology. Uhle-
mann et al. (2022) shows that it is possible to predict
covariances for the 3D matter PDF from theory, includ-
ing the predictions for the super-sample covariance. Fu-
ture work could extend this to tracer PDFs and their
cross-correlation with tracer power spectra.
Our tracer PDF is parameterised by two bias pa-

rameters {bG1 , bG2 } and three shot noise parameters
{α0, α1, α2} per redshift, where the latter can vary across
smoothing scale. Our Fisher analysis only includes one
shared linear bias parameter between halo PDFs of all
scales and the power spectrum at each redshift, and
marginalises over one set of nonlinear bias and stochas-
ticity parameters for the PDFs across three scales and
the power spectrum, respectively. Better understanding
of effective tracer bias parametrisations (see e.g. Banerjee
et al. 2022) and stochasticity parametrisations (includ-
ing HOD-informed parameter bounds Britt et al. 2024)
will be required to leverage the power of theoretical one-
point statistic models for jointly constraining cosmology
and astrophysical parameters from data.
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APPENDIX

A. TRACER-MATTER CONNECTION

A.1. Fine sampling limits for tracer PDFs

In the limit of fine sampling N̄t → ∞, the conditional
PDF (14) and the integral to obtain the tracer count
PDF (16) with the matter PDF can be simplified. In
the spirit of large-deviations theory, we start by writing
the conditional PDF for Nt = N̄t(1 + δt) given matter
density δm in terms of a function that is exponentially
decaying with increasing N̄t

− lnP(Nt|δm)

N̄t
=
1 + b(δm)

α(δm)
− 1 + δt
α(δm)

ln

(
N̄t(1 + b(δm))

α(δm)

)
+

1

N̄t
ln Γ

(
1 +

N̄t(1 + δt)

α(δm)

)
(A1a)

+
lnα(δm)

N̄t
.

We obtain a rate function (1) from the limit N̄t → ∞
(corresponding to a driving parameter ϵ = 1/N̄t → 0)5

− lim
N̄t→∞

lnP(Nt|δm)

N̄t
:= ψt|m(δt; δm) . (A1b)

We use Stirling’s formula for large arguments of the
Gamma function (reducing to the factorial for integers)

ln Γ(1 + x) ≈ x(lnx− 1) + ln[(2πx)1/2] , (A1c)

where the second term does not affect the exponential
decay, but is relevant for the normalisation. We find

ψt|m(δm; δt) =
b(δm)− δt + (1 + δt) ln

(
1+δt

1+b(δm)

)
α(δm)

.

(A1d)

5 Note that even given a large N̄t, the large Nt limit for under-
densities δt < 0 is only achieved for small |δt| ≪ 1.

A.1.1. Fine sampling limit for the conditional tracer PDF

To obtain the fine-sampling limit for the conditional
PDF P(Nt|δm), we can Taylor-expand the function
ψt|m(δt; δm) around its minimum at the most likely value
δ∗t given δm. We have that ψt|m(δ∗t ) = 0 for δ∗t = b(δm).
The first derivative w.r.t. to δt is

ψ′
t|m(δt) =

ln
(

1+δt
1+b(δm)

)
α(δm)

, (A1e)

and thus zero at δ∗t showing that is is indeed an ex-
tremum. The second derivative yields

ψ′′
t|m(δt) =

1

α(δm)(1 + δt)
> 0 , (A1f)

which shows the extremum is in fact a minimum. With
this we can write

ψt|m(δt) ≈
(δt − b(δm))2

2α(δm)(1 + b(δm))
. (A1g)

After having identified the peak of the PDF at δ∗t = b(δm)
in the limit of N̄t → ∞, we can attempt to restore the
normalisation at finite N̄t. Considering the last term of
the original exponent (A1a) along with the sub-leading
term in the Stirling approximation (A1c), we obtain

P(Nt|δm) ≈ [2πNtα(δm)]
− 1

2 exp
[
−N̄tψt|m(δt)

]
,

where the exponential is quadratic as given by equa-
tion (A1g) and Nt = N̄t(1+δt). This shows that the con-
ditional PDF P(Nt|δm) tends to a Gaussian with mean
N̄t(1+ b(δm)) and variance α(δm)N̄t(1+ b(δm)). We can
convert this to the conditional PDF of tracer density con-
trast

P(δt|δm) ≈
[
2π
α(δm)(1 + b(δm))

N̄t

]− 1
2

(A1h)

