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A typical galaxy survey geometry results in galaxy pairs of different separation and angle to the
line-of-sight having different distributions in redshift and consequently a different effective redshift.
However, clustering measurements are analysed assuming that the clustering is representative of
that at a single effective redshift. We investigate the impact of variations in the galaxy-pair effective
redshift on the large-scale clustering measured in galaxy surveys. We find that galaxy surveys
spanning a large redshift range have different effective redshifts as a function of both pair separation
and angle. Furthermore, when considering tracers whose clustering amplitude evolves strongly with
redshift, this combination can result in an additional scale-dependent clustering anisotropy. We
demonstrate the size of this effect on the eBOSS DR16 Quasar sample and show that, while the
impact on monopole is negligible, neglecting this effect can result in a large-scale tilt of ∼ 4% and
∼ 40% in quadrupole and hexadecapole, respectively. We discuss strategies to mitigate this effect
when making measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Large-scale galaxy clustering is one of the most im-
portant and promising observations from which we can
extract cosmological information about the late time Uni-
verse. The success of recently finished Sloan Digital Sky
Survey IV (SDSS-IV; [1]) extended Baryon Oscillation
Spectroscopic Survey (eBOSS; [2]), together with BOSS
[3], has directly demonstrated their constraining power
[4, 5]. In the near future we expect measurements at
an even higher level of accuracy with surveys including
DESI1[6] and Euclid2[7], probing order-of-magnitudes
larger volumes. One of the main goals of these upcoming
surveys is to measure the two-point galaxy clustering at
an unprecedented precision.

The observed large-scale galaxy clustering amplitude is
approximately linearly biased with respect to the cluster-
ing of underlying matter [8] (see [9, 10] for reviews). Ad-
ditionally, the observed galaxy clustering is anisotropic
due to the effect of Redshift-Space Distortions (RSD)
[11–13], and the Alcock-Pacynski effect [14]. RSD al-
low us to constrain the large-scale structure growth rate,
test General Relativity (GR) and constrain sum of the
neutrino masses [15–17]. The large-scale clustering in
redshift-space is in principle straightforward to model
within linear theory under the plane-parallel approxi-
mation on sub-horizon scales. Within this approxima-
tion one assumes parallel line-of-sight (LOS) directions
to each object in a pair. However, realistic surveys come
with additional large-scale effects that can limit the sim-
ple interpretation of clustering measurements. These ef-
fects can be roughly separated into wide-angle, window
and relativistic effects.

1 https://www.desi.lbl.gov
2 http://sci.esa.int/euclid/

Wide-angle effects become significant whenever the
plane-parallel approximation is violated, i.e. when ob-
jects pair separations become comparable to the their
distances from the observer [18–21]. This happens, for in-
stance, when considering shallow survey and large-scales.
As wide-angle effects are related to individual pairs, they
can be separated from the distribution of the pairs in a
survey as a whole.

A typical galaxy redshift survey only covers a frac-
tion of the sky with varying redshift selection function,
which results in a survey window function. The survey
window function quantifies which pair separation vectors
are available. In Fourier space, the power spectrum pre-
diction is convolved with the window function in order to
account for the survey geometry [22, 23]. The correlation
function of a galaxy survey is multiplied by the window
such that the expected number of pairs as a function of
their orientation with respect to the LOS changes with
the amplitude of the pair separation. At larger separa-
tions this distribution can be significantly different from
an isotropic distribution that is evenly distributed in µ,
where µ is the cosine of the angle a separation vectors
makes with the LOS [19, 20]. This is usually included
when calculating the correlation function by integrating
over µ after normalising by the expected number of pairs
in each µ-bin.

Beyond the standard Kaiser approximation which as-
sumes Newtonian dynamics a fully relativistic description
of the observed quantities becomes necessary [24–28]. On
scales comparable to the horizon, the relativistic effects
become substantial and the observed clustering deviates
strongly from a simple theoretical descriptions. How-
ever, the window function convolution is still needed in
addition to including relativistic effects in the theoretical
modeling.

