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ABSTRACT
Gravitational waves (GWs) have rapidly become important cosmological probes since their first detection in 2015. As the
number of detected events continues to rise, upcoming instruments like the Einstein Telescope (ET) and Cosmic Explorer (CE)
will observe millions of compact binary (CB) mergers. These detections, coupled with galaxy surveys by instruments such as
DESI, Euclid, and the Vera Rubin Observatory, will provide unique information on the large-scale structure of the universe by
cross-correlating GWs with the distribution of galaxies which host them. In this paper, we focus on how these cross-correlations
constrain the clustering bias of GWs emitted by the coalescence of binary black holes (BBH). This parameter links BBHs to the
underlying dark matter distribution, hence informing us how they populate galaxies. Using a multi-tracer approach, we forecast
the precision of these measurements under different survey combinations. Our results indicate that current GW detectors will
have limited precision, with measurement errors as high as ∼ 50%. However, third-generation detectors like ET, when cross-
correlated with LSST data, can improve clustering bias measurements to within 2.5%. Furthermore, we demonstrate that these
cross-correlations can enable a percent-level measurement of the magnification lensing effect on GWs. Despite this, there is a
degeneracy between magnification and evolution biases, which hinders the precision of both. This degeneracy is most effectively
addressed by assuming knowledge of one bias or targeting an optimal redshift range of 1 < 𝑧 < 2.5. Our analysis opens new
avenues for studying the distribution of BBHs and testing the nature of gravity through large-scale structure.

Key words: Gravitational waves – galaxy surveys – cross-correlations

1 INTRODUCTION

Since the first detection of gravitational waves (GWs) in 2015 (Abbott
et al. 2016b), they were rapidly established as powerful cosmolog-
ical probes (Mastrogiovanni et al. 2024), for instance constraining
the cosmic expansion history (Abbott et al. 2023). The previous
observing LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK)(Aasi et al. 2015; Acernese
et al. 2014; Akutsu et al. 2020) runs have detected just short of
100 events (LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA collaboration et al. 2021; Ab-
bott et al. 2021; LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA Collaboration et al. 2022),
however O4 is predicted to observe another O(100) GWs in its 2-
year period (Abbott et al. 2016a). The number of detections will
grow with each observing run, such as O5, until third-generation
ground based detectors will be completed. Instruments such as the
Einstein Telescope (ET) (Sathyaprakash et al. 2010, 2012; Punturo
et al. 2010) and the Cosmic Explorer (CE) (Evans et al. 2021; Reitze
et al. 2019; Mpetha et al. 2023) will provide us with an unprece-
dented amount of observations of binary black hole (BBH) mergers.
Soon after their construction, which is planned to finish around 2035
(Evans et al. 2021; Maggiore et al. 2020), one expects the number of
events to outpace the currently known number of merger events. For
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instance, ET is forecasted to detect around 106 BBHs in its ten-year
run (Maggiore et al. 2020), a staggering four orders of magnitude
higher than the number of BBHs known today.

In a similar fashion, a suite of Stage IV dark energy experiments
is now starting, both as ground-based telescopes as well as space
missions. These include DESI (The DESI Collaboration et al. 2016;
Levi et al. 2013), Euclid (Laureĳs et al. 2011; Blanchard et al. 2020)
and the Vera Rubin Observatory carrying out the Legacy Survey of
Space and Time (LSST) (LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2021;
Sanchez et al. 2022; LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2009). More
futuristic concepts as Megamapper (Schlegel et al. 2019, 2022) are
being proposed, and will be due in the next decade. These will
measure tens of millions of galaxy redshifts across a wide range of
galaxy types; for instance, DESI will target bright galaxies (BGS)
at low redshift, luminous red galaxies (LRG) at intermediate 𝑧, and
bright emission lines galaxies (ELGs) at higher redshifts.

Galaxies are well known, and well explored, tracers of the under-
lying dark matter distribution of the Universe (Martinez et al. 1999;
Padmanabhan et al. 2007; Bonvin 2008; Hui et al. 2008; Chen 2008;
Yoo et al. 2009; Bonvin & Durrer 2011; Challinor & Lewis 2011;
Jeong et al. 2012; Tansella et al. 2018; Castorina & Dio 2022). How-
ever, they also host all the astrophysical processes which are thought
to produce BBHs. Thus, BBHs can likewise be used as biased tracers
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of the dark matter. There is a further underlying assumption here, that
black holes can only be formed astrophysically. In fact if BBHs are
not solely astrophysical then the value of the clustering bias would
be different from the one of a sole astrophysical origin. While we
note this possibility we will not discuss these in this paper.

Without an electromagnetic counterpart, a GW signal from a BBH
merger carries distance information only in the form of a luminosity
distance (once the redshifted chirp mass is constrained). Recent work
by Fonseca et al. (2023) has carried out the different clustering statis-
tics required for objects living in luminosity distance (𝐷𝐿) space as
opposed to redshift space, highlighting the discrepancies especially
at large scales. This meant constructing the number counts fluctua-
tion in luminosity distance space, which was found to be dependent
on three different tracer-dependent bias parameters: clustering, mag-
nification and evolution bias (Maartens et al. 2021; Zazzera et al.
2024). Whilst the former describes the connection between the dark
matter density fluctuation to the tracer-specific density fluctuation,
the latter two describe effects caused by the limited sensitivity of
our detectors in accessing our full past lightcone. In particular, the
magnification bias accounts for objects being magnified in/out the
detector’s threshold, while the evolution bias shows how well we can
trace the cosmic evolution of the chosen tracers given a detector.

Measuring these biases would inform us on several properties of
the BBHs. Whilst magnification and evolution bias would constrain
properties of the BBH population such as chirp mass distribution or
intrinsic merger rate, measuring the clustering bias would provide a
direct link to the dark matter distribution, acting as probe to differen-
tiate between black holes tracing dark matter halos and black holes
living in isolation, whether of primordial origin or else, such as in
Scelfo et al. (2020).