× exp

[
−N̄t

(δt − b(δm))2

2α(δm)(1 + b(δm))

]
,

which is a Gaussian with mean b(δm) and variance
α(δm)(1 + b(δm))/N̄t.
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A.1.2. Fine sampling limit for the tracer PDF

Let us now use similar arguments to simplify the tracer
PDF (16) given as δm-integral over the product of the
conditional PDF (14) and the matter PDF. For the δm
integral in equation (16), δt can be considered a constant.
Evidently, ψt|m(δ∗m) = 0 for δ∗m such that δt = b(δ∗m). Let
us consider the first derivative of ψt|m(δm; δt) w.r.t δm

ψ′
t|m(δm) =

b′(δm)

α(δm)

[
1− 1 + δt

1 + b(δm)

]
− α′(δm)

α(δm)
ψt|m(δm) ,

(A2)

which also vanishes at δ∗m making this an extremum. The
second derivative is

ψ′′
t|m(δm) =

b′(δm)

α(δm)

b′(δm)(1 + δt)

(1 + b(δm))2
(A3)

+

(
b′(δm)

α(δm)

)′ [
b(δm)− δt
1 + b(δm)

]
−
(
α′(δm)

α(δm)

)′

ψt|m(δm)− α′(δm)

α(δm)
ψ′
t|m(δm) .

At the extremum δ∗m where δt = b(δ∗m) only the first term
remains

ψ′′
t|m(δ∗m) =

b′(δ∗m)2(1 + δt)

α(δ∗m)[1 + b(δ∗m)]2
=

b′(δ∗m)2

α(δ∗m)(1 + δt)
> 0 ,

(A4)
which shows that δ∗m is a minimum. This leads to the
conditional PDF (14) resembling a Gaussian function
around the saddle point δ∗m(δt)

exp
[
−N̄tψt|m(δt; δm)

]
∝ exp

[
− [δm − δ∗m(δt)]

2

2σ2
∗(δ

∗
m(δt))

]
(A5)

σ2
∗(δ

∗
m(δt)) =

α(δ∗m(δt))(1 + δt)

N̄tb′(δ∗m(δt))2
. (A6)

As before, the normalisation is [2πNtα(δ
∗
m(δt))]

−1/2 with
Nt = N̄t(1+δt). When converting the PDF ot the tracer
count Pt(Nt) to the PDF of the tracer density contrast
Pt(δt), we obtain an extra factor of N̄t such that the
prefactor changes to [2πα(δ∗m(δt))(1 + δt)/N̄t]

−1/2. This
can be rewritten as (2πσ2

∗)
−1/2/b′(δ∗m(δt)). The integral

becomes a convolution of the matter PDF with a zero-
mean Gaussian of variance σ2

∗(δt) such that

Pt(δt) ≈
1

b′(δ∗m(δt))

(
PG

(
σ2
∗(δt)

)
∗ Pm

)
(δ∗m(δt)) . (A7)

We can see that in the asymptotic limit of N̄t → ∞, the
Gaussian becomes a delta function and we obtain

Pt(δt)
N̄t→∞−→ 1

b′(δ∗m(δt))
Pm (δ∗m(δt)) , (A8)

where we can replace δ∗m = b−1(δt). In this model, the
asymptotic limit thus corresponds to a deterministic bias
where Pt(δt) = Pm(δm(δt))dδm/dδt. Note that even if
the PDF of δ∗m was Gaussian, a nonlinear bias δt = b(δ∗m)
would imply a non-Gaussian PDF for δt.
If the matter PDF was a zero-mean Gaussian with vari-

ance σ2
m, then the convolution would be another Gaus-

sian function with an increased density-dependent vari-
ance σ2(δt) = σ2

m + σ2
∗(δt). Thus, the exponent of the

PDF for δ∗m(δt) would agree with the one of matter PDF

evaluated at δm(δt) = δ∗m(δt)/
√

1 + σ2
∗(δt)/σ

2
m. Note

that even if the PDF of δ∗m was Gaussian and the bias was
linear, the δt-dependence of the variance would imply a
non-Gaussian PDF for δt.