One of the motivations for utilizing the large-scales
is to probe the effects of primordial non-gaussianities
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(PNG) which leave a scale-dependent signature on the
large-scale galaxy bias [29–31]. Currently the best con-
straints made using this signal come from the eBOSS
quasar sample [32] which cover a wide redshift range al-
lowing us to probe the largest scales. Another motivation
for probing the large scales is to test GR on (sub)horizon
scales using galaxy surveys [33] and disentangle the GR
effects from the PNG effects [34]. Surveys such as DESI
are forecast to detect relativistic effects [35]. Thus it is
crucial to understand and account for all possible sys-
tematic effects in order not to bias our interpretation of
clustering measurements.

In general, galaxy surveys cover a wide redshift range
across which the properties of galaxy populations will
change. These include the amplitude of the RSD and
matter clustering strength, which evolve due to the evo-
lution of the Universe, and galaxy bias which evolves as
the average properties of the galaxies observed change.
Such effects can, in principle, be easily included in mod-
els of wide-angle and relativistic effects, resulting in extra
redshift-dependent terms in the relevant integrals. How-
ever, they couple with the window function leading to a
pernicious complication, which is most easily understood
by thinking about the effective redshift of a sample. Stan-
dard clustering analyses usually assume a single effective
redshift at which the model is compared to the measure-
ments. However, for a sample whose window function
changes the distribution of pairs in µ with redshift, the
effective redshift will vary with µ. If furthermore, we
have a sample whose galaxy clustering strength and the
strength of the RSD also vary with redshift, then we will
pick up a tilt in the measured clustering moments with
respect to that of a sample whose clustering properties
do not change across the sample.

In this paper we consider the impact of the survey
geometry in the presence of clustering evolution on the
interpretation the anisotropic galaxy clustering. As we
are only interested in this effect, we make some sim-
plifying assumptions: We do not include relativistic or
wide-angle effects. Furthermore, as we are mostly in-
terested in the large-scales clustering, we work at the
level of linear RSD theory. To demonstrate the size of
the effect using a real sample, we consider the public
eBOSS quasar (QSOs) sample as it spans the largest red-
shift range (0.8 < z < 2.2) making it ideal to probe the
largest scales [36]. Additionally, the QSO sample has the
strongest clustering evolution compared to other eBOSS
tracers.

This paper is organized as follows. In §II we review
the linear RSD theory of the large-scale galaxy cluster-
ing and its main observables defined at a single redshift.
In §III we define the anisotropic effective redshift and
discuss its effect on the clustering predictions. In §IV we
describe the eBOSS data and measure the anisotropic
zeff using the random catalogs of the QSO sample. In
§V we show the impact of neglecting the anisotropic zeff

on the clustering multipoles both in configuration and
Fourier space. Finally, we discuss our results, consider

the impact on cosmological parameters and present our
conclusions in §VI.

In this paper we assume the cosmological parame-
ters from Planck 2015 results [37], as implemented in
nbodykit package [38].

II. LINEAR RSD CLUSTERING

In linear theory on subhorizon scales the observed
redshift-space galaxy power spectrum at redshift z can
be described by the Kaiser RSD model [11]:

P (k, µ, z) = D2(z)
(
b(z) + f(z)µ2

k

)2
Pm(k, 0), (1)

where D is the linear growth factor, b is the linear galaxy
bias, f = d lnD(a)/d ln a is the logarithmic growth rate,
µk = k‖/k and Pm(k, 0) is the linear matter power spec-
trum at z = 0. This form of anisotropic power spectrum
can be expressed in terms of the Legendre multipoles as:

P`(k) ≡ 2`+ 1

2

∫ 1

−1

P (k, µk)L`(µk)dµk, (2)

where L` is the Legendre polynomial of order `. In linear
RSD theory the only non-zero multipoles are ` = 0, 2, 4
which are given by:

P0(k) =

(
b2 +

2

3
fb+

1

5
f2

)
Pm(k),

P2(k) =

(
4

3
bf +

4

7
f2

)
Pm(k),

P4(k) =
8

35
f2Pm(k).