One way of measuring these parameters is through cross-
correlations, and in particular exploiting the powerful multi-tracer
approach. Whilst cross-correlating GWs sources with other trac-
ers has been explored to put constraints on cosmological parame-
ters and test General Relativity (Afroz & Mukherjee 2024; Balaudo
et al. 2023; Mukherjee et al. 2024, 2020a,b; Mukherjee & Wandelt
2018; Mukherjee et al. 2021; Cigarrán Díaz & Mukherjee 2022),
cross-correlating well-known tracers like galaxies with a more un-
constrained one such as GWs has also been suggested as tool to in-
vestigate several properties of GWs (e.g. Libanore et al. 2021, 2022;
Scelfo et al. 2018, 2020, 2022, 2023). Here we expand on previous
studies in a number of ways. Firstly, we consider the differences in the
number count fluctuation between redshift space (RS) and luminos-
ity distance space (LDS) for the different tracers used, i.e. galaxies
in RS and GWs in LDS (see Balaudo et al. (2024) for thorough work
on this as well). Secondly, we include all relativistic corrections to
the number counts, and include effects due to both lensing magnifi-
cation and the evolution of sources, i.e. magnification and evolution
biases. Finally, we also examine different galaxy surveys to construct
a timeline of forecasted measurement on the GWs clustering bias.

The paper is structured as follows. We start by describing the
fundamental equations expressing clustering in LDS in section 2.
Subsequently, we describe the properties of each tracer and survey
used in section 3, and the Fisher formalism we adopted in section 4.
In section 5 we then present a forecast on the amplitude of the
clustering bias of GWs using different combination of current and
future surveys. Further, in section 6 we present the forecasted errors
on, respectively, relativistic effects and on the magnification and
evolution biases of GWs when using a ET𝑥LSST-like combination of
surveys. Finally, in section 7 we summarise and draw our conclusions.

2 NUMBER COUNT FLUCTUATION

In this section we summarise the underlying equations describing
clustering in both luminosity distance and redshift space. We start by
reminding the reader the definition of the number counts fluctuation
(or density contrast):

Δ𝑁 =
𝑁 − ⟨𝑁⟩
⟨𝑁⟩ , (1)

where 𝑁 is the number of objects seen in a given (observed) direction
𝒏 at a given observed space (be it luminosity distance 𝐷𝐿 or redshift
𝑧), and ⟨𝑁⟩ is an average over directions. Further, we define the line
element used to derive the results below:

𝑑𝑠2 = 𝑎2 (𝜂)
[
−(1 + 2Ψ)𝑑𝜂2 + (1 − 2Φ)𝛿𝑎𝑏𝑑𝑥𝑎𝑑𝑥𝑏

]
, (2)

where Φ and Ψ are the metric potentials and 𝜂 is conformal time.
For a tracer living in redshift space such as galaxies, the observed

density contrast in Equation 1 can be expanded into (Bonvin 2008;
Challinor & Lewis 2011):

Δ𝑔 (𝒏, 𝑧) = 𝑏𝑔𝛿𝑛 − 1
H 𝜕𝑟 (𝒗 · 𝒏)

+5𝑠𝑔 − 2
2𝑟

∫ 𝑟

0
d𝑟

𝑟 − 𝑟

𝑟
ΔΩ (Φ + Ψ)

+
[

5𝑠𝑔 − 2
𝑟H − 5𝑠𝑔 + 𝑏

𝑔
𝑒 − H ′

H2

]
(𝒗 · 𝒏)

+𝑔𝑔𝑎𝑙 (Ψ,Φ, 𝑟) . (3)

The first term is the matter density contrast, the second the redshift-
space distortions, the third the magnification lensing contribution,
the fourth the Doppler term and 𝑔𝑔𝑎𝑙 (Ψ,Φ, 𝑟) is a function group-
ing further GR effects which are subdominant. For a full expres-
sion please refer to Bonvin (2008) and Challinor & Lewis (2011).
The astrophysical parameters 𝑏𝑔, 𝑠𝑔 and 𝑏

𝑔
𝑒 are the clustering, the

magnification and evolution biasses respectively, and depend on the
particular galaxy catalog considered.

In the case of gravitational wave merger events without counter
parts we live in luminosity distance space. Therefore we follow (Fon-
seca et al. 2023) and write the generic expression for the number
counts as:

Δ𝐺𝑊 (𝒏, 𝐷𝐿) = 𝑏𝐺𝑊𝛿𝑛 + 𝐴𝐷 (𝒗 · 𝒏) + 𝐴𝐿𝑆𝐷𝜕𝑟 (𝒗 · 𝒏)

+
∫ 𝑟

0
d𝑟

𝐴𝐿

𝑟
ΔΩ (Φ + Ψ) + 𝑔𝐺𝑊 (Ψ,Φ, 𝑟) .(4)

Here 𝛿𝑛 is the density contrast in the Newtonian gauge and 𝑏𝐺𝑊 the
clustering bias of the gravitational wave events. Here we only report
the main correction terms, i.e. Doppler, Luminosity distance Space
Distortions (LSD) - radial velocity distortions - and lensing, with
amplitudes

𝐴𝐷 = 1 − 2(𝛾 + 𝛽) , (5)

𝐴𝐿𝑆𝐷 = −2
𝛾

H , (6)

𝐴𝐿 =
1
2

[(
𝑟 − 𝑟

𝑟

)
(𝛽 − 2) + 1

1 + 𝑟H

]
(7)

and we group the rest of the GR corrections under the last term
𝑔𝐺𝑊 (Ψ,Φ, 𝑟). We note that 𝑟 is the source’s position, 𝑟 the integral’s
comoving distance. We define 𝛾 ≡ 𝑟H/(1 + 𝑟H), and

𝛽 ≡ 1 − 5𝑠𝐺𝑊 + 𝛾

[
2
𝑟H + 𝛾

(
H ′

H2 − 1
𝑟H

)
− 1 − 𝑏𝐺𝑊

𝑒

]
, (8)

where 𝑠𝐺𝑊 and 𝑏𝐺𝑊
𝑒 are the magnification and evolution biases,
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respectively. An in-depth analysis of these parameters for GWs is
presented in Zazzera et al. (2024).

