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The growth of large-scale structures, together with the geometrical information of cosmic expansion
history and cosmological distances, can be used to obtain constraints on the spatial curvature of the
Universe that probes the early Universe physics, whereas modeling the nonlinear growth in a nonflat
universe is still challenging due to the computational expense of simulations in a high-dimensional
cosmological parameter space. In this paper, we develop an approximate method to compute the halo-
matter and halo-autopower spectra for nonflat A cold dark matter (ACDM) model, from quantities
representing the nonlinear evolution of the corresponding flat ACDM model, based on the separate
universe method. By utilizing the fact that the growth response to long-wavelength fluctuations
(equivalently, the curvature) Ty (k) is approximated by the response to the Hubble parameter 7', (k),
our method allows one to estimate the nonlinear power spectra in a nonflat universe efficiently from the
power spectra of the flat universe. We use N-body simulations to show that the estimator can provide the
halo-matter (halo-auto) power spectrum at ~1% (~2%) accuracy up to k ~ 3(1) hMpc~! even for a model
with large curvature Qg = £0.1. Using the estimator, we can extend the prediction of the existing
emulators such as Dark Emulator to nonflat models without degrading their accuracy. Since the response to
long-wavelength fluctuations is also a key quantity for estimating the supersample covariance (SSC), we
discuss that the approximate identity T'5, (k) ~ T} (k) can be used to calculate the SSC terms analytically.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The spatial curvature of the Universe () is an important
quantity that characterizes the geometry of the Universe and
probes the physics of the early Universe including the
mechanism of inflation. The curvature of the Universe
influences various observables, including the spatial distri-
bution of galaxies, through both its geometric properties and
its impact on the growth of large-scale structures (LSSs).
The geometrical constraint, inferred from the primary cos-
mic microwave background anisotropy information of the
Planck data [1], is given as Qg = —0.044709!% (68% C.L.),
implying a 2¢ hint of the close geometry, although combi-
nation with lensing and baryon acoustic oscillations [1] and
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most other constraints are consistent with a flat universe
(e.g., [2-10]) (Fig. 1 of Ref. [11] shows a summary plot).
This indicates the importance of constraining the curvature
from the growth of the structure as an independent probe.
Furthermore, to obtain more precise constraints on the
curvature close to the amplitudes of primordial fluctuations,
|Qg| ~ 1074, it is crucial to combine observations of these
two effects (e.g., [12]). However, achieving this requires
development of a theoretical model that adequately incor-
porates mode coupling effects. Mode coupling refers to the
phenomenon where the nonlinear nature of gravity causes
fluctuations of different wavelengths to interact with each
other. Constructing such a model is generally challenging.
Despite its inherent difficulty, incorporating small-scale
information is vital for obtaining stronger constraints on
cosmological parameters. For flat cosmological models, in
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particular, fitting formulas or emulators based on the pre-
dictions of N-body simulations have been developed (e.g.,
[13-24]). For example, Dark Emulator [20] predicts the basic
statistical quantities of dark matter halos (halos in what
follows for simplicity) such as their abundance as a function
of mass and the halo power spectrum down to the nonlinear
scale. With these nonlinear predictions of the halo statistics,
together with the halo occupation distribution (hereafter,
HOD) description, Ref. [25] analyzed the two-point corre-
lation function of galaxy clustering, galaxy-galaxy lensing,
and cosmic shear (so-called 3 x 2-point analysis) and
obtained tighter constraints on the cosmological parameters
compared to the traditional analysis based on the linear bias
model [26].

Theoretical models for the power spectrum in a nonflat
universe are still in the development stage compared to
models in a flat universe due to the computational expense
of covering a wider range in a multidimensional cosmo-
logical parameter space. Because of this limitation of
knowledge on nonlinear scales, in the 3 x 2-point analysis
of the DES Y3 [9] data, they used only the linear scales. In
this work, we provide a method to model the power
spectrum down to nonlinear scales so that one can gain
information on the curvature from small scales.

The effect of curvature on structure formation can be
identified with the very-long-wavelength density fluctua-
tions in the A cold dark matter (ACDM) model based on the
separate universe (SU) approach [27-31]. In [32], we
developed a method to compute the nonlinear matter power
spectrum for nonflat cosmologies utilizing the SU
approach. We utilized the approximate identity that states
the effect of these long-wavelength density fluctuations on
structure formation is well reproduced by the response to
the Hubble parameter i [32,33]. Using the response to
long-wavelength fluctuations modeled in this way, we have
shown that the model of the matter power spectrum for flat
universes, whose accurate model calculation is already
available from the fitting formula or emulator, can be
extended to calculate the nonlinear matter power spectrum
for a universe with nonzero curvature.

In this work, we apply the SU approach to predict the
halo-matter and halo-auto (halo-halo) power spectra down
to the nonlinear scales for nonflat cosmologies. We will
verify that the approximate identity holds for the halo-
matter and halo-autopower spectrum responses and con-
struct the estimators of these power spectra using the
response to the Hubble parameter. The nonlinear prediction
of these spectra together with the HOD prescription
provides a way to predict the galaxy-galaxy lensing or
galaxy clustering data down to small scales (e.g., [25,34]).

Another application of the modeling of the response to
long-wavelength fluctuations is to compute the supersam-
ple covariance (SSC) [28], which is the sample variance
contribution caused by mode coupling with long-
wavelength fluctuations. SSC for the power spectrum

can be computed using its response to the supersurvey
modes (e.g., [33]). We also provide a way to compute the
response to the supersurvey modes using the power
spectrum response to 4, which enables us to utilize a
fitting formula or an emulator validated only for flat
geometry.

In the literature, there are analytical methods to compute
the response, with the perturbation theory (e.g., [35]) or
halo model (e.g., [36]). Using these analytical methods, we
can calculate the response quickly. However, these models
suffer from the limitation of scales or inaccuracy. On the
other hand, measuring the SSC from the scatter among an
ensemble of simulations (e.g., [37]) is expected to provide
an accurate covariance matrix with a relatively high
computational cost. The size of the data vector is expected
to become larger for future surveys, especially the ones
using multitracers, for which the number of simulations
needed could be O(10%)-O(10%). In this paper, our model
is compared with simulations and shown to be more
accurate than the analytical methods used in the literature,
while the computational cost is much cheaper than a
simulation ensemble. Our method for computing the total
response would be implemented into the Core Cosmology
Library [38].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we first
review the SU approach for the nonlinear matter power
spectrum in Ref. [32] and generalize it to predict the halo-
matter or halo power spectrum. In Sec. I1I, we introduce our
method to compute the total response to the supersurvey
modes using the response to h. In Sec. IV, we describe
details of N-body simulations for flat and nonflat ACDM
models used in this paper. In Sec. V, we present the main
results of this paper and show a numerical validation of our
methods. Section VI is devoted to discussion and con-
clusion. In the Appendix, we describe the details of how to
compute the power spectrum response to the long-wave-
length fluctuations. Throughout the paper, we assume
ACDM model and flat geometry for the fiducial cosmol-
ogy. We also assume that the SSC is calculated in this
fiducial cosmology.

II. SU APPROACH FOR P(k; Q)
A. SU approach for P, (k; Q)

In this section, we briefly review the SU approach to
predict the nonlinear matter power spectrum P, (k) for a
nonflat universe following Ref. [32].

