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Testing local position invariance with odd multipoles of galaxy clustering statistics
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We investigate cosmological constraints on local position invariance (LPI), a key aspect of the Ein-
stein equivalence principle (EEP), through asymmetric galaxy clustering. The LPI asserts that the
outcomes of the non-gravitational experiments are identical regardless of location in spacetime and
has been tested through measurements of the gravitational redshift effect. Therefore, measuring the
gravitational redshift effect encoded in galaxy clustering provides a powerful and novel cosmological
probe of the LPI. Recent work by Saga et al. proposed its validation using the cross-correlation
function between distinct galaxy samples, but their analysis focused solely on the dipole moment.
In this paper, we extend their work by further analyzing a higher-order odd multipole moment,
the octupole moment, in the constraints on the LPI-violating parameter, «, expected from galaxy
surveys such as Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument, Euclid space telescope, Subaru Prime Fo-
cus Spectrograph, and Square Kilometre Array. We demonstrate that combining the octupole and
dipole moments significantly improves the constraints, particularly when the analysis is restricted
to larger scales, characterized by a large minimum separation smin. For a conservative setup with
Smin = 15Mpc/h, we find an average improvement of 11% compared to using the dipole moment
alone. Our results highlight the importance of higher-order multipoles in constraining «, providing

a more robust approach to testing the EEP on cosmological scales.

Introduction

The origin of the current accelerated expansion of the
Universe remains unknown, making it essential to test
gravity on cosmological scales. Galaxy surveys provide a
powerful tool for this purpose, with the two-point statis-
tics of galaxy distribution being widely employed. The
standard Doppler effect caused by galaxy peculiar ve-
locities, known as redshift-space distortion (RSD), intro-
duces an apparent anisotropy in the galaxy distribution
along the line of sight. This anisotropy, related to the
growth rate of structure formation f = dlnD, (a)/dlna,
where D (a) is the linear growth factor as a function of
the scale factor a, has been measured using even multi-
pole moments of the galaxy correlation functions, offering
a means to probe gravity [TH6].

Beyond the standard Doppler effect, weaker relativis-
tic effects can provide a new approach to testing gravity
on cosmological scales [{HIB]. These effects contribute
to asymmetric (odd) multipole moments in the cross-
correlations between different galaxy populations [16-
20]. Importantly, the odd multipole moments have been
proposed as probes of the weak equivalence principle, a
fundamental pillar of the Einstein equivalence principle
(EEP), by detecting potential differences in the motion
of baryons and dark matter on large scales where the Eu-
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ler equation governs the motion of matter [2IH23]. This
makes relativistic effects a more fundamental test of grav-
ity compared to conventional RSD measurements of f.

Among these relativistic effects, the gravitational red-
shift has been observed in galaxy clusters [24H26] and
in galaxy clustering on nonlinear scales (< 10 Mpc/h)
[27], but its detection on larger scales (> 20 Mpc/h) re-
mains elusive [27, 28]. On small scales, significant de-
viations from the linear theory have been reported in
the dipole moments of cross-correlations measured from
N-body simulations, where gravitational redshift domi-
nates [29H3T]. Refs. [32],33] developed an analytic model
incorporating nonlinear halo potentials, successfully re-
producing the results of Ref. [30] (see also Refs. [34] B5]
for predictions beyond linear perturbation theory). Us-
ing this model, Refs. [33] predict significant detections of
the dipole in ongoing and upcoming galaxy surveys, such
as the Subaru Prime Focus Spectrograph (PFS) [36], the
Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [37], the
Euclid space telescope [38], and the Square Kilometre
Array (SKA) [39] (see also Refs. [40] and [41] for the de-
tectability of the relativistic dipole for DESI and Euclid,
respectively). Ref. [42] further demonstrated that such
detections offer a cosmological test of local position in-
variance (LPI), another fundamental pillar of the EEP
stating that the physical laws are independent of the lo-
cation in spacetime where the experiment is performed,
with precision comparable to that of ground-based ex-
periments [43], [44].