We expand the fields Δ(𝒏, 𝑥) in a spherical harmonic decomposi-
tion

Δ(𝒏, 𝑥) =
∞∑︁
ℓ=0

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

𝑎ℓ𝑚 (𝑥)𝑌ℓ𝑚 (𝑛̂) , (9)

where𝑌ℓ𝑚 (𝑛̂) are the spherical harmonics, and 𝑥 is a generic variable
which can be the redshift 𝑧 or luminosity distance𝐷𝐿 . In this basis the
𝑎ℓ𝑚 preserve the statistical properties of Δ. Therefore the first non-
zero n-point function is the two-point function, the angular power
spectrum:

⟨𝑎ℓ𝑚𝑎∗
ℓ′𝑚′ ⟩ ≡ 𝐶ℓ 𝛿ℓℓ′𝛿𝑚𝑚′ . (10)

This can then be computed fully, including the fact that the data is
generally binned into intervals in distance, to yield the angular power
spectrum for the 𝑖th and 𝑗 th bins:

𝐶
𝑖 𝑗

ℓ
= 4𝜋

∫
d ln 𝑘 Δ

𝐴,𝑖
ℓ

(𝑘)Δ𝐵, 𝑗

ℓ
(𝑘) PR (𝑘) , (11)

where PR (𝑘) is the power spectrum of primordial perturbations and
R is the curvature perturbation. This is effectively cross-correlating
counts of tracer 𝐴 in the 𝑖th bin with those of tracer 𝐵 in bin 𝑗 . The
functions Δ

𝐴,𝑖

ℓ
(𝑘) take into account the radial window function 𝑊

and distribution of sources 𝜕𝑛𝐴/𝜕𝑥, i.e.,

Δ
𝐴,𝑖

ℓ
(𝑘) =

∫
d𝑥 𝑊 (𝑥, 𝑥𝑖)

𝜕𝑛𝐴

𝜕𝑥
(𝑥) Δ𝐴

ℓ
(𝑘, 𝑥) . (12)

3 SURVEY PROPERTIES

In this section we describe the properties of each survey used, for
both GWs and galaxies. We include the number densities of target
sources, together with expressions for the clustering, magnification
and evolution biases.

3.1 GW experiments

We assume all observed GWs are emitted by the same population
of BBHs, with a merger rate following a standard Madau-Dickinson
rate (Ye & Fishbach 2021; Madau & Dickinson 2014):

𝑅𝐺𝑊 (𝑧) = 𝑅0
(1 + 𝑧)2.7

1 + ( 1+𝑧
2.9 )5.6

, (13)

with 𝑅0 providing the merger rate at 𝑧 = 0 and is given by Abbott et al.
(2021); LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA Collaboration et al. (2022) as 𝑅0 =

23.9 Gpc−3yr−1. We note here that the values used for Equation 13
are not fully known and in this paper we fix them to follow a regular
Madau-Dickinson model. This is due the fact that astrophysical BBHs
are the results of stellar processes, thus it is common to assume they
will too follow a rate similar to the stellar formation rate. We can
then set the amplitude 𝑅0 with LVK observations, and when 3G
detectors will come online we will have better constraints on the rest
of the parameters. A different merger rate will impact the angular
power spectrum of GWs as it will result in different values of the
magnification and evolution biases. Additionally, it will yield a new
estimate of the shot noise.

The number density of observed GW sources is then modelled
following previous studies (Zazzera et al. 2024; Oguri 2018) as:

𝑛GW (𝑧) = 𝜏
𝑅𝐺𝑊 (𝑧)

1 + 𝑧

∫
dM 𝜙(M) 𝑆(𝜌𝑡ℎ;M, 𝑧) , (14)

where 𝜏 is the observation time of the detector, 𝑅𝐺𝑊 (𝑧) is the
intrinsic merger rate in Equation 13, 𝜙(M) is the chirp mass M
distribution, with

M ≡ (𝑚1𝑚2)3/5

(𝑚1 + 𝑚2)1/5 . (15)

We assume the primary mass 𝑚1 to follow a Power-Law + Peak
model (Abbott et al. 2021; LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA Collaboration
et al. 2022)), i.e. a normalised power-law over the range [5, 85]𝑀⊙ ,
and with a Gaussian peak introduced to model a pile-up from pul-
sational pair-instability supernovae (Talbot & Thrane 2018). The
secondary mass 𝑚2 is then given through a conditional mass ratio
distribution, modelled as a power-law (LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA Col-
laboration et al. 2022). The two distributions are then combined to
obtain the chirp mass PDF following Appendix B of Zazzera et al.
(2024).

For a full explanation of the survival function 𝑆(𝜌𝑡ℎ;M, 𝑧) we
refer the reader to Zazzera et al. (2024); Oguri (2018); Finn (1996).
Notably, the function contains the power spectral density of the ex-
periment, thus making each bias detector-dependent. Finally, we set
the horizon redshift for each GW experiment as the redshift at which
we are able to observe < 100 sources (see Table 1).

Following Zazzera et al. (2024), the magnification and evolution
biases for each GWs experiment are defined as:

𝑠𝐺𝑊 ≡ −1
5
𝜕 log 𝑛𝐺𝑊

𝜕 log 𝜌𝑡ℎ

����
𝑎

, (16)

𝑏𝐺𝑊
𝑒 ≡ 𝜕 log 𝑛𝐺𝑊

𝜕 log 𝑎

����
𝜌𝑡ℎ

, (17)

where 𝜌𝑡ℎ is the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) threshold of detection.
This is used in lieu of the flux, commonly used in the galaxy coun-
terpart. Additionally, the extra factor of 1/5 is to fix the expression
of the number counts (Equation 1 and Equation 8) and setting 𝑠 ac-
cordingly. This was done to keep the number counts in luminosity
distance general.

We them compute the biases from Equation 14, and fit a cubic
spline in redshift 𝑎 + 𝑏𝑧 + 𝑐𝑧2 + 𝑑𝑧3 to parameterise the results in
terms of 𝑧 and speed up computation. We report the coefficients of
the polynomials in Table A1.

The two biases described so far have a strong impact on the number
counts (and thus the angular power spectrum) as they are present in
many correction terms. In particular, they both show in the Doppler
and lensing terms, as shown in the factor 𝛽 in eq. Equation 8, which
includes both 𝑠 and 𝑏𝑒. Not accounting for these biases has been
shown to result in large discrepancies at higher redshift (Zazzera
et al. 2024). However, they are also rich with information regarding
the population of BBHs, as they are built using both their merger rate
and their chirp mass distribution.

