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ABSTRACT

Our ability to extract cosmological information from galaxy surveys is limited by uncertainties in
the galaxy—dark matter halo relationship for a given galaxy population, which are governed by the
intricacies of galaxy formation. To quantify these uncertainties, we examine quenched and star-forming
galaxies using two distinct approaches to modeling galaxy formation: UNIVERSEMACHINE, an empiri-
cal semi-analytic model, and the ILLUSTRISTNG hydrodynamical simulation. We apply a second-order
hybrid N-body perturbative bias expansion to each galaxy sample, enabling direct comparison of mod-
eling approaches and revealing how uncertainties in galaxy formation and the galaxy—halo connection
affect bias parameters and non-Poisson noise across number density and redshift. Notably, we find
that quenched and star-forming galaxies occupy distinct parts of bias parameter space, and that the
scatter induced from these entirely different galaxy formation models is small when conditioned on
similar selections of galaxies. We also detect a signature of assembly bias in our samples; this leads to
small but significant deviations from predictions of the analytic bias, while samples with assembly bias
removed match these predictions well. This work indicates that galaxy samples from a spectrum of rea-
sonable, physically motivated models for galaxy formation roughly spanning our current understanding
give a relatively small range of field-level galaxy bias parameters and relations. We estimate a set of
priors from this set of models that should be useful in extracting cosmological constraints from LRG-
and ELG-like samples. Looking forward, this indicates that careful estimates of the range of impacts
of galaxy formation, for a given sample and cosmological analysis, will be an essential ingredient for
extracting the most precise cosmological information from current and future large galaxy surveys.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Precision cosmology has entered a new era defined
by an extraordinary wealth of data. Within the next
decade, a multitude of ambitious new imaging surveys
will see first light and map billions of galaxies. These
include the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Sur-
vey of Space and Time (The LSST Dark Energy Science
Collaboration et al. 2018; Ivezi¢ et al. 2019), the Nancy
Grace Roman Space Telescope (Akeson et al. 2019; Ei-
fler et al. 2021), and the Spectro-Photometer for the
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History of the Universe, Epoch of Reionization and Ices
Explorer (Doré et al. 2014, SPHEREx). Currently on-
going spectroscopic galaxy surveys, including the Dark
Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI Collaboration
et al. 2016) and Euclid (Laureijs et al. 2011), are be-
ginning to provide the first “Stage IV” cosmology con-
straints (Collaboration et al. 2024a,b). We can soon
expect an explosion of rich, high signal-to-noise mea-
surements of cosmological statistics at large and small
scales due to the simultaneous increase in volume and
density of galaxies cataloged by these surveys. Unfor-
tunately, modeling uncertainties of galaxy and matter
density fields in the non-linear regime limit our ability
to fully extract data from these new measurements (e.g.,
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Krause et al. 2017; MacCrann et al. 2020; Park et al.
2021).

One challenge of using these new survey data across
their widest range of scales is improving the robustness
of our theoretical models of galaxy clustering. Improv-
ing these models requires advancing our understand-
ing of the galaxy-halo connection, which describes the
statistical and physical relationship between luminous
galaxies and the dark matter halos in which they are
hosted. This is the key to deciphering the physics of
galaxy formation, as there is currently a wide spec-
trum of acceptable modeling approaches to the galaxy—
halo connection, ranging from ab initio models (e.g.,
hydrodynamical simulations) to more computationally
tractable phenomenological models (e.g., halo occupa-
tion models). See Wechsler & Tinker (2018) for a broad
overview of different approaches, and Somerville & Davé
(2015) for a detailed review of ab initio models only.
In this study, we present a way to quantify this uncer-
tainty in the galaxy—halo connection using a methodol-
ogy that employs the bias expansion to compare distinct
galaxy formation models, as well as different populations
of galaxies. Using this technique, we can place infor-
mative priors on the bias parameters (Barreira et al.
2020; Ivanov et al. 2024a; Akitsu 2024) which can both
improve constraints on cosmological parameters (Zhang
et al. 2024; Ivanov et al. 2024c), alleviate projection ef-
fects (Carrilho et al. 2023), and inform which regimes
the different galaxy formation models make similar or
distinct predictions.

In its simplest form, the bias expansion states that
galaxies are observable and biased tracers of dark mat-
ter (Kaiser 1984; Mo & White 1996), which means
that there is a statistical relationship between their spa-
tial distribution and the underlying distribution of dark
matter. This relationship is known as galaxy bias (see
Desjacques et al. 2018 for a review), and its exact form
varies depending on the tracer population. On large
scales, galaxy bias can be approximated by a single pro-
portionality factor, the linear bias term. However, to ac-
curately describe the way galaxies are distributed today,
it is necessary to model the non-linear growth of struc-
ture. This can be achieved using the bias expansion,
a perturbative parameterization of galaxy bias that en-
codes the response of galaxies to changes in large-scale
structure, in combination with cosmological perturba-
tion theory (PT), which models the clustering of dark
matter in the Universe. For a comprehensive review of
“standard” PT, and the reasons why it breaks down be-
yond large scales, we refer to Bernardeau et al. (2002).

Effective Field Theory (EFT) improves upon this ap-
proach with a more rigorous separation of small and

large scales (Baumann et al. 2012; Carrasco et al. 2012).
In doing so, it pushes the regime of accuracy of pertur-
bation theory to smaller scales. However, by construc-
tion, EFT still breaks down at non-linear scales. To
model scales beyond this, phenomenological models are
required: these include the halo model, as well as full nu-
merical solutions of the equations of structure formation,
commonly in the form of N-body simulations. These
simulations accurately capture the small-scale structure
of the Universe, but their computational expense makes
it extremely difficult to explore a wide cosmological pa-
rameter space. Modeling biased tracers of dark matter,
such as galaxies, in such simulations is even more com-
putationally expensive, motivating a technique known
as Hybrid EFT (HEFT). This is a recent class of mod-
els that combines the small-scale accuracy of N-body
simulations with the flexibility and generality of pertur-
bation theories. HEFT operates in a Lagrangian coor-
dinate system and uses the displacements from simula-
tions rather than solving for them perturbatively as in
traditional EFT (Modi et al. 2020; Kokron et al. 2021;
Kokron et al. 2022; Zennaro et al. 2023). This is the
modeling approach we adopt in this paper, as HEFT
has the capability to greatly improve cosmological con-
straints (Hadzhiyska et al. 2021a), and is starting to
be actively used to obtain cosmological constraints from
real data for the first time (Chen et al. 2024; Sailer et al.
2024).

The advent of complex bias models has presented a
new challenge: the inclusion of additional nuisance pa-
rameters from the bias expansion can lead to effects in
interpreting cosmological constraints in Bayesian anal-
yses, known as prior volume effects. These are arti-
facts that occur when marginalizing the posterior over
a highly dimensional parameter space, such that the es-
timated cosmological parameters are seemingly biased
relative to their “true” value (Holm et al. 2023; Simon
et al. 2023; Maus et al. 2023). This is especially a prob-
lem for EFT-based analyses, which can successfully de-
scribe mildly non-linear scales, but are governed by bias
parameters that are often degenerate with cosmological
parameters. Although there exist techniques that cir-
cumvent this effect (Donald-McCann et al. 2023; Zhao
et al. 2024; Ried Guachalla et al. 2024), since this issue is
partially driven by too-broad priors, one can instead use
our knowledge of galaxy formation to determine which
values of the nuisance parameters are physically allowed,
and place informed priors on them to begin with. This
reduces parameter space and improves computational
feasibility; as degeneracies exist between the bias and
cosmological parameters, tighter priors on the former
allow tighter bounds on the latter.
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All of this further motivates our work: by measur-
ing the bias parameters from different galaxy formation
models, we can compare various prescriptions for the
galaxy—halo connection, as well as set informative pri-
ors that can reduce the volume of parameter space in
survey analyses, prevent prior volume effects, and im-
prove constraints on cosmological parameters.

However, measuring bias parameters for this purpose
is still in its infancy and placing priors on them even
more so. There is a wide variety of techniques used
to fit the bias parameters (forward models, summary
statistics, field-level inference, normalizing flows), the
types of tracers studied (galaxies, halos), and the bias
expansion model (Eulerian, Lagrangian, hybrid) that is
employed.

On the halo bias side, Lazeyras et al. (2016), Lazeyras
& Schmidt (2018) and Lazeyras et al. (2021) measured
the bias parameters of dark matter halos from gravity-
only simulations using a bias expansion in the Eule-
rian coordinate frame. Although these results are useful
for forecasts based on halo statistics and inform ana-
lytic models of halo formation, it is necessary to study
galazy bias if the goal is to constrain parameters using
galaxy clustering. To this end, Barreira et al. (2021) and
Ivanov et al. (2024b) set priors on Eulerian bias param-
eters from galaxies in a hydrodynamical simulation and
halo occupation distribution (HOD) model, respectively.
Zennaro et al. (2022) placed priors using a hybrid La-
grangian bias expansion like ours, using a model based
on extended subhalo abundance matching. Our study
extends and complements these previous works by ex-
ploring the impact of galaxy formation model, galaxy
type, and redshift on the bias parameters, particularly
the relation between non-linear and linear bias. Shortly
before our submission, Ivanov et al. (2024) posted a sim-
ilarly scoped study to the arXiv; we comment further on
this work in §5.5.

In this work, we compare different models of galaxy
formation using HEFT to second order in the La-
grangian bias expansion, plus a cubic term. Building
upon Kokron et al. (2022)’s technique for measuring and
setting priors on stochasticity from HEFT, we avoid the
need to sample a large parameter space by employing an
inverse-modeling approach using maximum likelihood.
With this method, we fit the bias parameters to galaxy
samples from two distinct models: ILLUSTRISTNG (Nel-
son et al. 2021) and UNIVERSEMACHINE (Behroozi et al.
2019), as well as assembly-bias-removed versions of each.
Together, these can be considered representative of the
range of empirical and physical approaches that can dif-
ferently impact the galaxy—halo connection and galaxy
bias. In each model, we create samples of quenched

and star-forming galaxies, modeled after DESI-like Lu-
minous Red Galaxies (LRGs) and Emission Line Galax-
ies (ELGs), respectively. Our aim is not only to under-
stand the clustering of these different galaxy populations
relative to the clustering of dark matter, as parameter-
ized via the bias expansion, but also to understand the
variation in bias parameters that results from changes
in sample, redshift, and galaxy formation model. We
additionally provide reasonable and physically informed
priors on their bias parameters for future use in EFT-
based cosmological constraint analyses.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
In §2, we describe the HEFT model and our technique to
fit the bias parameters. In §3, we summarize the galaxy
formation models and outline our methodology for cre-
ating the galaxy samples used in this work. We present
the measured values of the bias parameters in §4, and
analyze our results in §5 by making a comparison to
halo-model-based analytic predictions. We additionally
quantify the impact of assembly bias and examine the
differences between each galaxy model and each galaxy
sample. We discuss the priors we set on the bias param-
eters, examine the degree of non-Poisson stochasticity in
our samples, and study the redshift dependence of linear
bias for these samples. We summarize our findings, as
well as lay out future directions in §6.

2. THEORY

We employ the techniques utilized in Kokron et al.
(2022) to study the bias parameters for a varying class
of tracer-matter connection models. A short overview
of the bias expansion we employ is presented in §2.1 and
§2.2.

2.1. The bias expansion

In its most general form, galaxy bias can be written
as the following:

By(x,7) = 3 bi(1)Os(x,7), )

"‘%—(x) — 1 is the galaxy density contrast,

where §4(x) =
bi(7) is the bias parameter at the ith order, n, is the
number density of galaxies, and 7 is some suitable def-
inition of time (e.g., scale factor a, redshift z, confor-
mal time 7), or coordinate time t). Equation 1 thus re-
lates the galaxy density contrast d,(x,7) to a sum of
operators O;(x, 7), akin to a set of basis fields that are
composed of different scalar combinations of the Hes-
sian matrix of the gravitational potential 0,0;®(x, 7).
As a result, each operator O;(x,7) is either a function
of the matter density d,,(x, 7) or the tidal field strength
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8ij = (87281-@- — 0i;/3)6m and derivatives thereof!.
These statistical fields describe a certain property of the
underlying dark matter distribution that the galaxy den-
sity contrast depends on and are accordingly weighted
by an associated bias parameter b;(7).

Under this generalized bias expansion, we can choose
the Eulerian or Lagrangian coordinate frame to work
The Eulerian bias expansion connects the
current-time basis fields to the current-time galaxy den-
sity contrast. The Lagrangian bias expansion, on the
other hand, establishes the relation between tracers and
matter in the initial conditions of the Universe and as-
sumes it is preserved, evolving only due to the underly-
ing dynamics of the matter fluid. In this paper, we use
the Lagrangian picture, which entails remapping each
final Eulerian coordinate x in terms of its initial La-
grangian position q and a Lagrangian displacement vec-
tor W(q,7):

within.

x(q,7) =q+ ¥(q,7). (2)

The relationship between the Lagrangian galaxy den-

sity contrast d, and the Hessian of the potential at the

initial conditions is written as a combination of the func-
tional F' and a stochastic contribution e:

dg(q) =F[0;0;9(q)] + €(q) (3)
~1+ b1+ be (67 —0F) + (4)

2
b2 <si - 3o—§> +by2V3L +e,

where in the second line, we have expanded this
functional to second order in density fluctuations, as
has been commonly adopted in Lagrangian bias stud-
ies (Vlah et al. 2016). Through this time evolution pro-
cess, the proto-galaxy density fluid elements at early
times are advected to their late-time positions. Their
density contrast is therefore written as

1+ 6,(x,7) = / d3q F[0,0,8(q, 7)) % (5)

6P (x(q,7) —q— ¥(q,7)),

where the Lagrangian displacement vector ¥(q, 7)) is
then expanded perturbatively around small displace-
ments such that ¥ = ¥ + ¥ 4 $G) 4 ... (Mat-
subara 2008). LPT thus perturbatively determines the
properties of ¥(q,7), as well as summary statistics for
dg(x, 7).

