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The Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) feature in the two-point correlation function (TPCF) of
discrete tracers such as galaxies is an accurate standard ruler. The covariance matrix of the TPCF
plays an important role in determining how the precision of this ruler depends on the number density
and clustering strength of the tracers, as well as the survey volume. An eigen-decomposition of this
matrix provides an objective way to separate the contributions of cosmic variance from those of
shot-noise to the statistical uncertainties. For the signal-to-noise levels that are expected in ongoing
and next-generation surveys, the cosmic variance eigen-modes dominate. These modes are smooth
functions of scale, meaning that: they are insensitive to the modest changes in binning that are
allowed if one wishes to resolve the BAO feature in the TPCF; they provide a good description of the
correlated residuals which result from fitting smooth functional forms to the measured TPCF; they
motivate a simple but accurate approximation for the uncertainty on the Linear Point (LP) estimate
of the BAO distance scale. This approximation allows one to quantify the precision of the BAO
distance scale estimate without having to generate a large ensemble of mock catalogs and explains
why: the uncertainty on the LP does not depend on the functional form fitted to the TPCF or the
binning used; the LP is more constraining than the peak or dip scales in the TPCF; the evolved
TPCF is less constraining than the initial one, so that reconstruction schemes can yield significant
gains in precision.

I. INTRODUCTION

Some of the tightest constraints on the cosmological
distance - redshift relation come from the BAO feature in
the pair correlation function [1–5]. This has led to interest
in the precision with which the pair correlation function
(TPCF) can be measured, and how this precision trans-
lates into uncertainties on the distance scale estimate. As
a result, there is significant interest in understanding the
covariance between pair counts on different scales.

On the ∼ 140 Mpc scales of most interest to BAO
cosmology, the Gauss-Poisson approximation to the co-
variance is rather accurate [6, 7]. In this approximation,
three different terms contribute: one is a purely cosmo-
logical term, the other is a pure shot-noise term, and the
third is a combination of the two. The first part of our
paper is devoted to a study of the relative importance of
these terms. We address this by rotating the covariance
matrix into diagonal form, checking how many eigenvec-
tors contribute significantly to the total covariance, and
then looking at those eigenvectors. It turns out that this
provides a simple way of seeing which term dominates
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and when, as well as for understanding the shapes of the
eigenvectors. We use this insight to explore how binning
of the pair counts (width of the rectangular bins, or dif-
ferent bin shapes) affects the structure of the covariance
matrix.
The second half of this paper applies these insights to

a particular estimator of the BAO scale: the Linear Point
(LP). The LP feature in the correlation function of dark
matter or galaxies can be used as a standard cosmological
ruler [2, 8–15]. The LP lies midway between the peak and
dip values in ξ(r), the two-point correlation function:

rLP ≡ rpeak + rdip
2

. (1)

Evidently, the precision with which rLP can be estimated
from data depends on the covariance between the rpeak
and rdip estimates. In turn, this depends on the covari-
ance matrix of the measurements, which depends on the
widths of bins in which pairs were counted (or, more
generally, the bin shapes themselves). This has led to
significant computational efforts simply to determine the
optimal bin width [16, 17].
Moreover, rLP is typically estimated by fitting a pre-

determined functional form to the measured ξ (e.g. poly-
nomials, Chebyshev polynomials, generalized half-integer
Laguerre functions). The associated error bars would
then appear to be closely tied to this functional form
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(e.g. Equations 2.6 and 9 in [10] and [12]). However, in
practice, provided that the fits are good, neither the rLP
estimates nor their error bars depend strongly on which
functional form is fit. Our analysis of the covariance ma-
trix allows us to provide a rather general estimate of the
expected precision that is not tied to a particular func-
tional form. It also allows us to address a closely related
question. In principle, the inflection point rinfl, the scale
on which d2ξ/dr2 = 0, could also be used as a standard
rod [8]. Previous work has suggested that it is less robust
than the LP [17, 18]; our analysis provides some insight
into why this is so.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II describes
how the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the TPCF co-
variance matrix change as the shot-noise increases, and
then use this to provide a simple estimate of the error on
the LP. Section III shows how our results depend on the
binning. Section IV summarizes our conclusions.

II. METHODS AND RESULTS

Because the neighboring bins of the TPCF amplitudes
are correlated, the covariance matrix of the bin counts
is not diagonal. Here below, we describe in detail how
we use the structure of the covariance matrix to estimate
realistic error bars on the BAO distance scale.