Finally, we address the clustering bias. This has been explored
e.g. in Libanore et al. (2021), with a Halo Occupation Distribution
method applied to a simulation, and where they found it could be de-
scribed by a simple model, scale-independent and linearly dependent
on redshift. A linear model was assumed also in Calore et al. (2020),
and in fact it is commonly done so for galaxies as well, at least to first
approximation Ruiz-Macias et al. (2021); Blanchard et al. (2020);
LSST Science Collaboration et al. (2021). Therefore, we assume a
simple two-parameter model of the form:

𝑏 = 𝐵(1 + 𝑧)𝛼 , (18)

with 𝐵 and 𝛼 assumed to be unity, for simplicity. Constraining such a
toy model with future facilities, and its cross-correlations with galaxy
surveys will be the focus of section 5.
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3.2 Galaxy surveys

Similarly to the GWs case, we first model the number density of
observed galaxies. This reads, in general, as:

𝑛𝑔 (𝑧) =

∫ 𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡

−∞
d𝑀 F (𝑧, 𝑀) , (19)

where F (𝑧, 𝑀) is the luminosity function of the galaxies considered
as function of the absolute magnitude 𝑀 . The magnification and
evolution biases are then calculated following Maartens et al. (2021):

𝑠 =
𝜕 log10 𝑛𝑔

𝜕𝑀𝑐
, (20)

𝑏𝑒 =
𝜕 log 𝑛𝑔
𝜕 log 𝑎

. (21)

However, contrary to the GWs experiments considered earlier,
each survey employed in this paper targets different galaxy types,
resulting in different parameterisations of their number densities,
and also of clustering, magnification and evolution biases. Whilst
these parameters are all calculated similarly, some studies provided
fitting formulae which both speed up and simplify the computations.
We report all luminosity functions and fitting functions to number
densities used in section A.

We select four different surveys for the scope of this paper:

• DESI BGS-like: For a DESI-like survey we select only the Bright
Galaxy Sample (BGS), in the redshift range 𝑧 ∈ [0, 0.6] (The DESI
Collaboration et al. 2016; Ruiz-Macias et al. 2021), so as to overlap
well with the redshift range of the current LVK observing run O4.

• Euclid-like spectroscopic: spectroscopic survey targeting 𝐻𝛼

galaxies in the range 𝑧 ∈ [0.9, 1.6] (Blanchard et al. 2020).
• LSST-like: Photometric LSST-like survey, targeting galaxies at

redshifts 0 < 𝑧 < 3 (LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration 2012;
LSST Science Collaboration et al. 2021, 2009).

• Megamapper-like: futuristic spectroscopic survey, targeting
Lyman-break Galaxies (LBG) in the redshift range 2 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 5,
following Schlegel et al. (2019); Sailer et al. (2021); Schlegel et al.
(2022).

We summarise important specifications such as redshift range and
sky coverage of each survey in Table 1.

4 FISHER FORMALISM

In this section we describe the Fisher forecast formalism used in this
paper. We define the data covariance as:

Γ
𝑖 𝑗

ℓ
= 𝐶

𝑖 𝑗

ℓ
+ N 𝑖 𝑗 , (22)

where 𝐶
𝑖 𝑗

ℓ
is the angular power spectrum of bins 𝑖, 𝑗 we which to

observe (see Equation 11), andN 𝑖 𝑗 is the corresponding noise power
spectrum and is usually independent of the multipole ℓ.

In a multi-tracer approach, using a GW survey and a galaxy survey,
we can represent schematically the data covariance matrix as:

Γℓ (𝑧𝑖 , 𝑧 𝑗 ) =

[
Γ
𝑔𝑎𝑙,𝑔𝑎𝑙

ℓ,𝑖 𝑗
Γ
𝑔𝑎𝑙,𝐺𝑊

ℓ,𝑖 𝑗

Γ
𝐺𝑊,𝑔𝑎𝑙

ℓ,𝑖 𝑗
Γ
𝐺𝑊,𝐺𝑊

ℓ,𝑖 𝑗

]
. (23)

The noise angular power spectrum for a tracer is dominated by the
shot noise:

N 𝐴
𝑖 =

1
𝑁𝐴
𝑖

, (24)

Survey 𝑧-range Δ𝑧 𝜎𝑧 𝐴𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑦

O4 -like [0 − 1] 0.4 0.2 4𝜋
O5 -like [0 − 1.4] 0.4 0.2 4𝜋
ET -like [0 − 3.0] 0.7 0.1 4𝜋

DESI-like BGS [0 − 0.6] 0.1 0.02(1 + 𝑧) 15000deg2

Euclid-like [0.9 − 1.6] 0.1 0.001(1 + 𝑧) 14000deg2

LSST-like [0 − 3] 0.1 0.02(1 + 𝑧) 18000deg2

Megamapper-like [2 − 5] 0.1 0.02(1 + 𝑧) 14000deg2

Table 1. Summary of specifications of the surveys considered. We display
the redshift range, size of 𝑧 bins used, i.e. Δ𝑧, the redshift scatter 𝜎𝑧 and the
area of the sky sampled.

where 𝑁𝐴 is the number of objects (galaxies or GWs) per steradian
in the 𝑖-th bin

𝑁𝐴
𝑖 =

∫
d𝑧

𝜕𝑛𝐴

𝜕𝑧
𝑊 (𝑧, 𝑧𝑖 ;Δ𝑧𝑖 , 𝜎𝑧

𝑖
) , (25)

where 𝜕𝑛𝐴/𝜕𝑧 is the comoving number density of objects as function
of redshift, 𝑊 the window function centred at 𝑧𝑖 , bin size Δ𝑧𝑖 , and
redshift scatter 𝜎𝑧

𝑖
= 𝜎0 (1 + 𝑧).

In the case of GWs, all quantities are commonly defined in terms
of the luminosity distance, as it is the sole distance measure one
has access from the data. Irrespective of this, once a fiducial cos-
mology is set, one can interchange between variables, i.e., between
redshift 𝑧 and luminosity distance 𝐷𝐿 using the duality relation

𝐷𝐿 = (1 + 𝑧)
∫

d𝑧′/𝐻 (𝑧′). Therefore the number density of ob-
served sources is defined in terms of redshift (as in Equation 14) and
we can then use the same expression as in Equation 25 to compute
the number of events in a data bin. Although the version of CAMB
used in this work requires a redshift input for the construction of an
angular power spectrum in luminosity distance, once we set a fiducial
cosmology we keep consistency. In fact, both in redshift space and
luminosity distance space, CAMB uses the fiducial cosmology to trans-
late variables into background conformal time, variable in which it
computes all quantities. For the purpose of the calculation of the
Fisher matrix one uses a 5-point stencil numerical derivative which
consistently changes the fiducial cosmology to gauge the dependence
of the observable on a given cosmological parameter.