Modi et al. (2020) point out that N-body dark mat-
ter simulations also solve for the displacement vector

I There are also non-local in time contributions that can arise, but

at higher order than considered here (Senatore 2015).

W(q), albeit non-perturbatively. Taking advantage of
this fact naturally leads to Hybrid Effective Field The-
ory (HEFT), a field-level model that combines the an-
alytic bias expansion of Equation 1 with numerical dis-
placements from an N-body simulation in order to ob-
tain the late-time tracer field (Kokron et al. 2021; Zen-
naro et al. 2021; Hadzhiyska et al. 2021a). In the con-
text of HEFT, the operators O;(x,7) in Equation 1 are
constructed at late times via advection, using the dis-
placement vector ¥(q, 7) from N-body simulations.

In this work, we represent the hybrid bias expansion
for the galaxy tracer field at late times as

6g(x) =0 (x) + 0105(x) 4 by20vyz5(x) + b2 Os2(x)+
bs2O42(x) 4 b3Os3(x) + €(x),
(6)

where a given operator O;(x) corresponds to the result
of advecting F;(q) (F; D 1,6r,0%,52,V?d,...) through
the integral in Equation 5. Re-expressing Equation 6
in terms of Eulerian bias fields, using Equation 5 and
LPT expressions for displacements, leads to the co-
evolution relations between Eulerian and Lagrangian
bias (Lazeyras et al. 2016; Abidi & Baldauf 2018). Al-
ternatively, exponentiating the linear displacements and
expanding higher-order displacements leads to the defi-
nition of the shifted operator basis of Schmittfull et al.
(2019). The component fields O;(x,7) in this hybrid
EFT expansion are visualized at z = 0.5 in Figure 1.

We have also included a stochastic field e(x,7) with
vanishing mean. This e field accounts for the fact that
the bias expansion is both truncated at some order and
not fully deterministic. Very small-scale physics, i.e., on
scales below k; ~ Rzl ~ 0.4h~'Mpc (Rp is the La-
grangian radius of a halo of mass M) where this bias
expansion is applicable, introduces scatter in the rela-
tion. The e field itself admits a perturbative descrip-
tion and may also be expanded in a basis of operators
that are explicitly uncorrelated with the deterministic
fields O; (Desjacques et al. 2018). We refer the reader
to Kokron et al. (2022) for further discussion of the two-
point statistics of this stochastic field in the context of
the HEFT expansion.

In addition to the standard second-order Lagrangian
basis of bias fields considered in past work, we have
also added a local cubic operator 62 to include con-
tributions to the stochasticity from third-order opera-
tors. While there are nominally four cubic operators
— 63,652, and s>, as well as a “non-local” operator
sij(q)t" (q)(Lazeyras & Schmidt 2018) — their contri-
butions are degenerate at the level of one-loop pertur-
bation theory for the power spectrum. Including the
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cubic operator 6 thus helps to capture excess super-
Poisson stochasticity that could improve our fit of the
other bias parameters. However, we note that by only
including 62 and not the other third-order parameters,
the associated bias does not necessarily correspond to
the traditional peak-background split bias of the local
03 field. Instead, it may also possess contributions from
other cubic operators degenerate with 63.

When realizing the 62 field in the Lagrangian expan-
sion, we subtract its overlap with the standard linear
density such that

(6(k)0*(K))" = 30°P(k), &* — 6°(q) - 0?6°(q), (7)

where 02 = (§2) is the variance of the initial conditions
field. This redefinition removes ambiguity between the
value of b; and b3 at low k. Due to past numerical chal-
lenges in realizing the V26 field in the context of HEFT
(Kokron et al. 2021; Hadzhiyska et al. 2021a), we also
apply a small-scale damping of power by an exponential
function e~ (*B)’/2. Since we are only interested in miti-
gating numerical issues, we choose R = 1 h~'Mpc as the
Lagrangian radius over which to smooth the V2§, field;
this only affects the field on scales smaller than those
where the bias expansion is expected to hold.

2.2. Measuring the bias parameters

Next, we outline our procedure for measuring the bias
parameters of a galaxy tracer field. We adopt the ap-
proach detailed in Kokron et al. (2022); see §2.3 of that
work for a thorough description of the methodology. In
summary, we transform the galaxy tracer field (defined
in §2.1) into Fourier space:

Sg(K) = 6m(K) + > b;0i(k) + (k) (8)
and solve for the stochasticity field e(k) as

(k) = 0y(k) — 0 (k) — Z b;0;(K). (9)

This stochasticity field is characterized by a vanishing
mean and is real-valued in configuration space such that
€*(x) = e(x) and ¢*(k) = e(—k). We may describe the
two-point structure of the stochasticity by studying its
power spectrum:

(e(k)e(K)) = (2m)30P (k + K') Porr (k). (10)

Solving for the bias parameters that, at a given k,
minimize this stochasticity leads to the definition of
the bias transfer functions, Bz(k)7 defined in Schmitt-
full et al. (2019). The k-evolution of the bias parameter
in Schmittfull et al. (2019) is ascribed to, for example,

higher-order displacement contributions that are degen-
erate with the linear density, and the authors compute
them perturbatively in some cases.

Because in HEFT, we are not interested in said con-
tributions, and we take the bias parameters to be truly
constant in scale?, we must instead define an estima-
tor for the bias parameters that weighs large and small
scales equally to result in a single value. In this case, a
change in the measurement of b; as a function of scale
is interpreted as either a breakdown of the specific bias
parameterization adopted or of the bias expansion as a
whole.

We define a stochasticity field that is filtered with a
Fourier-space top-hat filter, such that the field is zero for
modes with |k| > kpax. We refer to this smoothed field
as [€(X)]k,...» Where the subscript implies that integrals
over Fourier space are truncated beyond k.. We then
solve for the bias parameters that minimize the overall
variance of the configuration-space stochasticity

S = ([e(x)];,..)- (11)

Minimizing the field-level variance is a linear prob-
lem equivalent to least-squares fitting. It can be solved
analytically, from which we find the estimator for bias
parameters

bi(k) = M;;' 45, (12)
where
A4 = <[(9j (x) (04(x) — 5m(x))]kmax>
1 &k ) (13)
v K| <Fmax Woj(k) [6g — 0m]™ (k)
and

M;; = <[Oz(x)03(x)]kmax>
= e (Zﬂ)soi(k)O-(k).

The resulting estimates of the bias parameters lA)l(k) in-
clude information up until some maximum k., scale.
The covariance of this estimator is consequently

Cov(bs, bj) = (bibj;) — (i) (b;)
1 (15)

Q

2 The values of biases are expected to depend on the initial cut-off
scale used to forward-model galaxy samples (Rubira & Schmidt
2023, for some discussion on this). We match our Lagrangian
fields to the same grid scale used to initialize power in the initial
conditions and treat them as constants, defined at this scale, as
a result.
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The derivation of this result can be found in Appendix
C of Kokron et al. (2022)3.

In the remainder of this text, we assume that all of
our bias parameter measurements result from this esti-
mator b;. To improve readability, we henceforth refer
to the estimator for bias parameters as simply b;. Our
methodology for obtaining this estimate, as well as our
subsequent analysis, is summarized in Figure 1.

3. SIMULATIONS

Using the techniques outlined in §2, we can now com-
pare different models of galaxy formation. The models
and samples we examine are detailed in §3.1 and §3.2
below.

3.1. Models of galaxy formation

We use two primary galaxy formation models in this
study: UNIVERSEMACHINE (UM), an empirical semi-
analytic model, and ILLUSTRISTNG (TNG), a hydro-
dynamical model. To compare UM and TNG, we create
matched galaxy samples from each model, as explained
in §3.2. We also create matched samples from an ad-
ditional model of the galaxy-halo connection: a mass-
dependent, non-parametric HOD that removes galaxy
assembly bias from both UM and TNG, as detailed
in §5.1. From these sample catalogs, we obtain the
galaxy overdensity field d,(k), which we use to solve for
the best-fit bias parameter estimator b;(k), as written
in Equations 12-14. To make a direct comparison be-
tween the bias parameters measured from the two mod-
els, we set identical initial conditions by running the
UNIVERSEMACHINE DR1 model on the non-baryonic
physics “dark matter only” counterpart to TNG300,
known as TNG300-1 Dark, with the following cosmo-
logical parameters: {2, = 0.0486,, = 0.2589,h =
0.6774,ns = 0.9667,08 = 0.8159}. This ensures that
the large-scale structure is identical in the UM and TNG
boxes.

The UNIVERSEMACHINE (UM) is an empirical model
of galaxy formation that links star formation to prop-
erties of the host halo (Behroozi et al. 2019). Specif-
ically, UM models galaxy formation and evolution by
constraining the star formation rate (SFR) of a galaxy
as a function of the dark matter halo’s maximum cir-
cular velocity, redshift, and accretion history. UM thus
assigns an SFR distribution to each galaxy from this pa-
rameter space and integrates the SFR along the merger

3 We note that the original formulation of the loss function in
Kokron et al. (2022) contained a missing factor of % This does
not affect the estimator but does affect its covariance, and we
have corrected for this typo in Equation 15.

tree of each galaxy’s host halo. From this, UM obtains a
stellar mass and UV luminosity and compares the statis-
tics of these observables to that of the real universe to
obtain a likelihood of the original guess. This likeli-
hood is fed to a Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm,
which returns the posterior distribution of the model
parameters and the best-fitting parameters in the 44-
dimensional parameter space.

The ILLUSTRISTNG project (TNG) is a full magne-
tohydrodynamic cosmological simulation that includes
prescriptions for gas cooling, star formation, stellar feed-
back, and supermassive black hole growth and feedback.
TNG uses the moving-mesh hydrodynamic and gravity
N-body code AREPO (Springel 2010) to model galaxy
evolution and obtains initial conditions at z = 127 using
the N-GENIC code (Springel et al. 2005). Dark matter
halos are identified as groups using the friends-of-friends
(FoF) algorithm (Davis et al. 1985). Galaxies are con-
sequently defined as subhaloes within each FoF group
via the SUBFIND algorithm (Springel et al. 2001; Dolag
et al. 2009). We consider the largest run in their sim-
ulation suite, TNG300, part of their publicly available
data release (Nelson et al. 2021). This box has a size
of Lpox = 205 h~1Mpc, which is ~ 300 Mpc, with 25003
dark matter and gas particles each.

3.2. Selecting galaxies at a target number density

We create matched samples of galaxies from each
galaxy formation model (UM and TNG) to mimic the
target number density and redshift spanned by DESI’s
selection of Luminous Red Galaxies (LRGs) and Emis-
sion Line Galaxies (ELGs) (DESI Collaboration et al.
2016). LRGs are early-type, elliptical galaxies with red
rest-frame optical wavelengths that occupy the redshift
range z ~ [0.4,1.0]. ELGs are late-type, spiral galaxies
with blue rest-frame optical wavelengths that occupy the
redshift range z ~ [0.6,1.6]. Each sample has a target
number density of 7, ~ 5 x 107* [~ Mpc]~ in DESI
(Zhou et al. 2023; Yuan et al. 2022).

To encompass a significant range of redshifts for the
LRG and ELG target galaxies, our data comprises snap-
shots at redshifts z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}. At each of these
snapshots, we make number density cuts based on stel-
lar mass (M,) and specific star formation rate (sSFR).
These M, and sSFR cuts act as a proxy for galaxy color
so that we can select samples similar to DESI’s LRGs
and ELGs in our study. We thereby create populations
that mimic quenched galaxies, with little-to-no active
star formation, as well as galaxies with currently ongo-
ing star formation (Martig et al. 2009), in rough corre-
spondence to the LRGs and ELGs that DESI targets,
respectively. For completeness, we also use the M, cuts
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ICs: TNG300 I Quenched
{Q = 0.049,9Q, = 0.259, h = 0.677,n5 = 0.967, 05 = 0.816} P Star-Forming
m M.-Selected

noiseless linear density field: § ,

Models: UM, TNG Lagrangian component fields:
(with and without assembly bias) F; > 1,61, (5,%, s%, V23, ...
y advection:
sample selection: {ng, M,,sSFR, z} 0i(x) = /d3qu(q)5D (x — q — ¥(q))

~

Oyg2 Ogs
+bvz. [ .

» 0y = 6g.model + stochasticity

minimization

Bias parameters:
Quenched: {by, ba, byz, byz, b3}
Star-Forming: {b1, b, bz, by2, b3}
M,-Selected: {b1, ba, bsz, by2,bs}

Comparison of models: UM, TNG

(with and without assembly bias) Priors

Figure 1. Visualization of the methodology of this work: starting from the same initial conditions (TNG300), we obtain both
the galaxy density field d4 for each model (UM and TNG, with and without assembly bias) and the noiseless linear density
field 0. Using the latter, we construct the bias-weighted fields O; at redshift z via advection. These constitute a deterministic
model §y moder that differs from the galaxy density field §, only by a stochastic term € (see Equation 6), which we minimize to
solve for the best-fit bias parameters of each sample. Finally, we compare results between the models and set priors for use in
cosmological inferences. In this figure, we visualize the density field §, and stochasticity € at z = 0.5 for a high number density
sample in TNG.
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to create a general M,-selected population; this com-
bined sample of the quenched and star-forming galaxies
is treated as an additional galaxy type in our study.