In this Letter, we focus for the first time on the oc-
tupole moment of the cross-correlation function between
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two galaxy populations on small scales, induced by the
interplay between the nonlinear halo potential and stan-
dard Doppler contributions. Using Fisher analysis, we
assess its impact on constraining the LPI-violating pa-
rameter «, which quantifies deviations from the gravita-
tional redshift zg. induced by the potential difference
A¢ under EEP [45], zgrav = (1 + o)A¢. We further
show how combining the octupole with the dipole im-
proves constraints on «, accounting for the dependence
on the minimum separation between samples in the cross-
correlation®.

Throughout this paper, we assume a flat ACDM model
with fiducial cosmological parameters from the 7 year
WMAP results [47].

Asymmetric correlation function

We present the analytic model of the cross-correlation
function between two galaxy populations, derived in
Ref. [33]. The galaxy distribution in redshift surveys ap-
pears distorted not only by the standard Doppler effect
but also by various relativistic effects (e.g., [9HI1]). When
considering only dominant contributions at small scales,
the galaxy positions in redshift-space, s, are related to
those in real-space, x, by [32], B3]
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where the second term represents the standard Doppler
effect, and H and v are the Hubble parameter, and the
peculiar velocity of galaxy, respectively. The hat denotes
the unit vector. The third term represents the nonlinear
contributions within host halos with exy, given as [42]

L=~ <¢>halo + 20g> , (2)

where the first term is the gravitational redshift effect
caused by the nonlinear halo potential at the galaxy po-
sition, @nalo- The second term, vg, is the velocity disper-
sion, consisting of two contributions, vg = v% + vﬁalo,
with v2, the virial motion of galaxies within halos and
vi,, the coherent motion of halos on large scales. The
latter further contains contributions of the transverse
Doppler, light-cone, and surface brightness modulation
effects [29, 30, 48H50]. Following Refs. [32] [33] 42], we
model ¢palo and vgir using the Navarro-Frenk-White den-
sity profile, where they are obtained from the Poisson
equation and Jeans equation, respectively [51] [52]. The

velocity dispersion vﬁalo is calculated using the linear

1 Recently, Ref. [46] also investigated the benefit of utilizing the
octupole moment but on large scales induced by the wide-angle
effect as a probe of the magnification bias, evolution bias, and
cosmological models.

peak theory for Gaussian density fields [53]. Galaxies
are not always located at the centers of their host halos
but instead reside in shallower regions away from the cen-
ter of the gravitational potential. This causes not only
virialized motion of galaxies but also the suppression of
the gravitational redshift effect. By taking into account
this off-centering effect, both ¢na1, and vg are expressed
as functions of the halo mass M, redshift z, and the
off-centering parameter Rog, i.e., @nalo(M, 2, Rog) and
'Ué(M,Z,ROﬁ‘) [33, 42, 54, [55].

Given the mapping relation in Eq. |1} the galaxy den-
sity field in the redshift space, §(°)(s), is obtained as
§®)(s) = [d3k/(27m)%e™*25(5) (k) where the galaxy den-
sity field in Fourier space, 6 (k), is the sum of the stan-
dard contribution, §¢*9(k), and the additional contri-
bution from the gravitational redshift effect, 6(xt)(k),
given by [33]
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where 6y, (k) is the linear matter density field, and py
is the directional cosine between the wavevector and the
line-of-sight direction. The quantity b represents the lin-
ear galaxy bias.

To extract the asymmetric components from the
galaxy density field, we compute the cross-correlation
function between two galaxy populations X and Y,
Y (s1,82) = <5§(S)(31)5§,S)(32)> [19]. Taking into ac-
count the triangular geometry formed by the two galaxy
positions and the observer’s position, the correlation
function is characterized by three variables: the separa-
tion s = |82 —s1|, the directional cosine between the sepa-
ration vector and the line-of-sight vector, us = §- d, and
the mid-point line-of-sight distance? d = |(s1 + s2)/2],
ie., £XY (81, 82) = XY (s, ps, d). We separate the depen-
dence on the line-of-sight distance from the correlation
function by expanding in powers of (s/d):
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where the n = 0 term corresponds to the expression un-
der the plane-parallel approximation. We are interested
in the asymmetric components of the correlation func-

tion, denoted as ig,{m It is expressed in terms of odd
powers of fis:

2 Following Ref. [42], we adopt this definition for our line-of-sight
definition. However, there are other definitions, such as the bisec-
tor or the endpoint vector (see Refs. [56H59] for the investigation
of the choice of different line-of-sight definitions).
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where AENL = €NL,X — €NL,Y, Ab = bX — bY7 and ﬁg(,us)
represent the Legendre polynomials of order £. The func-
tion Eﬁm)(s) is defined as
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where j;(ks) and Pp(k) are the spherical Bessel func-
tion of order ¢ and linear matter power spectrum, re-
spectively. In Eq. [f] we included the contributions up
to n = 1, where the terms proportional to (s/d) repre-
sent the leading-order wide-angle correction, while the
remaining terms are derived under the plane-parallel ap-
proximation. To characterize the anisotropies, we use the
multipole expansion of the correlation function,
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Substituting Eq. [6] into Eq. [B] the odd multipole mo-
ments are straightforwardly obtained (see Appendix C
of Ref. [33] for their explicit expressions). While the
octupole (¢ = 3) is induced by the interplay between
the Doppler and gravitational redshift effects as well as
the wide-angle correction of the Doppler effect, the tri-
akontadipole (¢ = 5) is induced solely by the former.
Throughout this paper, we investigate the impact of the
octupole, the next-leading odd multipole, on the con-
straints on the LPI violation parameter a. The triakon-
tadipole contribution turns out to be negligible, and we
do not consider it here.

Before proceeding to the analysis, let us look at be-
haviors of the asymmetric galaxy clustering on small
scales. The left two panels of Fig.[l|show the asymmetric
components of the full two-dimensional correlation func-
tion obtained from the gravitational redshift and stan-
dard Doppler contributions, and the right panel shows
its dipole and octupole moments. The gravitational red-
shift and standard Doppler effects are computed from the
terms proportional to Aeyy, and Ab in Eq.[6] respectively.
The results exhibit distinct anisotropic features that can-
not be explained by the dipole anisotropy alone. Such
features manifest prominently in the octupole moment,
as shown in the right panel. The standard Doppler ef-
fect exhibits positive odd multipoles. On the other hand,
the dipole and octupole moments induced by the gravita-
tional redshift show negative and positive amplitudes, re-
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spectively. This indicates that there is no sign flip in the
octupole, unlike the dipole discussed in Refs. [30} 32 33].
Forecast formalism

Here, we present the Fisher matrix formalism [60] 61].
We consider five free parameters that characterize the
asymmetric components [42]: 6 = (a, Rog x/v,bx/v),
where Rog and b are nuisance parameters to be marginal-
ized over. We set the fiducial value of a to zero. We fix
the fiducial value of Rog to Rog = 0.27;, and incorporate
the expected errors op_,, = 0.01ryi, as a Gaussian prior,
where 7y, is the virial radius of halos [42] [54] 55]. The
fiducial values of b are determined based on the galaxy
survey samples (see the next section), while the expected
errors, oy, calculated from another Fisher matrix using
the even multipole moments of the galaxy clustering at
large scales, are incorporated as Gaussian priors (see Ap-
pendix C of Ref. [42] for the detailed calculation). Note
that the linear growth rate f is fixed by the WMAP cos-
mology.