A list of the values of 𝜎0 is found in Table 1 for each survey. In
the case of cross-correlating different tracers we set, for simplicity,
the corresponding shot noise to zero, i.e., N 𝑖 𝑗 = N 𝑖𝛿𝑖 𝑗 . Shot-noise
comes from the correlation function at the same object. We do expect
that some objects may overlap between a GW and galaxy catalog. One
can model the cross-shot noise as proportional to the number density
from the overlap in halo mass range of the two tracers weighted by
the number densities of each tracer in consideration. Therefore we
expect the overlap to be small, i.e., low cross-shot noise. For more
details look at Appendix A of Viljoen et al. (2020). We understand
that the results obtained will therefore be optimistic, although in the
context of a simple Fisher analysis we consider this acceptable.

For a galaxy survey, the window function to define the binning
in distance is given by a combination of error as (Ma et al. 2006;
Viljoen et al. 2021):

𝑊 (𝑧, 𝑧𝑖 ;Δ𝑧𝑖 , 𝜎𝑧
𝑖
) = 1

2

[
erf

(
𝑧𝑖 + 𝛿𝑧𝑖 − 𝑧

√
2𝜎𝑧

𝑖

)
− erf

(
𝑧𝑖 − 𝛿𝑧𝑖 − 𝑧

√
2𝜎𝑧

𝑖

)]
. (26)

The window function, similarly to the number of objects in the i-
th bin (eq. Equation 25), is calculated in redshift for GWs as well.
Ultimately however, there is no difference between integrating the

MNRAS 000, 1–?? (2024)



Gravitational waves and galaxies cross-correlations: a forecast on GW biases for future detectors 5

expression in redshift, and integrating one in which 𝑧 is switched
with 𝐷𝐿 , as the number of sources will be the same.

Finally, to account for sky localisation uncertainty we apply to the
angular power spectra of GWs a beam. We assume that to first order
we can model this as Gaussian:

𝐵ℓ = exp
(
− ℓ(ℓ + 1)

16 ln 2
𝜃2
𝑟𝑒𝑠

)
, (27)

where we set the GWs resolution 𝜃𝑟𝑒𝑠 = 5° (Libanore et al. 2022),
consistent with distribution of localisation of 3G data (Sathyaprakash
et al. 2012; Punturo et al. 2010). This effectively reduces the signal
at smaller scales due to the limiting resolution of the detector.

The Fisher matrix is constructed following Abramo et al. (2022):

𝐹
𝜇𝜈

ℓ̄
=

𝑓𝑠𝑘𝑦

2

∑︁
ℓ∈ℓ̄

(2ℓ+1)Tr

{
𝜕Γ

𝚤 𝚥

ℓ

𝜕𝜃𝜇

[
Γ
𝚥𝚤′
ℓ

]−1 𝜕Γ
𝚤′ 𝚥′
ℓ

𝜕𝜃𝜈

[
Γ
𝚥′𝚤
ℓ

]−1
}
, (28)

where 𝜃 is a parameter vector and 𝑓𝑠𝑘𝑦 is the fraction of sky observed.
For GW detectors we take 𝑓𝑠𝑘𝑦 = 1 as they are sensitive to all
directions. In reality, there would be a difference whether the source
is seen from directly above/below the instrument, or from the sides.
However, with a network of detectors around the globe this problem
is greatly reduced. The sky area for galaxy surveys is found in Table 1.

Finally, our fisher matrix analyses we will always consider, and
marginalise over, the standard cosmological parameters:

𝜃𝑐 = {𝐻0,Ω𝑏 ,Ω𝑐𝑑𝑚, 𝐴𝑠 , 𝑛𝑠} , (29)

set to the fiducial values given by Planck 2018 results (Planck Col-
laboration et al. 2020). We will also consider additional parameters
in our analyses which we describe in the following sections.

5 FORECASTED CLUSTERING BIAS CONSTRAINTS

We then proceed to construct a full multi-tracer Fisher forecast by
computing the auto and cross angular power spectra of GWs and
galaxies. As the former live in luminosity distance space, whilst the
latter live in redshift space, we compute the 𝐶ℓ with a modified
version of the publicly available code CAMB and presented in Fonseca
et al. (2023). Therefore, we are able to construct the angular power
spectra for such correlations accounting for the different expressions
of the relativistic effects in the two spaces (see Table 1 in Fonseca
et al. (2023) for a full comparison). Fonseca et al. (2023) showed that
at large scales the difference between the two could reach ∼ 20%.

We include magnification and evolution biases of GWs in this
analysis. However, in this particular section of the paper we initially
keep them as fixed parameters as opposed to marginalising over
them, since they will only affect the relativistic corrections and not
the density term, which is coupled to the clustering bias only.

Using Equation 22 to Equation 28 we can thus construct cross-
correlations between different GW experiments and galaxy surveys,
and proceed to compute a Fisher forecast analysis with the aditional
parameters 𝜃 ∈ {𝐵, 𝛼, 𝜃𝑐}, thus assuming that all bias parameters
of the galaxy samples considered - clustering, magnification and
evolution - are known and fixed (thus not marginalising over them).
We show on the left of Figure 1 the different observing runs of LVK
and Einstein Telescope, together with four galaxy surveys (DESI
BGS, Euclid, LSST and Megamapper), and their expected timeline
of observation. Table 1 summarises these. In particular, we display the
binning size used for each survey to achieve optimal results. A larger
bin size implies lower shot noise as more sources are encompassed,
however it decreases localisation accuracy. We tried different bin
sizes, and report the results only for the optimal cases.

We show the results on the right hand side of Figure 1, where
we present the 1𝜎 uncertainty on the amplitude of the clustering
bias, i.e. the value of 𝐵 in Equation 18, found by cross-correlating a
different combination of GWs experiments and galaxy surveys. We
find that, whilst a combination of current experiments such as O4-
like x DESI-like BGS yields a large error on the value of the bias,
the precision largely increases with future detectors. In particular,
with an O5-like experiment a precision of ∼ 30% is achieved when
cross-correlating with a DESI-like BGS survey. It’s also interesting
how a better precision is obtained by such a combination, as opposed
to cross-correlating with a EUCLID-like survey. This is due to the
difference in redshift range covered by the two galaxy surveys: the
former focuses on nearby redshifts, where shot noise for O5 is low,
whereas the latter targets objects further away, resulting in a higher
GW shot noise. Thus the overlapping redshift range is optimal only
in the case of cross-correlating with the BGS sample.