A.2. Tracer-matter spectra and covariances

A.2.1. Tracer-matter cross and auto spectra

Here we further connect the conditional mean bias and
stochasticity models presented in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 to
the bias and stochasticity in the power spectrum used
in Section 3.5. Let us briefly summarise how a Eulerian
quadratic bias model manifests in the tracer cross and
auto power spectra. We start with the noise-free tracer
density

δ̃t(x⃗) =b1δm(x⃗) +
b2
2

(
δm(x⃗)2 − ⟨δm(x⃗)2⟩

)
(A9a)

+
bs2

2

(
sij(x⃗)

2 − ⟨sij(x⃗)2⟩
)
,

where bs2 describes the non-local bias associated with
the tidal shear sij = (∂i∂j/∂

2 − δij/3)δm(x⃗). In Fourier
space this translates to

δ̃t(k⃗) =b1δm(k⃗) +
b2
2

(δm∗δm)(k⃗)︷ ︸︸ ︷∫
d3q δm(k⃗ − q⃗)δm(q⃗) (A9b)

+
bs2

2

∫
d3q δm(k⃗ − q⃗)δm(q⃗)S2(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(sij∗sij)(k⃗)

,

where S2(q⃗1, q⃗2) = q⃗1 · q⃗2/(q21q22) − 1/3 and we omitted
the δ-function terms that arise from the subtraction of
the constant expectation values ⟨·⟩. With this we obtain
the cross power spectrum

Ptm(k) = ⟨δt(k⃗)δm(−k⃗)⟩

= b1Pm(k) +
b2
2

∫
d3qBm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗)

+
bs2

2

∫
d3qS2(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗)Bm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗) ,

(A9c)

which depends on the matter power spectrum Pm and
two integrals over the bispectrum Bm, one of which is the
skew-spectrum. The bias function (26) is then obtained
as

b(k) =
Ptm(k)

Pm(k)
= b1 +

b2
2

∫
d3qBm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗)

Pm(k)
(A9d)

+
bs2

2

∫
d3qS2(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗)Bm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗)

Pm(k)
,

where the quadratic terms term would typically be eval-
uated within perturbation theory and lead to either con-
stant terms that combine with b1 or a leading-order scale
dependence of k2. For the case of just local bias (thus
neglecting the tidal bias term bs2), the tracer auto power
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spectrum is obtained as

Pt(k) = ⟨δt(k⃗)δt(−k⃗)⟩
= b21Pm(k) + b1b2⟨(δm ∗ δm)(k⃗)δm(−k⃗)⟩ (A10a)

+
b22
4
⟨(δm ∗ δm)(k⃗)(δm ∗ δm)(−⃗k)⟩+ Pϵ(k)

= b21Pm(k) + b1b2

∫
d3qBm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗) (A10b)

+
b22
4

∫∫
d3q1d

3q2Tm(q⃗1, q⃗2, k⃗ − q⃗1,−k⃗ − q⃗2) + Pϵ(k) ,

which depends on the matter power spectrum, the
skew-spectrum and an integrated version of the trispec-
trum Tm and the shot noise power spectrum Pϵ(k) =

⟨ϵ(k⃗)ϵ(−k⃗)⟩. The tidal bias terms will involve similar in-
tegrals with additional weightings with one S2 kernel for
the bispectrum and two for the trispectrum term. The
shot noise defined in (27) would then be given by

α(k)

n̄
=
b22
4

[∫∫
d3q1d

3q2Tm(q⃗1, q⃗2, k⃗ − q⃗1,−k⃗ − q⃗2)

−

(∫
d3qBm(q⃗, k⃗ − q⃗,−k⃗)

)2
Pm(k)

]
+ Pϵ(k) ,

(A10c)

where the terms including the trispectrum and square of
the bispectrum are of higher perturbative order. As ex-
pected, nonlinear bias does contribute to the shot noise
defined relative to the linear bias. This is in contrast
to the shot noise defined based on the conditional vari-
ance (23) which would vanish for any nonlinear but still
deterministic local bias.

A.2.2. Tracer-matter covariances from bias and
stochasticity

Let us connect the conditional mean bias presented in
Section 3 to the cross-covariance between tracer and halo
densities. We can obtain the covariance between tracer
and matter densities from the joint PDF (13)

σ2
tm = ⟨δtδm⟩ =

∫
dδm

∫
dδt δtδmP(δt|δm)Pm(δm)

=

∫
⟨δt|δm⟩δmP(δm)dδm = ⟨b(δm)δm⟩ . (A11a)

