
Astronomy & Astrophysics manuscript no. EmpiricalPowerSpectrumResponse ©ESO 2022
March 15, 2022

An empirical nonlinear power spectrum overdensity response
Gábor Rácz1, 2, István Szapudi3 and István Csabai1

1 Department of Physics of Complex Systems, ELTE Eötvös Loránd University, Pf. 32, H-1518 Budapest, Hungary
e-mail: gabor.racz@ttk.elte.hu

2 Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology, 4800 Oak Grove Drive, Pasadena, CA, 91109, USA

3 Institute for Astronomy, University of Hawaii, 2680 Woodlawn Drive, Honolulu, HI, 96822, USA

Received December 19, 2021

ABSTRACT

Context. The overdensity inside a cosmological sub-volume and the tidal fields from its surroundings affect the matter distribution of
the region. The resulting difference between the local and global power spectra is characterized by the response function.
Aims. Our aim is to provide a new, simple, and accurate formula for the power spectrum overdensity response at highly nonlinear
scales based on the results of cosmological simulations and paying special attention to the lognormal nature of the density field.
Methods. We measured the dark matter power spectrum amplitude as a function of the overdensity (δW ) in N-body simulation
subsamples. We show that the response follows a power-law form in terms of (1 + δW ), and we provide a new fit in terms of the
variance, σ(L), of a sub-volume of size L.
Results. Our fit has a similar accuracy and a comparable complexity to second-order standard perturbation theory on large scales,
but it is also valid for nonlinear (smaller) scales, where perturbation theory needs higher-order terms for a comparable precision.
Furthermore, we show that the lognormal nature of the overdensity distribution causes a previously unidentified bias: the power
spectrum amplitude for a subsample with an average density is typically underestimated by about −2σ2. Although this bias falls to the
sub-percent level above characteristic scales of 200Mpch−1, taking it into account improves the accuracy of estimating power spectra
from zoom-in simulations and smaller high-resolution surveys embedded in larger low-resolution volumes.
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1. Introduction

Two-point statistics of the cosmic density field are the principal
tools for constraining cosmological models. Large-scale galaxy
surveys, such as the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (Tegmark et al.
2004), 2MASS (Allgood et al. 2001), APM Galaxy Survey-2
(Baugh & Efstathiou 1994), 2dF (Percival et al. 2001), BOSS
(Dawson et al. 2013), DESI (DESI Collaboration et al. 2016),
Pan-STARRS (Chambers et al. 2016), or the DES (The Dark En-
ergy Survey Collaboration 2005), provide data for such measure-
ments. Even larger surveys are planned for the near future, for
example Euclid (Tutusaus et al. 2020), WFIRST/Roman (Green
et al. 2012), SPHEREx (Doré et al. 2014), LSST/Rubin (LSST
Science Collaboration et al. 2009), and the Subaru Prime-Focus
Spectrograph (Tamura et al. 2016). While some day we might
map the cosmological density field of the observable Universe,
at present these wide field surveys are complemented with nar-
rower deep surveys, such as COSMOS (Scoville et al. 2007) and
H20 (Beck et al. 2020), the deep survey mode of the HSC (Ai-
hara et al. 2018). The geometry and volume of the survey win-
dow and the super-survey modes modulate the interpretation of
any measured two-point statistics. The effects of the survey win-
dow are described in detail in Vogeley (1995) and Sato et al.
(2013). The effects of super-survey modes are usually treated as
overdensity and tidal effects. These effects are discussed exten-
sively in the literature (Takada & Hu 2013; Li et al. 2014; Akitsu
& Takada 2018; Chan et al. 2018; Barreira et al. 2018b; Lacasa &
Grain 2019; Rizzato et al. 2019; Digman et al. 2019; Castorina

& Moradinezhad Dizgah 2020) based on standard perturbation
theory (SPT) or the halo model, both of which use the matter
bispectrum in the squeezed limit to calculate the overdensity re-
sponse of the power spectrum (Wagner et al. 2015b). While the
effect is significant even in large volumes (Barreira et al. 2018a;
Takahashi et al. 2019), it becomes particularly large when only
small volumes are available – as a rule of thumb, when the linear
size of the survey window is less than a few hundred Mpch−1.

The low-order responses in SPT are accurate on large scales,
where the density field is only mildly non-Gaussian (where
k < 0.3Mpch−1 at z = 0). Even second-order perturbation theory
(PT) is limited in accuracy for smaller scales. In particular, the
overdensity field itself has a non-Gaussian, approximately log-
normal distribution, as shown by Coles & Jones (1991).