However, the exciting results lie in cross-correlations with third
generation detectors, such as an ET-like experiment. In the best-
yielding combination within the surveys considered, i.e. ET-like ×
LSST-like, we find a measurement error of ∼ 2.5% with 5 years
of observations. Percent-level precision is achieved with an ET ×
Megamapper-like cross-correlation, however with slightly higher er-
ror, likely because there are fewer redshift bins covered by both
surveys.

Selecting ET × LSST, we proceed to examine the clustering bias
as a function of redshift. We proceed by sampling the distribution of
each parameter and evaluating the corresponding value of 𝑏. Further,
we compute the mean and the standard deviation for each sample
at every value of redshift. Finally, we plot the resulting one and 2𝜎
errors as a function of redshift on the left hand side of Figure 2.

Additionally, we plot the values of the 1 and 2𝜎 error on the
measurement of 𝑏 as a function of 𝑧 on the right hand side of Figure 2.
We do so for both 1 year of observation and for 5 years. Interestingly,
we note that the uncertainty is lowest just before 𝑧 = 1. This is likely
due to a lower shot noise induced by the higher number of sources
predicted in our model of the merger rate, which is a simple Madau-
Dickinson rate (see section 3). We forecast a precision high enough
to confidently measure the clustering bias of GWs even with just a
single year of observations, at least up to 𝑧 < 1.5, as the 1−sigma
error is less than 5%.

6 RELATIVISTIC EFFECTS

6.1 Measurement of GR effects

We now proceed to forecast the detectability of different relativistic
effects. We compute this by coupling each term in Equation 4 to a
dummy amplitude 𝜖 which we set to 1, i.e.,

Δ = Δ𝑔 + 𝜖𝐿𝑆𝐷Δ𝐿𝑆𝐷 + 𝜖𝐿Δ𝐿 + 𝜖𝐷Δ𝐷 + 𝜖𝑃Δ𝑃 . (30)

We forecast measurements of LSD, Lensing, Doppler and other GR
corrections (mostly potential terms) - shown in Equation 4 to Equa-
tion 7 - by measuring if we can constrain the respective amplitudes
𝜖𝐿𝑆𝐷 , 𝜖𝐿 , 𝜖𝐷 and 𝜖𝑃 ; the latter is coupled to the remaining GR
corrections in the term 𝑔𝐺𝑊 (Ψ,Φ, 𝑟) of Equation 1. We forecast
these measurements for a cross-correlation of a third generation GW
experiment such as ET with an LSST-like galaxy survey. We report
the contour ellipses in Figure 3.

The lensing bounds in Figure 3 are particularly exciting. With
simply 1 year of observations, the confidence in the measured lensing
amplitude is ∼ 10%. However, with 5 years of data the error in the
detection shrinks to ∼ 3%. This result indicates the clear possibility
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Figure 1. Left: Timeline of GWs experiments and galaxy surveys considered in this paper. O1−5 stand for the different LVK observing runs. Vertical displacement
is for clarity only. Right: Measurement of the amplitude 𝐵 of the clustering bias of GW sources by cross-correlating different pairs of GW experiments and
galaxy surveys. Faint lines indicate only 1 year of observation, whilst solid ones include the (predicted) full length of the experiment. In the case of an ET-like
and LSST-like survey we only adopt 5 years of observations to show the potential with half their predicted lifetime. Note that each detector and survey name
should be accompanied by “-like", e.g. O4-like x DESI-like. For stylistic reasons we leave it out to render the figure neater.
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Figure 2. Left: Value of the 1 and 2𝜎 contour on the clustering bias 𝑏 as a function of redshift for a 1 year observation period using cross-correlations of GWs
from an ET-like experiment and galaxies from an LSST-like survey. Right: Forecasted 1 and 2 sigma contours on the clustering bias of GWs, for both 1 and 5
years of observations, respectively in blue and red lines.
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Figure 3. Predicted measurements of different relativistic effects to the observed number counts fluctuation in a cross-correlation of an ET-like GWs survey and
an LSST-like galaxy survey. From top to bottom, we show forecasted measurement of lensing (𝜖𝐿), LSD (𝜖𝐿𝑆𝐷), Doppler (𝜖𝐷) and GR corrections (𝜖𝑃). As
previously, we show both 1 and 2𝜎 contour, and the contour ellipses for 1 and 5 years of observations, respectively blue and red.

of measuring the lensing effect in luminosity distance space using
GWs as tracers.

Interestingly, the radial velocity distortion 𝐿𝑆𝐷 effect is also mea-
surable, albeit with worse precision. This is broadly due to the wide
bins that can only be used in GWs. With a 5-year observation period
the error approaches 10%.

Regarding the other effects, i.e. Doppler and GR, the results are
less optimistic, implying the measurements will be likely impossible.

However, this is to be expected as they are all subdominant terms in
the angular power spectrum, as shown by Fonseca et al. (2023).

Finally, we point out that whilst lensing, 𝐿𝑆𝐷 and Doppler show
virtually no degeneracy between each other, the measurement of the
remaining GR corrections seem correlated to all of them. However,
this is simply an artefact of the axes limits, and the degeneracy angle
is negligible.

We compute the same analysis by cross-correlating an ET-like
experiment and a Megamapper-like survey, and report the results in
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Figure 4. We note immediately that the constraints on all parameters
are worse than an ET-LSST-like. For 𝜖𝐿 and 𝜖𝐿𝑆𝐷 , the errors worsen
by a factor of ∼ 2, whilst this increases dramatically for 𝜖𝐷 and 𝜖𝑃 .
This due to small overlap of the redshifts covered by the two different
experiments. Whilst we assume a population of BBHs seen by ET
between 0 < 𝑧 < 3, a Megamapper-like survey would target LBG
galaxies at 𝑧 > 2. This lowers the constraining power of a multitracer
analyses. In addition, the fact that Megamapper is at redshifts higher
than ET, depresses the detectability of the lensing, as galaxies no
longer trace the lenses in the line-of-sight of GWs. Furthermore,
the higher end of the redshift range covered by an ET-like detector
sees higher shot noise due to the lower number of sources available.
This is simply due to our assumption of a Madau-Dickinson rate
in Equation 13, and a different population might result in separate
noise.