To account for variation in the number density
achieved by future surveys, we choose three target num-
ber densities for each galaxy formation model at all red-
shifts. These include a “low” number density (1073
[h~'Mpc]?), corresponding to a realistic, conserva-
tive cut that matches the sum of DESI’s target num-
ber densities for ELGs and LRGs, as well as a medium
(3.9x1073 [h~'Mpc]~®) and high number density cut
(6.8x107% [h~*Mpc]~3), which are increasingly more
ambitious to achieve in very wide-area galaxy redshift
surveys. Overall, we investigate 144 galaxy samples:
three selections in number density; quenched, star-
forming, and M,-selected galaxies; UM and TNG, as
well as assembly-bias-removed versions of each; and four
redshift bins. The number densities of each sample, as
well as the thresholds in M, and sSFR that define each
galaxy type, are detailed in Table 3 of the Appendix.
A visual illustration of our selection process, as well as
the distribution of sSFR and M, in the TNG and UM
galaxy formation models, is shown in Fig. 2.

To create these samples, we first reach our target
number density by making a cut in stellar mass. As
listed in the “M,-selected” column of Table 3, these
target number densities include a low, medium, and
high-density cut, which entails a high, medium, and low
stellar mass cut respectively. Then, to distinguish be-
tween star-forming and quenched galaxies at redshifts
z = {0.5,1.0,1.5}, we divide the M,-selected sample of
galaxies in half by making a cut in sSFR, as depicted
by the horizontal dashed blue and red lines in Figure 2.
This ensures that each population has identical number
densities. We calculate the sSFR using each galaxy sim-
ulation’s instantaneous star formation rate (SFR) and
stellar mass.

The samples at redshift z = 0 follow a slightly
modified procedure, as there are not enough star-
forming galaxies in TNG to evenly split the sam-
ples at this redshift. We instead divide the M,-
selected sample of galaxies so that there are five times
as many quenched galaxies as star-forming galaxies
(ng,quenched = 5ng,star—forming)a such that the number
density of star-forming galaxies are closer to our den-
sity selections at other redshifts. This is reflected in
the target number densities listed for each sample in the
“Quenched” and “Star-Forming” columns of Table 3. It
is important to note that while we achieved an even split
of quenched and star-forming galaxies in UM, we chose
to repeat this modified procedure for both simulations.
This is so that we could maintain identical conditions for

both models and ultimately enable a direct comparison
of our bias measurements.

Figure 2 depicts our selection of quenched and star-
forming galaxy samples in the M,-sSFR parameter
space of UM and TNG with red and blue shaded re-
gions. To show how the galaxy catalog evolves with
redshift in both simulations, the first row shows our se-
lections at z = 0, and the second row shows our selec-
tions at z = 1.5. As the red-shaded region in the upper
left panel visualizes, the sSSFR cut for quenched galaxies
in TNG at z = 0 is not unreasonably high, showing that
this modified selection procedure is a suitable one. Sim-
ilarly, the upper right panel makes it clear that there
are more quenched galaxies than star-forming galaxies
in UM at z = 0 due to this modified selection procedure,
as indicated by the higher sSFR cut.

We note that there are many galaxies with zero SFR
in TNG, particularly at redshift z = 0. This likely con-
tributes to the overabundance of quenched galaxies that
we find in TNG at z = 0, as roughly 67 — 70% of the
galaxies in our selection at this snapshot are assigned a
SFR of zero, compared to ~ 6% at z = 1.5, and < 0.5%
of the UM galaxy samples across all redshifts and num-
ber density cuts. To avoid numerical errors from taking
the log of zero SFR, we offset the SFR of each galaxy by
a trace amount (10713 Mg (hyr)~!). As a result, these
zero-SFR galaxies are not visible in Figure 2, but are
included in the quenched galaxy sample. For consis-
tency, we implement this offset for all samples at red-
shifts z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5} in both TNG and UM.

4. RESULTS

Having created the galaxy samples at each redshift
and target number density for both the TNG and UM
galaxy formation models, we now find the best-fit bias
parameters using the procedure described in §2.2. The
key measurements are presented in §4.1 in the form of
the ba(by), bs2(b1), byz(b1), and b3(b1) bias relations. In
§4.2, we make a 1:1 comparison of these measured bias
parameters across the galaxy formation models.

4.1. The bias relations

To compare our measurements to those in the litera-
ture, we examine the ba(by), bs2(b1), by2(b1), and bs(by)
bias relations. Using the best-fit bias parameter solu-
tion in Equation 12, we can obtain measurements of
the bias parameters for each galaxy sample at a chosen
kmax. We use kpax = 0.2 hMp(f1 as conservative es-
timate to report our final results, as it has been shown
that perturbative approaches like our own are success-
ful in describing the clustering of galaxies down to these
scales (Baldauf et al. 2016). In Appendix B we check



THE IMPACT OF GALAXY PHYSICS ON FIELD-LEVEL BIAS 9

TNG

UM

SSFR [year™!]

—— 3.3x1073 [h~Mpc]3
—— 6.5x107% [h~IMpc]~3

SSFR [year™1]

—— 2.0x1073 [h~*Mpc]~3
. —— 2.0x1073 [h~Mpc]3

10!

10°

1610 1611 1012 ’

Mx [h~IMo]

1010 10 1012
M« [h~*Mo]

Figure 2. A 2D histogram of M. and sSFR for TNG and UM galaxies at redshifts z = 0 (top panel) and z = 1.5 (bottom
panel). The red and blue shaded regions mark the M. and sSFR cuts which separate the quenched and star-forming samples,
respectively. The number density for each population is shown in the legend (medium number density, medium M.).

that we recover the expectation of b; from the cross-
spectrum definition of the linear bias. We additionally
show, in Appendix B, that until kyax = 0.2 AMpc ™', we
do not find a strong running with scale for our measured
parameters. Once we calculate the bias parameters at
kmax = 0.2 hMpc ™! for each of our galaxy samples, we
plot the higher-order bias parameters as a function of
the linear bias parameter b;. We refer to these as the
bias relations.

These measurements are presented in Figure 3 for
UM and TNG as triangles and circles, respectively. In
each panel, we plot the measured bias relations bs(b),
be2(b1), byz(b1), and b3(by) for quenched (red), star-
forming (blue), and the M,-selected galaxy population
(purple). Each data point represents a sample of galax-
ies selected from redshifts z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5} using

the target number density cut method described in §3.2.
The color intensity maps to the redshift of the sample:
lighter shades represent low redshift, and darker shades
represent high redshift. For each higher-order bias pa-
rameter, we also plot as a dashed line some relevant best-
fit measurements from the literature (Lazeyras et al.
2016; Barreira et al. 2021; Zennaro et al. 2022), which
we explain in more detail in the subsequent sections for
each parameter.

There are several interesting trends in this result. In
each panel of Figure 3, we see that the central val-
ues of the linear bias b; parameter measurements on
the z—axis range from b; = [-0.2,1.9]. The lower
end of that range, from b; = [—0.2,0.5], is primarily
occupied by low-redshift, star-forming galaxies (light,
blue points), while the higher end of that range, from
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Figure 3. The bias parameter relations as a function of b1 at z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5} for each sample of galaxies in UM

(triangles) and TNG (circles), including quenched (red), star-forming (blue), and the M,-selected population (purple). The
color intensity (light to dark) maps to the redshift (low to high). The error bars are calculated according to the steps outlined
in Appendix C of Kokron et al. (2022). Best-fit relations for halos (Lazeyras et al. 2016) and galaxies (Barreira et al. 2021;

Zennaro et al. 2022) from past works are shown as comparison.

by ~ [1.5,1.9], is dominated by high-redshift, quenched
galaxies (dark, red points). This is partly because
quenched galaxies are hosted in more massive (Woo
et al. 2013), and therefore, more strongly clustered halos
than their star-forming counterparts. As a result, they
have a higher linear bias b; measurement (Bose et al.
2023). Meanwhile, the trend in redshift is due to the
fact that the linear bias b; parameter correlates posi-
tively not only with halo mass, but also redshift z (Cole
& Kaiser 1989; Mo & White 1996); the same mass halo
is a much rarer object at high redshift than today. As all
samples are created with roughly similar cuts in stellar
mass (see Table 3 in the Appendix), it is therefore con-
sistent with literature that the higher b; measurements
in Figure 3 are dominated by high redshift galaxies. We

return to these measurements and a comparison to the-
oretical expectations in §5.2, and now focus on the bias
relations for the individual parameters shown in Fig. 3.

4.1.1. ba(b)

Having confirmed that our results in Figure 3 agree
with basic intuition about the behavior of galaxy bias,
we examine each bias relation in detail, starting with
ba(by) (top left). The central values of the b mea-
surements range from by &~ [—0.4,1.3]. Star-forming
galaxies mostly occupy the lower end of that range,
from by =~ [—0.4,0.2], although two higher redshift TNG
star-forming samples with b; > 1.3 reach by ~ 0.5 and
~ 1.1. In contrast, quenched galaxies occupy a much
broader range of parameter space, from by ~ [—0.2,1.3].
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The broadly observed trend is that given a value of by,
quenched galaxies have a higher by than star-forming
galaxies. In other words, even if quenched and star-
forming galaxies have an identical first-order response
to changes in large-scale matter overdensities, the for-
mer has a larger second-order response. This can be
understood as a difference in the shape of the halo oc-
cupation distribution for the two galaxy types, which we
return to in 5.2.

As we do for the other bias parameters in the following
sections, we compare our by (b1 ) results to several similar
measurements in the literature. We convert any Eule-
rian bias parameter measurements into the appropriate
Lagrangian equivalent using the co-evolution relations
between Eulerian and Lagrangian bias (Lazeyras et al.
2016; Abidi & Baldauf 2018). We also separate our dis-
cussion into analyses of halos and analyses on galaxies.
For the former, we plot Lazeyras et al. (2016)’s cubic
polynomial fit of the by(b1) bias relation for dark matter
halos, which are split by mass (black dashed line). This
measurement employs separate universe simulations to
measure Eulerian local-in-matter (LIMD) bias parame-
ters. Although dark matter halos also trace dark matter,
their bias is closely related to, but not equivalent to, that
of galaxies. As we show later in Equation 17, galaxy bias
is an integral of halo bias, the halo mass function, and
the halo occupation distribution. Given that we measure
the bias relations for galaxies and not dark matter halos
in this study, it is consistent with theoretical predic-
tions that our values are different compared to Lazeyras
et al. (2016); this is also what Zennaro et al. (2022)
find in measuring the second-order Lagrangian bias b
for galaxies. This is analytically understood from Equa-
tion 17, as the HOD upweights higher mass haloes com-
pared to the halo b; that matches the galaxy b;. The
relation between galaxy and halo bias is further explored
in §5.2.

The other two best-fit relations come from galax-
ies and are more directly comparable to our measure-
ments. First is a best-fit relation in which Zennaro
et al. (2022) measure the Lagrangian bias relations
(pink dashed-dotted line) for galaxies selected using
the SubHalo Abundance Matching extended algorithm
(SHAMe). The authors set priors using a hypervolume
that encloses all of their galaxy samples (pink-shaded
region). These priors are noticeably larger than our
measurements. This is not surprising; the SHAMe pa-
rameters picked in Zennaro et al. (2022) correspond to
galaxy—halo connections that are much broader than
what is consistent with known data on galaxy—halo con-

nections*. Thus, our tighter constraints are not neces-

sarily a reflection of the model performance but of the
realistic types of galaxies we have selected, i.e., quenched
and star-forming populations that mimic DESI LRG and
ELG targets.

The second galaxy bias measurement shown in Fig-
ure 3 is a best-fit relation for Eulerian bias parameters
determined using field-level forward models of galaxy
clustering (grey solid line). With this method, Barreira
et al. (2021) fit a cubic polynomial to the measured bias
relation of TNG galaxies (grey solid line). To create a
Gaussian prior, this fit is assigned a b;-independent 1o
standard deviation (grey shaded region). Our measure-
ments agree with the general shape of these bs(by) fits
but do not exactly match either of them. For instance,
in comparison to both of these fits, our measurements
of by are lower at lower by, and higher at higher b;.

4.1.2. by (by)

In the top right panel of Figure 3, we plot our mea-
surements of the b,2(by) bias relation, which ranges in
its central value from bs2 =~ [—0.3,0.4]. We show in com-
parison the Lagrangian local-in-matter (LLIMD) predic-
tion, which assumes b, = 0 (black dashed line). The
LLIMD ansatz assumes that the impact of the tidal field
on the Lagrangian-space initial positions is negligible
(Lazeyras et al. 2016; Lazeyras & Schmidt 2018). This
is an approximation which, while qualitatively accurate,
does not strictly hold. Multiple measurements in the
literature have found signatures of a nonzero halo tidal
bias parameter, and overwhelmingly find that bSL2 <0
for mass-selected halos (Saito et al. 2014; Modi et al.
2017; Lazeyras & Schmidt 2018). We include in Figure
3 two measurements from the literature that contradict
the LLIMD prediction in galaxies. The first is the best-
fit measurement of Lagrangian bias for SHAMe galaxies
from Zennaro et al. (2022) (pink dashed line and shaded
region), and the second is the best-fit measurement of
Eulerian bias parameters for TNG galaxies from Bar-
reira et al. (2021) (grey solid line and shaded region).
In Figure 3 we see clear broad trends: the star-forming
sample exhibits mildly positive b2 with no strong scal-
ing with the underlying by, while the quenched galaxies
have negative tidal bias that increases in amplitude with
b1. It is perhaps surprising that the galaxy types appear
to be split by the LLIMD approximation b,z = 0, as the
positive tidal bias in star-forming galaxies is in contrast
to the aforementioned negatively biased measurements

4 For example, their Latin hypercube samples power-law slopes for
the SFR(M},) relation that are in significant disagreement with
what has been constrained from UniverseMachine.
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of b,z from halos in the literature. It has been noted pre-
viously that spin-dependent assembly bias could push
bs2 to positive values in halos (Lazeyras et al. 2021). In
this case, a positive b2 in star-forming galaxies could be
a clear signal of assembly bias in their formation. How-
ever, we discuss in §5.1, and show in Figure 4 that re-
moving assembly bias in the star-forming galaxy samples
has a mild impact on b,2. We comment more broadly
on the potential impact of assembly bias on our other
parameters in §5.1.