Beyond SPT and the halo model, separate universe simula-
tions have also been used to calculate the response functions nu-
merically (Wagner et al. 2015a,b; Barreira et al. 2019). These
are useful for calculating the nonlinear overdensity responses
and approximate tidal responses; for the latter this is done by
adding anisotropic expansion or external (low-order) tidal fields
(Masaki et al. 2020; Stücker et al. 2021; Akitsu et al. 2021).
Complex tidal fields and the density distribution are not taken
into account in these simulations, since they are not embedded
in a larger cosmological volume.

The state-of-the-art methods mentioned above provide pre-
cise results in most cases at the expense of considerable
complexity, and they usually ignore the effects of the non-
Gaussianity of the density distribution. Our principal goal is
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to quantify the nonlinear overdensity response for finite vol-
umes beyond linear and second-order SPT to show the effect
of the density field distribution and to provide an easy-to-use
yet accurate fit as a function of cosmological parameters. This
opens the road toward the precise measurement and interpreta-
tion of the power spectrum from smaller surveys and simula-
tion subsamples when the overdensity is known from a larger
lower-resolution survey or simulation, respectively. In particular,
zoom-in simulations (Katz & White 1993; Oñorbe et al. 2014),
as well as the recent compactified multi-resolution simulations
(Rácz et al. 2018), will benefit from our results.

The outline of the paper is as follows: first, we describe the
density distribution of the cosmic density field. Then, we define
the local power spectrum and show the connection between the
distribution of the density field and these responses. In Sect. 4
we measure the responses in sub-volumes of larger cosmolog-
ical N-body simulations and give a new fit for these responses
that is consistent with the lognormal density field. Finally, we
summarize our results.

2. Density field distribution

The statistical properties of the δ = ρ/ρ− 1 Eulerian overdensity
field have important effects on the finite volume two-point statis-
tics. The probability distribution function (PDF) of the δ field is
well approximated with the

fG(δ, σ) =
1

σ
√

2π
e−

1
2 ( δ

σ )2

(1)

Gaussian distribution for large scales (e.g. L > 300Mpc in stan-
dard Λ cold dark matter cosmology at z = 0). For smaller scales,
the

fln(δ, σ) =
1

(δ + 1)
1

σ
√

2π
· e
− 1

2

(
ln(δ+1)+ 1

2 σ
2

σ

)2

(2)

lognormal distribution fits the simulated and observed density
fields better (Coles & Jones 1991; Repp & Szapudi 2018).
The lognormal assumption extends smoothly into the Gaussian
regime. The variance, σ2, can be calculated from the cosmolog-
ical parameters for a given volume by

σ2(V) =

∞∫
0

dk
2π2 k2W(R, k)P(k), (3)

where P(k) is the power spectrum determined by the cosmolog-
ical parameters, and W(R, k) is the Fourier representation of a
spherical top-hat window function with R =

3√3V/(4π) radius.
This σ2 also can be determined from cosmological simulations
by dividing the simulation cube into small cubic sub-volumes
with L linear sizes and using the

σ2(V) =
1
N

N∑
i=0

δ2
i (4)

formula, where δi is the overdensity of the sub-volume with in-
dex i, V = L3 is the volume, and N is the total number of the
sub-volumes. We note that this σ2 is expected to be different
from the σ2

lin linear mass variance. The fln(δ, σ) is more realis-
tic than the Gaussian assumption in that it only assigns positive
probability for nonnegative δ + 1 densities.

We used Einstein-de Sitter (EdS) and standard Λ cold dark
matter (ΛCDM) cosmological N-body simulations to calculate

Simulation EdS_1260 LCDM_1260
Ωm 1.0 0.3089
ΩΛ 0.0 0.6911
Ωk 0.0
H0

[
km/s/Mpc

]
67.74

σ8 0.8159
zinitial 63
Npart 3.43 · 108 1.0 · 109

Lbox

[
Mpch−1

]
1260.0

Table 1. Cosmological parameters of the simulations. The ΛCDM pa-
rameters are based on the Planck 2015 results.
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Fig. 1. Statistical properties of the simulated cosmic overdensity field.
Top: Measured distribution of the δw overdensity field and the fln(δw, σ)
lognormal distribution function for L = 60Mpch−1 cubic windows in
our ΛCDM and EdS simulations at z = 0 redshift. We plotted the Gaus-
sian approximation of the density field as a dashed black curve. Bot-
tom: Measured σ2 variance of the δw field as a function of the window
volume at z = 0.

σ(V) at redshift z = 0. The ΛCDM simulation had cosmological
parameters taken from Planck Collaboration et al. (2016), and all
initial conditions were generated with the 2LPTic code (Crocce
et al. 2012, 2006), with initial redshift zstart = 63. The simula-
tions were done with the GADGET-2 code (Springel 2005) (see
Table 1 for parameters). Figure 1 displays the derived density
distributions and the σ2(V).