6.2 Magnification and evolution bias

As per section 3, both 𝑠 and 𝑏𝑒 are functions of redshift, and are
parametrised as cubic polynomials with coefficients 𝑠𝑎 , 𝑠𝑏 , 𝑠𝑐 , 𝑠𝑑
and 𝑏𝑒,𝑎 , 𝑏𝑒,𝑏 , 𝑏𝑒,𝑐 , 𝑏𝑒,𝑑 . However, in order not to reduce constrain-
ing power, as it would be spread across these coefficients, we opt
to constrain the value of the biases at the centre of each redshift
bin. Thus, we compute Fisher matrices including the parameters
𝜃 = {𝐵, 𝛼, 𝑠𝐺𝑊 (𝑧𝑘), 𝑏𝐺𝑊

𝑒 (𝑧𝑘), 𝜃𝑐}, where 𝑧𝑘 runs over the bins.
Considering the precision obtained in the previous section, we

perform this analysis only with the combination of surveys which
yielded the best results, i.e. an ET × LSST-like cross-correlation. We
display our results in Figure 5, showing the forecasted measure of an
ET-like 𝑠𝐺𝑊 . Accurate redshift binning is crucial in this analysis.
The more bins, the more measurement data points we obtain; however
the shot noise increases as the number of sources in each bin drops.
We find that bins of Δ𝑧 = 0.4 provided a sufficient balance of the
two effects considered, and is the binning provided in Figure 5. Here
we again show the measurement with 1 year of observation (in blue)
and with 5 years (in red). We note that bins towards the centre of
the observed redshift range, i.e. 𝑧 = 1.4, 𝑧 = 1.8, have the highest
precision.

We performed a similar analysis for the evolution bias. However,
the results yielded were much worse and suggest it may be impossible
to measure 𝑏𝑒.

Both parameters appear in the lensing amplitude, which is one
of the dominant contributions to the observed number counts fluc-
tuation. The fact that the lensing term can be measured in cross-
correlation, but the error on 𝑠𝐺𝑊 and 𝑏𝐺𝑊

𝑒 is quite large, reveals
the degeneracy between the two parameters. This can be noticed in
the definition of 𝛽 (Equation 8), and explicitly in Figure 6, where we
plot the forecast ellipse on the values of 𝑠𝐺𝑊 and 𝑏𝐺𝑊

𝑒 at 𝑧 = 1.4.
In essence, one can only measure a linear combination of the two pa-
rameters. Therefore, in order to increase the precision on either term
we can investigate what happens when we assume perfect knowledge
of the other. Effectively, we fix one of the two parameters as opposed
to marginalising over it. This method obviously yields a much higher
precision, and in particular it produces a clear region 1 < 𝑧 < 2
where the measurement of either bias has better forecasted measured
error bars, reaching percent level precision, as we show in the panels
of Figure 7.

This particular method can be exploited to look for signatures
of new physics, namely testing the equivalence principle. Euler’s
equation is normally used to construct the relativistic number counts,
as it’s done in Fonseca et al. (2023). However, if Euler’s equation is
violated, then the relativistic correction to the number counts can be

recasted, as it was done in Bonvin & Fleury (2018) in redshift space,
notably in their equation 3.6. From such equation, one can note that
deviations from the equivalence principle are then degenerate with a
combination of both evolution and magnification bias.

Ultimately, constraining a combination these parameters would
help constrain the model of 𝑛𝐺𝑊 in Equation 14, and in particular
of the underlying merger rate 𝑅𝐺𝑊 . In fact, Zazzera et al. (2024)
found that the difference in the biases when using two chirp mass
distributions 𝜙(M) of BBH mergers from the GWTC-3 catalogue
(LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA Collaboration et al. 2022; LIGO-VIRGO-
KAGRA collaboration et al. 2021), i.e. either a Power Law + Peak
(as used in this paper) or Broken Power Law, is negligible. Thus, if
new detections constrain 𝜙(M) further, then measuring these biases
would effectively measure the underlying merger rate of BBHs. Fur-
ther work in this direction would include varying the coefficients and
amplitudes of the merger rate 𝑅𝐺𝑊 in Equation 13, and assess the
uncertainty in the measurement of the rate itself.

7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we presented forecasts on the precision of measuring
clustering, magnification and evolution bias of gravitational waves
from binary black holes. We established that a cross-correlation of
current and/or near future surveys will not yield a measurement error
lower than ∼ 25%, possibly due to the limited number of redshift
bins accessible by an O4- or O5-like experiment. This puts a larger
bound on the measured clustering bias as the density term of the
angular power spectrum is probed very little.

In contrast, 3rd generation detectors will be able to access a vast
redshift range, thus being able to probe the density term across dif-
ferent redshifts. Further, shot noise is greatly reduced with ET-like
detectors given the large (predicted) increase in detections from O5.

In fact, this is made evident in Figure 1, showing how precision in
measuring the amplitude of the clustering bias of GWs shrinks from
∼ 50% with an O4×DESI-like cross-correlation, to 2.5% with an
ET×LSST-like one. Further, reducing the shot noise with longer ob-
servations, thus higher number of detections, clearly yields increased
precision.

This type of cross-correlation will then be able to measure the rela-
tion between BBHs which live in DM halos and the DM distribution
itself, i.e. the clustering bias. However, GWs from isolated binaries,
or from binary compact objects which are not following the under-
lying DM distribution such as primordial black holes (PBHs) would
not be following this trend. Instead, would likely result in increased
noise in Figure 2.

An ET×LSST-like cross-correlation will also allow us to measure
the lensing effect in the number counts of GWs due to galaxies
with percent level precision, opening up to exciting opportunities
to test gravity in large scale structure studies with GWs. Different
modified gravity theories would result in an alternative expression
for the number counts (as investigated in e.g. Balaudo et al. (2024)),
especially affecting terms such as the lensing term. Measuring the
latter would then help constrain different modifications of gravity.