For a quadratic Eulerian bias (17), we have that

σ2
tm = b1σ

2
m +

b2
2
⟨δ3m⟩ , (A11b)

where for brevity we wrote bn instead of bEn for the Eu-
lerian bias parameters. This closely resembles the result
for the tracer-matter cross power spectrum (A9c). For a
Gaussian field, the quadratic bias term would not affect
the tracer-matter covariance. In analogy to the power
spectrum bias (26), we can define a bias from the ratio

of the tracer-matter covariance and matter variance

b×,σ2 =
σ2
tm

σ2
m

=
⟨b(δm)δm⟩

⟨δ2m⟩ (A11c)

= b1 +
b2
2

⟨δ3m⟩
σ2
m

= b1 +
b2
2
S3σ

2
m . (A11d)

The presence of the second term nicely illustrates how the
non-Gaussianity of the late-time matter field increases
the relevance of the nonlinearity in the bias. To obtain
the variance of the tracer density σ2

t , we will additionally
require a description of shot noise.
After determining how the conditional mean bias

sets the covariance between tracer and matter densi-
ties (A11a), let us determine how it propagates into the
variance of tracer densities together with the shot noise.

σ2
t = ⟨δ2t ⟩ =

∫
dδm

∫
dδt δ

2
tP(δt|δm)Pm(δm)

=

∫ ⟨δ2t |δm⟩︷ ︸︸ ︷(
⟨δt|δm⟩2 + ⟨δ2t |δm⟩c

)
P(δm)dδm (A12)

=

∫ (
⟨δt|δm⟩2 + α(δm)(1 + ⟨δt|δm⟩)

N̄t

)
P(δm)dδm

Let us split the result into to terms. The first term is the
variance for a shot-noise free tracer density δ̃t

σ̃2
t = ⟨δ̃2t ⟩ = ⟨b2(δm)⟩) . (A13a)

This can be expanded for a quadratic Eulerian bias (17)

σ̃2
t = b21σ

2
m + b1b2⟨δ3m⟩+ b22

4

(
⟨δ4m⟩ − σ4

m

)
. (A13b)

Even for a Gaussian field, the quadratic bias affects the
tracer variance while the tracer-matter covariance was
unaffected, similarly as for the tracer power spectra. The
second term includes the shot noise

σ2
α = σ2

t − σ̃2
t =

⟨α(δm)⟩+ ⟨α(δm)b(δm)⟩
N̄t

, (A14a)

and can be expanded for a quadratic model (24)

σ2
α =

α0 + (α0b1 + α1)⟨δm⟩+ (α2 + α1b1)⟨δ2m⟩
N̄t

+
(α1

b2
2 + α2b1)⟨δ3m⟩+ α2

b2
2 ⟨δ2m(δ2m − σ2

m)⟩
N̄t

=
α0 + (α1b1 + α2)σ

2
m

N̄t
(A14b)

+
(α1

b2
2 + α2b1)S3σ

4
m + α2

b2
2 (2σ

4
m + S4σ

6
m)

N̄t
.

For linear bias and linear shot noise only the first line
remains, which still present an interesting coupling of the
linear bias and shot noise parameters at leading order in
the dark matter variance σ2

m.
In analogy to the power spectrum shot noise with re-

spect to linear bias (27), one can define a shot noise pa-
rameter obtained from the covariance and variances of
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z ᾱ0 ασ2 (R [Mpc/h])
R = 30 R = 25 R = 20

0.0 0.83 0.85 0.82 0.80

0.5 0.67 0.65 0.64 0.63

1.0 0.75 0.73 0.72 0.71

Table 6.— Values of halo stochasticity parameters fitted from
the power spectrum (27) and measured (co)variances (A15) for the
fiducial cosmology.

tracer and matter densities

ασ2 = N̄t

(
σ2
t −

σ4
tm

σ2
m

)
= N̄t

(
σ2
t − b2×,σ2σ2

m

)
, (A15a)

for which we list measured values for the fiducial cos-
mology in Table 6. For quadratic models for Eulerian
bias and shot noise, the stochasticity parameter ασ2 is
obtained from inserting equations (A11d) and (A.2.2)

ασ2

N̄t
= σ2

α +
b22
4

(
⟨δ4m⟩ − σ4

m − ⟨δ3m⟩2
σ2
m

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

σ4
m[2+(S4−S2

3)σ
2
m]

. (A15b)

We can see that the size of the b22 term is controlled by
the square of the variance σ4

m and thus higher order,
similarly as for the power spectrum (A10c). In addition,
we have several coupling terms between stochasticity and
bias parameters αkbn−k scaling as σ4

m.
We can also obtain an associated linear correlation co-

efficient

r =
σ2
tm√
σ2
t σ

2
m

=

(
1 +

ασ2

N̄tb2×,σ2σ2
m

)−1/2

, (A16)

which is between 0.9 and 0.95 for our halo samples across
different scales and redshifts.

