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The galaxy bias parameters are crucial for modeling the large-scale structure in cosmology, yet
uncertainties in these parameters often degrade the precision of cosmological constraints. In this
work, we investigate how different Halo Occupation Distribution (HOD) models impact the priors of
the galaxy bias parameters, particularly focusing on quadratic bias parameters. We generate galaxy
mock catalogs using various HOD models, including a standard model and one incorporating halo
concentration dependence to account for assembly bias, and measure the galaxy bias parameters
with high precision using the quadratic field method. We show that the inclusion of assembly bias
associated to halo concentration could significantly impact the distributions of quadratic galaxy bias
parameters, especially b2. Our findings suggest that accounting for assembly bias or other galaxy-
halo connection models is important for obtaining accurate priors on the galaxy bias parameters,
thereby improving the robustness of cosmological analyses with galaxy clustering.

I. INTRODUCTION

The three-dimensional galaxy clustering provides a wealth of cosmological information, such as the initial conditions
of the universe, the nature of dark energy, and the properties of dark matter. In fact, the galaxy clustering has been
used to constrain the cosmological parameters with BOSS and eBOSS surveys [1–10]. Given the success of these
surveys, several projects are currently underway or planned, including the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument
(DESI) [11–13], the Euclid mission [14], the Prime Focus Spectrograph (PFS) [15], and the Nancy Grace Roman
Space Telescope [16]. By analyzing the clustering of galaxies with unprecedented precision provided by these surveys,
we will be able to obtain stringent constraints on the cosmological parameters, giving a deeper insight into the nature
of the universe.

However, the observed clustering pattern of galaxies is affected by both the cosmological and astrophysical effects.
To account for the latter effect while getting the unbiased information on cosmology, usually we introduce a number
of nuisance parameters, including the galaxy bias parameters, which are the key ingredients in the analysis of the
large-scale structure (LSS) data with the perturbative method [17–23]. While the bias expansion is universal in the
sense that it can be applied to any tracer of the LSS and is valid on large scales regardless of the details of the galaxy
formation (i.e., UV physics), their specific values depend on the tracer of LSS.

Because we do not have a first-principle model for the galaxy formation, in practice, we have to put wide priors on
the galaxy bias parameters in the analysis of the LSS data, which leads to the degradation of the constraining power
of the cosmological parameters due to the degeneracies between the galaxy bias parameters and the cosmological
parameters. Furthermore, wide priors on the galaxy bias parameters could also lead to the biased estimation of the
cosmological parameters, known as the prior volume effect [24–28]. Hence, it would be helpful to have a tight prior
on the galaxy bias parameters to get unbiased and improved constrains on the cosmological parameters.

Recently several works employed the Halo Occupation Distribution (HOD) model as the galaxy-halo connection
to get the prior on the galaxy bias parameters [29–32]. The HOD is a phenomenological model that describes the
probability that a halo of a given mass contains a certain number of galaxies [33–36]. Since populating galaxies onto
halos based on the HOD is computationally much cheaper than the galaxy-formation simulation, we can generate a
large number of galaxy mock catalogs with different HOD parameters, which can be used to measure the galaxy bias
parameters. Combined with the conservative prior on the HOD parameters, we could obtain informative priors on
the galaxy bias parameters, which can be used to improve the constraining power of the cosmological parameters and
resolve the issues associated with the prior. On the other hand, this implies that the obtained prior on the galaxy
bias parameters depends on the choice of the HOD model, the range of the HOD parameters, the method to measure
the galaxy bias parameters. Therefore, it is important to understand the impact of these choices on the prior on the
galaxy bias parameters.
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In this paper, we aim to investigate the impact of the HOD model on the prior on the galaxy bias parameters. While
the previous studies used the ABACUSHOD code [37], we consider yet another HOD model in populating galaxies onto
halos in addition to the standard one. In particular, we consider the HOD model that depends on halo concentration
[38], motivated by the fact that the halo bias depends not only on the halo mass but also on halo concentration,
known as the assembly bais [39–42]. In order to measure the galaxy bias parameters accurately and quickly, we make
use of the quadratic field method [43–46], which is based on the Eulerian field-level comparison.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II provides a description of the HOD model used in our study and
the method we use to measure bias parameter precisely. We show and discuss the results in Section III. Finally,
Section IV concludes the paper and outlines potential directions for future research. In Appendix A, we compare our
measurement of the halo bias parameters with the literature.