(3)

The redshift-space galaxy clustering can be defined by
its Fourier transform in configuration space, the two-
point correlation function ξ(r, µ), which depends on the
galaxy pair separation r and the cosine of the angle that
the separation vector makes with the LOS µ. As in
the case of the power spectrum, the correlation function
ξ(r, µ) can be expressed in terms the Legendre multipoles
by:

ξ(r, µ) =
∑

`

ξ`(r)L`(µ), (4)

where the correlation function multipoles ξ` are related
to the power spectrum multipoles through:

ξ`(r) =
i`

2π2

∫
k2dkP`(k)j`(kr),

P`(k) = (−i)`(4π)

∫
r2drξ`(r)j`(kr),

(5)

where j` is the spherical Bessel function.
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III. ANISOTROPIC EFFECTIVE REDSHIFT

Galaxy samples targeted by galaxy redshift surveys
typically cover a wide redshift range. In order to mea-
sure clustering on large scales, they are often analysed
in wide redshift bins, and the clustering is interpreted as
being representative of that at a single effective redshift.
It is at this redshift that the model is calculated in order
to compare to the measurements. Some quantities and
hence the measurements made from them, are invariant
with redshift such as the shape of the linear power spec-
trum, and are not sensitive to the exact value of the effec-
tive redshift chosen. In contrast, the RSD signal varies
with redshift and the effective redshift calculation is im-
portant for these measurement. The survey’s effective
redshift based on galaxy pairs is defined as [39, 40]:

zeff ≡
∑

i,j wiwj(zi + zj)/2∑
i,j wiwj

, (6)

where wi are the weights applied to data in order to
account for the observing and targeting systematics.
The effective redshift is typically measured by sum-
ming over all pairs with separations in the range s =
[20, 160]h−1Mpc, which gives the value that is used as
the effective redshift of the full sample in the clustering
analysis. The zeff associated with a clustering measure-
ment is commonly assumed to be the same irrespective
of pair separation amplitude or orientation.

Allowing for anisotropy in zeff , the theoretical expec-
tation of the measured clustering defined in Eq. (1) at an
effective redshift can also be described as:

P (k, µ, zeff) = D2(zeff)
(
b(zeff) + f(zeff)µ2

k

)2
Pm(k, 0),

(7)
where the effective redshift zeff(r, µ) is both the function
of pair separation r and pair orientation µ. This makes
all the time varying quantities inherit the scale and ori-
entation dependence in the model such that we have the
following: b(r, µ), D(r, µ) and f(r, µ). In the following we
will use the same definition as Eq. (6), but instead of only
the pair separation, we will also consider the dependence
of zeff on both r and µ.

IV. APPLICATION TO EBOSS QSO SAMPLE

In this section we describe the QSO sample properties
and the catalogs used in our analysis, compute the sam-
ple’s anisotropic zeff and describe the clustering strength
evolution of the QSO sample.

A. eBOSS DR16 quasar sample

The extended Baryon Oscillations Spectroscopic Sur-
vey3 (eBOSS) [2], part of SDSS-IV [1], measured nearly
∼ 900, 000 spectroscopic redshifts in the redshift range
0.6 < z < 2.2 using three main galaxy samples: Lumi-
nous Red Galaxies (LRG), Emission Line Galaxies (ELG)
and QSO. In the latest eBOSS Data Release 16 (DR16)
the clustering measurements from these galaxy samples
have been used to put constraints on cosmological pa-
rameters through the Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO)
and RSD measurements [39–44]. eBOSS measured spec-
troscopic redshifts to over ∼ 300, 000 quasars in the red-
shift range 0.8 < z < 2.2 and in the following we will use
the latest, publicly available DR16 release of the QSO
sample [45]. The QSO sample is further split into the
North and South Galactic Cap (NGC and SGC). We fo-
cus our analysis on the larger, NGC, part of the sample
which contains 218, 209 quasars and covers a sky area of
2890 deg2.

There are two main reasons why we choose the eBOSS
QSO sample to investigate the effect of the anisotropic
zeff in this paper. One reason is that QSO sample cov-
ers the widest redshift-range among all the other tracers
in SDSS. This makes this sample well suited to probe
the largest scales, and susceptible to evolution across
the sample. The other reason is that between the other
(e)BOSS galaxy samples, QSO sample has the strongest
redshift-evolution of the linear bias. In particular, the
measured bias evolution bQ(z) evolves more strongly
than the inverse growth factor D(z)−1 which results in a
stronger overall clustering strength evolution [46, 47].

To investigate the anisotropic zeff we make use of the
random catalogs created for the eBOSS DR16 Quasar
samples [45]. These random catalogs were created to
match the sampling and observational characteristics of
the data catalog but without any clustering signal. Apart
from the angular positions and redshifts, these catalogs
also contain a number of weights for each object which
account for observing and targeting systematics present
in the data catalogs. We account for these weights when
computing zeff by using the following total weights [45]:

wtot = wsys × wcp × wnoz × wFKP, (8)

where wsys are the imaging systematics weights, wcp

are the close pair weights, wnoz are the redshift failure
weights and wFKP are the standard FKP weights [48].