First, since the effect of the curvature or the long-
wavelength density fluctuations on structure formation
appears only in the late Universe, throughout this paper
we consider a model where structure formation in the early
Universe is identical to that of the fiducial flat universe.
Specifically, we keep the parameters

(1)
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fixed, where w,(=Q.h?) and w,(=Q,h?*) are the physical
density parameters of CDM and baryons, respectively,
and A; and n, are the amplitude (at the pivot scale
kpivor = 0.05 Mpc~!) and the spectral tilt of the power
spectrum of primordial curvature perturbations. Note that
we fix the sum of neutrino masses so that the early Universe
physics remains unchanged and treat its impact only
through the linear transfer function of total matter fluctua-
tions at z = 0 (see Refs. [20,39] for more details). These
models with the four fixed parameters [Eq. (1)] share the
same linear power spectrum P; (k) at sufficiently high
redshifts z; > 1. The remaining parameters that affect
structure formation are Qg and & within the nonflat
ACDM model. Note that the density parameter for the
cosmological constant €, is automatically determined
once the parameters in Eq. (1) and {Qg, h} are all fixed.

In the SU approach, the effects of the background
density modulation &, (#) in a flat universe are interpreted
as the local effective cosmology with modified background
density,

Pm(t) = Pans (1)[1 + 65 (1)), (2)

and nonzero curvature corresponding to &, (see below).
Note that the subscript of 8, stands for “background” and
does not mean baryon. Hence it gives a mapping between
nonflat and flat ACDM models. Hereafter, we call the two
models Qg-ACDM and fACDM, respectively, and we
denote quantities in the fACDM model by sub/superscript
“f” for flat. We assume &, (#) evolves according to the
linear growth factor D(t) as &,(t) o< Ds(t).

The curvature and overdensity are related to each other
via [31]

5Q, 6y(1)
Q= -——m bV 3
The remaining parameter 4 is mapped as
hp=h(1- Qi)' (4)

Note that the redshifts in these two cosmologies at a given
cosmic time ¢ are related as

(1 + Zf)[l + (Sb(Zf)]l/S =1+z (5)

Inversely, we can treat the nonflat universe as an
over-/underdense region in the corresponding flat universe,
and the power spectrum in the target nonflat universe can be
approximated by Taylor expansion around the flat universe
as discussed in Ref. [32],

P(k,z;Qx) = P/ (k,z7;6)
otn Pf (k, 23 8,) ]
o+ S
‘5"70 06, G.6,=0 ’
= P(k.z:Qx). (6)

where 6, = 6,(z). In the last equality on the rhs, we have
put the tilde symbol ~on P(k, z; Q) to explicitly denote
that P is an “estimator” of the nonlinear matter power
spectrum for the Qzx-ACDM model. We introduced sub-
script “G” to dP/ (k) /a5, to emphasize that it is the growth
response [29]. The growth response can be computed as the
difference between the power spectra at a fixed comoving
wave number k in the two SU cosmologies, omitting the
dilation effect that originates from the difference in the
scale factors (Sec. III). Throughout the paper, the wave
number k refers to a given comoving wave number, even if
the corresponding physical scales differ among the cos-
mologies. Note that the expansion of Eq. (6) is applicable to
not only the matter power spectrum but also the halo-matter
and halo-autopower spectra as we will show below.

Furthermore, we define a normalized growth response
T3 (k) as

(7)

-1 .
Tg:,m(k) = l:zalnD((Sb)] alanm(k, 6b)

95y, 95y, =0
The normalized response has an asymptotic behavior of
T3™ — 1 at the linear limit k — 0, because Ppp(k,z) o
D(z)?Py (k, z;) in such linear regime. The linear limit of the

matter power spectrum growth response is given in
Refs. [27,28] as

dlnD(5,) 26
2 95, 21 (®)
Since we have a prediction for the linear power spectrum for
the Qx-ACDM model, we only need to expand the nonlinear
correction B(k,z) defined as P(k,z) = P.(k,z)B(k,z).
Using the normalized response T, (k), we can write the
expansion as

Plki) — (&)zpf(k) [1 21, ()-1)6(2))

Dy(zy) 21
(GO0 (2 - )]
9)
where
1 P(k)
G2(k)EPf—k) 05} |G.5-0 1o
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and 1501/1323 is the linear limit of G, (k)/2 for the matter
power spectrum [40], derived in an Einstein—de Sitter
cosmology. We explicitly wrote down the expansion up to
the second order in &, and show below that the second-order
term is negligible for moderate values of |Qg| that are
consistent with the current bounds, |Qg| < O(107!). For
the matter power spectrum, the normalized growth response
T, (k) ranges about [0.3, 1.6] at redshift z ~ [0, 1.5] in the
range of k ~ [1072,6] hMpc~! (see Fig. 2 of Ref. [32]) and
G, (k)/2 ranges about [0.5, 2] at z = 0 in the range of k ~
[1072,2] hMpc~! (Fig. 2 of [31]). Since the prefactors of the
first- and second-order terms before &, and 5% are at most
O(1071), the contributions from the first- and second-order
terms are at percent and subpercent level, respectively, even
for a large curvature case of [Qx| ~ O(107!) [corresponding
to &, (1) ~ O(1071)]. As we will show below, the second- or
higher-order terms are also negligible for the halo-matter or
halo-autopower spectrum. Hence we consider the expansion
up to the first order of 8, throughout this paper.

We also define the normalized growth response to s
within the flat model as

.1

—1 .
Fn(t) = [zalnD] oln Py (k: 1)

oh oh

As shown numerically in Refs. [30,32] (also as will be
shown in Fig. 1), these two responses agree well even in the

bomre b TR b TR

bR  Tey 4 TG
2.0 —— T S A L
1.5F Leve, ;

[ Jo® o
1.0:"000(1000‘)‘)().31)‘) ‘DJ:E
0.5 %%‘kﬂm&ﬂﬂm&mﬂﬁﬂmﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ‘é
= 0.0 ]
R ##‘t*wmmmmmﬂ‘]ﬂmﬂ];pm ]
—0.5pm s -m b E
—1.0F zp=0.55 . _
_15F logigmulhdMpe ¥ = =3.0 | ;
) e e
1072 10! 10
k [hy Mpc™']

FIG. 1. The responses of the power spectra to &, and h

measured from the N-body simulations (see Sec. IV for details
of the simulations). The circle, triangle, and square symbols show
the responses of the matter power spectrum [7™™ (k)], halo-matter
power spectrum [T"™(k)], and halo power spectrum [T""(k)],
respectively. For 7" (k), we only plot the scales where halo
power spectra after subtracting the shot noise have positive
values. We slightly shift the symbols of T, (k) along the x axis
for illustration.

nonlinear regime: 73" (k) ~ T}'™ (k). Finally, using this
approximate identity 7's, (k) ~ T),(k) and ignoring the terms
of second or higher order in 8,(7), we can approximate the
estimator as

Pk, 7;Qk) = <D2 gi))zpf(k, zZf)
X [1+§?(Th(k)—l)5b(zf) . (12)

By construction, the estimator reproduces the linear pre-
diction at k — 0, where the first-order term vanishes
because 7)™ (k — 0) = 1. The novel feature of the above
estimator (12) is that it allows one to compute the nonlinear
matter power spectrum for nonflat universe from the
quantities in flat universe. With this estimator, we can
extend emulators available in the community, which are
applicable only for flat universes, to predict the power
spectrum in a nonflat universe.

B. SU approach for halo power spectra

In this paper, we extend the SU approach mentioned
above to the halo-matter and halo-autopower spectra.
Similar to the above discussion, we define 75 (k) and
TXY (k) as

)

InD ~191n Pxy (k;
A LY LTS

05, 05,

G.3y=0
olnD|-101n Pxy(k; h)

XY (k) = |2 X0 13

P = 2202 AP lE), (13)

where XY = {mm, hm,hh}. When considering the

response of Py, (k) or Py, (k), we perform the derivative
keeping the comoving halo number density fixed. As we
will specify the latter in Sec. A 3 of the Appendix, these
responses are not the same as the growth response in the SU
approach where the derivative is performed keeping the
halo mass threshold fixed.