II. METHOD

In this section, we describe the HOD models we use in this study in the first half and the method to measure the
galaxy bias parameters from the galaxy mock catalogs in the latter half.

A. Galaxy mock from HOD

In general, it is still a challenging task to create a realistic galaxy mock, since the galaxy-formation simulation is
computationally expensive while the gravity-only N -body simulation is cheaper. The common tactic to make galaxy
catalogs is to populate galaxies onto halos generated from gravity-only simulations, following a phenomenological
halo-galaxy connection model. The halo occupation distribution (HOD) is a popular empirical approach to popu-
lating galaxies onto dark-matter halos. Instead of modeling galaxy formation from the first principles, it provides a
probabilistic framework for the halo-galaxy connection. The standard HOD model divides galaxies into central and
satellite galaxies and specifies the mean number of each type of galaxies as a function of only host halo mass (M):

⟨Nc⟩(M) =
1

2

[
1 + erf

(
log10 M − log10 Mmin

σlog10 M

)]
, (1)

⟨Ns⟩(M) = ⟨Nc⟩(M)

(
M − κMmin

M1

)α

, (2)

where erf(x) is the error function, Mmin and σlog10 M determine the typical minimum mass cut and the softness of this
cut, and κ, M1 and α determine the profile of the mean number of satellite galaxies. With these mean values, galaxies
are assigned following a Bernoulli distribution for centrals and a Poisson distribution for satellites. We populate
satellite galaxies into halos that already host a central galaxy. In order to take into account for model variations of
HOD, we consider three different HOD models as follows:

• Simplified HOD: Galaxies are populated only according to the Bernoulli distribution with the mean (1) for both
host and sub halos identified by Rockstar [47]. In this case, we only have the two parameters; Mmin and σlog10 M

(see [48] for details).

• Standard HOD: Galaxies are populated only for host halos as described above.

• Standard HOD with concentration: This is based on the standard HOD procedure, but we add a dependence on
halo concentration as follows, inspired by [38]: We first divide halos into 100 mass bin in logarithmic scale from
M = 1012M⊙/h to M = 1016M⊙/h. Then we create a ranked list of all halos ordered in descending order based
on their concentration. Central galaxies are subsequently assigned to halos starting from the top of this list
(i.e., the highest-concentration halos) in proportion to the number fraction specified by the central HOD, (1).
Satellite galaxies are assigned to halos in the same way as the standard. This method maintains the average
HOD as a function of halo mass but modifies the clustering properties of galaxies by preferentially selecting host
halos with higher concentrations.

We populate galaxies with Rockstar halos identified in eight independent realizations of the N -body simulation
of each 1.5 Gpc/h length and with 15363 particles, employed in [46]. For each type of the HOD models we produce
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44,550 mock catalogs of galaxies, varying the HOD parameters in the following ranges:

log10 Mmin ∈[12.4, 14.2] , (3)

σlog10 M ∈[0.1, 1.0] , (4)

κ ∈[0.1, 1.0] , (5)

log10 M1 ∈[13.0, 15.0] , (6)

α ∈[0.0, 1.6] . (7)

The HOD galaxy mocks with difference HOD parameter sets are generated at z = 0.38, 0.51 and 0.61, corresponding
to LOWZ, CMASS1 and CMASS2, respectively.