Despite the precision obtained on the measurement of the lensing
effect in the density contrast, we found a degeneracy in the mea-
surements of the magnification and evolution biases, leading to large
uncertainties on each parameter when marginalising over the other
one. Assuming knowledge on either, i.e. keeping it as fixed, reduces
the uncertainty drastically, yielding good measurements of both bi-
ases. In particular, we highlight an optimal region at 1 < 𝑧 < 2.5
where the error bars on both parameters are smallest. This is likely

MNRAS 000, 1–?? (2024)



Gravitational waves and galaxies cross-correlations: a forecast on GW biases for future detectors 9

0.8 1.0 1.2

ε L
εL

0.8 1.0 1.2

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

ε L
S
D

0.5 1.0 1.5

εLSD

0.8 1.0 1.2

−20

−10

0

10

20

30

ε D

0.5 1.0 1.5

−20

−10

0

10

20

30

−20 0 20

εD

0.8 1.0 1.2

εL

−40

−20

0

20

40

ε P

0.5 1.0 1.5

εLSD

−40

−20

0

20

40

−20 0 20

εD

−40

−20

0

20

40

−50 −25 0 25 50

εP

εP

1 year

5 years

Figure 4. Predicted measurements of different relativistic effects to the observed number counts fluctuation in a cross-correlation of an ET-like GWs survey and
a Megamapper-like galaxy survey. The description of the figure is the same as in Figure 3 above.

a combination of two contrasting effects. On one side, the higher the
distance to us, the larger the lensing effect (which is the leading term
including the biases) will be; on the other hand, shot noise increases
drastically after 𝑧 > 2 in our analysis, given our simple assump-
tion of a standard Madau-Dickinson rate describing the underlying
merger rate of BBHs. This peaks at intermediate redshifts (𝑧 ∼ 1.5),
and falls off at higher 𝑧, resulting in fewer sources as we approach
𝑧 = 3, thus higher shot noise. A different merger rate will therefore
impact the measurement precision, although it would require modi-
fying both 𝑠𝐺𝑊 and 𝑏𝐺𝑊

𝑒 , both of which depend on the BBH merger

rate. Changing the chirp mass distribution would alter this as well.
However, current LVK data suggest two most likely forms of primary
mass distribution, Power-Law + Peak (used in this paper) and Bro-
ken Power-Law. The two are very similar, and Zazzera et al. (2024)
showed the two results in almost identical expressions of the biases,
thus having a much less significant impact. Further, as discussed
above, a different population of binary compact objects producing
GWs will result in different bias parameters. These populations of
BBHs would then have to be treated differently, just as the different
galaxy types targeted by the galaxy surveys examined here.
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Figure 7. Forecasted measurements of the ET-like magnification (top) bias
by fixing the evolution, and viceversa (bottom) As in Figure 5, blue errorbars
indicate 1 year of observations, whilst red ones show 5 years.

To conclude, we remark that cross-correlations with GWs in
𝐷𝐿−space and galaxies in 𝑧−space will yield precise measurements
of the clustering bias of GWs when third generation detectors such
as ET will come online. The lensing effect will also be measurable
to a ∼ 3% error, and the amplitude of luminosity space distortions to
∼ 10%.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We are pleased to thank Roy Maartens for useful discussions
and Samantha Rossiter for providing helpful parameterisations
of galaxy number densities. S.Z. acknowledges support from the
Perren Fund, University of London. JF acknowledges support of
Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia through the Investi-
gador FCT Contract No. 2020.02633.CEECIND/CP1631/CT0002,
the FCT project PTDC/FIS-AST/0054/2021, and the research grants
UIDB/04434/2020 and UIDP/04434/2020. T.B. is supported by ERC
Starting Grant SHADE (grant no. StG 949572) and a Royal Society
University Research Fellowship (grant no. URF\R\231006).

APPENDIX A: SURVEYS’ SPECIFICATIONS

• DESI BGS-like: The BGS number density is expected to closely
follow the GAMA survey (The DESI Collaboration et al. (2016);
Ruiz-Macias et al. (2021)) and resulting fitting functions are given

MNRAS 000, 1–?? (2024)
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by Maartens et al. (2021):

𝑛𝐵𝐺𝑆 (𝑧) = 0.023𝑧−0.471 exp (−5.17𝑧) − 0.002 , (A1)

𝑏(𝑧) =
1.7
𝑓 (𝑧) , (A2)

where 𝑓 (𝑧) is the growth rate, and 𝑛𝐵𝐺𝑆 is in (ℎ/Mpc)3 units. We
model the required parameters using fitting functions from Maartens
et al. (2021). The redshift range covered is [0.9, 1.6] (Blanchard et al.
2020) with parametrisations

𝑛𝐻𝛼 (𝑧) = 3.63𝑧−0.91 exp (0.402𝑧) − 4.14) × 10−3 , (A3)
𝑏(𝑧) = 0.7(1 + 𝑧) . (A4)

Note that 𝑛𝐻𝛼 is in (ℎ/Mpc)3 units.
• LSST-like: For a photometric LSST-like survey, we take the

luminosity function Φ of the target galaxies from LSST Science Col-
laboration et al. (2009); LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration
(2012); LSST Science Collaboration et al. (2021):

𝑛𝑔 (𝑧) =

∫ 𝑀𝑐𝑢𝑡

−∞
d𝑀 F (𝑧, 𝑀) , (A5)

F (𝑧, 𝑀) =

(
log 10

2.5

)
𝜙∗ (𝑧)10[0.4(𝑀

∗−𝑀 ) ]𝛼+1
×

exp
[
100.4(𝑀∗−𝑀 )

]
(A6)

𝜙∗ (𝑧) = (2.59 − 0.136𝑧 − 0.081𝑧2)10−3 (A7)
𝑏 = 1 + 0.84𝑧 , (A8)

where for the full LSST sample we have 𝛼 = −1.33 and 𝑀∗ =

−21.49 − 1.25 log(1 + 𝑧).
• Megamapper-like: Finally, for Lyman-break Galaxies (LBG) in

the redshift range 2 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 5, we follow Schlegel et al. (2019); Sailer
et al. (2021); Schlegel et al. (2022):

𝑛𝑔 (𝑧) =

∫ 𝑀𝑐

−∞
dM F (𝑧, 𝑀) , (A9)

F (𝑧, 𝑀𝑈𝑉 ) =

(
log 10

2.5

)
𝜙∗10−0.4(1+𝛼) (𝑀𝑈𝑉−𝑀∗

𝑈𝑉
) ×

× exp
(
−10−0.4(𝑀𝑈𝑉−𝑀∗

𝑈𝑉

)
, (A10)

𝑏(𝑧) = 0.6(1 + 𝑧) + 0.11(1 + 𝑧)2 . (A11)

We note that the absolute magnitude cut is defined as 𝑀𝑐 = 24.5 −
5 log10 (𝐷𝐿 (𝑧)/10pc) + 2.5 log10 (1 + 𝑧). We use best fit values of
𝛼, 𝜙∗ and 𝑀𝑈𝑉 from table 3 of Wilson & White (2019) for each
redshift bin.

• BBHs: in Table A1 we summarise the amplitudes of a poly-
nomial fit of the form:𝑎 + 𝑏𝑧 + 𝑐𝑧2 + 𝑑𝑧3, to the magnification and
evolution bias of different GWs experiments.
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