4.1.3. by2(br)

We plot the bias relation for by2(b1) in the bottom
left panel. The V2§ field is a counter-term in the pure
EFT bias expansion of halos. Still, physical intuition
can be gleaned from considering that the Laplacian of
the Lagrangian density field around peaks corresponds
to their curvature. That is, highly concentrated peaks
are associated with regions with large V26y,. Then, the
by2 parameter tells us how haloes form not just in matter
overdensities, but also in overdensities of varying sharp-
ness given a similarly sized overdensity. In the case of
dark dark matter halos, the associated bias by2 is ex-
pected to be on the order of the squared Lagrangian
radius R, of halos such that |by2(b1)| ~ R% (Lazeyras &
Schmidt 2018, 2019; Zennaro et al. 2022). Hydrodynam-
ical effects that re-distribute the distribution of matter
on one-halo scales are therefore also expected to affect
the inferred value of by2. It ranges in its central value
from by2 &~ [—9,4], and is by far the least constrained of
the five bias parameters. The by2 bias parameter con-
sequently has the largest error bars, as the Oy field
only has appreciable contributions at scales comparable
to our filtering scale of kyax = 0.2 hMpc~t. The error
bars thus drop dramatically as a function of kyax, as
Figure 11 shows.

For comparison, we include the best-fit measurement
of Lagrangian bias parameters for SHAMe galaxies by
Zennaro et al. (2022) (pink dashed line). Their priors
are enclosed in the pink-shaded region. We find that
our measurements for by2 do not show a dependence
on the galaxy population type (quenched, star-forming,
M,-selected). This contrasts with the other four bias
parameters, which give distinct measurements depend-
ing on the type of galaxy distribution. There are many
reasons why this could be the case. The Og2 operator
is sensitive to the curvature of the field around its peaks
but is also related to small-scale one-halo effects that
affect the inner distribution of matter in a halo. Bary-
onic feedback, tidal stripping, assembly bias (the effect
of which is explored in §5.1), and even halo-finding ef-
fects could presumably influence by2 for a population of

halos with similar values of other biases. Indeed, the by-=
parameter is a counter-term that absorbs the sensitiv-
ity of the bias expansion to these degenerate small-scale
physics.

4.1.4. by(by)

In the bottom right panel, we plot the final bias rela-
tion for b3 (b ), which measures the response of the tracer
number density to third-order changes in the dark mat-
ter density field. Our measurements of the cubic bias
parameter range from bs &~ [—0.4,0.4] in central value,
with quenched galaxies occupying the higher end of that
range (biased) and star-forming galaxies the lower end
(anti-biased). The galaxy populations are thus split by
bz = 0, like the b,2 measurements. This has the effect
that quenched galaxies are more positively biased than
star-forming galaxies at a given by, similar to the by (b)
relation.

We include one comparison to literature in the fig-
ure, given by the fitting function from Lazeyras et al.
(2016) (black dashed line). This fit remains negative
even though our measurements become more positive
for higher b; values. These larger values are especially
true for the quenched galaxies, while the star-forming
samples better follow the bs(by) fit: they remain anti-
biased, aside from one outlier in TNG at high b;.

However, it should be noted that we are measuring
some “effective” cubic bias parameter rather than the
actual b3. This is because our measurement of b3 in-
cludes any error or deviations due to missing higher-
order operators, as our model includes only a finite num-
ber of bias parameters. Although the effects should be
slight, these residual differences could contribute to the
consistently larger bias parameter values that we mea-
sure. The b3 relation from Lazeyras et al. (2016) also
only applies to dark matter halos, and differences be-
tween galaxy and halo bias arising from the HOD are
exacerbated for a bias parameter that scales more ag-
gressively with halo mass, as is the case for the halo b3
compared to by or bs.

Overall, for each bias relation, we see that our mea-
surements largely follow the trend lines established by
previous best-fit measurements in the literature. We
also find that quenched and star-forming galaxies occupy
different parts of parameter space for each of the bias re-
lations, aside from b% (b1). The bias for the M,-selected
population falls in between the other two measurements
at a given number density cut, redshift, and galaxy for-
mation model. Using the terminology presented in §5.1,
this is explained by recognizing that the M,-selected
HOD is a linear combination of the quenched and star-
forming samples.
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4.2. Impact of galaxy formation model

We further investigate how the measurements vary as
a function of galaxy formation model by comparing each
measurement between UM and TNG directly, shown in
Figure 4. Here, we plot the bias parameters measured
in TNG against those measured in UM at the same
redshift (z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}), number density (low,
medium, high), and galaxy selection type (quenched,
star-forming, M,-selected). Looking at the samples col-
lectively, we find that TNG and UM generally measure
comparable values for each bias parameter, as there is
no significant deviation from the 1:1 line. However, we
find larger scatter in b,z and by2 as they are less well-
measured than the by, by, and b3 parameters.

Interestingly, the populations that deviate from the
1:1 relations in by, bs, and b3 belong to the lowest num-
ber density samples. This suggests that TNG and UM
agree reasonably well further down the stellar mass func-
tion but disagree on the bias behavior of the most mas-
sive galaxies. This could be for several reasons: for ex-
ample, the high-mass end of the halo mass function may
be easily affected by different galaxy formation prescrip-
tions, as it is less constrained by current data, more sen-
sitive to uncertain feedback; the discrepancies for rare
samples may also be impacted by the limited box size
of TNG. These outliers are also primarily star-forming
galaxies, especially in the linear bias by, suggesting that
there is wider scatter in that population than in the
quenched sample. This increase in the linear bias of
star-forming galaxies in TNG compared to UM can also
be seen in Figures 11 and 10 in Appendix B.

Despite this broader agreement when considering the
samples as a whole, we notice a difference between the
models when considering the behavior of the quenched
and star-forming samples separately, specifically in the
case of the tidal bias b,2. As discussed in §4.1.2, we find
that the quenched galaxies are generally more negatively
biased in by2 than the star-forming galaxies, which tend
to be positively biased; however, Figure 4 shows that
these positively biased star-forming galaxies have com-
paratively higher bias in TNG than their counterparts
in UM. The converse is true of the quenched galaxies,
which have lower bias in TNG compared to UM, albeit
to a lesser extent. Combining these two effects means
that the aforementioned differences between the tidal
bias by2 of quenched and star-forming galaxies hold for
each model but are more pronounced in TNG than in
UM. These trends are more readily apparent in Figure
12 of Appendix C, which directly compares the bias pa-
rameters between the galaxy types for each model. How-
ever, while it may be worth further examining this dis-
agreement in a larger box that can better constrain b2,

the tidal bias likely does not have a large enough im-
pact on the power spectrum for these differences to be
detected observationally unless higher-order information
such as the bispectrum is included.

5. DISCUSSION

In this section, we analyze the results presented in §4.
We first discuss the impact of assembly bias in §5.1 and
follow this up by comparing our bias parameter mea-
surements to theoretically motivated predictions in §5.2.
Finally, we examine the degree of non-Poisson stochas-
ticity in our samples in §5.3, and end the discussion by
setting priors on the bias parameters in §5.4.

5.1. Assembly bias signature

Halo assembly bias refers to the dependence of halo
clustering on secondary halo properties, such as assem-
bly history, in addition to the primary property of halo
mass (Gao et al. 2005; Wechsler et al. 2006; Dalal et al.
2008; Mansfield & Kravtsov 2020). We are interested
in the impact of halo assembly bias on galaxy clustering
(Zhu et al. 2006; Croton et al. 2007) and in particular,
its effects on our measurements of the galaxy bias pa-
rameters. We refer to this phenomenon interchangeably
as both galaxy assembly bias and assembly bias.

Unlike simple parameterizations such as HOD models,
which explicitly populate halos with galaxies only as a
function of halo mass (Scoccimarro et al. 2001; Berlind &
Weinberg 2002), hydrodynamical simulations like TNG
and empirical models like UM that are based on full halo
formation histories automatically encode galaxy assem-
bly bias into their modeling approach (Artale et al. 2018;
Bose et al. 2019; Hadzhiyska et al. 2021b; Yuan et al.
2022). However, the true extent of galaxy assembly bias
present in specific galaxy samples is unknown (Wang
et al. 2013; Hearin et al. 2016; Zentner et al. 2019).

For our study to properly inform future clustering
analyses on the full range of uncertainty in galaxy for-
mation physics, it is thus crucial that we consider mod-
els both with and without assembly bias (Zentner et al.
2014). This is especially important when considering
separate galaxy population types, such as the quenched
and star-forming populations that we examine in this
study, since such samples are expected to be impacted
by assembly bias to different degrees (Croton et al. 2007;
Hadzhiyska et al. 2021c; Yuan et al. 2022). We now
present our method of removing assembly bias from each
of our samples, as well as its subsequent impact on their
bias parameter measurements.

To remove assembly bias, we follow the standard
HOD assumption that the occupation of halos by central
(Neen) and satellite galaxies (Ngut) are two independent
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processes:

<N(M)> = <Ncen> + <Nsat> ) (16)
where (N(M)) is the HOD, or mean number of galax-
ies at a halo mass M, (Ncy) is the mean number of
central galaxies and (Ngat) represents the mean number
of satellite galaxies. We base our subsequent technique
on a standard shuffling method in which the galaxy oc-
cupation within each halo is randomly exchanged with
that of another halo in the same mass bin (Croton et al.
2007; Contreras et al. 2019; Xu et al. 2021). We follow
a slightly modified procedure, following the example of
Yuan et al. (2022):

1. Bin the dark matter halos by their mass from
1x10% to 1x10'® M®/h. Measure the central and
satellite galaxy occupation (Neen) and (Ngut) in
each mass bin®.

5 We test that the number of halo mass bins does not change this

outcome.

2. Given the mass bin of each halo, perform a
Bernoulli draw using (Neep) to determine whether
it is populated with a central galaxy. If so, assign
that central galaxy the same position as its host
halo.

3. For each satellite galaxy, calculate the offset of its
position from the position of its host halo. Con-
struct a catalog of satellite offsets binned by halo
mass.

4. Tterate through each central halo, and perform a
Poisson draw using (Nga¢) to determine the num-
ber of satellite galaxies it hosts. Assign positions
to those satellite galaxies by randomly selecting
offsets from halos in the same mass bin.

As with the standard shuffling method, this technique
eliminates any dependence of the HOD on any other
property besides halo mass. Using the definition of
galaxy assembly bias set forth by Wechsler & Tinker
(2018), this removes assembly bias from our samples,
while by construction preserving the HOD (N(M)) of
each galaxy sample, as well as (Neen) and (Ng). Still,
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there are two key differences between our procedure and
the standard shuffling technique.

First, we populate the halos by randomly drawing
from a probability distribution rather than swapping ex-
isting galaxies between halos. Because each dark mat-
ter halo has either one or zero central galaxies, we assign
central galaxies to halos using the Bernoulli distribution
and model the satellite occupation using the Poisson dis-
tribution (Zheng et al. 2005). However, this means that
the number density of galaxies n, in the shuffled samples
is not exactly preserved, as there is a very small scatter
around ng, due to the Poisson and Bernoulli variance.

Second, by populating central and satellite galaxies
separately, rather than moving satellites alongside their
centrals, we ensure that we also wipe out galactic con-
formity. This is a phenomenon in which the charac-
teristics of the central galaxy influence the characteris-
tics of its surrounding satellites, e.g., quenched centrals
are more likely to be surrounded by quenched satellites
(Weinmann et al. 2006; Kauffmann et al. 2013; Kawin-
wanichakij et al. 2016). It is important to shuffle the
centrals and galaxies separately so that this correlation
is eliminated, and the only factor influencing (Nce,) and
(Ngat) is the halo mass M.

We perform this shuffling-based procedure on each of
the 72 galaxy samples we created in §3.2, and obtain
an AB-removed version of each distribution of galax-
ies in UM and TNG. We measure the bias parameters
for these AB-removed samples using the methodology of
§2.2, and present our results in Figure 5. Here, we have
plotted the bias parameter measurements for each of the
AB-removed samples against the measurements from
our original samples with assembly bias. The quenched
galaxies are plotted in red, the star-forming in blue, and
the M,-selected galaxies in purple.

For powers of the matter density field, i.e., the LIMD
parameters by, by, and b3, removing assembly bias
consistently reduces the bias parameter measurements.
This is consistent with findings by Hadzhiyska et al.
(2023) that both ELGs and LRGs exhibit signatures of
assembly bias in which the AB-removed samples are less
clustered than the original samples. We find that this
effect is stronger for higher-order powers and for higher
redshift samples.

In contrast, there is no discernible trend with the
non-local tidal bias parameter by2, while the by2 term
interestingly shows an inversion of its original values:
negative measurements become positive with AB re-
moval, and positive measurements become negative.
This effect slightly differs between galaxy populations,
such that quenched galaxies become more positive than
star-forming galaxies post AB-removal. As a result,

quenched and star-forming occupy more distinct parts
of AB-removed bias parameter space. This is in con-
trast to the original by2 measurements, where there is
no apparent pattern, as noted in §4.1.3.