As a highlight of our approach, in Fig. 1 we show the
responses of power spectra of matter-matter (mm), halo-
matter (hm), and halo-halo (hh) to 8, or A, T™, Th™ and
T"", which are computed using Eq. (13). At the large-scale
limit k& — 0, the matter-matter response 73™ =1 and
T7™ = 1 by definition. Given that the abundance-matched
halo samples correspond to the same initial density peaks,
which is true as long as mergers do not severely affect this
correspondence, the clustering amplitudes of the abun-
dance-matched halos on large scales barely change. This is
why Th"(k - 0) ~0 and 7™ is smaller than 7™. The
figure also shows that the responses for “mm,” “hm,” and
“hh” have quite different k dependence. Hence accurate
calibration is important to capture the scale dependence.
The responses for 6, and 4 are in good agreement with each
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other, for all the mm, hm, and hh power spectra, which
validates our method to approximate the response to d;, by
the response to 4.

Finally, using the approximate identity 7's (k) ~ T, (k),
we can obtain the estimator as

Pyy (k2 Q) = <DDfE2)>2P§Y(k, zf)
LR S ORI YER R EE)

III. TOTAL RESPONSE ESTIMATOR USING
FLAT ACDM MODEL

In this section, we discuss that our approximation using
the response of the power spectrum to the Hubble param-
eter can be used to calibrate the SSC of a cosmological
observable. Here the SSC is the sampling variance error of
the observable in a finite-volume survey, which arises from
the mode coupling of density fluctuations in the survey
with density fluctuations on scales greater than the survey
window, i.e., supersurvey modes [28,29,41]. For instance,
the SSC gives a dominant source of the sample variance on
scales larger than the scales where the shot noise domi-
nates, e.g., for the two-point correlation function of cosmic
shear, which is given by the weighted line-of-sight inte-
gration of the matter power spectrum.

SSC for the X and Y observables in the ith and jth bins,
respectively, is generally expressed, as proposed by
Ref. [28], as

00x; 00y ;
C[(;(Y)SSC ~ 6% Xi Y ’ (15)
06, 06,

where oﬁ is the variance in the linear density filtered by a
window function assuming a sufficiently large survey
volume in that the supersurvey modes (8y) are in the linear
regime, and 00/ 36, is the fotal response of the observable to
0y, including both the growth and dilation responses (see
below). The observables can be any statistical cosmological
quantities such as power spectrum, bispectrum, and cluster
mass function. In this paper, we consider, as Ox and/or Oy,
either of the matter, halo-matter, or halo-halo power spec-
trum and the ith index in the above equation corresponds to
the ith k£ bin. Otherwise, the above equation is a general
expression of SSC. We also note that, once the total response
for the 3D observable (e.g., the matter power spectrum) is
given, the SSC to the corresponding angular observable
(e.g.,cosmic power spectrum) can be obtained by a weighted
line-of-sight integral of the 3D SSC term [41].

In the following, we provide an approximate way to
compute the total response using the power spectrum
response to h.

A. Preliminary

First, we summarize analytical methods of computing
the total response proposed in the literature.

1. Perturbation theory

The total response can be computed using the perturba-
tion theory (PT) [35] as

dlanm'pT(k) _@ 101nk3PL(k)
96, 21 3 ok
()lnPgm,pT(k):g by, 10k’ Py (k)
05, 21 b, 7 3 ok
oInP,pr(k) 68 b 10Ink> P, (k)
gg.PT 9.2 L
e 42 8% _pp 16
05, T b, 93 dlnk (16)

where b, and b, , denote the first- and second-order Eulerian
galaxy biases. Using the HOD prescription (e.g., [42]), b, is
given as

1 dn
b= [ O G (B DN O0). (17
with the mean number density of galaxies

B dn
5= [ onwon,. (s

where (N,(M)) is the mean number of galaxies in a halo,
dn/dM is the halo mass function in the mass range
[M,M +dM], and by, (M) is the linear bias of halos of
mass M. Throughout the paper, we use the fitting function by
Ref. [43] for the linear halo bias by, ; (M).

Similarly, b, is given as

byo = [ M 5 BN, (19

where by (M) is the second-order halo bias of halos of
mass M. Throughout this paper, we use the fitting formula
of by, proposed in Ref. [44], which gives by, ,(M) in terms
of the linear halo bias, i.e., by, = byo(bp ).

As we will show later on, the perturbation theory well
describes the response on a large scale, but it fails to
reproduce the small-scale behavior, where perturbation
theory itself starts to break down.

2. Halo model

The halo model (e.g., [45]) is commonly used to
calculate the response of the matter power spectrum in
the literature [28,29,46]. Reference [36] derived the
responses for the multiprobe power spectrum, denoted as
Py, based on the halo model. Following the notations in
Ref. [36], the responses are written as
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0Pxy (k) I%(k)  I%(k) 10InP,(k)
96, _< +1 (k)+1§(k) 3 olnk )
x I (k) Iy (k)P (k) + Iy (k. k)

— [bx x=g + byy- g]PXY(k) (20)

where bx x_, = b, for X = g and otherwise bxx_, =0
and the functions I and [y are defined as

15060 = [ aM S (M) (M)ix (: ).
I K) = [ QM S (M) M) (' ),
21)

where iix(k; M) is the Fourier transform of the radial
profile of tracers X in host halos, multiplied by the number
density normalization and the HOD function for galaxies
following the notations in Ref. [36]. Note that iix (k; M) has
a dimension of volume.

We stress that we included the terms proportional to
I% (k) in the parentheses of Eq. (20), which were missing in
Ref. [36]. These terms depend on the second-order halo
bias by, ,, which arises from the response of the linear halo
bias by, to op. For the matter power spectrum (for the
case X =Y =m), the terms proportional to I2,(k) are
negligible due to the halo model consistency relation [40].
Since I}(k) - b, and I2(k) - b,, at the k — 0 limit,
I2(k)/1}(k) = b,»/b, at the limit, which reproduces the
PT response [Eq. (16)]. Thus we believe that the above
response formula [Eq. (20)] is more accurate in the sense
that it includes the PT theory at the limit of £k — 0.

We will below assess the accuracy and limitation of these
analytical formulas of the power spectrum responses by
comparing the model predictions with the simulation
results.

B. & response method

The long-wavelength modes (supersurvey modes) whose
wavelengths are larger than the survey volume/simulation
box affect the growth of LSSs via mode coupling. The
effects of the long-wavelength modes can be considered as
the background density (mean density) modulation &,
which in turn can be interpreted as the local effective
cosmology with nonzero curvature corresponding to dy, (the
SU approach, e.g., [27-31]).

|

Pem(k) 1 / g ] 40, (k: )

Wby g 7y dm
1 0 dIn(U,(k;M))
_P . M g
+3 Pl >M) S

Different large-scale structure tracers are measured with
respect to either the “global” or “local” mean density of the
tracers, where the local mean is the average density of the
tracers in a finite-volume survey. Depending on this
difference, the response of power spectrum of X and Y
tracers, Pxy, to the supersurvey modes can be decomposed
into three contributions (e.g., [29,41]),

alnPXY(k;5b) +61nPXY(k,5b)

aéb total a6b G
101In k3 Pyy (k
3 dlnk

The first term on the rhs accounts for the change in the
mean density of the tracers by d, used in the definition of
the density fluctuation field; for example, for the matter
field (XY = mm), 8, = prn/Pm — 1. The cases of n = 2, 1,
and 0 correspond to XY = mm, gm, and gg, respectively,
which are relevant to cosmic shear, galaxy-galaxy weak
lensing, and galaxy-galaxy clustering, respectively [41].
The second term is the growth response, which describes
the fractional change in the power spectrum amplitude by
the presence of ;. The last term is the dilation response,
which originates from the change in the physical scale
corresponding to a given comoving scale due to the change
in cosmic expansion.