B. eBOSS QSO anisotropic effective redshift

We use the random catalogs described in the previ-
ous subsection to measure zeff(r, µ), using Eq. (6) and

3 https://www.sdss.org/surveys/eboss/

https://www.sdss.org/surveys/eboss/
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FIG. 1. Effective redshift as a function of 2D pair separation
(r, µ) computed using the eBOSS QSO NGC random catalog.
While isotropic on small pair separations, the effective redshift
becomes anisotropic at separations r & 300h−1Mpc due to
the survey geometry.

the weights defined in Eq. (8). For the pair separa-
tion r we use 41 logarithmic bins in the range r =
[10, 1000]h−1Mpc and for the pair orientation µ we use
100 linear bins in the range µ = [0, 1]. In Fig. 1 we
show the measured zeff(r, µ) in the case of the NGC.
While on smaller scales (r < 100h−1Mpc) zeff shows no
µ-dependence, on large separations there is a clear depen-
dence on µ. The higher/lower zeff at lower/higher values
of µ follows directly from the survey geometry — at large
separations there are more transverse pairs compared to
the radial pairs.

C. Clustering evolution

The eBOSS QSOs are known to have a strong linear
bias evolution. This bias evolution has been measured us-
ing the clustering multipoles from previous eBOSS data
releases [46, 47]. For the purposes of this paper, we adopt
the parametrization and best-fit values from Ref. [46].
Apart from the bias dependence, the overall clustering
amplitude also contains the dependence on the growth
factor D(z) and the growth rate f(z). Together, all of
these three factors evolve differently across the redshift
bin. In Fig. 2 we show the redshift evolution of the clus-
tering amplitude prefactor that contains all the redshift-
dependent quantities across the QSOs z-range. In addi-
tion to QSOs, we also consider matter clustering only and
show the evolution at several µ-values. An isotropic effect
of such redshift evolution of clustering is well known and
has been studied in the literature [49–53]. However, such
evolution, coupled with the anisotropic zeff , can have an
effect on the interpretation of anisotropic clustering. In
particular, while it may be negligible for the monopole, it
can have larger effect on the higher clustering multipoles.

0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0 2.2

z

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

D
2
( b
Q

+
f
µ

2
) 2

QSOs, bQ(z) Matter, bQ = 1

FIG. 2. The overall clustering strength evolution in linear
RSD theory in the case of eBOSS QSOs (solid lines) and mat-
ter field (dashed lines) across the eBOSS QSOs redshift range.
Different line shadings, from lightest to darkest, correspond
to values of µ = [0, 0.5, 1], respectively.

V. IMPACT ON CLUSTERING ANALYSIS

In this section we proceed to compare the linear the-
ory clustering prediction obtained either keeping the zeff

fixed or accounting for the zeff anisotropy.
In §III we showed that zeff additionally depends on

(r, µ). This results in an additional (r, µ) dependency of
the galaxy power spectrum prediction through the depen-
dence of b, f and D on (r, µ). We first focus our analysis
on the two-point correlation function ξ(r, µ) and we then
translate the effect to the power spectrum multipoles.
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eBOSS, QSO, NGC, 0.8 < z < 2.2
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QSOs, bQ(z) Matter, bQ = 1

FIG. 3. The effect of including anisotropic effective redshift
on clustering multipoles assuming linear theory compared to
the case of fixed (isotropic) effective redshift. We show both
the case of eBOSS QSO (solid line), i.e. biased tracers, and
matter field (dashed line) across the same redshift range.
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We show the relative effect of including zeff on the
correlation function multipoles in Fig. 3. We compute
the correlation function multipoles using Eq. (5) by either
using the measured zeff(r, µ) in Eq. (7) or using a single
effective redshift. In the later case we use zeff = 1.47
[39]. While the effect on the monopole is sub-percent,
the effect is evident for quadrupole and hexadecapole,
reaching ∼ 4% and ∼ 40%, respectively, on the largest
scales. Additionally, we repeat the same calculation in
the absence of evolving galaxy bias. For this we consider
the case of matter field (bQ = 1) having the same survey
geometry as the QSOs. In Fig. 3 we show that additional
large scale anisotropy is present even in the case of matter
and comparable in amplitude to the considered case of
biased tracers.