As defined in Wechsler & Tinker (2018), galaxy as-
sembly bias is caused by halo assembly bias in addition
to a dependence of the number of galaxies within dark
matter halos on a secondary halo property besides halo
mass. Since we remove any secondary dependence of
the halo occupation distribution through our assembly
bias-removal procedure, any changes that we see in the
original bias parameter measurements compared to the
AB-removed bias parameter measurements would mean
that we have indeed detected a signature of assembly
bias. We thus see evidence for assembly bias in all bias
parameters included in our bias expansion model, except
for bsz.

However, interpreting the exact root of these changes
is not straightforward, as under the halo model (Seljak
2000), galaxy bias can be estimated using what is known
as analytic or effective bias (Baugh et al. 1999; Benson
et al. 2000). Through this parameterization, the galaxy
bias parameters b; become a function of the mean galaxy
number density 7y, halo mass function (HMF) 2 the
HOD (N(M)), and the halo bias b; »(M):

b — nlg / aM S (N, (1)

The mean number density of galaxies n, is similarly a
function of the HMF 4% and the HOD (N(M)):

N dn
g = /de—M<N(M)> (18)

Understanding how the galaxy bias parameters b; 4
change with AB removal would therefore require under-
standing how exactly the mean galaxy number density
fig, halo mass function (HMF) & the HOD (N(M)),
and the halo bias b; (M) are each impacted by an ad-
ditional dependence on a secondary halo property. For
example, there is a known dependence of the HMF on
environment, with the most massive halos forming only
in the densest environments (Crain et al. 2009). How-
ever, the relationship of the HOD and halo bias with
assembly bias has proven to be quite complicated. For
instance, Hadzhiyska et al. (2020) find that galaxy clus-
tering from the basic HOD, which is dependent only on
halo mass M, underpredicts the TNG300-1 galaxy cor-
relation function by ~15%. Furthermore, the degree to
which AB impacts galaxy clustering seems to depend
heavily on which secondary property is considered, with
galaxy environment making the biggest difference.

Similarly, there are many studies on halo assembly
bias in the linear regime, i.e., the dependence of the
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linear halo bias by,,(M) on a secondary halo property.
For example, Salcedo et al. (2018) and Sato-Polito et al.
(2019) study the relative bias of halo samples binned by
a mass-like property and split by a secondary property,
such as spin, concentration, and age. The two studies
find complex relationships between halo clustering and
the different secondary properties considered, as their
impact on halo bias may be asymmetric, e.g., for age and
concentration, or it may cross over at a certain halo mass
M, e.g., spin and concentration. It is also debated which
secondary property has the most impact, although Mao
et al. (2018) find that halo spin exhibits the strongest
impact on halo bias.

There are also a few studies on the impact of halo as-
sembly bias on halo bias beyond the linear density. An-
gulo et al. (2008) detect signatures of assembly bias up to
fourth order in bias using a proxy for halo concentration.
Later studies find strong signatures of assembly bias in
b1 and bs for halo concentration (Paranjape & Padman-
abhan 2017), in addition to halo spin and mass accretion
rate (Lazeyras et al. 2017), as well as in by, by and b,

for halo age, concentration, and spin (Lazeyras et al.
2021). There are also signatures of assembly bias in by
and by, the local primordial non-Gaussianity linear bias
parameter, for halo formation time (Reid et al. 2010),
halo concentration (Lucie-Smith et al. 2023), as well as
halo concentration, spin, and sphericity (Lazeyras et al.
2023).

Unlike these studies, which perform a controlled ex-
periment in measuring the degree of halo assembly bias,
we cannot disentangle the effect of the HMF, HOD, and
halo bias from each other. Although the effect of halo
assembly bias on the bias parameters is fairly well es-
tablished, the same cannot be said of galaxy assembly
bias. In sum, while all three of these ingredients for
predicting galaxy bias are known to be impacted by as-
sembly bias, their complex dependence upon secondary
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halo property, galaxy type, and galaxy model® means
that it is beyond the scope of this paper to understand
the exact cause of the changes we see in Figure 5. We
leave a more comprehensive study of the properties that
cause this discrepancy for the future. Nevertheless, hav-
ing stripped away these complications, we are now pre-
pared to compare our AB-removed measurements of the
bias parameters to theoretically motivated predictions
in §5.2.

5.2. Halo model prediction of analytic galaxy bias

Having removed the complicated dependence of
galaxy clustering on assembly bias, we are now able
to construct a test of our procedure for measuring the
bias parameters. To do so, we compare our AB-removed
measurements of the bias parameters to theoretical pre-
dictions of the galaxy bias parameters for by, b, and b3.
As introduced in §5.1, this prediction only assumes de-
pendence upon halo mass M. As a result, we expect our
AB-removed results to match the theoretical prediction,
even if the original measurements do not. We examine
the LIMD parameters in particular, as the fitting func-
tions for the non-local bias parameters byz and b2, are

less understood.

To make these theoretical predictions, we compute the
analytic bias as given in Equation 17. For j—ﬂ’}, we use
the HMF of Tinker et al. (2010). For (N(M)), we em-
pirically derive the HOD by extracting it from each of
our TNG and UM galaxy samples. By construction of
our shuffling procedure, as detailed in §5.1, this HOD
is identical between the AB and AB-removed samples.
For the LIMD halo bias parameters b; 5, we use theo-
retically motivated fitting functions. First, we calculate
the linear halo bias by using the Tinker et al. (2010)
fitting function:

a

bip(v)=1—A + Bvb 4 COve, (19)

v
v+ e
where v is the peak height and the parameters
{A,a,B,b,C,c} are defined in terms of the overdensity
A = 200. Then, to compute the by 5, and b3 p, halo bias
parameters, we use the Lazeyras et al. (2016) fitting
functions. These are given by

ban (brn) = 0.412 — 2.143by 5, + 0.92957 ), +

(20)
0.008b3 ),

and

b3, (b1,n) = —1.028 + 7.646by 5, — 6.227b7 ;,+
3
0.912b3 .,
6 Although it is outside the focus of this study, we even find slight

differences in how assembly bias impacts our galaxy samples from
TNG and UM.

respectively. We convert all three bias parameters into
the Lagrangian frame using the co-evolution relations
between Eulerian and Lagrangian bias. Finally, we inte-
grate each component over the mass bins present in our
selection. This allows us to make our theoretical pre-
diction of the galaxy bias as a function of halo mass M
only, which we compare to our measured bias parame-
ters for the original and AB-removed samples in Figure
6.

Here, we have plotted the original bias parame-
ter measurements (filled gray markers) and the AB-
removed bias parameter measurements (open red mark-
ers) against our theoretical predictions of the ana-
lytic bias. The original bias parameter measurements
are larger than the theoretical predictions. This dis-
agreement is stronger for the higher-order parameters
but largely vanishes for the AB-removed measurements.
This reflects the decreased value of the LIMD parame-
ters on removing assembly bias in Figure 5. Although
the original b; measurement was in reasonable agree-
ment with the theory, we find overall that the AB-
removed bias parameters match the theory predictions
better than the original measurements. However, it
should be noted that the AB-removed b3 measurement
still does not completely match the theory prediction.

To interpret the results of this comparison, we can ap-
ply the analytic bias prediction to our measured bias pa-
rameters. First we consider the original samples, which
do include assembly bias. In this case, it is necessary
to use a version of Equation 17 that incorporates this
dependence. For now, let us simplistically assume that
galaxy bias depends on a singular secondary halo prop-
erty, which we call X:

bnlq deX%bi,h(M,XXN(M,X)), (22)
where
g = /deXdzn<N(M,X)>. (23)
dMdX
In this parameterization, the HMF dfjgx, HOD

(N(M, X)), and halo bias b; (M, X) each have an ad-
ditional dependence on some secondary halo property
X, which does not appear in the original halo mass-only
version of Equation 17. In this case, the original mass
function can be written as j—;j = £ P(M), where p is
the average dark matter density and P(M) is the prob-
ability of a density fluctuation of mass M collapsing into
a halo. By extension, % = %P(M, X), where we
can use conditional probabilities to write P(M,X) =
P(M|X)P(X). As a result, simply marginalizing Equa-
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tion 22 over the secondary halo property X indeed re-
sults in an expression for galaxy bias that is only de-
pendent on halo mass M, but this marginalized version
of b; is not equivalent to the expression given in Equa-
tion 17. Given this inherent difference, it is no surprise
that our original bias parameter measurements, which
include assembly bias, differ from the theoretical pre-
diction. This is especially true when considering the
more realistic scenario of multiple secondary halo prop-
erties affecting galaxy clustering, such as age, spin, and
concentration. As discussed in §5.1, it is this complex
dependence of the HMF, HOD, and halo bias on various
secondary halo properties that, when combined, boost
our original bias parameter measurements relative to the
theory prediction.

Now, it is helpful to consider the AB-removed bias pa-
rameter measurements: assuming that they match the
theory prediction, this boost can be considered a sig-
nature of the strength of assembly bias. This signa-
ture appears to be weakest for the linear bias b; and
strongest for the higher order parameters by and bs, im-
plying that galaxy assembly bias may be difficult to de-
tect when only considering linear galaxy bias. This is
contrast to Zennaro et al. (2021)’s findings that by is
the most affected by assembly bias, even when consider-
ing by and b,2 in much the same manner as our study: by
comparing their results to those obtained from a mass-
dependent HOD.

However, while we find that b3 has a large boost
relative to the theoretical prediction, this boost is re-
duced but not completely removed with removed assem-
bly bias. This is particularly noteworthy when consid-
ering the b3(by1) relation. As discussed in §4.1.4, we find
that our measurements of an “effective” cubic bias pa-
rameter are more positively biased than that of Lazeyras

et al. (2016). Although the decrease in bs upon remov-
ing assembly bias cannot fully correct for the upward
trend in our original measurements, it is partially miti-
gated. This could imply that, in addition to the missing
cubic bias parameters in our expansion model, assembly
bias is part of the reason for the deviation of our orig-
inal measurements from the dark matter halo b3(by) fit
in Figure 3. It also means that it is important to con-
sider what it means for our AB-removed bias parameter
measurements to not match the theoretical prediction,
as in the case of bs.

To do this, we can use the form of analytic bias pre-
sented in Equation 17, as the only dependence of the
AB-removed galaxy bias is on halo mass M. First, we
consider ;—]\j{: we measure the abundance of halos in
TNG and UM and verify that they both agree well with
the Tinker et al. (2010) HMF. Second, we consider the
HOD (N(M)), which has been preserved in the AB-
removed samples through our shuffling procedure. This
means that neither the HMF nor the HOD is a source of
possible mismatch, leaving the halo bias b; 5, (M). Any
deviation of the AB-removed bias parameter measure-
ments from the theoretical prediction must, therefore,
be due to a discrepancy between the halo bias fitting
function used and our measured value of the bias param-
eter. Assuming all fitting functions are correct, Figure
6 can thus be interpreted as a check of our galaxy bias
parameter measurements.

We find that b; and bs pass this check, as the AB-
removed bias parameters measurements match the the-
oretical galaxy bias prediction. However, b3 does not
pass this check, signifying that our measurement of b3 is
not truly the cubic LIMD bias parameter. This could be
due to a combination of two effects: first, since we only
include one cubic order bias parameter in our model, as
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given by Equation 6, our measurement of b3 is a linear
combination of the other missing cubic order bias pa-
rameters bsg2, bgs, and by;.” Second, our bias parameter
measurements may suffer from not being able to success-
fully minimize our loss function, which is related to the
variance of the stochasticity field 7Py (k), as given by
Equation 11. However, given that the other bias param-
eters have passed various checks, such as this analytic
bias prediction for b; and by in Figure 6, a consistency
check of by in Figure 10, and the convergence of ky,ax for
all five bias parameters in Figure 11, this is unlikely. It
is more probable that the deviation of the AB-removed
b3 measurements is simply a consequence of omitting
the other cubic order bias parameters, as discussed in
§4.1.4.

5.3. The degree of non-Poisson stochasticity

Having reported the measurements of bias parameters
in our suite of samples and simulations, as well as the
impact of galaxy assembly bias, we examine the stochas-
tic power spectra Pe, (k) that result from the stochas-
ticity field e(x) for each set of best-fit bias parameters
b;. To calculate this stochasticity field, we generate a
realization of the stochasticity field given by

(%) = 0y(X) — 6 (x) — Z b; 04 (x). (24)

We do so for both the original and assembly-bias re-
moved samples and assess the degree to which the
dimensionless stochasticity spectrum 7P (k) deviates
from the Poisson prediction of nPs, = 1.

In previous work, Kokron et al. (2022) found that for
LRGs sampled from three different HODs, across the
redshift range 0 < z < 1, the deviations from stochastic-
ity were small — on the order of at most 30% — except
for a single sample in a single redshift bin. The samples
we have constructed in this study allow us to expand
on this discussion. Specifically, we can now understand
whether the stochasticity of a galaxy sample changes
significantly depending on galaxy type and whether dif-
ferent galaxy formation models conditioned on repro-
ducing similar samples possess the same stochasticity,
as we have seen for the case of galaxy bias in previous
sections.

71t should be noted that while our measurement of b3 may not
be accurate, adding it to our model provides an advantage: we
ensure that b3 is not included in our definition of the stochasticity
field e(x), allowing us to minimize Pey,(k) further and improve
our fit of the other bias parameters. We find that 7 Perr(k) is
relatively flat and does not suffer from scale dependence until
k < 0.1 Mpc~'h due to the size of the TNG300-1 Dark box.