A.2.3. Higher-order tracer moments

We can also compute higher-order moments for the
tracer distribution, for example the third moment

⟨δ3t ⟩ =
∫
dδm

∫
dδt δ

3
tP(δt|δm)Pm(δm) (A17a)

=

∫ ⟨δ3t |δm⟩︷ ︸︸ ︷(
⟨δt|δm⟩3 + 3⟨δ2t |δm⟩c⟨δt|δm⟩+ ⟨δ3t |δm⟩c

)
P(δm)dδm ,

Again, we will split it into a shot-noise free term

⟨δ̃3t ⟩ = ⟨b(δm)3⟩ , (A17b)

and a shot noise contribution

⟨δ3t ⟩ − ⟨δ̃3t ⟩ = 3
⟨α(δm)b(δm)⟩+ ⟨α(δm)b(δm)2⟩

N̄t
(A17c)

+
⟨α(δm)2⟩+ ⟨α(δm)2b(δm)⟩

N̄2
t

,

where we used that ⟨N3
t |δm⟩c = α(δm)2N̄t(δm). We now

consider the contributions from a quadratic Eulerian bias

⟨δ̃3t ⟩ = b31⟨δ3m⟩+ 3b1b2
2

(
b1⟨δ4m⟩+ b2

2
⟨δ5m⟩

)
+
b32
8
⟨δ6m⟩ ,
(A17d)
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Fig. 18.— Derivatives of the matter PDF with respect to cos-
mological parameters. Theory using re-scaled non-linear matter
variance for each cosmology.

and the coupling of linear stochasticity and bias

⟨δ3t ⟩ − ⟨δ̃3t ⟩
lin≈ 3

(α1b1 + α0b
2
1)σ

2
m + α1b

2
1⟨δ3m⟩

N̄t
(A17e)

+
α2
0 + α1(α1 + 2α0b1)σ

2
m + α2

1b1⟨δ3m⟩
N̄2

t

.

Those results could be used to approximate the tracer
PDF by a shifted lognormal distribution by imposing the
right variance and skewness through the lognormal shift
parameter.

B. ADDITIONAL DETAILS & VALIDATIONS

B.1. Matter PDF derivatives

Figure 18 shows a comparison of the simulated and
predicted derivatives of the matter PDFs when chang-
ing cosmological parameters. The matter PDFs for all
cosmologies are predicted using a non-linear matter vari-
ance σ2

NL rescaled via the ratio between that for the
fiducial cosmology predicted in CosMomentum and mea-
sured from Quijote . We see a good agreement, in line
with previous results using a saddle-point approximation
for the log-density (Uhlemann et al. 2020).
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Fig. 19.— Halo PDF as measured from Quijote (data points)
and predicted from CosMomentum with renormalised Gaussian La-
grangian bias and quadratic shot noise fits.

B.2. Tracer PDF residuals

Figure 19 shows a model validation for the fiducial halo
PDFs across different scales and redshifts. The theory
PDFs are predicted using the fitted renormalised Gaus-
sian Lagrangian parameters and quadratic shot noise
parameters, both fitted over smoothing scales R =
20, 25, 30Mpc/h simultaneously.

B.3. Tracer PDF derivatives

In Figure 20 we show the derivatives of the tracer PDF
with respect to the different PDF bias and stochasticity
parameters, evaluated around the values found for the
fiducial halo PDFs. The derivative with respect to the
leading-order Gaussian bias bG1 is the largest. We observe
similar signatures for α0 and bG1 , as well as α1 and bG2 ,
which is expected from their coupling through the condi-
tional variance ⟨δ2h|δm⟩c = α(δm)(1+b(δm)), as discussed
for the leading order moments in a simpler Eulerian bias
model in Appendix A.2.2.