B. Precise measurement of the bias parameters

Here we explain the method to precisely measure the galaxy bias parameters from the simulations. Up to the
quadratic order, the galaxy (or halo) density fields can be written as

δg(x) =b1(δ(x) + δ(2)(x)) +
b2
2
(δ2(x)− σ2) + bG2

G2(x) (8)

=b1(δ(x) + δ(2)(x)) +
b̃2
2
(δ2(x)− σ2) + bK2K2(x), (9)

where δ(2) is the second-order density field and K2 and G2 are tidal bias operators in the different basis:

G2(x) =

(
∂i∂j
∂2

δ(x)

)2

− δ2(x), (10)

K2(x) = K2
ij(x), with Kij(x) =

(
∂i∂j
∂2

− 1

3
δij

)
δ(x). (11)

Note that the value of b2 depends on the basis for the tidal operators and we distinguish them by the tilde, i.e.,
b2 = b̃2 +

4
3bG2 and bK2 = bG2 . The second-order density can be expressed in terms of the quadratic bias operators

and the displacement field Ψi = −(∂i/∂
2)δ:

δ(2)(x) =δ2(x) +
2

7
G2(x)−Ψ(x) · ∇δ(x) (12)

=
17

21
δ2(x) +

2

7
K2(x)−Ψ(x) · ∇δ(x). (13)

The common strategy to measure the quadratic bias parameters is to compare the theoretical template of the
bispectrum with its measurements [49]. However, this method greatly suffers from sample variance. In particular,
the tree-level bispectrum is valid only on large scales where the sample variance is severe. In this paper, we instead
take full advantage of the simulations, where we know the realization of the initial conditions, whose uncertainty in
reality introduces the sample variance. To do so, we take the cross-correlation between the galaxy density field with
the bias operators constructed from the initial conditions;

⟨δgOj⟩ =
∑
i

bi⟨OiOj⟩, (14)

where Oi = {δ, δ2/2,G2,−Ψ · ∇δ} or {δ, δ2/2,K2,−Ψ · ∇δ} and bi = {b1, b2, bG2
, 1} or {b1, b̃2, bK2 , 1}, respectively.

The point is that we can directly measure all the correlators appeared on both sides in Eq.(14) from the simulations
and its initial conditions so that the sample variance are almost canceled out. Specifically, we consider the following
likelihood,

χ2 =
∑
i

kmax∑
k

|⟨δgOi⟩(k)−
∑

j bj⟨OjOi⟩(k)|2
σ2(⟨δgOi⟩)(k))

(15)
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to measure bias parameters by running MCMC. We set kmax = 0.03 h/Mpc for Oi = δ and kmax = 0.08 h/Mpc for
other quadratic fields. This method was first proposed in Ref. [43] and subsequently used to measure the cubic halo
bias parameters in Refs. [44, 45] and the quadratic shape bias in Ref. [46].

We also filter out the high-k modes of the initial conditions when constructing the relevant bias operators to obtain
the “renormalized bias”, which is defined as the low-k limit of polyspectra [17, 22]. We apply the Gaussian smoothing
exp

(
−k2R2/2

)
with R = 20 Mpc/h, following Refs. [45, 46]. We confirm that R = 15Mpc/h gives consistent results,

so our results are stable against different choice of the smoothing scale, as long as it is sufficiently large. We also
compare the measurement of the halo bias parameters with this method to the results in the literature, finding a great
agreement, which is summarized in App. A.

III. RESULT

In this section, we show the measurements of galaxy bias parameters from the HOD mocks and discuss its impli-
cations.

A. Relation between the halo bias and the galaxy bias

Before showing the measurements, here we discuss the basic properties of the quadratic bias parameter of HOD-
galaxies to get insight on the quadratic galaxy bias parameters.

Given the halo mass function, dn/dM , the local number density of halos with mass M is written as

nh(x;M) =
dn

dM
[1 + δh(x)] . (16)

Similarly, the local number density of galaxies can be expressed as

ng(x) = n̄g [1 + δg(x)] , (17)

where n̄g is the mean number density of galaxies, which is related to the halo mass function via the total HOD number
⟨Ng⟩ = ⟨Nc⟩+ ⟨Ns⟩ as

n̄g =

∫
dM

dn

dM
⟨Ng⟩. (18)

Here we focus on the standard HOD. Neglecting the spatial dependence of the HOD, this relation holds for the local
number density as well,

ng(x) =

∫
dM

dn

dM
[1 + δh(x)]⟨Ng⟩

= n̄g

[
1 +

1

n̄g

∫
dM

dn

dM
δh(x)⟨Ng⟩

]
(19)