3. The power spectrum within finite volumes

The power spectrum of the δ(x) overdensity field is defined by

(2π)3P(k)δ3
D(k − k′) =

〈
δ(k)δ(k′)

〉
, (5)

where δ(k) is the Fourier transform of the δ(x) field and δ3
D(k) is

the three-dimensional Dirac-delta function. This function con-
tains all information from the statistics of the density field in
the linear regime, and a decreasing fraction of the total informa-
tion on smaller scales, if initial density fields followed Gaussian

Article number, page 2 of 10



Gábor Rácz, István Szapudi and István Csabai: An empirical nonlinear power spectrum overdensity response

statistics. Since we assume that the Universe is isotropic, P(k)
depends only on the length of the k vector and is thus denoted as
P(k).

We adapted the definition by Chiang et al. (2014) for the
position-dependent power spectrum. For the rest of the paper we
use the cubic window function

WL(x) =

3∏
i=1

θ(xi), where θ(xi) =

{
1 if |xi| < L/2
0 otherwise , (6)

where L is the linear size and x is a comoving coordinate vector.
The local Fourier transform of the density field in this case is

δ(k, rw, L) =

∫
d3xδ(x)WL(x − rw)e−ikx, (7)

where rw is the comoving coordinate of the center of the sur-
vey. The position-dependent power spectrum inside the survey
volume is then constructed as

Pw(k, rw, L) =
1
V

〈
|δ(k, rw, L)|2

〉
, (8)

where V = L3 is the volume of the cubic survey. The local power
spectrum definition above assumes that the mean cosmic mass
density is known for the power spectrum analysis. This is true
for simulations, but not for real surveys. If the global density
is unknown, it is estimated from the average density inside the
survey window, and the

δ̃(k) =
δ(k)

1 + δw
(9)

field is used in the power spectrum calculation instead of δ(k) (de
Putter et al. 2012). This causes a bias in the power spectrum esti-
mation, and the power spectrum in the survey window becomes

Psw(k) =
1

(1 + δw)2 Pw(k), (10)

where Pw(k) is the local power spectrum defined above. This ef-
fect on the measurements is called the local average effect. Since
we work with simulations in this paper, we used the Pw(k) local
power spectrum calculated by the known ρ average density un-
less otherwise stated.

The power spectrum and the position-dependent power spec-
trum evolves over time. There are two commonly used methods
available to predict the power spectrum from an initial state at
a later time: PT and numerical simulations of structure forma-
tion. The former are accurate early on or on the largest scales
for late cosmological times, when structure formation is linear
or mildly nonlinear. In the nonlinear regime, only the numerical
simulations and the halo model yield precise predictions.

The evolution of the local power spectrum at coordinate rw
within volume V is determined by the cosmological parameters,
the initial fluctuations, the overdensity inside the window (δw),
and the tidal fields originating from outside the survey area. It is
a difficult task to calculate these effects properly in the nonlinear
regime. For simplicity, we neglected tidal fields and modeled the
ratio of the position-dependent power spectrum and the global
power spectrum as

Pw(k, t|δw, σ(V)) = R(k, t, δw, σ(V))P(k, t), (11)

where σ2(V) is the variance of the overdensity field on the scale
of the window function and R(k, t, δw, σ(V)) is the response func-
tion. It quantifies the response of the position-dependent power

spectrum to the presence of a large-scale overdensity (δw) inside
the window (Chiang et al. 2014; Wagner et al. 2015b).

By definition, the position-dependent power spectrum for ev-
ery sub-volume, V , should average – after deconvolving the win-
dow function – to the global power spectrum. Thus, the response
function fulfills

1 =
〈Pw(k, t|δw,V)〉

P(k, t)
=

∫
R(k, t, δw, σ(V)) f (δw, σ(V))dδw, (12)

where f (δw, σ(V)) is the probability density-distribution func-
tion of the overdensity field on the scale of the window function.

3.1. Perturbative power spectrum responses

In SPT, the effect of the overdensities are described as a function
of the δL0D(t) linearly extrapolated Lagrangian overdensity,

P(k, t|D(t)δL0) =

∞∑
n=0

1
n!

RL,n(k, t) [δL0D(t)]n P(k, t), (13)

where δL0 is the initial overdensity, D(t) is a linear growth func-
tion, and

RL,n(k, t) =
1

P(k, t)

dnP(k, t|δL0D(t))
d (δL0D(t))n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
δL0D(t)=0

(14)

is the nth-order response function, with the zeroth order set to
RL,0(k, t) = 1 (Wagner et al. 2015b). An initially Gaussian field
is assumed, and therefore the distribution of the linearly ex-
trapolated density field is Gaussian too. Each power of the ex-
trapolated overdensity is zero for a sub-volume with an aver-
age density. The consequence of this fact is that any order SPT
response that uses this Taylor expansion will predict a power
spectrum that is identical to the global one for average density
sub-volumes.