Where necessary to illustrate our results, we will use
a comoving volume of 5 × (1.024)3 h−3Gpc3 in a flat
ΛCDM model with (Ωm,0,Ωb,0) = (0.281, 0.046), and
(h, ns, σ8) = (0.697, 0.971, 0.842) as in [13]. The as-
sociated linear theory values of rLP and rinfl for the
dark matter are 97.154 h−1Mpc and 97.635 h−1Mpc, re-
spectively. For easy comparison with Refs.[12, 13], we
focus on biased tracers at z = 0.5 (also denoted as
z = 0.5057 following [13]). Although we explore other
combinations of number density and clustering strength,
our fiducial choice has n̄ = 3.2 × 10−4/(h−1Mpc)3 and
linear bias factor b ≈ 1.97, which is similar to the
Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) and the
Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) survey
[19, 20]. The combination n̄P (kmax), where kmax is the
scale on which P (k) = b2 PLin(k) is maximum, is some-
times used as a crude measure of whether the BAO clus-
tering signal is dominated by shot-noise. Our fiducial
choice has n̄P (kmax) ∼ 5; shot-noise dominates for val-
ues smaller than unity. While we provide our formalism
in terms of the real-space correlation function, we use
the redshift-space monopole in our figures to show that
our methodology is valid even under redshift-space dis-
tortions. This makes beff =

√
(b2 + 2bf/3 + f2/5) with

f = d lnD/d ln a being the linear theory growth rate [21].
With b ∼ 1.97 at z ∼ 0.5, beff ∼ 2.23.

A. Gauss-Poisson approximation to covariance
matrix

We begin with the two-point correlation function,
which is related to the power spectrum P (k) by

ξ(s) ≡
∫

dk

k

k3P (k)

2π2
j0(ks). (2)

A crude model for nonlinear evolution sets P (k) =

PLin(k) e
−k2Σ2

[e.g. 22], so the nonlinear correlation func-
tion is a ‘smeared’ version of the linear one. At z = 0.5
in our fiducial cosmology, Σ ≈ 4.7 h−1Mpc for the real-
space TPCF; it is slightly larger, Σeff ≈ 6.3 h−1Mpc, for
the biased redshift-space monopole [18, 23].
If the correlation function is estimated by counting

pairs separated by s ± ∆s/2 in a discrete set of Ntot

particles distributed in a volume Vs, then the TPCF co-
variance matrix described by the ‘Gauss-Poisson’ approx-
imation is given by [7, 10, 24]:

Cij =
2

Vs

∫ ∞

0

dk k2

2π2
j̄0(ksi)j̄0(ksj)

[
P (k) +

1

n̄

]2
(3)

where n̄ ≡ Ntot/Vs is the survey number density and j̄0
is the bin-averaged spherical Bessel function:

j̄0(ksi) ≡
4π

Vsi

∫ si+∆s/2

si−∆s/2

s2j0(ks)ds, (4)

with the volume Vsi = 4π/3(s3i,max− s3i,min), si being the
midpoint of bin i, and ∆s being the bin-size. The shot-
noise only term proportional to 1/n̄2 only contributes
when i = j, i.e., to the error bar in a single bin. The
other two terms describe the covariance between bins,
and come from ‘cosmic variance.’ This covariance must
be accounted for when estimating the uncertainty on the
BAO scale.

B. Eigen-decomposition of the covariance matrix

To illustrate our results, we now use Eq. 3 to generate
Cij , for 30 non-overlapping bins of ∆r = 2 h−1 Mpc,
running from [60−120] h−1Mpc, with the fiducial values
of background cosmology, redshift, survey volume, biased
tracer number density, and clustering strength mentioned
at the start of this section.
Next, we diagonalize Cij . The eigenvectors, which we

denote Λi(s), provide a set of orthogonal shape func-
tions, whose relative importance is set by the eigenval-
ues λi. Before we consider the interplay of P and n̄ in
determining these eigen-modes, note that the survey vol-
ume Vs only appears as an overall scaling. It scales the
eigenvalues up and down but keeps their ratios fixed, and
does not affect the eigen-shapes. That said, Vs is im-
portant because it does not enter in the definition of ξ
itself. Therefore, larger Vs means that the eigen-modes
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FIG. 1: Fractional contribution of the sorted eigenvalues λj to
the total variance,

∑i
1 λj/

∑30
1 λj , for a range of choices of the

ratio of ‘signal’ (P (k) amplitude) to ‘noise’ (1/n̄). Fiducial
and idealized no shot-noise cases are very similar; more than
95% of the total variance comes from the first 3 modes. More
modes matter when the noise dominates. Smooth dashed
curve shows our analytic expression for the pure noise case:
(2/n̄V )/(n̄Vi). Dotted curve is for b → b−1 but fiducial shot-
noise.

will have smaller amplitudes compared to ξ. This will be
important below.