Given the model for the odd multipoles with the free
parameters, the Fisher matrix is computed as:

Smax N

afi(y(slazn) - 8§XY(S2azn>
Z Z 90; [C 1]ab L 39j )
(9)

where spin and Spax are the minimum and maximum
separations, respectively, and N is the number of mul-
tipole moments included in the analysis: N = 1 when
we use a single multipole moment and N = 2 when we
use both the dipole and octupole moments. The data
vector of multipole moments ¢XY (s1, 2,,) and the full co-
variance matrix Cq, in Eq. [J] are respectively given as
XY (s1, 2) = {5 (s1,2), & (51, 20)} and

Foi;=

$1,2=8min a,b

CoviY Coviy”
Cab(51, 82, 2n) = 84 ¥ (10)
Covy; Covag
The covariance matrix, Coviu (s1,52,2), defined

as COV?@’Y(SMSQVZ) = < ?Y(Sl7z)§g§Y(527Z)> -
< ?Y(sl,z» <§§§Y(52,z)>, is analytically derived by
assuming the plane-parallel approximation and Gaus-
sianity of the observed density field (see Refs. [33] [62]
for the derivation):
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FIG. 1: Left panels: two-dimensional cross-correlation function between different populations (bx, by) = (2.43,1.2) at z = 0.75
as a function of separations perpendicular and parallel to the line-of-sight, (si,s)) = (sy/1 — pu2,sps), in redshift space,
s2eXY (s1,5). The left and right contours show the additional gravitational redshift and standard Doppler contributions,
respectively. Right panel: dipole (dashed) and octupole (solid) obtained from the gravitational redshift (blue) and standard

Doppler (red) effects.
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where V, nx,y and L, are the survey volume, mean
galaxy number density and side-length of square pixels,
respectively. The coefficient Gﬁ?f ! is expressed in terms
of the Wigner 3-j symbols as:
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The function PXY is the Fourier counterpart of the cor-
relation function multipole under the plane-parallel ap-
proximation,

5.0 = () [

It is worth noting that the plane-parallel approximation
remains valid for the covariance matrix on the scales be-
low 190Mpc/h [63].

For the nth redshift bin in galaxy surveys, the one-
dimensional error on the LPI violation parameter o
is obtained from the inverse Fisher matrix as op0 =

k2 dk
272

PrY(k, 2)je(ks) . (13)

(F{ 1)aa after the nuisance parameters are marginal-
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ized over. When combining all the redshift bins, the ex-
pected one-dimensional error on « for a given survey is

given by oo = 1/4/3, ona [42].

Setup

To quantify the constraining power of the odd mul-
tipole moments on the LPI violation parameter «, we
consider the cross-correlations targeting ongoing and up-
coming galaxy surveys, assuming maximal overlap of
their survey regions. Following Ref. [42], the surveys
considered include the DESI, targeting Bright Galax-
ies (BGS), Luminous Red Galaxies (LRGs), and Emis-
sion Line Galaxies (ELGs) [37]; Euclid, targeting Ha
emitters [38]; the Subaru PFS, targeting [OIl]-emitting
ELGs [30]; and the SKA, targeting HI galaxies in two
planned phases, SKA1 and SKA2 [39]. The number den-
sity and bias parameters for cross-correlations between
different survey samples in different redshift bins are es-
timated by using the redshift slice of the sample with the
larger bias as the reference, following the methodology
described in Ref. [33] (see their Appendix E). The survey
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FIG. 2: Octupole moments along with their 1o errors ex-
pected from DESI-BGS x SKA2 at z = 0.25 (upper panel)
and DESI-LRG x DESI-ELG at z = 0.75 (lower panel). The
black lines represent the fiducial signal, while the blue and
red lines correspond to @ = £0.5 and o = £0.1, respectively.
The gray and magenta shaded regions indicate the variation
of the signal when varying Ros and b within the expected 1o
errors: op . /Tvir = 0.01, (oPFSIBES G5KAZY — (0.05,0.02),
and (oPESFLRG GDESI-ELGY — (0,04, 0.02) [42].

volume of the overlapped regions is computed through
V = (4n/3) fay{r3(z + Az) — r3(z — Az)}, where fuy
is the fractional sky coverage, r(z) is the comoving dis-
tance at redshift z, and Az is the redshift width of the
smaller survey. In this work, we adopt the halo model
framework, where each galaxy is assumed to reside in a
dark matter halo. To estimate the nonlinear halo poten-
tial ¢palo and the galaxy velocity dispersion v2, we take
the average over the mass range [Myn, 0], denoted by
tilde as:

flioMmin f(M7 2, Roﬂ') dldﬁdlnM

oo dn
flanin dinnz AnM

fN(Mminy Z, Roff) =
(14)

where f = {@naw, vz}, dn/dInM represents the Sheth
and Tormen mass function [64], and My, denotes the
minimum halo mass estimated from the galaxy bias [33].

