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The stochasticity in galaxy clustering, the mismatch between galaxy and underlying matter dis-
tribution, suppresses the matter clustering amplitude reconstructed by the combination of galaxy
auto-correlation and galaxy-galaxy lensing cross-correlation. In this work, we solve the stochastic-
ity systematics by parameterizing the cross correlation coefficient r(k) between galaxy and matter.
We investigate the performance of 12 kinds of parameterization schemes, against the cosmoDC2
& TNG300-1 galaxy samples over a wide range of redshift and flux cut. The 2-parameter fits are
found to describe the stochasticity up to kmax = 0.9Mpc−1h, while the best performing quadratic
scheme r2s(k) = 1 + c1k + c2k

2 reaches better than 1% accuracy for both the direct r2s(k) fit and
reconstructing matter clustering. Then, we apply the accurate quadratic scheme to forecast the to-
mographic matter clustering reconstruction by the combination DESI-like LRG × CSST-like cosmic
shear. Depending on assumption of stochasticity, we find that the neglect of a serious stochasticity
would result in significant systematic bias in both the reconstruction and the inferred cosmologi-
cal parameters, even if we adopt scale cut kmax = 0.1Mpc−1h. We demonstrate the necessity of
including stochasticity in reconstruction, and forecast that the reconstruction alone enables a S8

constraint at about 1.5% precision, free from galaxy bias and stochasticity. We will validate our
method for DESI spectroscopic survey, and the analysis is expected to be complementary to DESI
cosmological constraint by BAO and RSD.

I. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy clustering contains a wealth of cosmological
information, and serves as an important probe to mea-
sure the large scale structure in the ongoing spectroscopic
galaxy surveys such as DESI [1–3] and LSST [4]. The up-
coming million spectroscopic objects offer precision but
biased matter clustering measurement. Meanwhile, other
cosmological observables, such as galaxy lensing delivered
from Euclid satellite mission [5] and the future CSST cos-
mic shear survey [6–8], is complementary to the galaxy
clustering. The gravitational lensing is the projected dis-
tortion effect of the background object due to the deflec-
tion of arrival photons by the foreground matter cluster-
ing, providing the unbiased but integrated matter clus-
tering amplitude. The joint analysis of both two, specif-
ically, galaxy auto-power spectrum Cggℓ and cross-power
spectrum with lensing convergence Cgκℓ , can break the
degeneracy between galaxy bias and matter clustering
amplitude, obtaining the tomographic matter clustering
power spectrum [9–12].

The galaxy deterministic bias can be cancelled model-
independently combining different data set (e.g. the
gravitational potential decay rate measurement [13, 14]
and EG statistic [15]). This would motivate a simple

∗ zhoushuren@sjtu.edu.cn
† zhangpj@sjtu.edu.cn

estimator for the matter power spectrum,

P̂mm(k) = P̂ 2
gm(k)/P̂gg(k) . (1)

Here P̂gg and P̂gm are the galaxy-galaxy and galaxy-
matter 3D power spectrum, realized by the angular power
spectrum Ĉgg and Ĉgκ with narrow redshift width. It
seems a promising estimate of matter clustering, since
any galaxy bias b(k) spontaneously disappears if the de-
pendence of galaxy on matter distribution is determinis-
tic. However, apart from the deterministic galaxy bias,
there are stochastic components in the galaxy-matter re-
lation, arising from the intrinsic discrete property and the
complex physical processes in halo collapse and galaxy
formation [16–19]. Therefore, the ensemble average of
the estimator is biased by a multiplicative r2,

⟨P̂mm(k)⟩ = r2(k)Pmm(k) . (2)

Here Pmm is the theoretical expectation, and r2 is
the cross correlation coefficient between galaxy number
counts overdensity δg(k) and underlying matter overden-
sity δm(k). The function r2(k) quantifies the efficiency
of galaxy tracing the matter distribution, and we always
have r(k) < 1 for stochastic tracers. The neglect of
the impact of stochasticity in galaxy clustering will sup-
press the reconstructed matter power spectrum by r2(k),
equivalently suppressing the amplitude by r(k), depend-
ing on specific scale k we interest in. The overall sup-
pression also propagates to the cosmological parameters
constraint and results in potentially systematics. In order
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to leverage the unbiased clustering information in non-
linear scale, which is contaminated by stochasticity, we
expect an accurate r(k) parameterization to describe the
suppression in estimator Eq. (1).

Two pathways have been explored to alleviate the
stochasticity induced systematics. One pathway is to re-
alize the reduced stochasticity by some proper weights.
The weighting schemes are adopted by weighing δg with
galaxy bias [17], function of host halo mass [18, 20–22] or
some principal components [23–25]. Especially, the prin-
cipal component analysis (PCA) suggests that the princi-
pal eigenmode of galaxy clustering traces the matter clus-
tering, while only two eigenmodes significantly deviate
from the shotnoise expectation [24, 25]. It implies that
the effective degree of freedom (DoF) in stochasticity is fi-
nite and approximately DoF ≃ 2. Another pathway is to
parameterize the stochasticity with some phenomenolog-
ical parameters. In the perspective of effective field the-
ory of large scale structure (EFTofLSS), the stochasticity
contribution to the galaxy auto-/cross-power spectrum is
expanded in even power of Fourier mode k [16, 26–37]. In
the widely adopted scheme, the expansion series in real
space is truncated at the first two terms, where the first
constant term characterizes the deviation of Poisson shot
noise and the second k2-scaled term describes the scale
dependence. In the redshift space, an additional free pa-
rameter is required to describe the anisotropic directional
dependence [35, 37]. These phenomenological descrip-
tions are fully investigated in the content of galaxy bias
expansion scheme, but it is difficult to ascertain the im-
pact of stochasticity because of the mixture with higher
order terms omitted in expansion truncation [28, 29, 31].
Moreover, perturbation description only applies to the
scale k ≲ 0.3Mpc−1h due to the strong non-linearity
[28–30, 38], losing modeling ability beyond linear region.

In this work, we aim to seek a parameterization for
the cross correlation coefficient r(k), following the per-
spective of EFTofLSS. In the following context, we in-
vestigate various parameterization forms and test their
performance against the galaxy samples in simulations.
The simple quadratic scheme r2s = 1+ c1k+ c2k

2 is iden-
tified as the most promising parameterization. Then,
we demonstrate the reconstruction of the matter power
spectrum combining galaxy clustering and galaxy lens-
ing, together with the best performing quadratic r(k)
scheme. Our method is suited for the tomographic clus-
tering analysis in DESI Luminous Red Galaxies (LRG)
samples. DESI was designed to conduct a survey cov-
ering 14000 deg2 footprint, obtaining about 40 millions
of spectroscopic targets ranging from redshift 0 to 3.5.
These precision measurements will enable the constraint
of fσ8 to an aggregate precision 0.95% by combining the
baryonic acoustic oscillations (BAO) and redshift space
distortion (RSD) [2], where f is the growth and σ8 is the
amplitude of matter fluctuation in spheres of 8h−1Mpc.
Our analysis enables the direct constraint on fluctuation
amplitude σ8, which could serve as a strong supplement
for DESI’s fiducial analysis on structure growth. It is also

an immediate comparison with the results from cosmic
microwave background (CMB) constraint [39], to help to
clarify whether the anomaly in low redshift observations
compared to CMB is attributed to new physics or merely
systematic contamination [10, 11, 40].
The paper is organized as followed. In Section II, we

introduce the theoretical framework under the pertur-
bation expansion perspective to illustrate the impact of
stochasticity on the galaxy power spectrum, and then
introduce our parameterization schemes. Readers with
limited interest in the background can skip Section II
and refer to Table I directly. In Section III, we introduce
the methodology to test the performance of the param-
eterization and the methodology combining the galaxy
clustering and galaxy lensing. In Section IV, we present
results of the performance test. In Section V, we present
the fisher forecast for the combination of DESI-like spec-
troscopic tracers and CSST-like cosmic shear.