Using this decomposition, we propose the matter power
spectrum response estimator as

OIn Py (kidy)|  _, 26 ——
55b total 21
1010 3P,y (K)
SRR Tl (23
3 dlnk (23)

where we have used the fact that the normalized growth
response to d;, is approximated by that to 4,

dln Pmm<k; 5b)
08,

26 26

=— k) ~—Tp" (k).
G 21 5b<) 21 ()

(24)

Similarly, as we will show in Sec. A 3 of the Appendix, we
can use the approximate identity of the responses of halo-
matter and halo-autopower spectra to predict the growth
responses of galaxy-matter and galaxy-autopower spectra
with the HOD description,

26

n(>M) [bg \(>M) Py (ks M) + o1 Thm (ky >M) Py (k; >M)

— DL Py (k). (25)
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dm dMm’

26
21

2
+ (—) (ki >M, >M") Py (k;>M, >M") +§Phh(k9 >M,>M')

o [ v g )|k, (00 (@300 +

dm

where the superscript L denotes the Lagrangian bias and
U,(k;M) describes the quantity arising from the galaxy-
halo connection (see the Appendix for the definition).

Since the & response is defined within flat cosmologies,
we can predict the power spectrum response from flat
cosmology predictions or simulations without performing
a pair of nonflat universe simulations following the SU
framework. As we will show below, using the simulation-
based emulator we can predict the response accurately down
to the nonlinear scale.

Finally, to ensure the estimator is correct at large scales,
we stitch the estimator with perturbation theory prediction
[35] described above in Eq. (16). Specifically, we smoothly
stitch the estimator with perturbation theory prediction as

dln Pxy(k) _ dln Pxy pr(k)

e_(k/kswitch)
5, 05,
+ M [1 j— e_(k/kswi(ch)]‘ (27)
5,

Throughout the paper, we adopt the switching scale
Kgwiten = 0.08 AMpc~! for XY = mm, gm, and gg.

IV. SIMULATIONS
A. N-body simulations

In this section, we give a brief summary of the simu-
lations used in this paper. Our simulations follow the
method in Nishimichi et al. [20].

We use Gadget-2 [47] to carry out N-body simulation for a
given cosmological model. The initial conditions are set up
at redshift z; =29 using the second-order Lagrangian
perturbation theory [48,49] implemented by Nishimichi
et al. [50] and then parallelized in Valageas and Nishimichi
[51]. We use the public code cAMB [52] to compute the
transfer function for a given model, which is used to
compute the input linear power spectrum. For all simu-
lations in this paper, we use the same simulation box size in
gigaparsec (i.e., without /4 in the units) and the same
number of particles: L = 2hjjl ~2.97 Gpc (without A in
units) and N, = 20483, which correspond to the particle
Nyquist wave number k = 3.2 h Mpc~!. In the following,

we will show the results at wave numbers smaller than this
Nyquist wave number. In this paper, we use simulations for

<L [ avawr {d<0g<k;M>>d<0g<k;M

n(>M)n(>M) [21)@ (>M") Py (k;>M. M)

o dIn{(U,(k; M))] }

dlnk dm

laLz/(k;M»] — 2bEP (k). (26)

3 Jdlnk 2

four different cosmological models, denoted as fiducial flat
ACDM, Qg-ACDMI1, Qx-ACDM2, and 1-ACDM models,
respectively, as given in Table I. Here the cosmological
parameters for the fiducial model are chosen to be con-
sistent with those for the Planck 2015 best-fit cosmology
[53]. The cosmological parameters for each of the nonflat
cosmological models are chosen so that it has the fiducial
ACDM model as the corresponding flat ACDM model
in the SU approach. We use paired simulations for
Qr-ACDM1 model to compute the power spectrum
response with respect to &, (T), where the curvature
parameters are specified by d, = +0.01 at z; = 0. The
h-ACDM model is for computing the response with respect
to h (T},): here, we chose a step size of 6h = £0.02 for the
numerical derivative. We also use the simulations for
nonflat ACDM models with Qi = 4+0.1, named as
Qr-ACDM2, to assess how our method can approximate
the halo-matter and halo-autopower spectrum for nonflat
models.

Table I gives the values of Qg and &, and we use the fixed
values of other cosmological parameters, given as
(¢, wp,Aq,n5) = (0.1198,0.02225,2.2065 x 10~,0.9645),
which specify the transfer function and the primordial
power spectrum or, equivalently, the linear matter power
spectrum. Note that we also include the effect of massive
neutrinos on the linear matter power spectrum, assuming
Q, h* = 0.00064 corresponding to my o = 0.06 eV, the
lower limit inferred from the oscillation experiments (see
Ref. [20] for details). Hence the physical density parameter
of total matter is Q4> = @, + wy, + ®,. Note that Q,, and
Q, are specified by a given set of the parameters for each
model: Q, = Q h7/h* and Q) =1-Q, —Qk. For
each model, we use the outputs at four redshifts, z; ~ 0,
0.55, 1.03, and 1.48. Since the fiducial flat ACDM model is
the flat model in the SU method, each redshift for the
fiducial flat model corresponds to a slightly different
redshift in each nonflat model, which is computed
from Eq. (5).

Furthermore, we use simulations that are run using the
paired-and-fixed method in Angulo and Pontzen [54],
where the initial density field in each Fourier mode is
generated from the fixed amplitude of the power spectrum

P(k) and the paired simulations with reverse phases, i.e.,
0k and —4y. The mean power spectrum of the paired runs
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TABLE I. Details of N-body simulations for different cosmological models. The columns Qg and / give their
values of the curvature parameter and Hubble parameter that are employed in each simulation, while we fix other
cosmological parameters {@,, wy, Ay, n,}, which are needed to specify the linear power spectrum for the initial
conditions, to the values for the fiducial Planck cosmology (see text for details). Q,, and Q, are specified by a given
set of Qg and A, because we keep Q,,4” fixed and Q, = 1 — Q,, — Q. The column “N,,” denotes the number of
realizations, with different initial seeds, used for each model. We employ the “paired-and-fixed” method in [54] to
reduce the sample variance effect in small k bins for the power spectrum measurement: it uses the paired
(2) simulations by design (see text for details). The column “redshift (z)” gives the redshifts of simulation outputs:
for the Qg-ACDM model, we properly choose the redshifts corresponding to the same cosmic time for each of
redshifts, z = {0.0,0.549, 1.025, 1.476} in the “fiducial” model in the SU approach [see around Eq. (5) in Sec. II].
All the simulations are done in the fixed comoving box size without 4 in its units, i.e., L ~ 2.97 Gpc (corresponding

to 2h_;' Gpc for the fiducial model) and with the same particle number, i.e., N, = 2048°.