In the following, we set the side-length of square pixels
L, and the maximum separation smax to L, = 2Mpc/h
and Smax = 30Mpc/h, respectively. The value of spax
corresponds to the scale where the gravitational red-
shift effect starts to dominate the signal. We set the
minimum separation, Smin, t0 Smin > 5Mpc/h to ne-
glect the baryonic effects at small scales. Nonlinear-
ity and non-Gaussian contributions could affect the con-
straints on « when setting smin = 5Mpc/h as done in
Ref. [42]. Therefore, in our Fisher analysis, we also adopt
Smin = 15Mpc/h as a more conservative choice.

FIG. 3: 1o errors on the LPI violating parameter « obtained
from the odd multipoles at z = 0.5 as a function of bx and
by. The regions with bx > by and by > bx correspond to the
results obtained from the dipole and octupole, respectively.
No constraint is obtained when bx = by. The Gaussian priors
OR; and op are fixed to oRr y /Tvie = 0p/b = 0.01. fay, Az,
and Smin are fixed to foy = 1, Az = 0.1, and Smin = 5Mpc/h,
respectively.

Results

We present the forecasted constraints on the LPI-
violating parameter «, expected from the octupole alone
and its combination with the dipole. First, we demon-
strate the constraining power of the octupole moment
on «, using the cross-correlation between different sur-
vey samples in a single redshift slice. Fig. [2| shows
the octupole and its sensitivity to the parameters «,
Rog, and b, as well as the expected lo errors com-
puted from Eq. The upper and lower panels present
the results for DESI-BGS x SKA2 at z = 0.25 and
DESI-LRG x DESI-ELG at z = 0.75, respectively. In-
terestingly, we find that the octupole can constrain the
LPI violation to a < 0.5 for these ongoing and upcoming
surveys when small-scale information (below 10Mpc/h)
is utilized, assuming the other parameters are fixed. Be-
tween the two analyses, DESI-BGS x SKA2 provides
tighter constraints than DESI-LRG x DESI-ELG because
the BGS and SKA2 target galaxies with higher number
densities, reducing the shot noise.

To see the sample dependence of the constraints in
more detail, we show the one-dimensional marginalized
errors on « at z = 0.5 as a function of two different
bias parameters in Fig. The results expected from
the dipole and octupole are shown in the regions with
bx > by and bx < by, respectively. We cannot constrain
« if bx = by where the odd multipoles vanish. Here, the
halo mass and the number density are estimated from the
bias and redshift assuming the Sheth and Tormen mass



function [64]. Tighter constraints on « are obtained when
cross-correlating samples with high and low biases, i.e.,
larger Ab (= bx — by), for both odd multipole cases. No-
tably, the octupole moment alone can constrain the LPI
violation to o, < 0.5 in this setup. This reflects the fact
that the amplitude of the odd multipoles is determined
by the potential difference (A¢nalo = Phalo,Xx —Phalo,y ), OF
equivalently the bias difference Ab via the mass function,
as shown in Eq.[6] On the other hand, cross-correlating
samples with large biases results in weaker constraints
due to their lower number densities, which increase the
shot noise contribution. Although cross-correlations be-
tween samples with lower biases produce weaker signals,
the constraints become tighter because of their smaller
shot noise. Furthermore, the constraints from the oc-
tupole of cross-correlations between low bias samples be-
come comparable to those from the dipole, increasing the
benefit of combining them. It is because the dipole and
octupole have different bias dependencies. The dipole in-
cludes a term that originates solely from the real-space
contribution, proportional to bxby, while such a term is
absent in the octupole. We set sy, = 5Mpc/h here, but
the choice of s;, does not affect the trend of the bias de-
pendence, although the overall constraints on « change.