Before we look at the shapes, Fig. 1 shows the frac-
tional contribution of the eigenvalues λi (ordered from
largest to smallest) to the total variance. The various
curves show different choices for the relative contribu-
tions of ‘signal’ P (k) and ‘shot-noise’ 1/n̄.

The lowermost curve is for the pure shot-noise limit (we
have set P (k) = 0). This case is analytic: Cii is diagonal,
with entries (2/n̄V )/(n̄Vi), where Vi is the volume of the
ith bin. For bins of width ∆r = ri+1−ri that are equally
spaced with spacing ϵ∆r (typically ϵ = 1 but we will see
later why the more general case is interesting) where ri
is the lower bound of the ith bin, Vi = (4π/3)(∆r)3[(jϵ−
(ϵ−1)/2)3− (jϵ−1− (ϵ−1)/2)3] where j = i+60/(ϵ∆r)

and the bin centers are given by (ri+ri+1)
2 = 60 + (i −

1)ϵ∆r + ∆r/2 since our bins start at 60 h−1Mpc. Note
that all eigenvectors matter. These eigenvectors are delta
functions, one for each bin, centered on the middle of the
bin.

In contrast, the uppermost curve shows the case in
which 1/n̄ = 0: here Cij is completely determined by the
P 2 term in Eq. 3. Notice that now the variance is domi-
nated by just a few eigenvalues/eigenvectors. The inter-
mediate curves show different choices for the 1/n̄. The
‘fiducial’ choice (n̄P (kmax) ≈ 5) is very similar to the no-
noise case. However, as the noise increases, more modes

begin to matter.1

Fig. 2 shows the corresponding eigenvectors. Notice
that the nth eigenvector has n−1 zero-crossings, at least
for the first few n. It is striking that the mode with 4
zero-crossings divides the 60-120 h−1Mpc range up into
patches that are approximately the size of the BAO fea-
ture itself. Presumably this is because the same P (k) ap-
pears in both ξ and Cij . Dashed curves are for the case
of no shot-noise, and solid curves have the fiducial shot-
noise. Recall that these are the cases that are dominated
by the first few eigenvalues, and the associated eigenvec-
tors are very similar and very smooth. The smoothness
is consistent with the expectation that terms contribut-
ing to cosmic variance should be smooth functions of
scale. However, the similarity is particularly interesting
here: it suggests that the eigenvectors for the no-noise
case remain interesting even in the presence of fiducial
noise.
The other higher-order eigenvectors, which contribute

little to the total variance, are more strongly modified
by the presence of shot-noise. To gain some insight, re-
call that the pure shot-noise eigenvectors would be a set
of delta functions, each centered on a bin. But, when P is
significant, these delta functions are now approximately
rotated into the basis in which the P 2 term is diago-
nal. This mixes the delta functions, and is why these
higher order modes display oscillations. We will exploit
this relatively clean separation into cosmic variance vs.
shot-noise dominated eigen-modes in the next section.

C. Eigen-decomposition of correlation function
realizations

We can write one realization Ξ of the real-space TPCF
as:

Ξ(s) = ξ(s) +
∑
i

giΛi(s), (5)

where ξ(s) is given by Eq. 2, and the gi’s are independent
Gaussian random variates with variance λi and mean
zero, so the other terms represent the (correlated) scatter
around the mean.

The symbols in Fig. 3 show how the shape of Ξ changes
as more modes are added to ξ, for one realization where
we have assumed the fiducial noise and bias. The changes
are relatively mild because Vs is sufficiently large that
the λi are small. To highlight the differences as more
modes are added, the symbols in Fig. 4 show the total
residual from the mean, Ξ(s) − ξ(s) =

∑
i giΛi(s), for

this same realization. The other curves show the contri-
bution from modes 1 to 4 (

∑i=4
i=1 giΛi(s)), and from 5

1 The cross term in Cij is also analytic: it is a smoothed version of
ξ, with smoothing depending on scales i and j, but the expression
is lengthy so we have not written it explicitly here.
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FIG. 2: The first 9 eigenvectors
√
λiΛi(s) at z = 0.5057, for default shot-noise n̄ = 3.2 × 10−4/(h−1Mpc)3 (solid) and no

shot-noise (dashed). The first 3 modes (left hand panel), which contribute most to the total variance, are much less sensitive to
shot-noise. Higher order modes (right hand panel, note the factor of 4 difference in the y-axis scale) are essentially zero when
there is no shot-noise, and resemble delta-functions which peak at different scales, followed by oscillations, when shot-noise is
present.