Name Qp h N ieal Redshift (z)
Flat (fiducial) 0 0.6727 2 {0.0,0.549, 1.025, 1.476}
Qr-ACDM1 0.00663 0.6749 8 {-0.0033,0.544,1.018, 1.467}
—0.00672 0.6705 8 {0.0033,0.554,1.031, 1.484}
Qg-ACDM2 0.1 0.7091 2 {-0.059,0.482,0.955, 1.405}
—0.1 0.6414 2 {0.043,0.600, 1.079, 1.531}
h-ACDM 0 0.6927 8 {0.0,0.549, 1.025, 1.476}
0 0.6527 8 {0.0,0.549, 1.025, 1.476}

fairly well reproduces the ensemble average of many
realizations even in the nonlinear regime [54,55]. The
paired-and-fixed simulations allow us to significantly
reduce the sample variance in the power spectrum estima-
tion. ‘2 (8)” on the column N, denotes one (four) pair(s)
of the paired-and-fixed simulations. For all simulations,
halos are identified using Rockstar [56]. We adopt M =
My =4r/3(Ry)*(Apro) with A =200 throughout the
paper. Note that, when measuring the total response in
the Qg-ACDMI1 simulations, we use the spherical over-
density Ay =200/(1 + 8,(¢)) so that halos are identified
using the same physical overdensity as in the correspond-
ing global universe (e.g., [57]). Note that all the N-body
simulations for different cosmological models have a fixed
mass resolution because they share the same Q,A> and
comoving volume.

After we identified halo candidates, we determine
whether they are central or satellite halos. When the
separation of two different halos (between their centers)
is closer than R, of the more massive one, we mark the
less massive one as a satellite halo. In the following, we use
only central halos.

B. Mock catalogs of galaxies
in Qi-ACDM simulations

To validate our method to compute the galaxy clustering
observables such as galaxy-matter and galaxy-autopower
spectra in nonflat cosmology and their total response, we
build the galaxy mock catalogs using the halo catalogs of
Q-ACDM simulations. We use the halo catalogs of
Q-ACDMI1 simulations with the halo mass defined using
Ay =200/(1 + 8,(t)) to measure the total response,
whereas we use the halo catalogs of Qg-ACDM2

simulations with the halo mass defined using A =200
to measure the galaxy clustering observables in the nonflat
universe. We assume that the galaxy profile around halos
and the mean HOD depend only on halo mass and are
invariant to cosmology, and we populate galaxies into halos
of each realization assuming the same HOD in each
Qr-ACDM simulation. Specifically, we adopt the follow-
ing central and satellite HODs [42]:

1 log M — log M.,
(NC(M)>——{1+erf(Og o2 m)}
2 OlnM

M — MO Qgat
M, ’

(Ns(M)) = (M - Mo>( (28)

where O is the step function. The total galaxy occupation is
written as

(Ny(M)) = (N(M))[1 + (N(M))]. (29)

We populate the central galaxies into the center of halos
according to the Bernoulli distribution with mean (N .(M)).
For satellite galaxies, we populate them only into host
halos, each of which already hosts a central galaxy,
assuming they obey the Poisson distribution with mean
(Ng(M)). We assume that the satellite galaxy density
profile ug(r, M) follows the Navarro-Frenk-White profile
[58] with mass-concentration relation ¢(M) in Ref. [59].
We employ the HOD parameters as denoted in Table II.
These values correspond to the fiducial values of the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey “CMASS1” sample in Ref. [60] except
for 610y, for which we use 6,y = 0.5 instead of the
fiducial value 6,4y = 0.7919.
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TABLE II.  The parameters of HOD [Eq. (28)] used for making
the galaxy mock catalogs in this paper.

log M yin [M o/ hy] 13.94

OlnM 0.5

ot 1.192

As noted in the previous section, each pair of the SU
simulation uses the same initial seeds to reduce the sample
variance. However, as we populated galaxies randomly, the
reduction of the sample variance is partially ruined. Hence,
we marginalized over ten HOD seeds for each realization of
N-body simulation to obtain the converged results.

C. Measurements of power spectra and the responses

To calculate the power spectrum from each simulation
output, we assign the N-body particles, halos, or galaxies
on 20483 grids using the cloud-in-cells (CIC) method [61]
to obtain the density fields of matter, halo, or galaxy. After
performing the Fourier transform, we correct for the
window function of CIC following the method described
in Ref. [62]. We will show the results at wave numbers

9P (k. z) P.((1

smaller than the Nyquist frequency, k = 3.2 h fMpc‘l.
Furthermore, to evaluate the power spectrum at k >
1.6 h fMpc‘1 accurately, we fold the particle positions into
a smaller box by replacing x — x%(L/2), where the
operation a%b stands for the remainder of the division
of a by b. This procedure leads to effectively 2 times higher
resolution. For the halo- and galaxy-autopower spectra, we
subtract the shot noise from the measurements, where we
simply assume the shot noise to be given by the number
density of the tracers.

Since we use the fixed box size and the same particle
number, we use the same & binning to estimate the average of
|6, |? in each & bin to estimate the band power. We then use the
two-side numerical derivative method to compute the power
spectrum responses. We compute the growth response as

olnP(k,z)
6513 G,sim
_ InP_(k; 6y = +e€) — In P_(k; b9 = —€) (30)
B 2¢ x D(z)
and compute the total response as
|
— p/3)k; 60 = +e) = P_((1 + 8p/3)k; S = —€) (31)
2e x D(z) ’

%, = (n—1)P(k,5pp = 0) + —

total,sim

where 8y = 6(zy = 0) and € = 0.01 for the Qx-ACDMI1
simulations. To reduce statistical stochasticity (or sample
variance), we employ the same initial seeds as those for the
fiducial model. The column N, in Table I denotes the
number of realizations for paired simulations, where each
pair uses the same initial seeds. For Qg-ACDMI1 and
h-ACDM models, we run eight paired simulations to
estimate the statistical scatters.

V. RESULTS

A. Growth response

First, we study the approximate identity of the growth
response T, (k) ~ T (k) with our N-body simulations.

In Fig. 2, we compare the growth response of the halo-
matter power spectrum to &, and A, for the abundance-
matched halo samples, at the four redshifts as in Table I.
These responses are calculated from N-body simulations
for Qx-ACDMI1 and #2-ACDM models. We can see that the
approximate identity T5™ (k) ~ T),(k) holds for all four

redshifts and down to the nonlinear scale. Note that halos
are selected using the abundance-matching method, where
the same number of halos, selected in the ascending order

[
of masses, are identified in the two simulations when
computing the responses.

InFig. 2, we also compare the growth response of the halo-
autopower spectrum. Again it is clear that the approximate
identities T3" (k) ~ T}" (k) hold for all four redshifts and
down to mildly nonlinear scales. Since the pairs of SU
simulations (Qg-ACDMI1) share the same Gaussian initial
condition, the abundance-matched halo samples correspond
to the same initial density peaks unless mergers severely
affect this correspondence. Hence the pairs of SU simulations
have the similar clustering amplitudes of the abundance-
matched halos on large scales, which lead to 7" (k — 0) ~ 0.
The large change in the response T (k) around k ~
1 hy Mpc~! can be attributed to the exclusion effects of
the halos, whereas the scales smaller than the exclusion
scales do not contribute to the galaxy-autopower spectrum.

We showed the results for only one case of the number
density selected halo sample, but we confirmed that the
approximate identity also holds for other number densities.

As discussed in Ref. [32], we expect the responses
Ts (k) and T),(k) agree when the power spectrum is a
functional of the amplitude of the linear power spectrum. If
we assume the universal halo mass function, which
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FIG. 2. Growth responses of halo-matter and halo-autopower spectra with respect to &, (h), T5™ (k) [T)™(k)], and T5" (k) [T}"(k)], at
the four redshifts as denoted by the legend in each panel. We use eight paired simulations for Qx-ACDMI1 and h-ACDM models in
Table I to compute these responses. The symbols denote the mean of T'5, or 7', in each k bin, and the error bars (although not visible in
some k bins) denote the statistical errors for the simulation box with side length L = 2 h;l Gpc, which are estimated from the standard

deviations among the eight paired simulations. For 7" (k), we only plot the scales where halo power spectra after subtracting the shot
noise have positive values. We slightly shift the symbols of T, (k) along the x axis for illustration.

depends on cosmology only through P;(k), the corre-
sponding halo bias is also determined only by P; (k).
Hence, we can expect the responses 7'(k) to the different
parameters that leave the shape of the linear power
spectrum unchanged agree with each other for the linear
or quasinonlinear scales, where bias expansion of the
density field is valid. Especially, on large scales, where
P (k)=b P (k) (Py, (k) = b2P;(k)) holds, the response
T(k) is expected to be constant. On the other hand, the
responses in the nonlinear regime could be different due to
the difference in the growth history of the structure [32],
which leads to a change in the concentration of halos [30].
For T, (k) and T),(k), we found out they agree with each
other even in the nonlinear scale by numerical simulations.