Combining the bias expansion, this give rise to the following relation between halo bias and galaxy bias:

bgi =
1

n̄g

∫
dM

dn

dM
⟨Ng⟩bhi (M). (20)

This means that the bias parameters of galaxies are obtained on weighted average over the halo bias parameters. In
other words, the galaxy bias parameters are given by the expectation over the probability ∝ ⟨Ng⟩dn/dM . This gives
a basic understanding of the relation between the halo bias and the galaxy bias, which is useful to interpret the results
of the galaxy bias parameters.

B. The dependence of the quadratic galaxy bias on the HOD parameters

Here we focus on the standard HOD prescription where the HOD probability depends only on the halo mass. Fig. 1
presents how the galaxy bias parameters vary, depending on each HOD parameter one by one. The fiducial set of
the HOD parameters is log10 Mmin = 13.0, σlog10 M = 0.5, κ = 1.0, log10 M1 = 13.6, and α = 1.0, which is indicated
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FIG. 1. The two-dimensional distribution of galaxy bias parameters, bg1, b
g
2 and bgG2

at several redshifts. The fiducial set of
the HOD parameters is indicated by the star symbol. Each different color corresponds to each different HOD parameter.

by the star symbol in Fig. 1 and consistent with both the CMASS and LOWZ galaxies [8, 50]. Each colored line
corresponds to the variations caused by the selected HOD parameter with other parameters fixed to their fiducial
values. In all cases, the small (large) values of the HOD parameters result in small (large) bg1, because all the HOD
parameters tend to upweight more massive halos as they take on larger values.

We start by examining the dependence of galaxy bias parameters on log10 Mmin, which is shown by the blue line in
Fig. 1. It is evident that this parameter induces the largest variations in both bg1-bg2 and bg1-bgG2 , with the HOD
parameter range Eq. (3). This is expected since this parameter controls the halo mass at which galaxies begin to
reside in the HOD modeling. The σlog10 M parameter, which controls the softness of the minimum halo mass cut and
is shown by the orange line, has a smaller impact on the galaxy bias parameters, since it does not change the typical
halo mass at which galaxies reside, but only the sharpness of the transition.

The second most important parameter is log10 M1, shown by the red line, which determines the overall expected
number of satellite galaxies. The important observation here is that the slope of the bg1-b

g
2 relation by log10 M1 is

different from that by log10 Mmin, while the slopes of the bg1-b
g
G2

are similar. This can be attributed to the fact

that satellite galaxies are more sensitive to massive halos than central galaxies, and the bh1-b
h
2 relation is different

from the bh1-b
h
G2

relation. In fact, when bh1 is large, the change in bh2 is also significant, while bhG2
remains an almost

linear relationship with bh1 . As a result, when b1 is large, the variation in the number of HOD galaxies induces a
non-linear change in b2. We can interpret the response of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters to α in a similar way.
The α parameter also controls the number of satellite galaxies by changing the slope of the satellite galaxy number
as a function of the halo mass. While larger log10 M1 means less satellite galaxies, larger α means more satellite
galaxies, leading to the different trend in the bg1-b

g
2 relation. The κ parameter, which also controls the number of

satellite galaxies by changing the minimum halo mass cut for satellite galaxies, has little impact on the galaxy bias
parameters. This is because this parameter has little impact on the number of satellite galaxies, as long as M1 is
larger than Mmin, and thus the number of satellite galaxies is determined by M1 and α.

In summary, sensitivity of the HOD parameters to the galaxy bias parameters depends both on the HOD parameter
itself and the galaxy bias parameter we are interested in, as expected. In particular, we find that log10 Mmin, σlog10 M ,
M1, and α can introduce larger variations compared to κ, and bg1-b

g
2 relation is more sensitive to the HOD parameters

than bg1-b
g
G2

relation.