FIG. 3: ξ(s), Ξ(s), and Eq. 5 with the first 2 and 4
modes. For a survey volume smaller than our fiducial Vs of
∼ 5 (h−1Gpc)3, the deviations of the other 3 curves from the
blue ξ(s) curve would be larger.

onwards (
∑i=30

i=5 giΛi(s)). Clearly, the first 4 modes cap-
ture most of the residual, including the small change in
shape, while the sum of modes 5 and onwards is mostly
uncorrelated noise (small amplitude oscillations around
zero). This just illustrates what Fig. 1 showed: the higher
order modes are not particularly important.

D. Truncation of modes and basis functions for
fitting the TPCF

Because we see that the sum of the first 4 modes cap-
tures most of the residual, while the remaining modes
are mostly ‘noise,’ it is interesting to consider restrict-
ing the sum in Eq. 5 to include only the first ∼ 4
modes. Evidently, this removes the shot-noise dominated

FIG. 4: Total residual Ξ(s) − ξ(s) for one TPCF realization
(symbols), and the contributions to it from modes 1 to 4 (dot-
dashed), and from 5 onwards (dashed).

fluctuations from the realization of Ξ, leaving a smoother
curve. In essence, this is the smooth curve one is after
when ‘fitting’ the correlation. This is a non-trivial state-
ment, since ξ + the first few eigenvectors, while smoother
than the full Ξ, will not generically have the same shape
as ξ. Nevertheless, since typical datasets were designed
(i.e. Vs is large enough) so that cosmic variance does not
dominate, the amplitude of these ‘cosmic variance’ modes
is small compared to the amplitude of ξ itself, so the cor-
rection to the shape is small (c.f. Fig. 3).
In the same vein, suppose one is interested in deriva-

tives of the correlation function. Although

Ξ′ = ξ′ +
∑
i

giΛ
′
i, (6)

if we include all 30 terms in the sum, then this will be
like differentiating a single measurement of the correla-
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tion function. However, it is well known that one should
not differentiate a noisy measurement; rather, one should
first fit a smooth functional form to the measurement
and then differentiate the fit. In the present context, our
model for this procedure is to assert that one is not in-
terested in dΞ/ds when the sum includes all 30 terms;
rather, one should only include the first 4 (really, the
ones which account for, say, 90% of the variance).

The virtue of this point of view is that this shape is
clearly determined solely by the shape of P (k); in partic-
ular, it makes no reference to the set of basis functions
which one wishes to fit to Ξ (simple polynomials? La-
guerre functions? etc.). This is attractive, since a reason-
able concern is whether the set of basis functions which
worked for one underlying P (k) will also work for another
(polynomials for one, Laguerres for another?). Here, the
point is that one should think of the eigenvectors Λi as
being the most appropriate set of basis functions, since
these are clearly determined by the shape of P (k).

E. Model-independent error estimates on BAO
distance scale

We will now use this insight to discuss how one might
quantify uncertainties on estimates of the BAO scales
rLP, rDip and rPeak. We also consider, rinfl, the scale on
which the second derivative vanishes, as an alternative to
rLP.

We start with Eq. 6, but restrict the sum to the first
few terms (the ones which account for, say, 90% of the
variance). Next, note that the scale smax where Ξ′ = 0 is
not necessarily the same as rmax, where ξ

′ = 0. Assuming
∆max ≡ smax − rmax ≪ 1, we have when Ξ′ = 0,

0 = ξ′(smax) +
∑
i

giΛ
′
i(smax)

≈ ξ′(rmax) + ∆maxξ
′′(rmax) +

∑
i

giΛ
′
i(smax)

≈ ∆maxξ
′′(rmax) +

∑
i

gi
[
Λ′
i(rmax) + ∆maxΛ

′′
i (rmax)