The small box size of L = 205h~'Mpc and lack of
independent realizations to average over means that the
individual spectra for a sample are noisier than those
measured in Kokron et al. (2022). Thus, we instead fit
a perturbative parametric form to each stochastic spec-
trum (Desjacques et al. 2018)

2
ﬁPerr(k) = AO + Al (:) ) (25>
h

where Ay corresponds to the amplitude of the scale-
independent contribution, A; modulates the first scale-
dependent correction to the stochasticity, and kjp is the
cut-off scale for this expression of the stochasticity and
is generically expected to be related to the characteris-
tic scale of the 1-halo regime of the sample in question.
If Ap > 1, the sample’s stochasticity is super-Poisson,
whereas if Ag < 1, it is sub-Poisson. Mechanisms for the
generation of sub-and-super Poisson stochasticity have
been explored in-depth in past works, and we refer to
them for a review (Hamaus et al. 2010; Baldauf et al.
2013; Kokron et al. 2022; Britt et al. 2024). We set
k, = 0.8 hMpc~! generically to report dimensionless
values for A; in this work.

To measure Ay and A; for each sample, we fit
Equation 25 to the measured stochastic power spectra
N Per(k), assuming equal error-bars per k-bin. Using
ScIPY’s curve_fit function, we perform the fit within
the wavenumbers 0.08 < k/ hMpc™' < 1.0, although
the results for Ag are broadly insensitive to the exact
kmax used. Finally, we use the covariance matrix re-
turned by curve_fit to derive the uncertainty on each
measurement of Ag and A;. These results are shown in
Figure 7, where the measured Ay and A; are plotted for
quenched, star-forming and M,-selected galaxies in both
UM and TNG, as well as for the assembly-bias removed
samples we define in §5.1.

We first focus on the stochasticity measurements for
UM, shown in the upper right panel of Figure 7. They
reveal a strong bimodality in the distribution of Ag co-
efficients in the error power spectra of these galaxies, as
the star-forming samples have power spectra very close
to Poisson-distributed, occupying a narrow range of
7Py (k) 7 [0.9,1.0]. This is in contrast to both the M,-
selected and quenched samples, which all display strong
sub-Poisson 7P, (k) &2 [0.6,0.8]. The most extreme de-
gree of sub-Poisson stochasticity observed is still consis-
tent with the results of Kokron et al. (2022). Although
there are some detections of A; for these samples, the co-
efficients are very small and tend to be clustered around
A; = 0. Note that due to the kp, = 0.8 hl\/Ipc_1 nor-
malization we have assumed, the inferred values of A
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correspond to very small corrections to the flat stochas-
ticities we have measured out to one-halo scales.
Contrasting the upper left panel of Figure 7 with the
upper right reveals the differences in stochasticity be-
tween the two galaxy formation models we have con-
sidered in this work. Namely, we find that for similar
galaxy samples, the TNG galaxies possess a larger scat-
ter in both Ag and A;: the star-forming samples, in
particular, exhibit a wide range of stochasticity in com-
parison to UM, while the higher values of A; in TNG
could potentially correspond to the effects of explicitly
implemented baryonic feedback in the stochasticity of
the galaxy distribution, for example. However, the de-
gree of stochasticity observed is still that of small and

controllable deviations from the Poisson expectation,
and the bimodality of stochasticity is equivalently ap-
parent in both models. As a result, the measurements
for UM and TNG remain consistent with the expecta-
tion that field-level stochasticities fit to a suitable bias
model will be sub-Poisson for galaxies hosted in more
massive halos, due to halo exclusion.

Finally, the last two panels in the bottom row of Fig-
ure 7 show the impact of removing assembly bias on
the stochasticity of galaxy samples. Here, we observe
that Ag shifts to values closer to Poisson stochasticity
for nearly all of the galaxy samples. This is somewhat
intuitive, as the AB-removal procedure explicitly assigns
satellite galaxies using a Poisson distribution. How-
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ever, the collective shift of galaxies towards the Poisson
regime points to a potential signature of assembly bias
in the small-scale distribution of galaxies within halos.
The values of Ay inferred when we remove assembly bias
from our samples are also closer in absolute magnitude
to those seen in past work, which adopted an HOD to
study galaxy stochasticity (Kokron et al. 2022). It is
interesting that for these quenched samples a prominent
impact of removing assembly bias is to reduce the de-
gree of non-Poisson stochasticity. In the standard halo
exclusion picture, the effect is solely dependent on the
average mass of host halos Baldauf et al. (2013), and so
we might expect that the AB-removed HOD would not
qualitatively change this stochasticity.

This analysis of quenched galaxies in TNG and UM
supports prior conclusions on the distribution of their
stochasticity. The extension to star-forming galaxies
also reveals that analyses of similar samples, such as
ELGs, should be able to use Poisson shot noise as a
strong guide for their expected stochasticity. As a last
note, we do not find strong evidence for the redshift
evolution of Ay or A; in any of the samples.

5.4. Priors on b;

We present our priors on the by(by1), bsz(b1), by2(b1)
and b3(b1) bias relations in Figure 8. We set sepa-
rate priors for each galaxy population (quenched, star-
forming, and M,-selected) and for each bias parameter
due to our finding that the measured bias parameters
are distinct between different galaxy types. In setting
our priors, we include samples from both simulations
(TNG, UM), all number density cuts (high, medium,
low), and each redshift (z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}). We in-
clude the original and AB-removed galaxy samples to
encompass as wide a range of viable galaxy formation
physics as possible. This means that 48 galaxy samples
are included when setting priors for each galaxy type in
Figure 8. A detailed plot of the priors alongside these
measurements is presented in Figure 13 of Appendix D.

Although we find outliers in the low-density cuts, as
discussed in §4.2, these samples are, in fact, the most
similar to realistic targets of galaxy clustering surveys.
It is thus important that we do not exclude any of the
galaxy samples and encompass the full range of mea-
sured bias parameters in our priors. For this reason, we
have chosen to make Gaussian priors around a best-fit
polynomial of varying degrees for each galaxy type. The
degree of the polynomial fit corresponds to the order of
the Lagrangian matter density contrast d,,(k) for each
bias field. We thus fit a quadratic function to the b (b;)
and b2 (b1) relations, a line to the byz(by) relation, and
a third degree polynomial to the bs(b1) relation.

We make this fit using SCIPY’s curve_fit function
to carry out a weighted non-linear least-squares analy-
sis. To ensure that our fit is as informed as possible,
we take into account that some of our bias parameter
measurements are less reliable than others. We do this
by incorporating diagonals of the bias parameter covari-
ance matrix, as given by Equation 15, on each measured
bias parameter. We then calculate the standard devia-
tion oy, of the 48 measured bias parameters from this
best-fit line, and check separately that the spread of the
bias parameters is indeed Gaussian around the best fit.
The resulting best fit for each bias relation and galaxy
type is plotted as a dashed line in each panel of Fig-
ure 13, while the standard deviation oy, is depicted as a
shaded region around each best-fit curve. These best-fit
polynomials and Gaussian 1o standard deviations are
listed for each bias parameter relation and each galaxy
type in Table 1.

For the priors on the bias parameter relations to be
most useful, we also set priors on b;. Given the known
evolution of the linear bias by with redshift z (Basilakos
& Plionis 2001; Nicola et al. 2024), we choose to set pri-
ors by fitting a curve to the time evolution of the linear
bias parameter by (z) that we measure in our samples. As
we do for the bias parameter relations, we use SCIPY’s
curve_fit function to carry out a weighted non-linear
least-squares analysis. However, to improve the inter-
pretability of our results, we fit to the following modified
function:

(26)

Rather than simply fitting to b1 (z), we have made two
changes here. First, to avoid zero-crossings of b1 (z), we
convert our measurement of the Lagrangian linear bias
to the Eulerian linear bias via b¥(z) = 1 + b;(z). Sec-
ond, to mitigate the vertical scatter due to the varying
b (2) relation among galaxy samples with different num-
ber density cuts, we have decided to define the fitting
function relative to the value of the Eulerian linear bias
bE(z) at 2 = 0.

Although the redshift evolution of the first order bias
b1(z) is commonly assumed to be linear in redshift z
using a model that conserves the number of galaxies
over time (Matarrese et al. 1997), we choose to model
Bi(z) as a quadratic function. Primarily, under peak-
background split, the linear bias can be modeled as

v —1

by = 5

(27)
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Figure 8. Gaussian priors for each of the bias parameter relations as a function of linear bias b1. The bias parameter

measurements are plotted for each sample of galaxies with and without AB in UM (triangles) and TNG (circles). Separate
priors are set for the quenched (red), star-forming (blue), and the M,-selected population (purple). The 1o standard deviation
band is plotted around the best-fit polynomial, as labeled in each panel.

bi(b1) Quenched Star-Forming M ,-Selected
ba(b1) ba = 0.40b2 — 0.06b, — 0.09 ba = 0.46b% — 0.20b, — 0.25 ba = 0.54b% — 0.35b, — 0.05
2\ V1
Oby = 0.08 Oby = 0.09 Oby = 0.06
boa (1) by2 = —0.12b7 + 0.04b; 4 0.03 b.2 = 0.0016? — 0.001b; + 0.14 by2 = —0.17b7 + 0.20b; 4 0.01
s2 (U1
ob_, = 0.10 ob, = 0.12 ob_, = 0.09
bo2 = 0.39b; — 1.06 bo2 = —0.02b, — 1.67 bo2 = —0.17b; — 1.05
by2(b1)
Tbg, = 1.90 by, = 2.06 Obg, = 1.43
ba (1) bs = 0.0963 — 0.14b7 + 0.03b, — 0.02 b3 = 0.24b3 — 0.34b7 — 0.09b; — 0.03 b3 = 0.1955 — 0.32b% + 0.03b1 — 0.01
3(V1

by = 0.06 by = 0.05 by = 0.04

Table 1. Gaussian priors on the bias parameter relations b2(b1), by2(b1), by2(b1), and bs(b1) for quenched, star-forming, and
M ,-selected galaxies, defined by a best-fit line at b;(b1) and the 1o standard deviation.
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using the Press—Schechter mass function (Mo & White
1996). In an Einstein-de Sitter Universe, the linear
growth factor scales as D (2) o< (1+2)~!, which means
that we expect the linear bias to scale as by oc (1 + 2)?
for samples with (M, z)? > 1. This is exactly what we
find, as we notice an improved fit to our measurements
when modeling B;(z) as a quadratic, particularly in the
M,-selected sample. Additionally, there is a precedent
for modeling the redshift evolution of b;(z) as a second-
degree polynomial (Basilakos et al. 2008).

To obtain this fit, we thus weight the optimization
function for By (z) by the inverse of its error, as we do for
the prior on the bias relations. However, because Bj(z)
depends on both b1 (z) and b1(0), the error gy, (. is not
simply equivalent to oy, (.). Instead, we must propagate
the uncertainty of b1(z) to the new function By(z). The
relative error is thus given by

<031<z>)2 N (%( >)2 ( b1<0>> n
Bi(z) b1(2) b1(0)
g 1 (z g 1
2 (bb ( )) ( b (0)) Py (2)b1(0) (28)
1
(31" (38
b1(2) b1(0) )

where we have assumed that the covariance py, (z)p, (0) =
0.

Using this method, we present our priors on the lin-
ear bias in Figure 9, where the best-fit line for B;(z)
is plotted for quenched (red), star-forming (blue), and
M,-selected galaxies (purple) separately. Similar to Fig-
ure 8, each panel thus includes 48 bias parameter mea-
surements across galaxy formation model (UM, TNG),
redshift (z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}), number density cut
(high, medium, low), and assembly bias (original, AB-
removed). The modeled 1o error of this fit is plotted as
a shaded region around each line.

Interestingly, we find that the error op,(.) itself
evolves as a function of redshift z. This can be seen
directly in Figure 9, where the vertical scatter in the
bias parameter measurements grows with redshift. To
parameterize the time evolution of this scatter, we fit a
line to the standard deviation of Bi(z) at each redshift
z, using SCIPY’s curve_fit function to carry out an
unweighted linear least-squares analysis. We find that
this fit to op, ;) describes the measured op, ;) quite
well, with the largest difference of Ao, () ~ 0.1 found
in the star-forming population; our op, (. fit thus con-
servatively overestimates the standard deviation of the
Bi(z) fit. This fit to op,(.), as well as Bi(z), is listed
in each panel of Figure 9, and is plotted as the standard
deviation around the mean. Both fits are summarized
in Table 2.

These priors on both b;(b;) and Bi(z) may be di-
rectly adopted in future HEFT-based analyses that use
galaxy clustering data to improve constraints on cosmo-
logical parameters (Hadzhiyska et al. 2021a; Chen et al.
2024; Sailer et al. 2024; Nicola et al. 2024). Because
we find that the priors on quenched, star-forming, and
M -selected galaxies behave distinctly from one another,
we summarize these differences in the following sections.
When applicable, we also provide guidance on their in-
terpretation. For those who may prefer more conser-
vative bounds, we also include in Appendix D a set of
priors based on all of the 144 samples together rather
than separating by galaxy type. These alternative pri-
ors on the bias relations b;(b;) are presented in Figure
14 and Table 4, while those on Bj(z) are presented in
Figure 15 and Table 5

5.4.1. Quenched galazies

The quenched galaxies are more positively biased in by
and b3z than the star-forming galaxies at a given b;. They
are also slightly more biased in by2(b1) than the star-
forming galaxies. However, due to the large error bars,
there is so much overlap between the two populations
that any differences are negligible. In fact, all galaxy
types, including the M,-selected sample, are roughly
constant at byz(b;) = —1. Finally, although we allow
for a second-degree dependence of Bj(z) on redshift z,
the time evolution of the linear bias for quenched galax-
ies remains very strongly linear.