C. The dependence of the quadratic galaxy bias on redshift

Next we discuss the redshift dependence of the galaxy bias parameters. In Fig. 2, we show the two-dimensional
marginal distributions of quadratic galaxy bias parameters at z = 0.38, 0.51, and 0.61, integrating out all the HOD
parameters we vary,

P(θbias) =

∫
dθHOD P(θbias|θHOD)U(θHOD). (21)
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FIG. 2. The marginal distribution of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters at different redshifts.

In principle, changing redshift can affect the both the halo mass function and the halo bias, though it is known
that there are the universal relations between bh1 , b

h
2 and bhG2

over different redshift and halo mass ranges [51] (see
also App. A). Thus different redshifts just result in the different halo mass functions, which can be absorbed into
changing the HOD parameters. As a result, the distributions of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters are almost the
same among different redshifts covered in BOSS survey, shown in Fig. 2. Hence, we can conclude that the redshift
dependence of the galaxy bias parameters is negligible in the BOSS survey range, as long as the HOD parameters are
sampled in the sufficiently large range.

D. The dependence of the quadratic galaxy bias on range of the HOD parameters

Here we investigate the impact of the range of the HOD parameters on the distributions of the galaxy bias param-
eters. In the previous sections, we have shown the distributions of the galaxy bias parameters by varying the HOD
parameters in the range Eqs. (3)-(7). In this section, we consider the more restrictive range of the HOD parameters,
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FIG. 3. The marginal distribution of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters from the different ranges of the HOD parameters.
The red and blue distributions correspond to our fiducial choice (Eqs. (3)-(7)) and restrictive choice (Eqs. (22)-(26)) of the
HOD parameters, respectively.

which is given by

log10 Mmin ∈[12.4, 14.2] , (22)

σlog10 M ∈[0.1, 1.0] , (23)

κ ∈[0.1, 1.0] , (24)

log10 M1 ∈[13.2, 14.4] , (25)

α ∈[0.8, 1.6] . (26)

We restrict the range of log10 M1 and α, which are responsible for the number of satellite galaxies, while we keep the
same ranges for log10 Mmin and σlog10 M , which are responsible for the number of host galaxies, Note that since κ has
little impact on the galaxy bias parameters, as we have seen in Sec III B, we keep the same range for κ.
The result is shown in Fig. 3. As expected, the restrictive range of the HOD parameters leads to the more

restrictive distributions of the galaxy bias parameters. However, it is worth noting that the marginal distribution of
bg1-b

g
G2

remains the almost same, while that of bg1-b
g
2 is more sensitive to the range of the HOD parameters. This can

be understood from the fact that the bh1-b
h
2 relation is quite nonlinear at larger bh1 , as we have discussed in Sec. III B.
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FIG. 4. The marginal distribution of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters from different HOD models. The grey, red, and blue
distributions correspond to the standard HOD, the simplified HOD, and the standard HOD with concentration, respectively.

This result implies that the choice of the range of the HOD parameters can change the distributions of bg2 significantly,
while the distributions of bgG2

are less affected.

E. The dependence of the quadratic galaxy bias on the HOD modeling and the assembly bias

So far we only employ the standard HOD model, where the galaxy-halo connection is assumed to be solely de-
termined by the host halo mass with five paramters. However, several studies show that (1) the halo bias has some
dependence other than its mass, and (2) the halo-galaxy connection should involve some complexities beyond the host
halo mass [39, 40, 42, 52–55]. In order to investigate the impact of the different HOD modeling and the assembly bias
on the distributions of the galaxy bias parameters, here we show the results of the simplified HOD and the standard
HOD with concentration, which are described in Sec. IIA.

Fig. 4 shows the two-dimensional marginal distribution of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters for the simplified
HOD (the red) and the standard HOD with concentration (the blue) along with the standard HOD (the grey). The
simplified HOD model leads to more restrictive distributions of the galaxy bias parameters compared to the standard
HOD, which is expected since the simplified HOD model has fewer parameters. In addition, the coverage of the galaxy
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FIG. 5. The two-dimensional marginal distributions of galaxy bias parameters, bg1-b
g
2 and bg1-b

g
G2
, conditioned to b1 ∈ [0.0, 5.0].