]
,

(7)

where we have used that ξ′ = 0 at rmax. Isolating ∆max

yields

∆max

rmax
= −

∑
i gi (Λ

′
i/rmax)/ξ

′′

1 +
∑

i gi(Λ
′′
i /ξ

′′)
. (8)

In practice, on the peak and dip scales, (Λ′′
i /ξ

′′) ≤ 0.1 or
so. Since ⟨g2i ⟩ = λi is also small, we can neglect the term
in the denominator and approximate

〈
∆2

max

r2max

〉
≈

∑
i

λi

(
rmaxΛ

′
i(rmax)

r2maxξ
′′(rmax)

)2

. (9)

Eq. 9 shows that the root-mean-square (RMS) of ∆max

increases as |ξ′′| decreases. Since the nonlinear TPCF is
more smeared (i.e. less curved at the peak and dip scales)
than the linear theory TPCF (recall discussion of Eq. 2),
we expect the uncertainty in the peak scale to be larger
in the evolved field (at lower redshifts). We return to this
point in the next subsection.
The same logic can be applied to the dip scale, so

〈
∆2

min

r2min

〉
≈

∑
i

λi

(
Λ′
i(rmin)

rminξ′′(rmin)

)2

. (10)

Hence, just as for ∆min, the RMS of ∆min in the evolved
TPCF is larger than the linear theory value.
Finally, for the error on the LP scale,

∆LP ≡ ∆max +∆min

2
, (11)

we have:

⟨∆2
LP⟩ ≈

⟨∆2
max⟩
4

+
⟨∆2

min⟩
4

+
∑
i

λi

2

Λ′
i(rmax)

ξ′′(rmax)

Λ′
i(rmin)

ξ′′(rmin)
.

(12)
Because ξ′′(rmax) and ξ′′(rmin) have opposite signs (by
definition), the variance of ∆LP is smaller than either
∆Dip or ∆Peak. This demonstrates why the LP is a more
precise probe than either rDip and rPeak.
Similarly for the inflection point: if rinfl is the scale

where ξ′′ = 0, and sinfl is the scale where Ξ′′ = 0 (when
the sum which defines Ξ is truncated to only include the
eigenvalues whose eigenvectors contribute ∼ 90% of the
variance), we would set

0 = ξ′′(sinfl) +
∑
i

giΛ
′′
i (sinfl)

≈ ∆inflξ
′′′(rinfl) +

∑
i

gi
[
Λ′′
i (rinfl) + ∆inflΛ

′′′
i (rinfl)

]
,

(13)

where ∆infl = sinfl − rinfl. Thus,

∆infl

rinfl
= −

∑
i gi(Λ

′′
i /rinfl)/ξ

′′′

1 +
∑

i gi(Λ
′′′
i /ξ′′′)

≈ −
∑
i

gi
Λ′′
i

rinfl ξ′′′
. (14)

so 〈
∆2

infl

r2infl

〉
≈

∑
i

λi

(
Λ′′
i (rinfl)

rinfl ξ′′′(rinfl)

)2

. (15)

F. Comparison with standard method

To see how well this works, we first estimate the four
scales (peak, dip, LP and inflection point) in the standard
way [e.g. 8–10, 12, 13, 23]: we made 100 mock realizations
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FIG. 5: Fractional uncertainties on the dip, peak, inflection
point and LP scales (square root of Eqs. 10, 9, 14, 12), as
a function of the number of eigen-modes that are included
(symbols). Horizontal dashed lines show the corresponding
uncertainties estimated in the standard way (see main text).

of the measurement (Eq. 5), fitted a 7th order polyno-
mial to each, and estimated the various scales by differ-
entiating the fit. The RMS scatter of each scale satisfies
σdip > σpeak > σinfl > σLP: the LP is the most precise,
followed by the inflection point, and etc. This is consis-
tent with previous work (e.g. Tables 4 to 7 of [13]). The
actual values are shown as the horizontal dashed lines in
Fig. 5. Previous work has shown that it does not matter if
one fits 7th order generalized Laguerre functions instead
[12].