II. PARAMETERIZATION SCHEME

In Fourier space, the galaxy overdensity δg(x) can be
decomposed into the deterministic and the stochastic
part

δg(k) = b(k)δm(k) + δS(k) (3)

Here the scale dependent galaxy bias is defined as
b(k) ≡ Pgm(k)/Pmm(k), therefore ⟨δm(k)δ∗S(k)⟩ = 0. In
the galaxy auto power spectrum, the stochasticity in-
duces an additionally inconsistent term, that Pgg(k) =
b2(k)Pmm(k) + PS(k). We can quantify the efficiency of
the galaxy tracing the matter field by the cross correla-
tion coefficient

r2(k) ≡
P 2
gm

PmmPgg
=

1

1 + PS (b2 Pmm)
−1 . (4)

Another widely adopted convention is

r2s(k) ≡
P 2
gm

Pmm Pgg,s
, (5)

where the Poisson noise expectation is subtracted from
the galaxy power spectrum, Pgg,s(k) = Pgg(k)−1/n̄g. In
the following context, we utilize both r2 and r2s to de-
scribe stochasticity since they are equivalent in practical
applications.
In the perspective of EFTofLSS, a complete descrip-

tion of the general bias expansion requires the stochastic
variables due to the coupling of the small scale modes,
statistic properties of which in general depend on the lo-
cal observables [16, 38, 41, 42]. Up to the third order,
the analogous expansion of the stochastic components in
Eq. (3) is

δS(x) = ε0(x) + ε1(x)δm(x) + ε2(x)δ
2
m(x) + εs2(x)s

2(x)

+ bs2
[
s2S(x)− ⟨s2S(x)⟩

]
+ bs3

[
s3S(x)− ⟨s3S(x)⟩

]
+ bδs2 δms

2
S(x) + bst [stS(x)− ⟨stS(x)⟩]

+ bψ [ψS(x)− ⟨ψS(x)⟩] + O(ε4) , (6)
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TABLE I. Parameterization expressions of r2(k) and r2s(k), defined in Eq. (4) and Eq. (5). Notation r2(s) refers to the

parameterization that are applied to both r2 and r2s . Pmm and Pgg,s are the matter power spectrum and the galaxy power
spectrum subtracted the Poisson expectation. ∆2(k) ≡ k3P (k)/(2π2) is the corresponding variance.

Label Formula Free Parameters

Expan-mm-1 r2(s) = [1 + α/ (n̄gPmm)]−1 α

Expan-mm-2 r2(s) =
[
1 + α (1 + βk2)/ (n̄gPmm)

]−1
α, β

Expan-mm-3 r2 =
[
1 + α (1 + βk2 + γk4)/ (n̄gPmm)

]−1
α, β, γ

Expan-gg-1 r2 = [1 + α/ (n̄gPgg,s)]
−1 α

Expan-gg-2 r2 =
[
1 + α (1 + βk2)/ (n̄gPgg,s)

]−1
α, β

Expan-gg-3 r2 =
[
1 + α (1 + βk2 + γk4)/ (n̄gPgg,s)

]−1
α, β, γ

Expan-new-2 r2(s) = (1 + βk2) [1 + α/ (n̄gPmm)]−1 α, β

Zheng2013-mm r2(s) =
(
1 + β∆2

mm

)−1
[1 + α/ (n̄gPmm)]−1 α, β

Zheng2013-gg r2 =
(
1 + β∆2

gg,s

)−1
[1 + α/ (n̄gPgg,s)]

−1 α, β

Q-bias r2s =
(
1 + c2k

2
)
/ (1 + c1k) c1, c2

Quadratic r2s = 1 + c1k + c2k
2 c1, c2

Quadratic-1 r2s = 1 + c2k
2 c2

where the tidal field and other higher order terms are
defined as [41]

sij(x) =

(
∇i∇j∇−2 − 1

3
δKij

)
δ(x)

tij(x) =

(
∇i∇j∇−2 − 1

3
δKij

)
[θ(x)− δ(x)]

ψ(x) = θ(x)− δ(x)− 2

7
s2(x) +

4

21
δ2(x) . (7)

Here the stochastic variables ε0, ε1, ε2 · · · are uncorre-
lated with the large scale perturbations, completely de-
scribed by their own joint moments. The multiplica-
tive constants bs2 , bs3 , bδs2 , bst and bψ are higher order
bias, and the corresponding scalars are contracted by
s2 = sijsji, s

3 = sijsjkski and st = sijtji. In Eq. (6), dif-
ferent from the usual galaxy bias expansion, we have to
further decompose the tidal field s2 = s2D + s2S , where s

2
D

is completely correlated with matter field and resummed
to the b(k)δm(k) term, while s2S serves as one of the
stochastic components with ⟨s2S δm⟩ = 0. The same ar-
guments are applied to components s3, δms

2, st and ψ.
Taking the Fourier transform of Eq. (6), we obtain the
stochasticity power spectrum,

PS(k) = Pε0ε0(k) +

∫
d3q

(2π)3
Pε1ε1(k)Pmm(|q− k|)

+
13

9
σ2
mPε0ε2(k) + b2s2Ps2,S(k) +O(ε5) , (8)

where the RMS of the fluctuation of the matter field is
defined by σ2

m ≡
∫
Pmm(q)q2dq /(2π2).

Eq. (6) shows that, although δS(x) does not contribute
to cross power spectrum, it still contributes in the higher
order statistics in a complex manner. We can classify
these terms in Eq. (6) into three types. The first type

is the isolated stochasticity parameter ε0, which would
contribute common shot noise Pε0ε0 → 1/n̄g for Poisson
sampling. The second type is the coupling term between
the stochastic variables ε1, ε2, εs2 and the large scale fluc-
tuation field, reflecting the coevolution of gravity and
galaxy stochasticity [16]. The coevolution also appears
in the coupling terms in power spectrum Eq. (8), in the
form of four points correlation or higher order correla-
tion. The third type is the residual decorrelation of the
underlying large scale fluctuation field with respect to the
matter field, and these terms do not couple the stochastic
variables in the power spectrum.
The parameterization of r2(k) is equivalent to parame-

terize the stochasticity power spectrum Eq. (8). Though
some stochasticity effects have been investigated analyti-
cally, i.e. Ref. [19] simplify the dark matter halo as hard
sphere to derive the halo exclusion effect, it is still un-
able to model galaxy stochasticity in a comprehensive
way due to the complex nature of galaxy formation and
evolution. In order to construct an accurate parame-
terization for r2(k), we draw inspiration from the usual
methodology in galaxy bias expansion, where the leading
order stochasticity power spectrum Pε0ε0(k) is expanded
as a series of k and keep only the first two terms [16, 26–
31, 37]. Therefore, the stochasticity power spectrum is
parameterized as

PS(k) =
α

n̄g
(1 + βk2 + γk4) +O(k6) . (9)

Here the terms in odd power of k vanish due to the
isotropy of the stochasticity field. The multiplication
constant α/n̄g accounts for the Poisson-like noise, and
the k series in bracket describe the scale dependence of
stochasticity. As mentioned above, the previous PCA
investigations have strong implication that the effective
DoF ≃ 2, namely two free parameters are sufficient to
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characterize stochasticity. Therefore, we propose the first
parameterization formula in article,

r2(k) =
1

1 + α (1 + βk2) / (n̄gPgg,s(k))
, (10)

where (α, β) are free parameters and observables Pgg,s
replace b2Pmm compared to definition Eq. (4). Addi-
tionally, we keep α as the only non-zero free parameter
to investigate the ability of 1-parameter fit describing
stochasticity, and also test the 3-parameter fit to inves-
tigate the robustness of the assumption DoF ≃ 2.
We can replace the measurable Pgg with theoretical

Pmm, which is determined simultaneously during the
matter clustering modeling and cosmological parameters
constraint (see Expan-mm-2 in Table I), and now the pa-
rameterization is free from uncertainty in Pgg measure-
ment. Compared to Eq. (10), α is roughly rescaled by the
square of linear galaxy bias, and the quadratic term ab-
sorbs the scale dependence of galaxy bias to some extent.
In large scale limit, the absorption of the scale depen-
dence by quadratic term is expected, since the leading
order scale dependence arising from ∇2δ contributes to
b(k) scales as k2 [41]. Another straightforward thinking
is whether the direct expansion of r2(k) with respect to
k is better than the expansion of PS . So we expand the
scale dependence of r2 as k series and keep the first cor-
rection term, then obtain a new parameterization form
(see Expan-new-2 in Table I).
Another class of parameterization schemes inspired by

the modeling of galaxy peculiar velocity in Refs. [43, 44],
in which the ratio between the velocity divergence com-
ponent θ and the matter overdensity δm is statistically
compacted as a window function W (k), proportional to
their cross correlation coefficient rθδ. W (k) describes
both the non-linear evolution and the stochastic com-
ponent between two fields (θ, δm), similar to (δg, δm)
relation in our case. Further its fitting formula moti-
vated by perturbation theory achieves accuracy within
2% in mildly non-linear region [44]. With these consid-
erations, we adopt the proposed parameterized form of
W (k) for the r2(k) fit, and multiply the Poisson-like term
in Eq. (10) to mimic the suppression due to the intrinsic
discrete noise.

r2(k) =
1

1 + β∆2
mm

1

1 + α/ (n̄gPmm)
. (11)

Here ∆2
mm(k) ≡ k3Pmm(k)/(2π2) is the matter power

spectrum variance, and (α, β) are the free parameters.
Similarly, we can replace Pmm with Pgg and obtain a
new parameterization.