In Fig. 3 we assess the accuracy of the responses of halo-
matter and halo-autopower spectra to h calculated by

Dark Emulator. The emulator can predict the response accu-
rately down to the nonlinear scale. For the halo-autopower
spectrum, it turned out that Dark Emulator does not predict the
h response correctly, and hence we also show the response

to Ay and z calculated by Dark Emulator, T{’:’f{"“(k) and

Tohem (1), These responses approximate the response to /1
well. Since the halo-autopower spectrum only contains the
two-halo term, it is less affected by a change in the
concentration of halos and we can expect that the responses
to A, z, and h have similar features.

B. SU approach for P(k; Q)

To assess the performance of our estimator for the halo-
matter and halo-autopower spectra for nonflat universe

P(k; Q) [Eq. (14)], we compare it with the power spectra

063504-10



FLAT TO NONFLAT: CALCULATING NONLINEAR POWER ...

PHYS. REV. D 109, 063504 (2024)

1.0p S — —

0.5 B Mhep=-7 \ .

0.0 \
..+++**—‘IIR\:II..-

£

= —05H zp = 0.55 \\\___‘ =3 _
&~ E 10g10 nh[h?}l\/lpc’?)] = -30 T==-—__ !\ J
~1.0f i 5 ]
. | ---- Th ,emu(k) Thm,emu(k) N -
hh,em hm J
Lsb o mEMe b T + _:
[ Tglh,cmu ( k) + T}ilh ( k) ]
b "
1072 1071 100
k [hy Mpc™

FIG. 3. Comparison of the simulation result for 7™ (k), 71" (k)
at zy = 0.55 with those computed using Dark Emulator [20],

Tlhlm.emu (k) , Tlhlh,emu (k) .

measured from N-body simulations with Qg = +£0.1
(Qg-ACDM?2 model).

In Fig. 4, the data points show the power spectrum
measured from simulations, for the fACDM model and
Q-ACDM?2 models. The curves show the predictions of
Eq. (14), where we used P/ (k, z;) and T, (k, z;) measured
from simulations of fACDM and h-ACDM models,
respectively. For the halo-matter power spectrum (left
panel), the estimator has ~1% accuracy even for such
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large curvature, Qg = +0.1,—0.1 [corresponding to
8y(zp = 0.55) = —0.12,+0.10]. For the halo-autopower
spectrum (right panel), the estimator has ~2% accuracy
uptok~1nh fMpc‘l. The relatively large deviation at k 2
1 hyMpc™! is due to both large deviation from P/(k,z;)
and the inaccuracy of approximation, T, (k) = T (k). The
smaller fractional change in the amplitudes of Py, and Py,
by the nonzero Qg than the change in P, (see Fig. 5 in
[32]) is ascribed to the result of Fig. 1 (see the discussion
around the figure).

Further, we tested the accuracy of the prediction for the
galaxy-matter and galaxy-autopower spectra by Dark
Emulator, using the estimator in Eq. (14). We calculated
these spectra as the weighted integral of Py, (k;>M) or
Pyn(k; >M) as in Eq. (A6). For the nonflat cosmology, we
use Eq. (14) to estimate Py, (k;>M) and Py, (k;>M),
using P/ (k,z;) and T (k. z;) predicted by the emulator.
We used the halo mass function predicted by the emulator
for the flat model, while we used the model in Ref. [63]
for the nonflat model because the emulator is not
trained for the nonflat model. On the large scale, we
stitched the predictions with those of the linear theory,
similar to Eq. (27).

In Fig. 5, we can see the predictions of the galaxy-matter
power spectrum by the emulator P*™(k) have ~5%
accuracy. Compared to the prediction for the flat universe,
we can extend the prediction to the nonzero curvature
without significant degradation.
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FIG. 4. An assessment of the accuracy of our method [Eq. (14)] for predicting the halo-matter power spectrum Py, (k) (left) and the
halo-halo power spectrum Py, (k) (right) for nonflat ACDM models. The different symbols in each panel denote P(k), directly estimated
from N-body simulations for nonflat models with Qg = £0.1 (Qx-ACDM2 models in Table I), at z; = 0.55, while the lines denote
the results from our method, P(k) in Eq. (14). Note that we used the simulation results for P/ (k, z;) and T}, (k. z;) in Eq. (14). For the
simulation results, we used the paired-and-fixed method of Angulo and Pontzen [54] to reduce the stochasticity, and we considered the
halo sample with number density n, = 1073 h;-Mpc‘3. We only plot the range of scales where the halo power spectra after subtracting

the shot noise have positive values. For comparison, we also show the simulation result for the flat fiducial simulation by triangle
symbols. The lower plot in each panel shows the ratio between the simulation result and our method. The horizontal solid and dashed

lines denote +2, +1% fractional accuracy, respectively.
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FIG.5. Anassessment of the accuracy of our method [Eq. (14)] for predicting the galaxy-matter power spectrum P, (k) (left) and the
galaxy-autopower spectrum Py, (k) (right) for nonflat ACDM models. The different symbols in each panel denote P(k), directly
estimated from N-body simulations for flat and nonflat models with Q; = 40.1, at 7y = 0.55, while the lines denote the prediction

using our method, P(k) in Eq. (14) together with Dark Emulator. Error bars are estimated from the standard deviations among the 20 mock
catalogs. The lower plot in each panel shows the ratio between the simulation result and our method. The horizontal solid and dashed

lines denote £5, 2% fractional accuracy, respectively.

For the galaxy-autopower spectrum, due to the poor
accuracy of calculating the & response by the emulator
(Fig. 3), we use T, (k) instead. The accuracy of predict-

ing the galaxy-autopower spectra in the nonflat universe is
degraded compared to that for the flat universe, but the
estimator still can predict the spectra with ~10% accuracy.

C. Total response

We tested the accuracy of our estimator for the power
spectrum total response to the supersurvey modes com-
pared with the measurement from the mock galaxy catalog
and N-body results.

In Fig. 6 we show the accuracy of the matter power
spectrum total response at z; = 0.55 calculated by our
method [Eq. (23)] against the N-body simulations,
along with other theoretical predictions. We use Halofit in
Smith et al. (Smith + 03) [14] and Takahashi et al
(Takahashi + 12) [17] to compute T3™ (k) and Py (k)
in Eq. (23), respectively. This different choice of
Halofit is because Smith 4 03 predicts 7™ (k) better than
Takahashi + 12 (see Fig. 3 in [32]), while Takahashi + 12
is known to be more accurate for P, (k), especially on
small scales. The perturbation theory prediction agrees with
the N-body results on large scales, but it begins to deviate
around k 2 0.1 h;Mpc~'. The halo model reproduces the
behavior of the response out to the nonlinear scale, but it
underestimates the response by ~20% at k ~ 1 hMpc~!.
Compared with these two analytical models that are
commonly used in the literature, our method predicts the
response better over a wide range of scales.