Finally, we show the benefit of utilizing the octupole to
constrain « from ongoing and upcoming galaxy surveys,
such as DESI, Subaru PFS, Euclid, and SKA1/2. The
top panels of Fig. [f] show the one-dimensional marginal-
ized errors obtained from the dipole alone and its combi-
nation with the octupole, considering all the redshift con-
tributions in the overlapping regions between the galaxy
surveys. The bottom panels show the ratio of these re-
sults. The left and right panels show the results adopting
Smin = DMpc/h and 15Mpc/h, respectively. First, the re-
sults obtained from the dipole alone with Sy, = 5Mpc/h
are consistent with those in Ref. [42]. The tightest con-
straints are expected from the DESI-LRG and SKA2 due
to the large Ab, as well as the high number density in
SKA2, for both spin = 5Mpc/h and 15Mpc/h. When all
the constraints shown in Fig. [4] are combined, we obtain
the constraints on a using both the dipole and octupole
as follows: o, & 0.028 for sp;, = 5Mpc/h and o, & 0.14
for smin = 15Mpc/h. Next, looking at the ratio, we find
that combining the dipole with the octupole improves
the constraints on «, with the benefit being pronounced
when $min = 15Mpc/h for all the measurements consid-
ered in this analysis. The low-redshift surveys, namely
DESI-BGS and SKA1/2, particularly benefit from the oc-
tupole, via the cross-correlation between relatively low-
bias samples, as discussed above. Remarkably, we obtain
an average improvement of 6% for sy, = 5Mpc/h and
11% for smin = 15Mpc/h. These improvements empha-
size the critical role of the octupole in constraining «.. Al-
though the constraints on « for sy,in = 5Mpe/h is tighter
than those for spmin = 15Mpc/h, the latter is more con-
servative setup for our theoretical model neglecting the
nonlinearity and non-Gaussian contributions for the den-
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FIG. 4: Top panels: 1o errors on the LPI violating pa-

rameter « obtained from the dipole alone and its combina-
tion with the octupole, expected from the cross-correlations
in the ongoing and upcoming surveys. The left and right
panels show the results obtained from smin = 5Mpc/h and
15Mpc/h, respectively. Bottom panels: ratio of their con-
straints, gdipeletoctupole jdipole "o regults of DESI-LRG x
PFS are shifted horizontally for visibility.

sity field.

Conclusions

Ongoing and upcoming galaxy survey data with high
precision provide us a unique test of the equivalence prin-
cipl on cosmological scales through the gravitational red-
shift effect encoded in the galaxy clustering. In this pa-
per, focusing on galaxy clustering at small scales, we have
explored the constraining power of the next leading odd
multipole moment, the octupole, induced by the inter-
play between the Doppler and gravitational redshift ef-
fects for constraining the LPI violation parameter «.

Based on the Fisher analysis using the theoretical mod-
els of the cross-correlation function between two differ-
ent samples, we have shown that not only the use of
the octupole alone is useful to constrain « but also its
combination with the dipole further improves constraints
for ongoing and upcoming surveys. The improvements
are particularly significant for cross-correlation between
samples with low biases. Although the constraints on
« become tighter with the inclusion of small-scale infor-
mation (i.e., small $yi,), our analysis has demonstrated



that the benefit of the octupole increases when restrict-
ing the analysis to larger scales, where our theoretical
model based on linear theory is conservatively applied.
For $min = 15Mpc/h, ongoing and upcoming surveys are
expected to yield an improvement of 11% on average.
Our results indicate the significance of higher-order mul-
tipoles for testing the LPI on cosmological scales.

Finally, we comment on the precision of the octupole
used in our analysis. While the theoretical model for
the dipole has been well confirmed with simulation-based
measurements [33], a verification of octupole prediction
requires a more proper setup of simulation. In our fu-
ture work, we plan to incorporate high-precision mea-
surements based on N-body simulations to further inves-
tigate the validity of the theoretical model.
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