The most straightforward parameterization scheme is
to resum the k- & k2- dependence of r2s to quadratic ex-
pansion r2s = 1 + c1k + c2k

2, where rs → 1 as k → 0.
Physically, we expected all the stochasticity are localized
within scale R∗, where R∗ is the typical scale of galaxy
formation [16], because galaxy distribution in very large
scale is only determined by the large scale fluctuation

traced by matter field. However, it is not rigorously
true, because the constant discrete noise deviates from
1/n̄g by the sub-Poisson suppression or super-Poisson en-
hancement. Nevertheless, in practical cases, it does not
prohibit the excellent performance of the formula such as
r2s = 1 + c1k + c2k

2. On the one hand, we expect devia-
tion of rs from 1 is negligible, since the clustering signal
dominates in large scale and cosmic variance is signifi-
cant. On the other hand, in realistic case, the formula
allows r2s < 1 at the largest scale by the adjustment of the
c1, c2 terms. Therefore, we expect the quadratic formula
is accurate if we set a small enough kmax during fitting.
We also further reduce the number of free parameters by
keeping only the quadratic terms (see Quadratic-1 in
Table I). Besides, based on the analysis of mock galaxy
catalogs, the non-linear scale dependence of galaxy bias
is proposed to be parameterized as

(
1 + c2k

2
)
/ (1 + c1k),

known as ’Q-bias’ prescription [45–48]. We migrate it to
our stochasticity description.
The parameterization schemes are summarized in Ta-

ble I. In the following context, we use the label shown
in the first column of the table to refer to these param-
eterization schemes. There are two distinctive types of
parameterization for r2 and r2s when applying to real-
istic galaxy survey. One type of parameterization in-
cludes Pgg,s that is directly measurable in the realistic
data. While another type of parameterization includes
Pmm that is simultaneously determined in the theoreti-
cal framework fitting. We omit this distinction below for
the purpose of testing.

III. METHODOLOGY

We present the accuracy analysis of the parameteri-
zation schemes in two ways: (1) Quantify absolute dif-
ference between the measurable r̂ and the fit values r
by quantity Q. (2) Investigate the impact on the matter
clustering amplitude A by the parameterization schemes,
where the accuracy and precision of A is quantified by the
systematic bias δA and statistic uncertainty σA.
We measure r̂2 in the simulations, and then fit with

the parameterized formula r2 by minimizing χ2.

χ2 =

kmax∑
k=kmin

[
r̂2(k)− r2(k)

]2
σ2(k)

, (12)

where σ2 is approximated as the Gaussian variance of
the measured r2 or r2s . In principle, both the matter
and galaxy overdensity field are non-Gaussian, especially
in the small scale region where the strong gravitational
clustering leads to non-linear evolution. The Gaussian
variance only accounts for part of the fluctuation in over-
density field, and the underestimation of Gaussian vari-
ance increase severely as deep into non-linear scale. So
χ2 defined by Eq. (12) does not accurately characterize
the statistic significance of the parameterization fitting
with measurement. However, it still serves as a practical
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TABLE II. Galaxy samples: cosmoDC2 .

FluxLimitLabel Flux-limit of ugrizY bands
ng [Mpc−3h3 ]

z=0.15 z=0.5 z=1.0 z=1.5

1 ( 28.1, 29.4, 29.5, 28.8, 28.1, 26.9 ) 0.0845 0.0592 0.0582 0.0332

2 ( 27.1, 28.4, 28.5, 27.8, 27.1, 25.9 ) 0.0823 0.0494 0.0458 0.0240

3 ( 26.1, 27.4, 27.5, 26.8, 26.1, 24.9 ) 0.0793 0.0394 0.0344 0.0167

4 ( 25.1, 26.4, 26.5, 25.8, 25.1, 23.9 ) 0.0749 0.0300 0.0256 0.0111

5 ( 24.1, 25.4, 25.5, 24.8, 24.1, 22.9 ) 0.0686 0.0225 0.0196 0.0067

6 ( 23.1, 24.4, 24.5, 23.8, 23.1, 21.9 ) 0.0609 0.0163 0.0140 0.0033

7 ( 22.1, 23.4, 23.5, 22.8, 22.1, 20.9 ) 0.0520 0.0115 0.0090 0.0014

8 ( 21.1, 22.4, 22.5, 21.8, 21.1, 19.9 ) 0.0428 0.0076 0.0057 0.0005

TABLE III. Galaxy samples: TNG300-1 .

FluxLimitLabel Flux-limit of griz bands
ng [Mpc−3h3 ]

z=0.15 z=0.5 z=1.0 z=1.5

1 ( 29.4, 29.5, 28.8, 28.1) 0.1353 0.0915 0.0698 0.0550

2 ( 28.4, 28.5, 27.8, 27.1) 0.1221 0.0794 0.0587 0.0470

3 ( 27.4, 27.5, 26.8, 26.1) 0.1129 0.0700 0.0497 0.0377

4 ( 26.4, 26.5, 25.8, 25.1) 0.1032 0.0611 0.0422 0.0298

5 ( 25.4, 25.5, 24.8, 24.1) 0.0914 0.0525 0.0352 0.0244

6 ( 24.4, 24.5, 23.8, 23.1) 0.0815 0.0439 0.0295 0.0198

7 ( 23.4, 23.5, 22.8, 22.1) 0.0707 0.0379 0.0239 0.0163

8 ( 22.4, 22.5, 21.8, 21.1) 0.0608 0.0316 0.0195 0.0125

criterion to fit the data and find the bestfit parameters.
To avoid the computational challenges of estimating large
amount of covariance of test samples, we utilize the ab-
solute difference of r(s) to quantify the goodness of fit,

rather than the χ2 statistic. We define the absolute de-
viation between the measured r̂ and r over the fit range
(kmin, kmax)

Q =

√∑
iNi (r̂i − ri)

2∑
iNi

, (13)

here Ni ∝ k2i∆ki is the number of independent k modes
in i-th k bin, and Q is the RMS over all the fitting bin
weighted by the number of k modes in each bin.

In the cosmological applications, we are interested in
the impact on the accuracy of the reconstructed matter
power spectrum, rather than the goodness of fit. Specif-
ically, we focus on two questions: how much the bias in
the constrained total amplitude of the matter power spec-
trum (or equivalently σ8 in linear scale) is and how much
the constraint precision should be sacrificed using these
parameterizations. As an illustration, we forecast these
impacts by combining the projected observable Ĉgκℓ and

Ĉgg(k), where the galaxy is the spectroscopic tracer that
targeted by DESI [1, 2], and the lensing convergence κ
could be realized by the future CSST cosmic shear survey
[6–8].

Under the Limber’s approximation, the measured an-
gular power spectrums of galaxy clustering and galaxy
lensing are given by

Ĉgκℓ =

∫
dχχ−2 ng(χ)WL(χ)P̂gm

(
ℓ

χ
, χ

)
(14)

Ĉggℓ =

∫
dχχ−2 ng(χ)ng(χ)P̂gg

(
ℓ

χ
, χ

)
.

Here WL(χ) is the lensing kernel. For simplicity, we as-
sume the both the redshift distributions of the foreground
galaxy are narrow enough that ng(z) → δD(z− zg), then
we have

Ĉgκℓ = χ−2
g WL(χg) P̂gm

(
ℓ

χg

)
, (15)

Ĉggℓ = χ−2
g ∆χ−1

g P̂gg

(
ℓ

χg

)
. (16)

Here ∆χg is the comoving radical distance width of the

galaxy bin. The reconstructed power spectrum P̂ (k) dif-

fers from the direct measurable Ĉℓ with a geometric fac-
tor. We can rewrite P̂gg in Eq. (16) in the form of cross
power spectrum.