In Fig. 7 we show the accuracy of the galaxy-matter and
galaxy-autopower spectrum total response at z; = 0.55

calculated by our method [Egs. (22), (25), and (26)] against
the N-body simulations, along with other theoretical pre-
dictions. We use Dark Emulator to compute P(k), T),(k), and
mass function in Egs. (22), (25), and (26). For the galaxy-
autopower spectrum, as discussed in the Sec. V A, since Dark
Emulator does not predict the /i response of the halo-
autopower spectrum correctly, we used the response to A;
calculated by Dark Emulator instead. As with the matter power
spectrum response, our method can predict the galaxy-matter
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FIG. 6. Total response of matter power spectrum at z = 0.55
measured from the simulations and those calculated using our
method [Eq. (23); labeled as “This work™), perturbation theory
[Eqg. (16)], and halo model [Eq. (20)]. The error bars (although
not visible) are estimated from the standard deviations among the
eight paired simulations.
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FIG. 7. Total response of power spectrum at z; = 0.55 measured from the simulations and those calculated using our method
[Egs. (22), (25), and (26); labeled as This work], perturbation theory [Eq. (16)], and halo model. The dotted and dash-dotted lines denote
the halo model (+HOD) prediction with or without the I?,(k) term in Eq. (20). Left: the response of galaxy-matter power spectrum.
Right: the response of galaxy-autopower spectrum. The error bars are estimated from the standard deviations among the eight paired

simulations.

and galaxy-autopower spectrum responses more accurately
compared to the analytical ones in the literature.

Finally, we mention the linear limit of the halo model
predictions. In Figs. 6 and 7, as we discussed in Sec. IIT A,
we can see the predictions of the halo model converge to
those of the perturbation theory at large scale. We also show
the impact of ignoring the /3(k) term in the halo model
prediction. It is clear that ignoring the term results in an
inaccurate prediction on linear and quasinonlinear scales.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have developed an approximate method
to model the halo-matter and halo-autopower spectra for
the nonflat ACDM model, from quantities representing the
nonlinear evolution of the corresponding flat ACDM
model, based on the SU method. The key points to build
the estimator are the correspondence between the nonflat
and flat universes through the SU picture and the equiv-
alence of the growth responses to long-wavelength modes
and the Hubble parameter. This work is a sequel of our
previous research [32], in which we proposed the approxi-
mate method for predicting the nonlinear matter power
spectrum for a nonflat ACDM model.

The estimator of the halo-matter (halo-auto) power
spectrum has ~1% (~2%) accuracy even for a large
curvature model with Qg = £0.1. Using the estimator
we can extend the existing emulators to predict the non-
linear power spectra for a nonflat universe without degrad-
ing its accuracy. In particular, we showed we can extend
the Dark Emulator to predict the galaxy-matter and galaxy-
autopower spectra for a nonzero curvature model.

The response T's, (k) is also a key quantity for estimating
SSC. We utilized the approximate identity T's (k) ~ T}, (k)

and proposed the calculation of the total response (SSC
terms) using Halofit Or Dark Emulator. We showed that our
method can predict the total response at an accuracy better
than the analytical methods used in the literature, such as
the perturbation theory and the halo model, thanks to
capturing the nonlinear response through 7,(k). We are
going to implement our method for computing the total
response into the Core Cosmology Library [38].

Although we assume the ACDM model in this paper, we
expect our approach to approximate the response to d, is
also applicable to the wCDM model, where dark energy is
not the cosmological constant. Once validated with numeri-
cal simulations, we can ease the computational cost of the
SU simulations by substituting it with the response to
another parameter that can be evaluated fast. In this paper,
we focused on the responses to &, and %, but we can think
of other parameters that share almost the same response in
wider cosmological parameter space, which can be used to
extend the simulation-based theory predictions and to ease
the computational cost for building such models.
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APPENDIX: CALCULATION METHODS
OF THE RESPONSE FUNCTIONS OF HALO
AND GALAXY POWER SPECTRA

1. The response of galaxy-matter power spectrum

We define the cumulative number density of halos as

o dM

n(>Mth;5b)E/ ﬁnlnM(M;éb)v (A1)

M

where ny,,; = dn/d1In M. We define the following dimen-
sionless quantities:
|

I’l(>M_)th(k; >M—) _ n<>M+)th<k; >M+)

Prm(k; >My) = n(>My) Pon (ks >My),  (A2)
for mass-threshold samples (above mass My,) and
Phn(ks M_. M) =n(M_. M, )Pyn(k: M_.M. ).  (A3)

for mass-bin samples in the mass range of [M_,M_],
respectively. Using these quantities, all the equations for
Py, and its response can be simplified. The idea behind this
is as follows. First, mass-threshold halo samples are easier
to analyze in simulations. Once the halo-matter power
spectrum for various different mass thresholds is known,
one can convert them to that for mass-bin samples by
taking a derivative with respect to the mass threshold.
Numerically, this can be done by taking the finite difference

th(k;M) =

where M, = M + €, with some small €;; compared to
M ... In the above, note that the halo-matter power spectrum
is a halo number-weighted quantity, and thus n must be
considered appropriately. This equation is actually imple-
mented in Dark Emulator. Now, using Py, this relation is
simplified as

th(k; M—’M+) = 7)hm(k; >M—) - th(k; >M+)' (AS)

We can use a similar trick for the galaxy-matter power
spectrum. Assuming a halo occupation distribution model,
we can have

dn

Penh) = - [ aM(0, (ki)

- (M)Pry k).
g

(A6)
where U, (k; M) describes the Fourier transform of the
average radial profile of galaxy number density in host
halos with mass M, which can be computed by taking the
product of the halo occupation distribution N,(M) and the
radial profile of each galaxy.

This can be evaluated by substituting Eq. (A4). Now,
multiplying both sides of Eq. (A6) by 7, and defining
Pom = 7y Py, One can compute

Pan(k) = [ Q{04 M) 557 (Polhs >0)
= ~(U,(k: M) Py (ks > M) |

+ / dephm(k; >M),

(A7)

n(>M_)—n(>M,) '

(A4)

|
In the above, we have performed an integration by parts to
obtain the second line and then use the fact that N,(M)
tends to zero at the low mass end and Py,,,(M) tends to zero
at the high mass end to reach the final line. This is how we
can avoid estimating the power spectrum for the mass-bin
samples and directly compute the galaxy-matter power
spectrum from the mass-threshold halo samples.

The responses are also related by a similar equation as

- d(U ,(k; M)) 0Py (k; > M)
G_/dM{ dmM : 95,

0 40,k )
05,  dM

OP g (K)
95,

GM

Ponk: >M>] (A8)
G

where the subscript M denotes the derivative with fixed
mass threshold. Assuming that the cosmological depend-
ence is fully encoded in Py, and that the galaxy profile
around halos in the physical scale and the mean HOD are
given irrespective of the cosmological model, which is
partly validated in Ref. [64], one can trivially derive

0 (T, (kM)
05, dM

1 o dU,(k;M
¢ 3dlnk dMm

Finally, one can convert this to the standard response
function by

OP g (K)
05,

1 0Py (k)

— bLP,(K),

¢Pom (A10)
G
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where bﬁ is the Lagrangian galaxy bias, related to the
Eulerian bias as b, = bf, + 1. We can give a physical
interpretation of the bias factor as follows. The Lagrangian
galaxy bias bg describes the change in the number density
of galaxies at a fixed Lagrangian or, equivalently, local
comoving volume in the SU picture, and the difference
between the Eulerian and the Lagrangian bias b, — bg =1
represents the contribution from the change in the physical
volume, i.e., equivalent to the dilation effect. Note that the

response of 71, and since the growth response should be
evaluated at a fixed comoving volume, the response of 72,
gives b} instead of b,