B.4. Tracer power spectra

We show the performance of our simplistic halo power
spectrum modelling for the fiducial cosmology in Fig-
ure 21. The derivatives of the halo and mock galaxy
power spectra with respect to cosmological and bias pa-
rameters are shown in Figures 22 and 23, respectively.
As expected, the parameters σ8 and β control the ampli-
tude of the power spectrum such that their shape closely
reflects the shape of the power spectrum. The spectral in-
dex ns additionally leads to a change in the scale depen-
dence. The matter density Ωm modulates the large-scale
power through the growth factor leading to larger dif-
ferences at larger redshifts. Additionally, it modifies the
Baryon Acoustic Oscillation wiggles in the matter power
spectrum, which get washed out by the scale-dependent
bias and shot noise. We checked that despite its simplic-
ity, our tracer power spectrum model (28) reproduces the
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Fig. 20.— Halo PDF derivatives w.r.t. the renormalised La-
grangian Gaussian bias and quadratic shot noise parameters.

cosmology and bias constraints obtained from the sim-
ulated power spectra. For the case of constraints at a
single redshift, the constraints on the amplitude param-
eters σ8 and β are very weak, while the theory provides
marginally stronger results. This becomes insignificant
when adding several redshifts, as the shared cosmolog-
ical parameters become more tightly constrained. This
cross-validation demonstrates the convergence of the sim-
ulated power spectrum derivatives and the sufficiency of
the simplistic modelling given the parameters of interest.
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Fig. 21.— Halo and galaxy power spectra as measured from the
fiducial Quijote simulations or Molino catalogues (data points)
and predicted from the model (28) (solid lines).

B.5. Fisher forecast: Gaussianity of data vector

The validity of the Fisher analysis relies on the assump-
tion of Gaussian likelihood. Here, we verify the validity
of our Fisher analysis by testing the Gaussian distribu-
tion of the bins in the haloQuijote PDF across different
realisations. We achieve this by computing histograms of
the fluctuation of the bin values relative to the mean, di-
vided by the standard deviation. Since bins located at
the low and high density regions can potentially devi-
ate from Gaussianity, Figure 24 illustrates how the halo
PDF bins for the minimum and maximum δh values we
consider at redshift z = 0.0 and for the three smooth-
ing scales R = 20.0, 25.0, 30.0Mpc/h follow a Gaussian
distribution with a mean given by the average over reali-
sations and a variance determined by the diagonal of the
covariance matrix. We also verify that other bins follow
a Gaussian distribution, obtaining similar results for the
other redshifts. To validate the full data vector and the
inverse covariance used in the Fisher forecast we perform
a χ2−test. We employ the following expression

χ2 =
1

2
(Sα − ⟨Sα⟩)C−1

αβ (Sβ − ⟨Sβ⟩) , (B1)

and plot histograms of the χ2 values. The data vector

S⃗ combines the Quijote halo one-point PDF at three
redshifts z = 0.0, 0.5, 1.0 and three smoothing scales
R = 20.0, 25.0, 30.0Mpc/h for each redshift. The covari-
ance is estimated using 15, 000 realisations of the fidu-
cial Quijote halo PDF. Figure 25 confirms that the χ2-
values follow a χ2 distribution, validating the accuracy
of the inverse covariance. Additionally, we show the χ2-
values distribution considering a data vector build from
a Gaussian distribution with the same mean and covari-
ance as the Quijote halo PDF data vector which also
follows the χ2 distribution supporting the applicability
of the Fisher forecast in section 4.4.

B.6. Convergence of Fisher forecasts

In Figure 26 we check the convergence of the Fisher
forecasts for the parameters {Ωm, σ8, βz}. We vary both
the number of realisations used for computing the data
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Fig. 22.— Halo power spectrum derivatives w.r.t. cosmological
and combined bias and shot noise parameters (data points) and
prediction from the simplistic two-parameter model (28) with fixed
parameters across cosmologies (solid lines).
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tions from the theoretical model presented in equation (28).
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covariance and the number of realisations used for com-
puting the data derivatives. The effect of super-sample

covariance is not included here, which accounts for the
slight difference to Figure 17. We find robustness with re-
spect to reducing the realisations used for estimating the
covariance. In contrast, we find a significant dependence
of the obtained constraints on the number of realisations
used to estimate the derivatives indicating artificial de-
generacy breaking due to numerical noise. This effect
would be further exacerbated when marginalising over
the bias parameters, which is why we decide to reduce
the number of cosmological parameters we vary. An al-
ternative avenue would be to use the approach of Coulton
and Wandelt (2023) to obtain conservative estimates and
use compression to limit the impact of numerical noise.
This paper was built using the Open Journal of As-

trophysics LATEX template. The OJA is a journal which
provides fast and easy peer review for new papers in the
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