Now, we consider the standard deviation of our pri-
ors: we find that the quenched galaxy population has
much tighter bounds on all five bias parameters than
the star-forming galaxy population. These tighter pri-
ors are slightly larger than, but still fairly comparable
to the error in the M,-selected sample. This suggests
that there is less variation in modeling quenched and
M ,-selected galaxies than star-forming galaxies for the
galaxy formation models we consider.

5.4.2. Star-forming galazies

We find that the star-forming galaxies are nearly con-
stant in tidal bias at bs2(b1) ~ 0.14, while the quenched
and M,-selected samples follow a complex quadratic
function that peaks at b; ~ 0.5 and becomes increas-
ingly more anti-biased. For the linear bias b;(z), we
find that the star-forming sample has an even stronger
dependence on redshift than the quenched galaxies, as
both the slope of Bi(z) and op, (2) are larger than that
of the star-forming galaxies. It should also be noted that
while the error op, () of star-forming galaxies appears
linear, it is slightly quadratic.

This larger slope in op, (z) means that the error in
Bi(z) for star-forming galaxies grows more rapidly with
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Figure 9. Gaussian priors for the time evolution of the linear bias b; relative to its value at z = 0, parameterized as a fit
to the mean Bi(z) = 112128 The bias parameter measurements are plotted for each sample of galaxies with and without AB
in UM (triangles) and TNG (circles). Separate priors are set for the quenched (red), star-forming (blue), and the M,-selected

population (purple). The 1o standard deviation evolves linearly with redshift z and is plotted as a shaded band around the

best-fit polynomial, as labeled in each panel.

Quenched

Star-Forming

M .-Selected

Bi(z) = 0.0022 +0.572 + 1.00  Bi(2) = 0.052% + 0.572 4+ 1.00 Bi(2) = 0.122% 4 0.34z + 1.00

o8, (2) = 0.06z + 0.00

o5, (2) = 0.11z + 0.02

o5, (2) = 0.05z + 0.00

Table 2. Gaussian priors on the linear bias parameter b1, parameterized via the best-fit mean to the function Bi(z) =

1401 (2)
1+b1 (0)

for quenched, star-forming, and M,-selected galaxies. The 1o standard deviation evolves linearly as a function of redshift z.

redshift than it does for both the quenched and M,-
selected populations. Owverall, these wider priors for
both the bias relations and time evolution of the lin-
ear bias of star-forming galaxies suggest that this galaxy
population is the least agreed on by the models we con-
sider and suffers from the most uncertainty in galaxy
formation physics.

5.4.3. M.,-selected galazies

The M,-selected sample is characterized by proper-
ties that smoothly interpolate between the quenched
and star-forming samples. This behavior is consistent
with the fact that the halo occupation distribution for
the M,-selected sample is a linear combination of the
quenched and star-forming galaxies. This means that
the M,-selected galaxies occupy a part of bias parameter
space between the quenched and star-forming samples,
a trend most evident in the prior for bs(b;). Here, we
find that the shape of the prior is very similar to that
of the star-forming sample, meaning that the b3 of the
M -selected sample evolves with linear bias b; in a sim-
ilar manner to the star-forming sample. However, the
former is shifted towards more positive values of b3 than
the latter, similar to the quenched sample.

Interestingly, we find that the M,-selected sample has
the tightest priors out of all the galaxy types that we

consider. This is most evident in the by (by) and b3(by)
relation, as well as the linear bias. This suggests that
the galaxy formation models we consider agree relatively
more on how to model the stellar mass of galaxies than
they do on the star-formation rate, which we use to dis-
tinguish between the quenched and star-forming popu-
lation. This is partly reflected by the threshold cuts in
M, and sSFR used to make the galaxy samples, listed in
Table 3 in the Appendix. The difference in the thresh-
old for sSFR makes it all the more compelling that the
distinct parts of bias parameter space occupied by the
different galaxy types are reproduced in both models,
showing that the bias expansion is agnostic of the par-
ticular galaxy formation model.

Finally, it should be noted that although the quenched
and star-forming galaxy populations are well-described
by a Gaussian prior, the M,-selected population has
some outliers from the lowest number density cut in
TNG; this is the same population of outliers noted previ-
ously in §4.2. Due to the outliers, the Bj(z) fit is shifted
slightly downwards of the overall M,-selected measure-
ments, meaning that the fit more accurately describes
lower values of By(z) for this sample. This results from
the weighted fit that we perform on the bias parameter
measurements, which preferentially prioritizes samples
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with smaller error bars. We see this clearly in Figure
9, as the error on Bj(z) is highest for the M,-selected
samples that deviate the most from the fit.

5.5. Comparison with other work

As this paper was nearing submission, the work of
Ivanov et al. (2024) was posted to the arXiv. They
perform field-level fits in the “shifted operator basis”
and Eulerian bias parameterization of Schmittfull et al.
(2019) to samples of quenched and star-forming galax-
ies in two hydrodynamical simulations, as well as to
explicitly parametric halo occupation distributions for
LRG- and ELG-like samples. Where there is overlap,
we broadly find that their results are consistent with
those presented here. For example, this work also shows
a split on by(by) for star-forming and quenched galax-
ies, has consistent results for real-space stochasticities,
and shows a split between quenched and star-forming
galaxies along the LLIMD prediction for the tidal bias
parameter. Our work covers a wider redshift range and
more distinct approaches to galaxy formation since, in
addition to hydrodynamical simulations, we consider an
empirical model tuned to a wide range of data and ex-
plicitly test for the impact of assembly bias. This allows
us to demonstrate that the bias relations for galaxy pop-
ulations at fixed number densities are only weakly sen-
sitive to both redshift and to quite different galaxy for-
mation prescriptions. This consistency with our work,
despite different simulations and different methodolo-
gies for both generating the field-level forward model
and fitting associated parameters, corroborates the ro-
bustness of our measurements and reported priors. To-
gether, these papers give a coherent picture of the im-
pact of uncertain galaxy formation physics on field-level
bias models and provide further support for the impor-
tance of careful, analysis-specific work to quantify these
uncertainties in the future.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we present direct, field-level comparisons
of different models of galaxy formation using a second-
order hybrid N-body Lagrangian perturbative bias ex-
pansion. We fit the bias expansion model to the density
fields of galaxies from different models with the same
initial conditions, while varying the number density, red-
shift, and type of galaxy included in our study. By us-
ing the same set of initial conditions, we can make a
one-to-one comparison between models that include dis-
parate approaches to galaxy formation. This allows us
to estimate the range of bias parameters expected for
typical galaxy samples over a range of reasonable, phys-
ically motivated models for galaxy formation, providing

an essential ingredient for extracting the most precise
cosmological information from current and future large
galaxy surveys.

Specifically, we examine the UNIVERSEMACHINE
(UM), an empirical model of galaxy formation, and the
ILLusTRISTNG (TNG) simulation. For each galaxy
formation model, we make cuts on stellar mass (M)
and specific star-formation rate to create catalogs of
quenched and star-forming galaxies at a range of target
number densities and redshifts (z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}).
We also create a duplicate set of galaxy samples with as-
sembly bias (AB) removed. These AB-removed samples
can be considered an extension to the range of possible
galaxy formation models. Consequently, by exploring
the bias parameter space for a given galaxy population,
we can investigate in detail not only the difference in
bias between quenched and star-forming galaxies, but
also quantify the uncertainty in these parameters due to
changes in the galaxy formation model and uncertainties
in the galaxy—halo connection.

Our primary findings are as follows:

1. We characterize the bias relations, which
define the higher order bias parameters as
a function of the linear bias (ba(b1), bs2(b1),
byz(b1), b3(b1)), for 144 different galaxy sam-
ples (Figure 3). We find general agreement be-
tween our bias parameter measurements and those
in the literature that look at similar samples.

2. Star-forming and quenched galaxies occupy
different parts of parameter space in the
bias relations (Figures 3, 12). At fixed by,
the by and bs of quenched galaxies are larger than
those of star-forming galaxies. In contrast, the op-
posite is generally true of the tidal bias: b2 < 0
for quenched galaxies, while b,2 > 0 for their star-
forming counterparts. byz(by) is the only bias re-
lation for which we find no discernible differences
between quenched and star-forming galaxies.

3. There is broad agreement between the bias
relations for different models of galaxy for-
mation (Figure 4). Low number density sam-
ples, which are currently less constrained by data
and subject to more uncertain galaxy formation
physics, exhibit more scatter (Figures 4, 12).
There is also a wider range in the measured bias of
star-forming galaxies, which generally tend to be
more different between the UM and TNG models
(Figures 10, 11).

4. Galaxy samples with realistic levels of as-
sembly bias exceed analytic bias predictions
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that depend only on halo mass (Figure 6).
They match these predictions for b; and by after
removing assembly bias, upon which by and b3 de-
crease, by and b,z remain unchanged, and by2 un-
dergoes an orthogonal shift (Figure 5). This indi-
cates that measured deviations from the analytic
bias predictions may be viewed as a potential sig-
nature of assembly bias.

5. We quantify the degree of non-Poisson
stochasticity in each galaxy sample (Figure
7). We find that star-forming samples are roughly
Poisson, while the quenched and M,-selected sam-
ples are sub-Poisson (7 Pe, (k) =~ [0.6,0.8]); this is
expected because the latter are hosted in massive
halos and experience more halo exclusion. Inter-
estingly, we find that removing assembly bias shifts
these samples from sub-Poisson to Poisson noise.
This points to a potential signature of assembly
bias in the one-halo regime.

6. We use our full set of samples to estimate
the range of uncertainty in representative
models of galaxy formation and set Gaus-
sian priors on the bias relations (Figures
8, 9, 13, 14, 15). For each redshift, number
density, and galaxy type (quenched, star-forming,
M,-selected), these priors encompass both galaxy
formation models (TNG, UM) with and without
assembly bias. While this is not a comprehen-
sive marginalization over all possible galaxy forma-
tion models, it provides a reasonable assessment
of the expected range given current understand-
ing. These priors can be directly used in cosmo-
logical analyses that employ Lagrangian Pertur-
bation Theory and Hybrid Effective Field Theory
(HEFT).

The techniques we develop in this work allow us to
directly compare any galaxy formation models using the
bias expansion, as well as learn more about different
galaxy populations. With this methodology in hand,
there are several scientific directions we can now explore
further. A natural first step is applying our analysis
to other relevant targets of future surveys that require
non-linear bias models to reliably extract cosmological
parameters and demystify galaxy formation physics.

Compelling tracer populations include Lyman-break
galaxies (LBGs), which are massive, star-forming galax-
ies selected by their photometric colors that can serve
as a probe for the high-redshift (z ~ [2,5]) Universe, as
well as inform science on dark energy, redshift-space dis-
tortions, and neutrino mass constraints (Wechsler et al.
2001; Park et al. 2016; Jose et al. 2017; Wilson & White

2019; Newman et al. 2024). A similarly rare, high red-
shift tracer that would benefit from a robust model of
non-linear bias is Lyman-alpha emitters (LAEs): young,
star-forming galaxies residing in less massive halos than
LBGs at z =~ [2,6] (Sobacchi & Mesinger 2015; Ebina
& White 2024; Ravi et al. 2024). These tracers pro-
vide exciting avenues forward, especially given the fu-
ture DESI-IT upgrades, which plan to target LBGs and
LAEs (Schlegel et al. 2022).

Moving forward, it would be worthwhile to conduct
such an analysis in a larger simulation volume, as the
TNG300-1 Dark from the ILLUSTRISTNG Project has a
rather small box size of L = 205 hMpc~!. This makes
our results noisier than they would be in a larger box,
as the error bars on our measurements scale inversely
with volume (see Equation 15). An example of a more
suitable simulation suite is the newest MilleniumTNG
Project (Herndndez-Aguayo et al. 2023), which pushes
the ILLUSTRISTNG galaxy formation model to a vol-
ume that matches the original Millennium simulation
(Springel et al. 2005). Their largest run, MTNGT740,
spans a box size of L = 500 hMpc™!': this is nearly a
factor of 15 larger in volume than the ILLUSTRISTNG
box we have used in this work, meaning that the er-
ror bars on our bias parameter measurements would be
reduced by a factor of about four. Yet another possibil-
ity is the FLAMINGO suite of hydrodynamical sim-
ulations (Schaye et al. 2023), which has dark-matter
only counterparts for their boxes of size L =1 Gpc and
L = 2.8 Gpc; these would reduce our error bars by a fac-
tor of about 6 and 30, respectively. Such improvements
would be particularly valuable for better understanding
the noisiest bias parameters, byz and b%,.

An additional avenue for reducing noise and increas-
ing the accuracy of our bias parameter measurements
is to investigate the impact of minimizing higher-order
statistics of the stochasticity field, as in Schmittfull et al.
(2019). Currently, we minimize the field-level variance,
as Equation 11 shows, but it is possible to minimize,
for example, the skewness or kurtosis simultaneously. It
would be interesting to see the level of precision gained
from this additional step.