2. The response of galaxy auto-power spectrum

Similarly, we can also evaluate the galaxy-autopower
spectrum using mass-threshold quantities. First, the halo-
autopower spectrum of the mass-bin samples can be
calculated by taking the finite difference,

second term in Eq. (A10), —b5Pgy(k), comes from the
|
& / . /
Sn(>M)n(>M") Py, (k; >M, >M _ _
Pl My, My) = antanr (>M)n( d”) hh(dn ) vi=pt, 11 My (A11)
ar (M) g7 (M)

Following the halo model description, we split the galaxy power spectrum into the two-halo and one-halo terms as

Py, (k) = P#(k) + Pit(k). Using Eq. (A11), we can write the two-halo term of the galaxy power spectrum as
Paa(k 1 ant o),k ;) [ amr & ) (O, (kM) P (kMM
e (k) = aag MUk M) dM’( (U (ks M")) Py (k: M, M)
1 d(U,(k; M)) (U, (k; M"))
== dMT (>M)/dM'9dTn(>M’)Phh(k; >M,>M')

k M))yd(U,(k; M’
== // deM’ N4 9d(M, ) Pon(k; >M, >M"), (A12)
where we did integration by parts and ignored the surface terms, and we define
Pun(ks >My, >M},) = n(>My,)n(>M}, ) Py, (ky >My,, >M}). (A13)
The SU growth responses of the two-halo term of the galaxy-autopower spectrum can be calculated as
oP¥ (k (U, (ks M’ 0P (k;> M, > M'
-2//deM’ s >>[< (ks M)) 0Py (ks > M. > M)
a5b G 95, G.M.M'
d(U,(k; M
+2—M Punlls =M, >M')| =265 PE(K). (A14)
0by, dm
For the one-halo term, we can compute the SU growth response as
OPg(k)| 1 dn N (U2 (k; M))
= = dM b (M)(U%(k; M)) + —L 5 | —2bLPM (k AlS
| =5 gy 0 | 0 T30 b + TS | ant i) (A15)

Note that the response of the one-halo term in our approach
is identical to that of the halo model description (e.g.,
[36,65]).

3. The response calibration of halo and galaxy power
spectra using the abundance-matching method

In this subsection, we describe the relation between the
SU growth response and the number density fixed or
abundance-matched response, which we clarify later. We

|
denote the derivative performed keeping the comoving halo
number density fixed as the “AM” response, which stands
for the abundance-matching method. When evaluating the
AM response, we change the threshold M, (8,) so that the
cumulative halo number density in the comoving volume is
kept fixed when varying &, [57],

dn(>My; 5)

= 0. Al6
a5, (A16)
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We define the mass-threshold shift s(M) to keep the

OF (M) _ OF (M)dInM

number density as 95, _ oM 05, =y (M)s(M).  (A19)
dIn Mth = S(Mth)déb. (A17) Hence. we have
We can calculate Eq. (A16) as o dM Oy 3y (M 35) B y y o0
dn(>Mth;5b) _ i/oo d—Mn (M5 ) M V 05b = nlnM( th)s( th)' ( )
o o Stz M e Using this, the Lagrangian halo bias above the mass
_ [~ dM o, (M) threshold is given as [57]
M, M 06,
d L _ 1 ©dM
+a—5b[F1(M = 00) — F1<M = Mth)} bh,l(>Mth) = n(>Mth) My M bh.lnlnM
o deanlnM(M,éb) _ 1 ood_MalnnlnMn
= i, YA 5, — M (Min)s(My,) n(>My) Ju, M 05, InM
=0, (A18) _ Ny (M )s (M) . (A21)
n(>My)

where we defined F;(M) as the function satisfying
OF (M)/0InM = ny, (M) and we can calculate its
response as

Likewise, the AM response of Py (k;>My) can be
calculated as

dth(k; > Mth)

d 0
= dIn MnlnM(M>th(k;M)
s,

¢ doy)u,

_ A;:dlnMa%b[”mM(M)th(k;M)] +di(sb[Fz(M = 00) = Fo(M = My)]

0 k;>M
_ 9P (K > Min) = Mg (M) Prn (ks My )s(M )
96y, G.M;,
0 ky> M
= Ponlls > Ma) | bt (o My (> Myy) P (65 M), (A22)
a5':) Gleh Y

where F,(M) is a function satisfying 0F,(M)/dIn M = ny, y;(M) Py, (k; M). On the other hand, the lhs of Eq. (A22) can be
written as

dPpm (k; > My,)

( > Mth ) hm ( > th )
d5b

G 05y,

26
= (M) (37 Pk = M) T 0 M)
G

(A23)

26
(M) (37 ) Pk T M),

where we used the approximate relation T0™ (k; >M,) ~ Tg;“(k; >My,) in the last equation. Hence, we can calculate the
Py (k) SU growth response using T),(k; >My,) as

0Py, (k) 1 0P g (k)
ooy oy oa g Ve
b G g b G
1 AU, (k; M)) 0Py (ks> M) 1 o d(U,(k;M))
[ M 9 mA™ _ S M 9 —_pLp
a )¢ { M 0y oy 3 M) G T M by Pam(k)
1 d(U,(k;M 2
=— dM{Mn(>M) [bﬁl(>M)th(k; M) + (—6> hm (s > M) Py (ks >M)]
i, dm ~ 21
1 ' 0 dIn{U,(k;M)) .
+ 3 Pl >M) o i — DEP o (K). (A24)
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The AM response of Py, (k; >My,, >M},) is calculated as

d d ky>My, >M, 0
Phn _ Prn (ks >M g, > th) +/ dlnMnlnM(M){ [F3(M/ = 00) — F3(M’ :M{h)]}
ddy |g da, MM, Iy,
d
+/ dlnM’nInM(M/){aé [F3(M = o0) — F3<M:Mth)}}
{h b
d k;>My, >M,
_ Pin (ks >Myy, >My,) — bE | (>M})n(>M},) / d1n My, (M) Py (ks M, M)
déy, G.My M, My,

_bﬁ.1(>Mth)"(>Mth)/ dIn M'ny, (M) Py (ks M', My,

!

B dphh(k, >Mth’ >M;h)
B ds,

—n(>Mp)n(>My,)
G, My M,

X [bf ) (>M) Pon (ks >My, My) + b | (> M) Py (ks > My, My,)], (A25)

where F3(M) satisfying 0F3(M)/0In M = ny, p, (M) Py (k; M, M"). Since the lhs of Eq. (A25) can be written using the
approximate relation T3 (k; >My, >My) =~ T (k; >My, >My,) as

oy, |

dPyy, (ks >My, >My)
do,

= n(>My)n(>My,)

G

26
= n(>Mth)n(>M{h)<2l>Tgf(k >My,, >M},)Poy (ks >My,, >M},)
! 26 hh
—n(>Mth)n(>Mth) 21 T (k >M[h,>M )Phh(k >Mth,>M) (A26)

the SU growth response of Pz can be related to Th"(k; >My,, >M}) as

olnk dMm

e == // amam "/M’>> (T, (k: M)) 0Py, (k: > M. > M)
aCSb G dMm aéb -
2 o dU,(kM
2P lkiou ) L S >>] ~2bEPY(K)

:%//deM’{d<Ugd(ZM)>d<Ugd(f/[;,M/)>n(>M)n(>M’) {2bﬁ,(>M’)Phh(k; >M,M')

2 2
+ <2?> Thh(k;>M, >M') Py (k; >M, >M)+3Phh(k >M,>M')

)

~ 2P (K). (a27)

Using Egs. (A15) and (A27), we can compute the SU growth response for the galaxy-autopower spectrum as in Eq. (26).
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