Cgκℓ = χ−2
g WL(χg) r

√
P̂gg

(
ℓ

χg

)
Pmm

(
ℓ

χg

)
(17)
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Here r is the model of cross correlation. If we subtract
the Poisson expectation in the galaxy power spectrum,
a replacement should be made (r , P̂gg) → (rs , P̂gg,s).
Since the fluctuation in cosmic shear is the dominant
noise source in the realistic measurements, we can ne-
glect the uncertainty in P̂gg and consider only the noise

contribution from Ĉgκℓ . Therefore we can treat Cgκℓ in
Eq. (17) as a theoretical template for the observable of
Eq. (15). The matter power spectrum Pmm can be esti-
mated by minimizing

χ2
A =

[
Ĉgκℓ − Cgκℓ

]T
Cov−1

[
Ĉgκℓ − Cgκℓ

]
. (18)

Further, we only consider the Gaussian uncertainty,
which leads to null off-diagonal elements of covariance
Cov and only its diagonal elements contribute. Under
these assumptions, the loss function Eq. (18) combined
with Eq. (15) and Eq. (17) can be simplified as

χ2
A =

[
WL(χg)

χ2
g

]2∑
ℓ

P̂ggPmm
σ2
ℓ

(r̂ −Ar)
2

(19)

where we make replacement Pmm → A2Pmm to fix Pmm
as the fiducial true value. The free rescaling factor A
marginalizes the overall amplitude of the measured mat-
ter field, A = 1 meaning the unbiased measurement.

r̂ ≡ P̂gm/
√
P̂ggPmm is the fiducial true cross correla-

tion coefficient by definition. Now all the gained cosmo-
logical information are contained in the amplitude A, of
which the systematic bias is characterized by δA = A− 1
and the statistic uncertainty is σA. For a stochastic-
ity parameterization scheme given, the matter clustering
amplitude as well as the nuisance stochasticity parame-
ters λµ = (A,α, β, · · · ) are given by the bestfit values of
Eq. (19), then the systematic bias δA is also determined.
The statistic uncertainty σA is given by the Fisher anal-
ysis [49],

σ2
λµ

=

(
1

2

∂2χ2
A

∂λα∂λβ

∣∣∣∣
bestfit

)−1 ∣∣∣∣
µµ

(20)

We have assumed the Gaussian variance for measurement
in Eq. (19), which is given by

σ2
ℓ =

1

fsky(2ℓ+ 1)∆ℓ

[
Ĉggℓ Ĉκκℓ + (Cgκℓ )2

]
. (21)

Specifically,

Ĉggℓ = Cggℓ +
1

Σg
,

Ĉκκℓ = Cκκℓ +
σ2
γ

Σγ
+Nγ

add , (22)

where, Σ is the surface number density of tracers, σγ is
the shape noise and Nγ

add is the additive noise term, all
of which vary with survey details.

If the impact of r2 is neglected, namely setting a model
r = 1, the systematic bias and the statistic uncertainty
can be analytically expressed as

δA =

∑
ℓ σ

−2
ℓ P̂ggPmmr̂∑

ℓ σ
−2
ℓ P̂ggPmm

− 1 (23)

σA =

[
WL(χg)

χ2
g

]−1
(∑

ℓ

P̂ggPmm
σ2
ℓ

)−1/2

IV. PERFORMANCE OF PROPOSED
PARAMETERIZATIONS

In this section, we present the results of testing the
fitting accuracy and reconstruction ability of the param-
eterizations. In Section IVA, we present the direct r2

fitting accuracy for our fiducial galaxy samples. In Sec-
tion IVB, we further analyze the impact on the recon-
structed amplitude A, based on the fiducial galaxy sam-
ples and assuming the cosmic variance limit for lensing
measurement.
The fiducial galaxy samples for testing stochasticity

consist of two sets of galaxy mocks, cosmoDC2 galaxy
mock [50] and TNG300-1 galaxy samples [51–55], com-
bined with 1200h−1Mpc dark matter simulation. The
details of fiducial galaxy samples are listed in Table II
& III. The galaxy samples are defined by the redshift,
flux and the galaxy color. We apply various magnitude
cut of ugrizY /griz bands to the cosmoDC2/TNG300-
1 galaxies. These flux limited samples are labeled by
tag FluxLimitLabel. Notice that FluxLimitLabel = 3 cor-
responds to the expected depth of coadded images from
LSST [4]. In order to test our parameterization with vari-
ous stochasticity, we further separate the full flux limited
galaxy sample into multi-bins according to the galaxy
color. For cosmoDC2 galaxy, we utilize all the possible
color by ugrizY bands combination (u− g, g − r and so
on), obtaining totally 15 kinds of galaxy colors, and for
TNG300-1 there is 6 kinds of galaxy colors. The num-
ber of galaxy color bins is Nbins = 6, and the number of
galaxies in each bin is identical. We also get the consis-
tent results with Nbins = 12, but we do not show details
here to avoid redundancy.

A. Goodness of Fit

In Fig. 1, we show the measured r̂2 on cosmoDC2
galaxy samples and their fitting results r2 by schemes
Expan-mm-2 and Zheng2013-mm. As the fit range kmax ≲
0.5 Mpc−1h, the accuracy generally reaches ≲ 1%. When
kmax extends to 0.9 Mpc−1h, it still maintains the ac-
curacy level at 3% conservatively, and for most of the
samples shown in figure, we still have accuracy ≲ 1%. In
Fig. 2, we show the same results for r2s by Quadratic and
Expan-mm-2. We can see a tighter fitting for r2s , especially
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FIG. 1. The measured r̂2 and their fitting results r2 by Expan-mm-2 and Zheng2013-mm on cosmoDC2 galaxies (FluxLimitLabel =
3). Four groups of rows show the results at z = 0.15, 0.5, 1.0 and 1.5. The first three columns show the results of 3 selected
galaxy g − r color bins (total 6 bins), and the last column shows the result of flux limited full samples. Thick Rows: The
solid line is r̂2 measured in simulation, and the dash or dot lines are the result of fitting formula Expan-mm-2 fitted with
kmax = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7 and 0.9Mpc−1h. Narrow Rows: They show the ratio between r2 and r̂2, and the blue lines are fitted with
Expan-mm-2 while the red lines are fitted with Zheng2013-mm, where horizontal lines mark the region of ±1%. Notice that χ2/N
do not serve as a goodness of fit criterion here.

for the full sample, the Quadratic accuracy is strictly at
the level of < 1% at kmax < 0.9Mpc−1h for samples at
redshift z > 0.5. A visual advantage of r2s fit results is
that, our parameterizations are able to characterize the
upwarp around k ∼ 1Mpc−1h due to the halo exclu-
sion effect, for instance Quadratic shown in Fig. 2. The
terms such as k2 are unfavorable in direct PS fitting, due
to the divergence in Fourier transform, but fortunately
this property is able to capture the sub-Poisson behavior

appearing in the non-linear scale, enhancing the flexibil-
ity of r2s fitting in turn. Similar results are obtained for
other parameterization schemes.

We utilize the mean Q̄ values to summarize the per-
formance of the proposed parameterizations against the
above galaxy samples. Here, Q̄means averagingQ values
over the all the galaxy samples of 4 redshift snapshots,
8 FluxLimitLabel, 15 (6) galaxy color and 6 bins for a
color bin. The range of k is fixed as 0.03 Mpc−1h <
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FIG. 2. Same plot as Fig. 1 for cosmoDC2 galaxies (FluxLimitLabel = 3), but here we present results for r2s . The blue lines
are fitted with Quadratic while the red lines are fitted with Expan-mm-2 (r2s).

k < 0.9 Mpc−1h, where the larger scale modes k ≲
0.03Mpc−1h are affected greatly by cosmic variance and
the definition of Q does not account for the fluctuation
in measurement. We list the results in first and second
columns in Table IV. Based on Q̄ comparison, we can
derive two immediate conclusions:

(1) Two free parameters in parameterization are able
to describe stochasticity to small scale kmax =
0.9 Mpc−1h in ∼ 1% accuracy, verifying the im-
plication by the previously found DOF ≃ 2 eigen-
modes in simulated galaxy clustering.

(2) The Quadratic scheme is the most promising pa-
rameterization with the best < 0.5% accuracy in

r2s fitting among all 12 proposed parameteriza-
tion schemes, quantified by the summarized per-
formance over all the samples.

Specifically, the inclusion of more free parameters do
benefit the r2(s) fitting. For instance, when we replace

the scheme Expan-mm-1 by Expan-mm-2, the Q̄ value
decreases 1.92% → 0.83% for cosmoDC2 galaxies and
1.41% → 0.71% for TNG300-1 galaxies, almost twice
as much. However, the Q̄ decrement when replac-
ing Expan-mm-2 by Expan-mm-3 is not as much as for
Expan-mm-1 → Expan-mm-2, producing little improve-
ment especially for Expan-gg-2 → Expan-gg-3. For all
2-parameter r2 parameterizations, we have Q̄ ∼ 0.8%,
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TABLE IV. Summarized Index for Stochasticity Parameterization. Two values provided for each index shown in form A |B,
meaning the values measured in cosmoDC2 (A) or TNG300-1 (B) galaxy samples. The range of measurement is 0.03 < k <
0.9 Mpc−1h. The bar over the quantity means the value averaging over the all the fiducial samples of 4 redshift snapshots, 8
FluxLimitLabel, 15 | 6 galaxy color and 6 bins for a color bin.