Now we turn to our eigen-mode-based estimates.
Eqs. 10, 9, 14, 12 show that these depend on the num-
ber of modes that are included in the relevant sums. The
symbols in Fig. 5 show how these estimates increase as
more modes are added. We previously argued that one
should not include the higher order modes (because one
should not differentiate noisy data); these are the ones for
which the error estimate starts to diverge. The plateau
at intermediate values indicates that the error estimate
is not very sensitive to exactly how many modes are in-
cluded, provided we have enough modes, and are not
including the ones which are dominated by shot-noise.
(This plateau is not an artifact produced by approxima-
tion Eq. 9; it is present even if we use Eq. 8.) In effect,
this plateau provides an objective measure of how many
modes should be included to accurately model the scatter
between realizations, analogous to how Fig. 1 provides an
objective way of deciding which modes are most impor-
tant for a single realization. Indeed, previous work has
noted that the inflection point is slightly less robust than
the LP: here, this is indicated by the fact that it has a
shorter plateau.

It is reassuring that, not only do the plateau values
reproduce the qualitative trends shown by the standard

FIG. 6: Same as Fig. 5, but with Σ = 0 (no smearing), for
both ξ0(s) and the covariance matrix. Comparison with Fig. 5
(note the difference in y-axis range) shows the potential gains
in precision which come from working with the reconstructed
BAO signal.

method, they are within 80% of the fitted RMS values
in all cases. Some of this discrepancy arises from the as-
sumption that the scale which the standard method iden-
tifies as being the peak, say tmax (t for template), may
differ slightly from smax (our eigen-mode based estimate
of the peak scale). As a result, the RMS of tmax − rmax

differs from the RMS of smax − rmax; evidently, this dif-
ference is small.

Recall that the standard method results do not de-
pend on the functional form that was fit to the binned
TPCF. In effect, our analysis shows why: the low order
eigenvectors Λi represent the covariance around any good
fit to the measurements which is not ‘fitting the noise.’

We noted that, because the BAO feature in ξ becomes
more smeared at late times, ξ′′ decreases, so we expect
the uncertainty on the LP scale to increase (c.f. Eqs. 9–
12). Fig. 6 tests this: it shows the same comparison as
in Fig. 5, but now with P (k) ∝ PLin(k) (i.e. Σ = 0,
no smearing) for determining both ξ0(s) and Cij when
using Eq. 5 to produce 100 realizations of Ξ(s). Setting
Σ → 0 changes the BAO feature in ξ0 dramatically, and
Cij less so: e.g. the total variance is about 15% larger,
and eigenvalues 3 to 7 contribute considerably more to
the total variance compared to when Σ ̸= 0. The change
in ξ0 means that a 7th order polynomial is no longer a
good fit, so, for the ‘standard’ analysis, we used a 9th or-
der polynomial. Comparison of the dashed lines here with
those in the previous figure shows that the RMS is de-
creased by a factor of about 2 to 3. This is especially true
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for the peak which is most affected by the smearing.2 No-
tice that this decrease is reproduced by our eigen-mode
estimates. The onset of the plateau is delayed from about
mode 4 to about mode 7 or so, since now it is the first 7
modes which contribute to most of the variance. This de-
crease demonstrates the potential gains which come from
using the reconstructed TPCF rather than the smeared
one to measure the BAO scales: for the LP, this results
in a precision of better than 0.4% as opposed to 0.8%.
Our analysis has allowed us to estimate this improvement
without having to run simulations.

Some reconstruction methods move the observed bi-
ased tracers back to (an estimate of) their initial posi-
tions [25–27]. The TPCF is then measured using these
reconstructed positions. In this case, the number density
is unchanged but b → b−1: typically, the BAO feature is
sharper, but the amplitude is smaller [25]. Our method-
ology allows an estimate of the precision of the LP dis-
tance scale in this reconstructed signal as follows. Since
n̄(b − 1)2PLin is smaller than n̄b2PLin, the dotted curve
in Fig. 1 suggests that more modes will be needed be-
fore we converge to a plateau as in Fig. 5. Although we
do not show it here, we have checked that this is indeed
the case. In addition, the precision of the reconstructed
feature is slightly less precise, less constraining, than the
original measurement. I.e., reconstruction yields no sig-
nificant gain in precision (of course, it does reduce the
bias in the mean value, bringing the LP closer to its linear
theory value). To realize the potential for increased pre-
cision shown in Fig. 6, one must combine reconstructed
fields, as discussed in [27].

We conclude that our methodology is an efficient way
of determining accurate uncertainties on the Linear Point
estimate of the BAO distance scale. In particular, since
our analysis suggests that, for reasonable/realistic values
of the shot-noise, the relevant eigenvalues and eigenvec-
tors are entirely determined by the ratio of P 2(k) and the
survey volume Vs, they scale as (bσ8)

2/
√
Vs. Our curves

assumed (b, σ8, Vs) = (1.97, 0.84, 5 h−3Gpc3), so for other
values, the fractional error is given by scaling the num-
bers in our Fig. 5 by (beff/2.23)

2(σ8/0.84)
2
√
5/Vs. This

is not quite right, because it ignores the fact that the
smearing also depends on σ8, but it is a useful first guess.