The best fit lines are shown by the solid lines and the 1σ is shown by the dashed lines, which are obtained in b1 ∈ [1.0, 4.0].

bias parameters by the simplified HOD model are within the range of the standard HOD model. On the other hand,
the standard HOD with concentration model shows different distributions of the galaxy bias parameters compared to
the standard HOD ones, while they are partially overlapped. Overall, when considering the concentration dependence
in the way explained in Sec. II A, the distributions of galaxy bias parameters extend to smaller values across all the
galaxy bias parameters we examine. This is consistent with the fact that the halos with higher concentrations tend
to have smaller bh1 , b

h
2 , and bhG2

[55], since in this mock we populate galaxies into halos with higher concentrations
preferentially. This result implies that the distributions of the galaxy bias parameters can be affected by the assembly
bias significantly, which is not included in the standard HOD model and one must be careful about how the effects
beyond the standard HOD model is taken into account when employing the HOD-informed prior on the galaxy bias
parameters.

F. Possible prior on quadratic galaxy bias

In this subsection, we discuss the possible prior on the galaxy bias parameters, focusing on the BOSS-like galaxy
samples. Although the distributions of the galaxy bias parameters depend on the assumed galaxy-halo connection, the
results in the previous sections suggest that the quadratic galaxy bias parameters are correlated with the linear galaxy
bias parameter and thus it makes sense to consider the prior on the quadratic galaxy bias parameters conditioned to
the linear galaxy bias parameter.

Fig. 5 shows the two-dimensional marginal distributions of the galaxy bias parameters, bg1-b
g
2 and bg1-b

g
G2
, conditioned

to b1 ∈ [0.0, 5.0]. Note that here we use the our fiducial choice of the HOD parameter range, Eqs. (3)-(7) and combine
the samples from three different redshifts to get more samples, given that the different redshifts barely affect the
marginal distributions of the galaxy bias parameters as discussed in Sec. III C. In principle the obtained distribution
of the galaxy bias parameters itself can be used as the priors on the galaxy bias parameters. However, it is a non-
trivial task to get a functional form of this distribution in order to generate new samples under this distribution. One
method to get around this problem is to use normalizing flows (see Refs. [29, 31, 32]), but this is beyond the scope
of this paper. Instead, in this work, we just obtain simple polynomial fitting formulas for bg2 and bgG2

as functions

of bg1 for convenience, although this is not an optimal use of the obtained probability distribution. Specifically, here
we provide the mean relations between bg1-b

g
2 and bg1-b

g
G2

as well as the 1σ deviations from these mean relations as

functions of bg1 that approximate the distributions in the 2D planes:
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bg2(b
g
1) = −0.38− 0.15bg1 − 0.021(bg1)

2 + 0.047(bg1)
3, (27)

σ(bg2)(b
g
1) = 0.06bg1 + 0.24(bg1)

2 − 0.02(bg1)
3 − 0.003(bg1)

4, (28)

bgG2
(bg1) = 0.22− 0.33bg1 − 0.005(bg1)

2, (29)

σ(bgG2
)(bg1) = 0.11bg1 − 0.012(bg1)

2 − 0.001(bg1)
3. (30)

This priors are already used in Ref. [30] to get better constraints on massive particles during inflation from the BOSS
data.

IV. DISCUSSION

We present the dependence of the quadratic galaxy bias parameters on the HOD parameters, redshift, and the
different HOD models. While ABACUSHOD [50], used in Refs. [29, 31, 32], takes into account the dependence on the
local density, our study has demonstrated that incorporating different assembly bias model with halo concentration
could alter the priors on galaxy bias parameters. This suggests that it is worthwhile to explore the responses to
other forms of assembly bias, such as those related to halo formation history and ellipticity, to fully comprehend their
impact on galaxy bias parameters.

Related to this direction, while we employ the HODmodel to populate galaxies into halos, investigating the outcomes
using alternative methods is equally important. The SubHalo Abundance Matching (SHAM) technique is widely used
for assigning galaxies to halos based on their subhalo properties [56–58]. Examining how the marginal distributions of
the galaxy bias parameters differ when using SHAM could provide valuable insights into the dependence of galaxy bias
parameters on the galaxy-halo assignment method. This comparison would help to assess the robustness of the prior
of the galaxy bias parameters and determine whether it is sensitive to the specific population technique employed.