Q̄× 100 worst Q× 100 δ̄A σ̄A worst δA

Expan-mm-1 1.92 | 1.41 4.65 | 3.92 0.095 | 0.044 0.040 | 0.031 0.327 | 0.112
Expan-mm-2 0.83 | 0.71 1.45 | 1.27 0.019 | 0.013 0.043 | 0.037 0.133 | 0.048
Expan-mm-3 0.77 | 0.65 1.05 | 0.95 0.011 | 0.010 0.049 | 0.043 0.071 | 0.029
Expan-gg-1 1.07 | 0.86 2.62 | 1.63 0.048 | 0.016 0.035 | 0.028 0.301 | 0.042
Expan-gg-2 0.87 | 0.71 1.05 | 1.03 0.013 | 0.012 0.040 | 0.035 0.094 | 0.026
Expan-gg-3 0.87 | 0.69 1.06 | 1.04 0.010 | 0.010 0.047 | 0.041 0.050 | 0.021
Expan-new-2 0.92 | 0.72 1.65 | 1.20 0.025 | 0.011 0.043 | 0.037 0.103 | 0.031
Zheng2013-mm 0.72 | 0.70 1.59 | 2.08 0.015 | 0.009 0.042 | 0.037 0.116 | 0.033
Zheng2013-gg 0.79 | 0.72 1.65 | 1.80 0.012 | 0.007 0.042 | 0.038 0.106 | 0.016

Expan-mm-1 (r2s) 1.03 | 0.85 3.38 | 2.00 0.020 | 0.021 0.030 | 0.027 0.039 | 0.044
Expan-mm-2 (r2s) 0.65 | 0.51 3.14 | 0.87 0.011 | 0.014 0.038 | 0.034 0.023 | 0.030
Expan-new-2 (r2s) 0.73 | 0.57 3.11 | 0.98 0.010 | 0.012 0.040 | 0.036 0.019 | 0.026
Zheng2013-mm (r2s) 1.07 | 0.93 3.51 | 1.95 0.008 | 0.011 0.039 | 0.035 0.019 | 0.030

Q-bias 0.55 | 0.26 3.15 | 0.86 0.018 | 0.012 0.050 | 0.045 0.051 | 0.034
Quadratic 0.35 | 0.19 3.15 | 0.42 0.006 | 0.006 0.037 | 0.037 0.024 | 0.018
Quadratic-1 5.41 | 3.62 14.86 | 12.37 0.088 | 0.070 0.016 | 0.015 0.185 | 0.166

and the worst values appears among all the galaxy sam-
ples is Q < 2%. For all 2-parameter r2s parameteriza-
tions, we have similar value Q̄ ≲ 1% for all samples,
but it seems that worst Q ∼ 3.5% of cosmoDC2 sam-
ples is larger than that for r2. It arises from the intrinsic
true that rs > r, and the deviation δr is estimated by
Q(r) ∼ δr. Therefore we expect that Q(rs) > Q(r) in
general, and the larger Q(rs) value compared to Q(r)
do not confirm r2 fits outperforms r2s fits. Even so,
some r2s parameterizations still achieve a smaller Q̄ value
compared to r2 parameterizations, especially Quadratic,
of which the Q̄ is smaller than any other parameteri-
zation even those with 3 parameters. It suggests that
Quadratic is a promising candidate to characterize the
stochasticity.

Besides the fiducial color-bins samples, we further sep-
arate the full flux limited galaxy samples into multi-bins
by stellar mass and host-halo mass. In the stellar mass
classified galaxy samples, the parameterization perfor-
mance is consistent with the fiducial color-bins case. The
absolute values of the measured Q̄ shows little difference
compared to the color-bins samples, and the Quadratic
scheme is still the best performing parameterization with
Q̄ = 0.39%&0.17% for cosmoDC2&TNG300-1 sam-
ples, closed to the fiducial case. However, the situation
changes if we adopt host-halo mass as the classification
criteria, since it separates the galaxies into satellite-rich
and satellite-poor galaxy populations, as well as into the
halo exclusion-effective and exclusion-ineffective galaxy
populations. As it has derived in [19, 31], the large scale
modes can not identify the galaxies in a same host-halo,

resulting in the host-halo dominating shot noise in large
scale, sourcing the sup-Poisson enhancement. So the
satellite-poor bin is affected less by the enhancement,
while the satellite-rich bin is enhanced greatly. Apart
from the enhancement, the halo exclusion effect is more
and more significant as the host-halo mass increase, and
it sources the sub-Poisson suppression. Within our per-
formance tests on cosmoDC2&TNG300-1, we find the
sup-Poisson enhancement is dominant in the first 5 less-
massive bins, and the there is a trend of increasing r2s
suppression as host-halo mass increases. For these 5
bins, a particular feature is the significant suppression
r2s ≲ 0.95 even just at k = 0.05Mpc−1h, distinguished
from the color-bins as well as the stellar mass-bins sam-
ples. While for the most massive bin, the halo exclusion
overcomes the sup-Poisson effect and alleviates the sup-
pression on r2s , allowing r

2
s ∼ 1 for cosmoDC2 galaxies.

Despite significant distinction in these host-halo mass bin
samples, our 2- & 3-parameter parameterizations still
work well within range 0.03 < k < 0.9Mpc−1h. In
contrast, the 1-parameter fits such as Expan-mm-1 reach
Q̄ = 3.7%&3.6%, revealing that one degree of free-
dom is not flexible enough to parameterize the stochas-
ticity. For the 2-parameter fitting, Q̄ deviates slightly
from the results in Table IV, and the worst Q appear-
ing in r2 parameterizations is limited to Q < 3%. Es-
pecially, Quadratic still provides the best performance
with Q̄ = 0.53%&0.61%. To sum up, all the tests on var-
ious samples reinforce two conclusions above, reiterating
the suggestion that the simple Quadratic is a promising
choice for stochasticity parameterization
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FIG. 3. The matter clustering amplitude A measured in cosmoDC2 galaxies. We show the bias δA = A− 1 and corresponding
uncertainty σA as function of maximum fit scale kmax. Four rows show the results at redshift z = 0.15, 0.5, 1.0 and 1.5 respec-
tively. The first column shows the results setting rs = 1, and the rest of 7 columns show the results for r2s parameterizations. In
each subfigure, different colors denote the full flux limited samples with different FluxLimitLabel, and the dash/dot lines mark
the region of ±2% / ± 5%.

B. Impact on Matter Clustering Amplitude

We utilize δA and σA to quantify the ability of param-
eterizations alleviating the stochasticity impact. Solely
for the purpose of comparison, we assume the distribu-
tion of the lensed galaxy sources is an infinite thin plane,
locating at zs = 3, and the redshift bin width of the fore-

ground clustering galaxies is ∆z = 0.1, with fsky = 1
for both sets. For simplicity, we assume cosmic variance
limit for the cosmic shear measurements, equivalently ne-
glecting shotnoise in κ field. The neglected complexities
such as the redshift distribution of source galaxies and
shape measurement noise will be taken into account later
in forecasting the DESI-CSST performance. The galaxy
clustering shotnoise measured in simulation is kept in
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FIG. 4. Same plot as Fig. 3 for the full flux limited samples with different FluxLimitLabel in cosmoDC2 galaxies. Here we
present results for r2 parameterizations.

variance, since it is an important ingredient of stochas-
ticity.

To make an intuitive comparison, we demonstrate
(δA, σA) measurement for the full flux limited samples
in cosmoDC2 galaxies in Fig. 3 & 4. We also present

the results neglecting the impact of stochasticity, equiv-
alently setting rs = 1, as the baseline of the systematic
bias and the statistic uncertainty. In the context of am-
plitude A quantification, the conclusions are same as that
based on the Q̄. Some details are listed below.
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FIG. 5. Scatter plot of relation between δ̄A and σ̄A of fourth
and fifth columns in Table IV. Black/Red markers denote the
results of cosmoDC2/TNG300-1 galaxies. The green solid line
marks σ̄A = δ̄A, and the dash lines mark σ̄A = δ̄A ± 1% and
σ̄A = δ̄A ± 2%.

• The statistic uncertainty decrease as redshift in-
crease, as it is shown in the first row of Fig. 3,
resulted from the larger cosmic volume therefore
higher surface number density.

• At redshift z = 1.0 and z = 1.5, the systematic
bias of luminous populations is softened, counter-
acted by the enhanced sub-Poisson feature for the
massive host halo population.