III. DEPENDENCE OF EIGENVECTORS ON
BINNING

The previous section considered the structure of the
covariance matrix of a binned estimate of the TPCF.
In that analysis, the original bin-size (and shape) was

2 It may seem surprising that, in contrast to the evolved field, the
peak and LP scales in the linear field are measured with similar
precision. This is mainly a signal-to-noise issue. Recall that the
original reason for working with the LP was not its precision,
but its robustness to evolution/smearing [8].

fixed. How is the analysis modified if we change the bin-
ning?
In what follows, we first show that, in general, the

eigenvectors of the binned covariance matrix are not sim-
ply binned versions of the original eigenvectors. Never-
theless, the first few eigenvectors are unchanged by the
variations in binning, permitted by the requirement that
one be able to detect the BAO feature in the first place.

A. Analytic analysis

Let x denote our list of bins, y the list of measured
bin amplitudes, C ≡ ⟨yyT⟩ the covariance matrix of the
measurements, and λi and Λi its eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors. With some abuse of notation, let λ denote the
diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues along the diagonal.
If V is a square matrix whose columns are the eigenvec-
tors Λ, then

C = VλV−1 = VλVT, (16)

where the final equality follows because C is real and
symmetric.
Suppose we bin so that yB ≡ By, with B a square

matrix, each side having the same dimension as y. E.g.,

B =
1

3



1 1 0 0 · · · 0 0 0
1 1 1 0 · · · 0 0 0
0 1 1 1 · · · 0 0 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
0 0 0 0 · · · 1 1 1
0 0 0 0 · · · 0 1 1

 (17)

would correspond to averaging the y values in the bins on
either side of each x-bin. Note that, when this is done, one
typically works with a sparser set of x values, so as to not
‘double-count.’ The analysis below is more transparent
when xB and x, and hence yB and y, have the same
length.
IfCB denotes the covariance matrix of the binned mea-

surements, then

CB ≡ ⟨By (By)
T⟩ = BCBT

= B (VλV−1)BT = (BV)λ (VTBT)

= (BV)λ (BV)T. (18)

If (BV)T = (BV)−1, the expression above would be
the eigenvalue decomposition of CB, making it appear
that the eigenvalues of CB are the same as those of C,
and the eigenvectors are simply those of C, binned us-
ing B. At face value, this is sensible: if the eigenvectors
were smooth on scales smaller than the ‘bin width’ then
they will be unchanged by – essentially invariant to – the
binning.
However, notice that

BV (BV)T = B (VVT)BT = BBT (19)
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FIG. 7: Dependence of eigenvalues on bin-size and spacing.
Wider bins have smaller total variance, so we have normalized
each eigenvalue to show its fractional contribution to the total.
The first 4 normalized eigenvalues are very similar between all
3 curves, while the first 4 values for non-overlapping 6 h−1Mpc
bins are essentially the same as the overlapping 6 h−1Mpc
bins.

is not diagonal (i.e., although V is an orthonormal basis,
VT = V−1, the same is not true for BV). This means
that we should not think of BV as being the eigenvec-
tors. If we use VB to denote the eigenvectors of CB,

CB = VBλBV
−1
B , (20)

then it is natural to ask: How different are the vectors
which make up VB from those of BV?

B. Numerical analysis

Heuristically, we expect that if the binning remains
smaller than the typical size of features in the eigen-
vectors, then they will be unchanged by binning. This
should be particularly true for the primary ‘cosmic vari-
ance’ dominated eigenvectors; the shot-noise dominated
eigenvectors oscillate more, but we argued that they are
not interesting anyway. Therefore, we expect the esti-
mates of the BAO distance scale and their uncertainties
should not depend on how the TPCF was binned, pro-
vided this binning is not wider than the BAO feature
itself. (If the bins are too wide, they will not provide a
good description of the BAO feature anyway.)