k [h/Mpc]

103

104

P
`(
k

)
[h
−

3
M

p
c3

]

single zeff

zeff(r, µ)

10−3 10−2 10−1

k [h/Mpc]

10−1

100

101

102

∆
P
`/
P
`
[%

]

` = 0

` = 2

` = 4

FIG. 4. Top panel: The power spectrum multipoles computed
assuming either a single zeff (solid lines) or an anisotropic zeff

(dashed lines) in linear theory in the case of eBOSS NGC
QSO. Different multipoles are shown in different colors in both
panels (see legend in the bottom panel). Bottom panel: The
relative effect on the power spectrum multipoles as a function
of scale. For simplicity, we do not include the window function
effects on the multipoles.

Based on this analysis, we estimate the effect on
the power spectrum multipoles. As the effect on the
monopole is sub-percent on all scales, we only consider
the effect on higher order multipoles. To do this we ap-
proximate the effect on the correlation function multi-
poles as follows:

ξzeff` ≈ ξ`(r)
[
1 + ∆`(r/1000h−1Mpc)

]
, (9)

where ∆` [%] = (5, 50) for ` = (2, 4), respectively. We

then transform ξzeff` to P zeff
` using Eq. 5 and show the

results in Fig. 4. As expected, the effect is more pro-
nounced on larger scales (smaller k’s). The quadrupole
and hexadecapole are affected at the level of 10% and
100%, respectively, at scales of k ∼ 10−3 [h/Mpc].
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1.0
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/ξ
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FIG. 5. Top panel: The full eBOSS NGC QSOs footprint
(gray) along with the half (purple) and quarter (red) subsam-
ples overplotted. For the purposes of this figure we display
every 100-th datapoint from the original samples. Bottom
panel: Similar to Fig. 3, we show the effect of the anisotropic
zeff in the subsamples from the top panel (with matching col-
ors) using the the eBOSS QSO.

A. Dependence on the survey area

To demonstrate the geometrical nature of the zeff ef-
fect, we consider subsamples of the QSO catalogue, split
into contiguous regions on the sky and estimate the effect
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on the clustering multipoles as a function of the sky area.
We consider subsamples of the total eBOSS NGC QSO
footprint based on the Right Ascension (RA). We select a
half and a quarter of the full eBOSS NGC QSO sky area
and we show these subsamples in Fig. 5 (top panel). As
these subsamples are chosen solely on angular positions,
they have matching redshift distributions and clustering
amplitude evolution within the redshift range. The only
difference is in the geometry of the sample. For each of
these subsamples we repeat the analysis of §V and com-
pute the impact on the correlation function multipoles.
We show the results in Fig. 5 (bottom panel). We find
that the impact of anisotropic zeff has a stronger impact
on the multipoles when smaller survey areas are consid-
ered.

B. Mitigating this effect

We envision several ways to mitigate the effects that
we have studied in this paper. One approach would be
to weight pairs of galaxies by the reciprocal of their ex-
pected clustering strength before measuring the cluster-
ing. For each pair, we would model the ratio of the ex-
pected clustering strength for typical galaxies, divided
by the expected clustering strength for those particular
galaxies, and then weight each pair by this. This ap-
proach is similar to that adopted in [50], in which each
galaxy is weighted by 1/(D(z)×〈b〉), where 〈b〉 is the ex-
pected relative galaxy bias to the one of the full sample.
This weighting was adopted to remove the isotropic com-
ponent of the effect we are discussing here, i.e. they con-
sidered that pairs of different separation in the monopole
tend to pick up different types of galaxy at different red-
shifts, leading to offsets in the monopole. Their analysis
did not consider anisotropy in the window and the effect
on quadrupole and hexadecapole. We have now shown
that the effect on the anisotropic clustering from this
coupling of the window and the clustering strength is ac-
tually stronger than the isotropic effect. Consequently,
weighting each galaxy by the reciprocal of the expected
clustering strength for that galaxy would not work: we
need to apply a pairwise weight that depends on the RSD
signal to ensure that the effect is removed. In terms
of redshift, this approach would bring all galaxy pairs
to a common effective redshift which is both scale- and
orientation-independent. This would then allow for the
standard clustering analysis to be applied, although we
would have to worry that the correction is model depen-
dent, and so if the best-fit model if far from this we may
need to iterate with another set of weights.