• When an appropriate stochasticity parameteriza-
tion is included in modeling, δA is alleviated while
σA is enlarged in different levels. The 2-parameter
r2s fits present a maximum benefit on constraining
matter amplitude A, while the 1-parameter and 3-
parameter fits do not achieve a competitive gain.

• For 1-parameter fits, most of the galaxy samples
retain bias at the level δA ≳ 2% at kmax =
0.9Mpc−1h. The Quadratic-1 appears as the
worst case, only few percent systematic bias is cor-
rected, and there is still δA ∼ 10% at z = 0.5.
While for parameterizations such as Expan-gg-1
and Expan-mm-1, the systematic bias is controlled
at the level δA ≲ 5% at kmax ≃ 1Mpc−1h. The
distinction is expected in the Eq. (8), which re-
veal that the stochasticity power spectrum is cor-
related with large scale clustering in higher order
correlation terms, and the parameterizations such
as Expan-gg-1 and Expan-mm-1 make use of the
galaxy/matter clustering information while a naive
low k expansion Quadratic-1 makes flat assump-
tion of stochasticity.

• For 2-parameter fits, the reconstruction accuracy
is almost δA ≲ 2% at kmax = 0.9Mpc−1h for r2,
and is generally δA < 2% for r2s . However, for the
luminous galaxy populations at z = 1.5, a devia-

tion 2% ≲ δA ≲ 5% appears in r2 parameteriza-
tions including Pmm (i.e. Expan-mm-2) but not in
those including Pgg,s (i.e. Expan-gg-2). We sup-
pose the poor performance is caused by the strong
halo exclusion in these massive host-halo popula-
tions, which contributes an enhanced scale depen-
dent bias in non-linear region. The prominent non-
linear bias is naturally included in the Pgg,s, but
not related with Pmm. Fortunately, this issue does
not affect the r2s fits, because the overall halo ex-
clusion always emerges as an upwarp in r̂2s , which
is well characterized by our r2s parameterizations.

• For 3-parameter fits, δA is not corrected signifi-
cantly compared to 2-parameter fits while σA is
magnified. For instance, when we replace parame-
terization Expan-mm-2 by Expan-mm-3 for the worst
performing luminous galaxy populations, the cor-
rection of δA is improved by several percent, but
σA is amplified by about 20%.

The above discussion is based on cosmoDC2 samples, and
the similar results are also obtained in the TNG300-1
galaxy samples.
In Table IV, we also show the mean value δ̄A and σ̄A

for the fiducial samples. Here the average value is defined

by RMS, δ̄A =
√∑

i (δA,i)
2
and σ̄A =

√∑
i σ

2
A,i, where

the summation index i runs over all the galaxy samples.
Now δA serves as a fair criterion to quantify the param-
eterization ability reconstructing the matter amplitude
A among different parameterizations. These summa-
rized indexes reinforce above conclusions that the simple
Quadratic outperforms other parameterizations. Specif-
ically, the recommended 2-parameter fits reach about
1% ∼ 2% accuracy of δA, and approximate 3.5% ∼ 4%
precision of σA for two sets of galaxy samples. Remark-
ably, Quadratic scheme outperforms other schemes with
a minimal δA = 0.006. What’s more, we present the
δA-σA relation scatter plot in Fig. 5 for a visual com-
parison. The scatters distribute around the diagonal,
exhibiting a negative correlation, and it reflects the bal-
ance of benefit in systematic bias correction, better re-
ducing δA while worse amplifying σA. We exclude the
1-parameter r2 fits on the right side in Fig. 5 because of
the large systematic bias, and exclude the 3-parameter
r2 fits and Q-bias scheme on the top side because of the
large uncertainty. The rest 2-parameter r2 & r2s schemes
and Expan-mm-1 (r2s) scheme are applicable, in particular
the Quadratic scheme.
Apart from the intrinsic distinction in galaxy samples

such as redshift, flux limit and mass, though not pre-
sented specifically, the simulation details also play an im-
portant role in stochasticity. Two galaxy catalogs utilized
here exhibit obviously different behaviors. For instance,
there is relatively subtle stochasticity for TNG300-1 sam-
ples compared to cosmoDC2, though with completely
same selection criteria. Conclusions derived from two in-
dividual sets are consistent, but the performance details
are different.
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FIG. 6. Forecasted stochasticity impact on the matter amplitude uncertainty σA for DESI-like galaxy × CSST-like cosmic
shear. In both top and bottom panels, 7 columns show the results at different redshift bins. The top subfigures show systematic
bias δA by assuming rs = 1 (black line) and the fiducial case A = 1 with r2s parameterized by Quadratic (cyan line), and the
1σ regions are marked. The bottom subfigures show statistic uncertainty σA under various parameterizations compared to the
case rs = 1 (black line). The cosmological parameters are fixed as dark matter simulation described in Appendix A.
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FIG. 7. Forecasted statistic uncertainty σA as function of
redshift bin z for DESI-like galaxy × CSST-like cosmic shear.
The result shown here is fixed with ℓmaxχg = 0.9h−1Mpc.

V. FORECAST FOR DESI-LIKE LRG

The stochasticity parameterization alleviates the sys-
tematic bias to a large extent, but including nuisance
parameters reduces the power of cosmological parame-
ters constraint. Here we forecast the specific impact on
the combination of DESI-like galaxy and CSST-like cos-
mic shear. We adopt Quadratic scheme as the fiducial
stochasticity behavior for DESI-like galaxies, because it
has been shown to present the best performance among
all candidates.

The forecasted surface number density of DESI-like
galaxies and the estimation of CSST-like cosmic shear
survey are summarized in Table. V. For the DESI spec-
troscopic tracer, we only utilize LRG in our analysis.
Though the previous galaxy samples selection differs
from DESI LRG selecting strategy [56], it is supposed
to affect little on our forecast. On the one hand, DESI
LRG sample is selected using both magnitude and color,
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TABLE V. Survey Parametersa

DESI LRG CSST cosmic shear

z Σg [deg
−2] ng [Mpc−3h3] zp Σγ [deg

−2]

[0.4, 0.5] 47.5 4.38× 10−4 [0.7, 3] 68208

[0.5, 0.6] 65.6 4.49× 10−4 [0.8, 3] 60462

[0.6, 0.7] 80.0 4.37× 10−4 [0.9, 3] 52983

[0.7, 0.8] 93.2 4.25× 10−4 [1.0, 3] 45959

[0.8, 0.9] 99.3 3.93× 10−4 [1.2, 3] 33693

[0.9, 1.0] 63.7 2.24× 10−4 [1.3, 3] 28528

[1.0, 1.1] 28.3 0.91× 10−4 [1.3, 3] 28528

a Totally 7 redshift bins for cross correlation analysis. Here, Σg

/ng are the surface/volume number density of DESI LRG in
each spec-z bin [2], and Σγ is the surface number density of
CSST cosmic shear galaxy in each phot-z bin.

1.50 1.25 1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00
c1

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

c 2

0.01200

0.01225

0.01250

0.01275

0.01300

0.01325

0.01350

0.01375

0.01400
S8

FIG. 8. Forecasted statistic uncertainty of cosmological pa-
rameter S8 as function of stochasticity parameters (c1, c2).
The blank region in left bottom is null value because of un-
physical r2 < 0 for these parameters.

approximately being flux limited samples for which we
have performed various tests. On the other hand, our pa-
rameterizations have been shown to be powerful enough
to characterize various kinds of stochasticity, so it is
expected to be applicable to realistic DESI LRG. The
validation and the forecast for the DESI ELG samples,
the major targets with complex identification [57], is re-
mained to future investigation. In this work, LRG sam-
ples are divided into 7 redshift bins covering redshift from
0.4 to 1.1 with ∆z = 0.1. We adopt the galaxy bias
b(k) ≡ bL = 1.7/D(z), where D(z) is the linear growth
factor [2].

For the cosmic shear tracers, CSST photometric galaxy
survey is expected to reach a total galaxy surface num-
ber density Σg = 28 arcmin−2 with redshift scatter
σz = 0.05. In our analysis, the redshift distribution is
adopted as n(z) ∝ z2e−z/z∗ covering redshift 0 < z < 4,

where z∗ = 0.35. The photometric redshift bins are se-
lected to avoid the overlapping of spectroscopic galaxy
and the cosmic shear tracers, as well as minimize the
shotnoise of κ field. We assume the Gaussian variance
for CSST-like cosmic shear, and adopt the estimated
shape noise σγ = 0.2 and additive noise Nγ

add = 10−9 [7].
The overlapping fraction of sky with DESI-like galaxies
is fsky = 0.3. To avoid complexity, we have neglected
the impacts of magnification bias, photometric error and
other systematic uncertainties.