Figs. 7 and 8 show the result of two explicit tests. The
first increases the bin-size, but keeps the bin centers, and
hence the number of bins, the same. (As a result, neigh-
boring bins are more correlated, but this just means that
CB, which has the same dimension as in the previous
section, is less diagonal than the original C.) This cor-
responds to the ϵ ̸= 1 case mentioned previously (Sec-
tion II B). Fig. 7 shows the eigenvalues when we increase

∆r by factors of 2 and 3 (ϵ = 1/2 and ϵ = 1/3), respec-
tively. The first few eigenvalues, which dominate the to-
tal variance, are indistinguishable from the original ones,
but the more shot-noise dominated modes are affected. In
particular, for wider bins the shot-noise is smaller, so
these shot-noise dominated modes contribute less to the
total variance. To remove the fact that the total vari-
ance is reduced, we normalized each set of eigenvalues
by their total: this shows explicitly that, as the bin-size
increases, the shot-noise dominated modes contribute a
smaller fraction of the total variance.
The larger symbols show the eigenvalues when ∆r →

3∆r but the bins do not overlap (ϵ = 1). In this case,
there are 3× fewer eigenvalues, so the total variance is
obviously different. Nevertheless, the fractional contribu-
tion of the first 10 modes to the variance is similar to that
for the overlapping bins (of the same width). Clearly, for
the cosmic-variance dominated modes which contribute
most to the total variance, the binning does not matter.
Fig. 8 shows that this is also true for the eigenvec-

tors. The big symbols show the case in which ∆r → 3∆r
but now the bins do not overlap (so ϵ = 1 even for this
larger bin-size; for clarity, we do not show the interme-
diate case where ∆r → 2∆r). Again, the eigenvectors
which dominate the total variance (the first ∼ 5) are
indistinguishable from the original ones. This is slightly
non-trivial since now CB is 10× 10 rather than 30× 30,
but the leading eigenvectors are unchanged. Hence, the
uncertainties on distance scale estimates provided in the
previous section will be unchanged: they do not depend
on the binning, at least for fiducial values of the shot-
noise.

More generally, if the convolution kernel which defines
the binning does not erase features in the original (cos-
mic variance dominated) eigenvectors, then these eigen-
vectors will not depend on the exact bin shape. E.g.,
this will certainly be true if the off-diagonal entries in
Eq. 17 are less than unity. Similarly, counting pairs in,
e.g., Gaussian-like bins rather than in rectangles will not
change our conclusions.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We presented an eigen-decomposition of the Gauss-
Poisson approximation to the covariance matrix of the
two-point correlation function (Eq. 3) and assessed the
importance of the power spectrum-dominated modes
that trace cosmic variance as opposed to the modes
which are dominated by shot-noise. For a fiducial cos-
mology and noise-levels that are consistent with current
and next-generation surveys, the cosmic variance eigen-
modes account for most of the total variance of the TPCF
(Fig. 1). They are also smoother than the shot-noise dom-
inated modes (Fig. 2), so they are insensitive to the mod-
est changes in binning that are allowed if one wishes to
resolve the BAO feature in the TPCF (Figs. 7 and 8).

We argued that, as a result, the cosmic variance eigen-
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FIG. 8: First 9 eigenvectors
√
λiΛi(s) at z = 0.5057, for bin-sizes 2 h−1Mpc and 6 h−1Mpc with the same bin centers. Larger

symbols show the eigenvectors for the 6 h−1Mpc bins that do not overlap (so there are 3× fewer bin centers, different from the
overlapping bins).

modes alone should provide a good description of the cor-
related residuals which result from fitting smooth func-
tional forms to the measured TPCF. We provided a sim-
ple (Eq. 12) but accurate (Fig. 5) approximation for the
uncertainty on the Linear Point estimate of the BAO dis-
tance scale which explains why the uncertainty is greater
in the evolved field than in linear theory; allows one to
quantify the gains from working with the reconstructed
signal; and does not depend on the functional form fitted
to the TPCF or the binning used. It also provides in-
sight into why the LP is more robust than the inflection
point, and why both are more precise distance indicators
than the peak or dip scales. Perhaps most importantly,
our approximation allows one to quantify the precision
of the BAO distance scale estimate without having to
generate a large ensemble of mock catalogs. Therefore,
it should be useful for estimating the gains in precision
which come from making measurements in the recon-
structed field (which are often quoted), after marginaliz-
ing over the unknown cosmological model (which is often
ignored).

The plateaus that are apparent in Figs. 5 and 6 suggest
that it should be possible to write down a prescription for
determining the optimal number of eigen-modes which
should be used in cosmological analyses. In future work,
we hope to combine our eigen-mode analysis with the
Bayesian framework of [14].
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