Our analysis revealed that the scatter in the relationship between the linear bias bg1 and the tidal bias bgG2
is not

significantly larger than that between bg1 and bg2 across different HOD models. This observation suggests the existence
of an optimal basis of bias parameter combinations that are less sensitive to the details of the HOD modeling.
Identifying such a basis could be beneficial for obtaining the robust priors on the galaxy bias parameters.

Finally, in this work we measure the bias parameters using the quadratic field method, which benefits from reduced
sample variance by utilizing cross-correlations between the galaxy density field and quadratic combinations of the
initial density field. Although we show the consistency between our method and the separate universe method in
App A, it is crucial to explicitly check the consistency of our results with those obtained from other methods, such
as the power spectrum and bispectrum analyses [32, 48, 59, 60] or field-level comparison based on the Lagrangian
description [29, 31, 61]. We will leave these for the future work.
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Appendix A: Measurement of the halo bias parameters

In this Appendix, we present the precise measurement of the quadratic halo biases, (b̃h2 , b
h
K2).1 These halo bias

parameters have already been measured accurately in several ways in the literature, including the use of the bispectrum,
the quadratic field method, and the separate universe simulation [43–45, 59, 62].

Fig. 6 shows our measurements of b̃h2 and bhK2 as a function of bh1 for the halo mass from 1012M⊙/h to 1015M⊙/h
at various redshifts. Since Ref. [51], using the separate universe simulation method, provides the most precise mea-

surement for the local halo bias parameters and obtain the fitting formula for b̃h2 as a function of bh1 , we also show

1 Note that here we present (b̃h2 , b
h
K2 ), not (bh2 , b

h
G2

) shown in the main text to make the comparison with the literature easier.
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FIG. 6. The quadratic halo bias parameters, b̃h2 and bhK2 , as a function of the linear bias parameter bh1 for various mass halos

at various redshifts. In the left panel we also plot the fitting formula of bh2 from Ref. [51] by the dashed curve. The dashed
line in the right panel, on the other hand, shows the Lagrangian local-in-matter-density (LLIMD) ansatz (or also known as the
coevolution ansatz), bhK2 = − 2

7
(bh1 − 1).

this fitting by the blue solid curve in the bh1-b̃
h
2 plot (the left panel). Our results are in excellent agreement with the

fitting while the cosmology, the N -body simulation details, the halo finders, and the methods to measure the bias
parameters are completely different among ours and Ref. [51]. The comparison and agreement with this previous
work provides the consistency check of our method.

In the bh1-b
h
K2 plot (the right panel) the dashed line corresponds to the Lagrangian local-in-matter-density (LLIMD)

(or coevolution) prediction for the tidal bias: bhK2 = − 2
7 (b

h
1−1) [63, 64]. We find the small deviations from the LLIMD

prediction, which is consistent with the previous works [44, 45, 65, 66], except for Ref. [67].
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[26] A. Gómez-Valent, Phys. Rev. D 106, 063506 (2022), arXiv:2203.16285 [astro-ph.CO].
[27] G. D’Amico, Y. Donath, M. Lewandowski, L. Senatore, and P. Zhang, JCAP 05, 059 (2024), arXiv:2206.08327 [astro-

ph.CO].
[28] E. B. Holm, L. Herold, T. Simon, E. G. M. Ferreira, S. Hannestad, V. Poulin, and T. Tram, Phys. Rev. D 108, 123514

(2023), arXiv:2309.04468 [astro-ph.CO].
[29] M. M. Ivanov, A. Obuljen, C. Cuesta-Lazaro, and M. W. Toomey, (2024), arXiv:2409.10609 [astro-ph.CO].
[30] G. Cabass, O. H. E. Philcox, M. M. Ivanov, K. Akitsu, S.-F. Chen, M. Simonović, and M. Zaldarriaga, (2024),
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