For illustrative purpose, we simply make an aggres-
sive guess of stochasticity with Quadratic parameters
c1 = −1.57, c2 = 0.74 for all 7 galaxy bins (called
Scenario-A below), and treat all 2× 7 nuisance stochas-
ticity parameters as free parameters when applying fisher
forecast. We do not show the results for a scheme such
as Expan-gg-2, because it is equivalent with Expan-mm-2
under the linear bias assumption. We show the results
under Scenario-A stochasticity in Fig. 6. If we neglect
the impact of stochasticity and adopt rs = 1, the sys-
tematic bias δA would exceed the statistic uncertainty at
kmax ≡ ℓmax χg ≃ 0.1Mpc−1h, where δA ≃ σA ≃ 0.05.
As kmax extends to 0.9Mpc−1h, as shown in Fig. 7, the
uncertainty of rs = 1 is reduced to σA ≃ 0.01 while
the underestimation is serious δA = 0.3 ∼ 0.4. When
we adopt parameterization Quadratic, the matter clus-
tering amplitude is estimated unbiasedly with precision
σA ≃ 0.04 for the first 5 bins and σA ≃ 0.045, 0.059 for
the latter 2 bins. In the bottom subfigures of each column
in Fig. 6, we further compare the abilities of other pa-
rameterization schemes. Among these various schemes,
the values of σA bifurcate into two branches as ℓmax in-
crease. One branch has larger σA for r2 parameteriza-
tions, while another branch has smaller σA for r2s param-
eterizations. The reason for these distinctive behaviors
of two kinds of parameterization schemes is the flattened
effect of the discrete noise in galaxy power spectrum. If
we do not subtract the Poisson noise expectation when
n̄gPgg ≪ 1, the curve of r2 is suppressed to a nearly

flat shape, that rs > r. Thus the modeling Â = rA
is less sensitive compared to the modeling Âs = rsA,

quantitatively, |∂Âs

∂λ | > |∂Â∂λ |, where λ is the cosmological
parameter we interest in. It leads to a larger uncertainty
of A in r2 modeling. Consistent with the argument, the
bifurcation is significant for the last redshift bin, of which
the number density is lowest, reaching n̄gPgg,s = 0.1 at
ℓmax ≃ 1500. For the relative higher number density bin,
where n̄gPgg,s = 0.1 at ℓmax ≃ 3200 ∼ 5000, the bifurca-
tion is mild.

The underestimation in matter clustering amplitude
would propagate to cosmological constraint and result
into a substantial effect, sourcing a potential systematic
bias in cosmological parameters. Different experiments
have reported the tendency that the lower redshift mea-
surements prefer lower matter clustering amplitude com-
pared with the CMB constraint in the context of ΛCDM
[10–12, 58]. For the cosmic shear measurement, this
anomaly is usually summarized as the structure growth



15

parameter S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)
0.5. Since the value of S8

(or σ8) is degenerated with r, an appropriate r2 model-
ing excludes the potential systematic bias thus obtain an
unbiased constraint. We demonstrate the stochasticity
impact on cosmological constraint by varying the param-
eters Ωm and σ8, and present the constraint performance
for S8 together with/without stochasticity parameteriza-
tion. We find:

• In the Scenario-A, an aggressive guess of seri-
ous stochasticity, our fiducial results with kmax =
0.9Mpc−1h are σ8 = 0.83±0.03 and Ωm = 0.268±
0.012, with precision 3.5% and 4.5% respectively.
The structure growth is S8 = 0.784 ± 0.012, with
precision 1.5%.

• In the Scenario-A, the neglect of stochasticity im-
ports significant bias on cosmological parameter.
Setting rs = 1 and even at the linear scale kmax =
0.1Mpc−1h, the inferred S8 = 0.746 ± 0.012 devi-
ates from the fiducial values S8 on the level of 3σ.
The deviation is moderate if we directly constrain
σ8, which is only about 0.3σ deviated from fidu-
cial value at 0.1Mpc−1h ≤ kmax ≤ 0.3Mpc−1h.
But the σ8 precision is limited to > 3% at kmax <
0.3Mpc−1h due to the degeneration of σ8 and Ωm,
and its systematic bias reaches about 3σ again at
kmax ≳ 0.4Mpc−1h.

• In the Scenario-B, a mild stochasticity hypothesis
with c1 = −0.63, c2 = 0.27, the fiducial results are
σ8 = 0.83 ± 0.03, Ωm = 0.268 ± 0.012 and S8 =
0.784± 0.013, with constraint precision 3.4%, 4.5%
and 1.7% respectively. The precision varies slightly
compared with the Scenario-A, though we adopt
quite different r2s value.

• In the Scenario-B, the deviation is mitigated to a
large extent compared to the Scenario-A, but when
we set rs = 1, the true value of S8 is still outside the
2σ region of inferred values at kmax = 0.3Mpc−1h.
As kmax increases, the deviation is more and more
serious, obtaining S8 = 0.736 ± 0.007 at kmax =
0.5Mpc−1h, a 7σ deviation. While for the σ8 con-
straint, the systematic bias is not significant com-
pared with statistic fluctuation, but we still have
σ8 = 0.79± 0.02 at kmax = 0.5Mpc−1h, a 2σ devi-
ation.

• In Fig. 8, we present the statistic uncertainty for
the fiducial forecasted S8 by varying the stochastic-
ity parameters. In the parameter space, the vari-
ation of (c1, c2) introduces distinguished behavior
of stochasticity, as well as suppression of matter
clustering amplitude in different levels. But the
statistic uncertainty for the final constrained S8

only varies in a narrow range 0.012 ≲ σS8
≲ 0.014.

We suppose the uncertainty is limited by the large
number of constraint parameters (total 14 nuisance
parameters plus 2 cosmological parameters). Thus

there are tight bounds for σS8
with various (c1, c2),

rather than a strong dependence on the specific
shape of r2s . Similar tight bounds arise for both Ωm
and σ8 uncertainty. Consequently, the uncertainty
of the inferred parameters is controlled in a limited
range, not matter what kinds of stochasticity.

We aim to provide an unbiased cosmological param-
eters prediction, but one may wonder that an accurate
stochasticity model seems to pay a high price in con-
straining power. We suppose this is not an issue for the
following reasons. Firstly, the vast parameter set (14 nui-
sance parameters for 7 redshift bins) is not necessary in
realistic case, since ∆z is so small that we expect the
clustering as well as stochasticity slowly evolves relative
to adjacent redshift bins. Thus some simple continuity
hypothesis is enabled and the number of nuisance pa-
rameters is reduced. Secondly, with the assistance of
calibration in the targeted mock, some proper priors of
stochasticity parameters are available [31], then reducing
the uncertainty. Finally, the stochasticity components
are considerable compared to clustering signal in current
spectroscopic survey, such as Ref. [48, 59]. And stochas-
ticity modeling is also important to obtain a consistent
result in the future multi-probes applicants [28, 30]. Thus
the inclusion of stochasticity nuisance parameters is in-
evitable, and the key, also our future work, is how to
further reduce the degree of freedom in stochasticity pa-
rameters for tomographic analysis.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

In this work, we addressed two leading questions:
how to parameterize stochasticity in galaxy clustering,
and how to reconstruct the unbiased tomographic mat-
ter clustering. In order to seek an appropriate phe-
nomenological description of stochasticity, we investigate
12 kinds of parameterization schemes for the cross corre-
lation coefficients between galaxy overdensity δg(k) and
the underlying matter overdensity δm(k). We test the
performance against the galaxy samples selected from
cosmoDC2 and TNG300-1 simulations, over a wide range
of redshift, flux and various galaxy colors. We quan-
tify the fitting performance by the absolute difference
of r(s)(k) values and the accuracy & precision of recon-
structed matter clustering amplitude. Then we choose
the best performing quadratic scheme as the fiducial
stochasticity, and present the fisher forecast of the matter
clustering amplitude reconstruction as well as the cosmo-
logical parameters constraint, assuming the combination
DESI-like LRG and CSST-like cosmic shear. Our main
conclusions are as following:

(i) We verify the suggestion the effective DoF ≃ 2 in
galaxy stochasticity, and that 2-parameter scheme
provides the maximum gain in the stochasticity de-
scription compared to 1-parameter or 3-parameter
scheme. Against two sets of galaxy samples, we have
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shown that 2-parameter fits are able to reach about
1% accuracy for r2(s), and obtain general 0.6% ∼ 2%

accuracy for the reconstructed matter clustering
amplitude at kmax = 0.9Mpc−1h.

(ii) The quadratic scheme r2s = 1+c1k+c2k
2 is the most

promising parameterization among all the schemes,
performing the best direct fit for r̂2s and recon-
structing the matter clustering amplitude with bet-
ter than 1% accuracy.