Another approach would be similar to the one we have
taken in this paper, i.e. to include the clustering evolution
and the anisotropic zeff when computing the theoretical
model. In a survey analysis, we would need to allow for
the evolution in expected clustering strength with red-
shift in the model, before convolving with the window
function.

200 400 600 800 1000

r [Mpc/h]

0

1

2

3

4

∆
ξ `
/ξ

`
[%

]

1% ∆ns

` = 0

` = 2

` = 4

FIG. 6. The relative effect of changing ns by 1% on the cor-
relation function multipoles ` = 0, 2, 4 (see legend) on large-
scales assuming linear theory.

VI. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

In this paper we have considered the combination of
two effects, which has previously not been considered in
the clustering analysis of galaxy redshift surveys which
span wide redshift ranges. One effect is due to the µ-
distribution of galaxy pair orientations, which are not
isotropic at large separations due to the survey geometry.
This makes the effective redshift defined at the pair level
to be anisotropic, i.e. it depends on both the pair sep-
aration and orientation. While in the standard cluster-
ing analyses one compares the clustering measurements
with the model computed at a single effective redshift,
we have measured the effective redshift as a function of
both separation and orientation and showed variations
with pair orientation at large separations. In itself this
would not be a problem if the amplitude of the cluster-
ing signal was the same throughout the survey. However
if not, the anisotropic effective redshift couples with the
clustering evolution and can result in an additional scale-
dependent anisotropy in the measured clustering. The
combined effect causes a large-scale tilt in the clustering
multipoles. This points to a need to either account for
the non-uniform µ distribution and the redshift evolution
when computing the theoretical model, or correct for the
effect at the level of clustering measurements.

The effect of anisotropic zeff on large-scale multipoles
is strongly dependent on the survey geometry and clus-
tering evolution of a particular sample. This makes it
hard to make any general conclusions on the impact on
cosmological parameters. However, being such a large-
scale effect one can imagine parameters that could be
most impacted. As an example, the tilt of the primor-
dial power spectrum — ns, has a similar effect on the
clustering multipoles. In Fig. 6 we show the effect of
a 1% change in ns on the multipoles in linear theory.
While varying ns has similar effect on quadrupole as the
anisotropic zeff , it affects all multipoles at a comparable
level, whereas anisotropic zeff has very different effect on
different multipoles. Thus, when considering all cluster-
ing multipoles the effects of anisotropic zeff and ns could
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be distinguished between each other. However, different
survey geometries and/or samples with different cluster-
ing evolution could, in principle, result in comparable
effect on all clustering multipoles due to anisotropic zeff

and thus potentially be degenerate with the effects of ns.
Another important effect is the presence of PNG which

leave a distinct scale-dependent bias on large scales.
While PNG leave the strongest effect on the monopole,
as it is most sensitive to the galaxy bias, the effect of zeff

is stronger for higher order multipoles. Since the current
PNG constraints from galaxy clustering are coming solely
from the power spectrum monopole [32], we expect zeff to
have a negligible effect. However, future analyses could
start exploiting the PNG information from the higher
multipoles as well, where it may become important to
account for the effects of anisotropic zeff and clustering
evolution.

Other approaches have been proposed for analysing
surveys spanning wide redshift ranges and they include:
splitting the sample into multiple redshift-bins, binning
at the level of pair centers [54] or using optimal redshift
weighting [32, 55, 56]. However, these approaches will not
help with the effects we have presented here. Splitting
into multiple redshift-bins is generally sub-optimal, as it
loses the information from pairs crossing the bin bound-
aries, and even though it is possible to obtain the large
scales by cross-correlating different bins, one still needs
to correct for the anisotropic pair distribution. While the
second approach still contains large separation pairs, the
anisotropic distribution and the window functions cares
about the full distribution of pairs, not just their cen-
tres. The weighting introduced by the third approach
is not designed to correct the anisotropic pair distribu-
tion, and we therefore expect this to be important after
weighting.

While we have mainly focused on eBOSS QSOs as a
specific dataset to demonstrate the combination and the
size of these effects, this combination of effects is expected
be present at some level for other galaxy samples as well.
With the required precision of the upcoming galaxy sur-
veys such as DESI and Euclid in mind, effects like this
are expected to become increasing more important for
future clustering analysis.
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