Finally, although we have only lightly touched on as-
sembly bias in this work, it is clear that it will be impor-
tant for future galaxy clustering analyses to incorporate
a dependence on secondary halo properties in their mod-
els of the galaxy—halo connection. This will be crucial
for conducting accurate cosmological parameter infer-
ence. As a result, it would be interesting for a subse-
quent study to further investigate the effect of removing
assembly bias on galaxy bias parameters, particularly
how these changes compare among different models of
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galaxy formation and different galaxy types. It is es-
pecially important to understand how and why these
changes occur, i.e., how exactly the halo mass func-
tion, halo occupation distribution function, and halo
bias are influenced by certain secondary properties; this
full study is beyond the scope of this work. A separate
but related topic is the degree of non-stochasticity, as
discussed in §5.3, which invites a full investigation into
the impact of assembly bias on the stochasticity of our
galaxy samples.

In sum, our findings show that quantifying the range
of bias relations for physically motivated models of
galaxy formation can provide tightened priors on bias
relations, presenting an exciting avenue forward for
HEFT-based cosmological constraint analyses, such as
the recent work of Hadzhiyska et al. (2021a); Chen et al.
(2024); Sailer et al. (2024); Nicola et al. (2024). The es-
timates provided here are particularly relevant for future
DESI galaxy clustering measurements for LRGs and
ELGs, as our galaxy selection and number density cuts
are intended to mimic those targets. The techniques
developed in this work will also be useful for maximiz-
ing information from other galaxy clustering data in the
coming years, such as LSST, SPHEREx, Euclid, Roman,
and beyond. Care should be taken to develop robust pri-
ors for such surveys tuned to the specific samples used
for cosmological analyses; each sample will have differ-
ent galaxy formation systematics, and each analysis will
have different systematic requirements. Although we are
not yet able to provide a true marginalization over all
plausible models of galaxy formation, the modest range
of bias relations that we find from a wide range of physi-
cally motivated galaxy formation models emphasizes the
following: a robust understanding of galaxy formation
can provide essential information that will significantly
strengthen cosmological constraints from future surveys.
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APPENDIX

A. SAMPLE SELECTION

As discussed in §3.2, we select the galaxy samples in
this study by making cuts in M, and sSFR to achieve a
certain target number density (low, medium, high) that
is identical for each model (UM, TNG). The results of
this sample selection are summarized in Table 3, where
the total number density of each sample is listed under
the M,-selected column. This galaxy sample is split
evenly between quenched and star-forming galaxies at
each redshift z, aside from z = 0, which is split such that

the number density of quenched galaxies is five times
as large as that of star-forming galaxies®. This split
in the M,-selected population is made by selecting a
threshold in sSFR, below which a galaxy is considered
quenched and above which a galaxy is considered star-
forming. The “Threshold” column of Table 3 lists the

minimum M, that we include in our samples, as well

8 Refer to §3.2 for an explanation of this choice.
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Number Density/(10™* [h~*Mpc]~®) Threshold L
z Log(M./Mg) Log(sSFR/(year™"))
Quenched Star-Forming M.-Selected TNG UM TNG UM
8.3 1.7 10 10.8 10.9 -11.7  -10.7
0 33 6.5 39 104 10.5 -11.3  -10.3
57 11 68 10.2 10.3 -10.2  -10.1
5.0 5.0 10 10.8 10.8 -11.7  -11.5
0.5 20 20 39 10.4  10.5 -11.5  -11.3
34 34 68 10.1 10.3 -104  -11.2
5.0 5.0 10 10.7  10.8 -10.9 -11.3
1 20 20 39 10.3 10.4 -10.2  -11.0
34 34 68 10.0 10.2 -9.60 -9.80
5 5 10 10.6 10.7 -10.3  -11.0
1.5 20 20 39 10.1 10.2 -9.40 -9.40
34 34 68 9.90 9.90 -9.30 -9.10

Table 3. The number density of each galaxy population (quenched, star-forming, M,-selected) at each redshift (z =
{0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}) used in this study, listed in increasing order. The stellar mass and specific star formation rate used to
split each sample is also included under the column labeled “Threshold”.

as the sSFR at which we distinguish between quenched
and star-forming galaxies.

It is noticeable that the M, cut is very similar between
the TNG and UM models, which agree to 0.1 dex. We
see more variation in the sSFR thresholds, of up to 1
dex. This variability in the sSFR threshold may be a
reflection of the limitations of our straightforward sam-
ple selection method, which does not attempt to model
galaxy colors or make cuts in color—-magnitude space.
However, our finding that the bias parameters are dis-
tinct between these two populations — something that
is reproduced in both models — suggests that this is
more likely due to a fundamental disagreement in what
UM and TNG consider to be quenched and star-forming
galaxies.

B. CONSISTENCY WITH LARGE-SCALE LINEAR
BIAS AND RUNNING WITH Kyax

It is important to assess two assumptions that the bias
estimator used in this work made: that we are perform-
ing unbiased estimates of bias parameters and that we
have limited our measurements to scales where we do not
observe strong running with the bias parameters. This
is an important assumption, as in hybrid EFT, a run-
ning of the biases with k.« can be a sign of a potential
breakdown of the bias expansion itself. This appendix
concerns itself with validating these two assumptions.

To validate that our estimator recovers “unbiased” es-
timates of the bias parameters in full generality would
require, for example, implementing separate-Universe

simulations from which we can explicitly measure the
LLIMD biases (as done in Lazeyras et al. (2016),
which would require additional hydrodynamic and Uni-
verseMachine simulations, beyond the scope of this
work.

We thus opt, instead, to assess consistency between
measurements of b; from the cross-correlation of the
galaxy field with the dark matter field

(9, (K)o (K'))

by = lim 2 ————2%
650 (350 (k)0 (K')) (B1)

which is equivalent to the separate-universe definition
of b;. This comparison is shown, for the medium den-
sity sample at z = 1 in Figure 10. This spectrum is
representative of all other densities and redshifts con-
sidered. The cross-spectrum ratio is plotted in bold
lines for quenched, star-forming, and M,-selected galax-
ies with a medium number density cut at z =1 in TNG
(orange) and UM (green). Our measured values of by as
a function of k.. are plotted as a dashed line, with the
theoretical error bars plotted as the filled region. The
gray shaded space to the right of each panel shows the
kmax = 0.2 hMpc ™! cut-off scale, beyond which includes
modes that we do not include in our model.

Our measured values match the linear expectation of
Equation B1 at large scales. Second, we find that our
measured values of linear bias b1 (kmax) only begin run-
ning with scale relative to their uncertainties for kpyax >
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Figure 10. Consistency check of the large-scale approxi-
mation of the linear bias b1 at z = 1, computed via a ratio
of the galaxy-matter cross-correlation power spectrum Py,
to the matter-matter power spectrum P,,,,. The approxi-
mation is plotted in solid lines for TNG (orange) and UM
(green) as a function of scale k, while our measured b1 (kmax)
is plotted as a dashed line with shaded regions that show its
theoretical error. The gray shaded region shows scales with
Emax > 0.2 hMpc~! | which are discarded from our fit of the
bias parameters.

0.2 hMpc™!. This check confirms that our estimates of
b1 are robust to at least kpax ~ 0.2 hMpC_l7 which is
in contrast with the cross-spectrum estimates of b; that
already deviate from a constant at k > 0.1 hMpc ™.

We also verify the lack of running up to kpax =
0.2 hMpc™? for all five bias parameters, as shown in Fig-
ure 11. Here, a medium number density cut is shown at
z = 1 for quenched (red), star-forming (blue), and M,-
selected (purple) galaxies in UM (solid lines) and TNG
(dashed lines). Our measured values of the bias param-
eters {b1, ba, by, byz, b3} are plotted as a function of
kmax, with the estimated uncertainties plotted as the
filled region. The gray shaded space to the right of each
panel shows the kmax = 0.2 hMpc™! cut-off scale, be-
yond which includes modes that we do not include in
our model. We do note that the UM quenched and star-
forming samples exhibit some large degree of running
at scales beyond our cut-off, unlike the TNG measure-
ments.

Like Figure 10, we see in Figure 11 that the bias
parameters only begin running with scale for kp.. >
0.2 hMpc ™!, showing that this cut-off scale is appro-
priate for measuring each of the bias parameters. This
acts as a validation check of our approach to describ-
ing the field-level distribution of galaxies using HEFT
to second order in the Lagrangian bias expansion. It
is also interesting to note that the larger scatter in the
linear bias by for star-forming galaxies, as discussed in
§4.2, is apparent in both Figures 10 and 11. This wider
scatter is reflected in our priors for the linear bias of
star-forming galaxies. As discussed in §5.4.2 and shown
in Figure 9, the standard deviation of by (z) is larger for
the star-forming galaxies than the other galaxy types,
at all redshifts we consider.

C. IMPACT OF GALAXY TYPE

Expanding upon the discussion in §4.2, we further
investigate the impact of galaxy type on the bias pa-
rameter measurements by comparing the quenched and
star-forming populations directly in Figure 12. We plot
the bias measurements for matched quenched and star-
forming samples at identical redshifts and number den-
sity cuts, in both UM (orange triangles) and TNG (gray
circles). A 1:1 dashed line is plotted for reference.

Aside from some outliers in b; and by for TNG, we see
that none of the bias parameters follow this 1:1 relation
between the two galaxy types. This supports our finding
in §4.1 that quenched and star-forming galaxies occupy
distinct parts of bias parameter space, with quenched
galaxies being more heavily biased for the LIMD pa-
rameters by, by, and b3. We find that the star-forming
galaxies are more biased in b,2, a trend that is more
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Figure 11. The bias parameter measurements by, ba,

bs2, by2, and bs at z = 1 as a function of kmax for TNG
(solid lines) and UM (dashed lines) for the quenched (red),
star-forming (blue), and M,-selected(purple) galaxy sam-
ples. Only the medium number density cut is shown. The
theoretical error of the bias parameters is depicted by the
shaded regions.

pronounced in TNG than in UM. As discussed in §4.2,
this is due to the higher value of b,> for star-forming
galaxies, and conversely lower value of bs2 for quenched
galaxies, that we find in TNG compared to UM. In con-
trast, we find that there is no correlation in by2: both
quenched and star-forming galaxies are centered around
by2 = 0, although it appears that there is more spread
in the star-forming galaxies. This increased scatter is
reflected in our priors; as listed in Table 1, the stan-
dard deviation o2, is largest for star-forming galaxies
in comparison to the other galaxy types.

Finally, similar to our findings in §4.2, we find that
the few outliers that follow the 1:1 relation in b; and bs
belong to the lowest number density sample. This is con-
sistent with the wider scatter in b7 and by that we see in
Figure 4. In Figure 11, however, we can determine that
these low number density samples are from TNG, rather
than UM. We thus find that TNG has a wider scatter in
its measurements, and the largest discrepancies can be
found in the highest-mass objects.

D. FULL PRIORS

In a more detailed version of Figure 8, we present our
priors on the bias parameter relations bs(by), bg2(b1),
byz2(b1) and bs(by) in Figure 13. The best-fit curve is
plotted as a solid line, and the shaded region depicts
the standard deviation around this mean. The priors are
identical to those shown in Figure 8, but for readabil-
ity, we have separated the quenched (red), star-forming
(blue), and M,-selected (purple) samples into different
columns. For full transparency, we also elect to show all
of the bias parameter measurements for which we make
the best-fit curve. These are represented by circle and
triangle markers for TNG and UM, respectively, and
span all redshifts (z = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}) and number
density cuts (high, medium, low). Both the original and
AB-removed measurements are also included in each fit,
for a total of 48 samples in each panel. This choice was
made so that our analysis could span as full a range of
galaxy formation physics as possible.

We also present in Figure 14 an alternative, more con-
servative set of priors to those in Figures 8, 9, and 13.
Instead of separating the samples by galaxy type, we
treat all of the galaxy samples together and present one
set of priors for all of the data, using the same method
detailed in §5.4. We include these 144 data samples in
the figure for comparison. The best-fit mean and lo
standard deviation are listed in each panel of Figure 14,
as well as in Table 4. We present the corresponding pri-
ors in By(z) in Figure 15 and Table 5. These priors may
be more suitable for those desiring a less restrictive set
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Figure 12. The bias parameter measurements of quenched galaxies in comparison to star-forming galaxies for samples at each

number density and redshift (2 = {0.0,0.5,1.0,1.5}) in TNG (orange circles) and UM (green triangles). The color intensity
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bi(b1) All Galaxies

bs = 0.36b7 — 0.02b; — 0.14
b2(b1) 2 1 1

opy, = 0.12

— 2

ba(by) Us* = —0-05b1 —0.02b1 +0.07

Ob o = 0.09
by (b1) by2 = 0.20b; — 1.21

Obgo = 1.43

— 3 _ 2 _

by(by) 02 = 0-1861 — 0.31b1 +0.06b; —0.02

op, = 0.04

Table 4. Conservative Gaussian priors on the bias pa-
rameter relations ba(b1), by2(b1), by2(b1), and bs(b1) for all
samples of galaxies together, including the quenched, star-
forming, and M.-selected population. Priors are defined by
a best-fit line at b;(b1) and the 1o standard deviation.

of bounds in a HEFT-based cosmological analysis than
the sample-specific priors presented in this work.
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parameterized as a fit to the mean Bi(z) = 11218 The
bias parameter measurements are plotted for each sample of
galaxies with and without AB in UM (triangles) and TNG
(circles). Priors are set for all of the samples of galaxies
together, including the quenched, star-forming, and the M-
selected population. The 1o standard deviation evolves lin-
early with redshift z and is plotted as a shaded band around
the best-fit polynomial, as labeled in each panel.
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Table 5. Conservative Gaussian priors on the linear bias
parameter b, parameterized via the best-fit mean to the
function B1(z) = iigigg; for all samples of galaxies together,
including the quenched, star-forming, and M.-selected popu-
lation. The 1o standard deviation evolves linearly as a func-

tion of redshift z.
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