(iii) For the combination DESI-like LRG × CSST-like
cosmic shear, we forecast that there is a suppres-
sion in the reconstructed tomographic matter clus-
tering amplitude when neglecting the stochastic-
ity. The systematic bias sourced by the suppres-
sion is comparable with statistic uncertainty at lin-
ear scale kmax = 0.1Mpc−1h if the stochasticity
contamination is serious. The serious stochastic-
ity also biases the inferred S8 at 3σ level even at
kmax = 0.1Mpc−1h.

(iv) Together with the quadratic stochasticity parame-
terization, the combination DESI-like LRG × CSST
cosmic shear is expected to achieve S8 constraint at
1.5% precision, free from the stochasticity system-
atic. The uncertainty is likely to be further reduced
with stochasticity parameter number reduced.

We caution that this work is still theoretical. Its applica-
bility in real data requires validation in targeted mocks,
which must be done case to case.

The galaxy-matter cross power spectrum is also avail-
able by the cross correlation with CMB lensing. The
CMB lensing is much cleaner than the cosmic shear es-
timated from the galaxy ellipticity, and the photometric
redshift distribution of lensed galaxies introduces large
uncertainty while the CMB redshift is accurately known.
Thus we expect the combination with galaxy clustering ×
CMB lensing achieves a tighter tomographic matter clus-
tering constraint [9]. Apart from the direct reconstruc-
tion of tomographic matter clustering from galaxy/CMB
lensing, there are wide applications for an accurate r2

parameterization. For example, it could alleviate the
systematic bias due to stochastic components in the es-
timator of DG statistic [12, 60–62]. In the condition of
non-negligible stochasticity, the theoretical expectation
of estimator D̂G (refer to Ref. [60] for detailed expression)
can be rewritten to correct the stochasticity suppression,

⟨D̂G(ℓ)/r
(
ℓ
χ

)
⟩ = D(z), where D(z) is the linear growth

function.
We plan to validate our methods with the simulations

designed for DESI spectroscopic redshift surveys, in par-
ticular the ELG mocks. After the validation, we will
apply our methods to the DESI spectroscopic sources to
reconstruct the matter power spectrum. Meanwhile, our
analysis simultaneously provides the stochasticity param-
eters for the galaxy samples, therefore we can determine
whether the stochasticity is a serious systematic bias in

the joint analysis of galaxy auto- and cross-power spec-
trum or not. It would serve as an important supplemen-
tation for systematic diagnosis in the future DESI multi-
probes applications. We expect our reconstructions will
be complementary to DESI constraint of dark energy and
modified gravity by BAO and RSD measurement.
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Appendix A: Galaxy Samples

The performance testing for the parameterizations in
Table I is based on the fiducial color-bins samples, where
the specific definitions of various galaxies refer to Ta-
ble. II and Table. III. The fiducial galaxy samples consist
of two sets of galaxy samples, cosmoDC2 mock [50] and
TNG300-1 galaxy samples from the IllustrisTNG project
[51–55]. The cosmoDC2 is a synthetic galaxy catalog gen-
erated for LSST survey [50], and it provides a lightcone
covering 440 deg2 of sky area, with ∼ 2.6 billions of galax-
ies distributed to redshift z = 3. The magnitude ugrizY
photometirc bands and the host halo are provided for
the galaxies. The hydrodynamic simulation TNG300-1
is a publicly available simulation from the IllustrisTNG
project [51–55]. IllustrisTNG is a suite of large volume,
cosmological, gravo-magnetohydrodynamical simulations
run with the moving-mesh code APEPO [66]. IllustrisTNG
implements a set of physical processes to model the
galaxy formation process including gas cooling, star for-
mation and evolution, supernova feedback [67], and AGN
feedback [68]. This project includes TNG50, TNG100
and TNG300, with boxsize of 50 Mpc, 100 Mpc and 300
Mpc respectively. We choose TNG300-1 for our analysis
for its largest amount of galaxy samples. We identify all
luminous subhalos in the TNG300-1 as galaxies.
However, the accessed cosmoDC2 products do not in-

cluded the associated 3D matter field, which is based on
the Outer Rim simulation [69]. Regarding the TNG300-
1 simulation, the products we assess are complete but
the boxisize L = 205Mpc/h is limited for our analysis,
which lacks the statistic for linear scale k ≲ 0.1Mpc−1h
and induces large fluctuation in r2. To solve these prob-
lems, we combine the galaxies in cosmoDC2 & TNG300-
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FIG. 9. Scatter plots of parameters distribution in 4 redshift snapshots based on cosmoDC2 samples. The top panels show
parameters (α, β) in Expan-mm-2, and the bottom panels show parameters (c1, c2) in Quadratic, with kmax = 0.9Mpc−1h. In
each subfigure, all various galaxy color-bins with same FluxLimitLabel are marked with same color.
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FIG. 10. Comparison of parameters (c1, c2) in Quadratic

between cosmoDC2 and TNG300-1 galaxy samples. In each
subfigure, all different FluxLimitLabel and different galaxy
color-bins in same redshift are marked with same color, with
kmax = 0.9Mpc−1h.

1 with dark matter CosmicGrowth simulation [70]. The
CosmicGrowth simulation adopts a flat WMAP cosmol-
ogy [71], of which the boxsize is L = 1200Mpc/h and
particle number is 30723. The cosmological parame-
ters adopt Ωb = 0.0445 , Ωc = 0.2235 , h = 0.71 and
σ8 = 0.83. We use the galaxy-host halo relation of
the galaxy in cosmoDC2 & TNG300-1 to assign galax-
ies to the CosmicGrowth simulation halos, preserving the

conditional probability of galaxy contents given hosthalo
mass [50]. Because of the distinction of these simula-
tions resulted from different cosmological parameters and
the simulation details, we do an abundance matching be-
tween cosmoDC2 & TNG300-1 and CosmicGrowth halos,
and then assign galaxies in cosmoDC2 & TNG300-1 to
CosmicGrowth halos.

Appendix B: Gaussian Variance

The direct fitting of the measured r2 in the simulations
to our parameterized formula is through minimizing the
Eq. (12), where the covariance is assumed to be Gaussian.
Start with the covariance of power spectrum of Gaussian
fields i, j, p, q,

Cov [Pij(k), Ppq(k
′)] =

δKk,k′

Nk
(PipPjq + PiqPjp) , (B1)

it is straightforward to derive the Gaussian variance of
r2 and r2s ,

σ2|r2 =
4

Nk

(
r2
)2( 1

r2
+ r2 − 2

)
, (B2)

σ2|r2s =
4

Nk

(
r2s
)2 [ 1

r2s
+ r2s − 2

+
1

n̄gPgg,s

(
1

r2s
− 1

)
+

1

2 (n̄gPgg,s)
2

]
.
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Appendix C: Parameter Distribution

In Fig. 9, we demonstrate the parameters distribution
for two schemes Expan-mm-2 and Quadratic. As shown
in the figure, stochasticity parameters exhibit certain rel-
evance with respect to the galaxy properties, and this is
a natural outcome. On the one hand, the stochasticity
traces the complex nature of galaxy distribution, thus
they should exhibit regular evolution to varying degree
in parametric space. On the other hand, as it is indicated
by Eq. (8), the stochasticity is coupled with large scale
structure fluctuation in higher order correlation. The
coevolution effect also promotes the stochasticity param-
eters to behave regularly. For the (α, β) parameters in
Expan-mm-2, the bins in different FluxLimitLabel, equiva-

lently different n̄g, are separated into different tracks. It
can be understood by the form of Expan-mm-2, where the
parameter α is degenerated with n̄g (as well as galaxy
bias in fact), thus any variation in stochasticity corre-
sponding to number count will propagate to α directly
though n̄g. It turns out as that different galaxy samples
populations are offset according to FluxLimitLabel, mod-
ulate by α. Such obvious separation does not appear for
(c1, c2) in Quadratic, as we expected.
We have emphasized the variation of stochasticity be-

havior for different galaxy definitions and simulation de-
tails. We demonstrate the latter intuitively by compar-
ing the parameters distribution of two sets of simulation
samples in Fig. 10 The global features for two sets are
similar, but the details in each redshift is different to a
large extent.
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Astronomical Journal 165, 58 (2023).

[57] A. Raichoor, J. Moustakas, J. A. Newman, T. Karim,
S. Ahlen, S. Alam, S. Bailey, D. Brooks, K. Dawson,
A. de la Macorra, A. de Mattia, A. Dey, B. Dey, G. Dhun-
gana, S. Eftekharzadeh, D. J. Eisenstein, K. Fanning,
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