The first two orders of the response function are the follow-
ing:

RL,1 =
47
21
−

1
3

d ln P(k)
d ln k

(15)

RL,2 =
8420
1323

−
100
63

k
P(k)

dP(k)
dk

+
1
9

k2

P(k)2

d2P(k)
dk2 . (16)

The Eulerian responses can be calculated for the EdS Universe
as

R1(k) = RL,1(k) (17)

R2(k) = RL,2(k) −
34
21

RL,1(k) (18)

(Wagner et al. 2015b). As we show next, these results fit cosmo-
logical simulations well on scales where the probability distribu-
tion of the overdensity, δ, is nearly Gaussian.

The response function constructed from R0 and R1 fulfills
Eq. 12 for a Gaussian distribution. While this is no longer true
for higher-order SPT, the average should converge to one with
increasing orders.
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Fig. 2. Position-dependent power spectra in our ΛCDM simulation at
z = 0 with a L = 60Mpch−1 window size. The color represents the
average density of each sub-volume. The full-volume power spectrum
is plotted as a green curve for reference.

4. Response function from cosmological
simulations

We expect the PT responses to accurately predict the position-
dependent power spectra when δw is sufficiently close to zero
and the density field is close to a Gaussian. If the survey win-
dow is too small, the skewness of the probability density func-
tion distorts the responses. In particular, the power spectrum of
the average density sub-volumes might differ from the spectrum
of the full cosmological volume due to non-Gaussianity.

To test this hypothesis, we calculated the position-dependent
power spectra in a large number of sub-volumes from the sim-
ulations shown earlier. We divided the simulation volume into
N3

cut distinct cubic sub-volumes with L = Lbox/Ncut side lengths,
similarly to Chiang et al. (2014). The position-dependent power
spectra and the full-volume spectrum for L = 60Mpch−1 in a
ΛCDM simulation is shown in Fig. 2.

Compared to the global spectrum, the position-dependent
spectra are only shifted by a constant factor for the k >
0.3Mpc−1h region, suggesting that the overdensity response
function is at most extremely weakly dependent on the k
wavenumber. Motivated by this, we neglected any k dependence
and defined the response for the i-th sub-volume as

Rsim, i(δw, L, t) =

〈
Pw,i(k, δw, L, t)

P(k, t)

〉
kmin<k<kmax

=

=
1

kmax − kmin

kmax∫
kmin

dk
Pw,i(k, δw, L, t)

P(k, t)
, (19)

where 〈〉k denotes k-average. Since the position-dependent
power spectrum is sampled on discrete k j values in our case,
Eq. 19 becomes

Rsim, i(δw, L, t) =
1

Nk

∑
kmin<k j<kmax

Pw,i(k j, δw, L, t)
P(k j, t)

, (20)

where Nk is the number of k j modes that satisfy kmin < k j < kmax.
The kmin and kmax values were set to max

(
16 · π/L, 0.3Mpc−1h

)
and 1.5Mpc−1h, respectively, to minimize the effect of the win-
dow function and the discreteness of the particles. The measured
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Fig. 3. Simulated responses from our ΛCDM simulation with two dif-
ferent L window sizes at z = 0. The small gray markers represent
the measured sub-volumes. This data have been re-binned, and the
black circles with error bars represent the average response in each
bin and the 1σ deviation. The linear (R = 1 + R1δw) and second-
order (R = 1 + R1δw + R2δ

2
w) responses from SPT are plotted with the

green and blue curves, respectively. The red curves represent the new,
σ-dependent power-law response.

Rsim, i(δw, L, t) is shown along with the SPT responses in Fig. 3.
The first- and second-order perturbative responses were calcu-
lated by assuming a power law for P(k), and by calculating k-
average between kmin and kmax. The power-law approximations
were valid in all measured k ranges. According to a visual in-
spection, the SPT response is consistent with the measured one
in the larger windows when the overdensity, δw, is not far from
zero. In smaller windows, especially for negative overdensities,
SPT is far off, not even obeying the positivity constraint. Moti-
vated by Fig. 3, we propose a new power-law fit for the response
function,

R(δw, σ) = B(σ) (δw + 1)A(σ) . (21)

Since our goal is to predict the response from cosmological pa-
rameters, we express the dependence on the scale L as a func-
tion of σ dependence since σ(V) = σ(L3) is a known bijective
function given a cosmological model. The response in this form
is always positive when δw > −1, and it fits the simulated re-
sponses at all scales and overdensities. Our next objective was to
calculate the B(σ) and A(σ) functions.

We required our fit to be compatible with the linear-order re-
sponses from SPT for low δw overdensity and large scales. Thus,

dR(δw, σ)
dδw

∣∣∣∣∣
δw=0

= R1 =
47
21
−

1
3

d ln P(k)
d ln k

. (22)

Therefore, B(σ) and A(σ) are not independent, and Eq. 21 takes
the

R(δw, σ) = B(σ) (δw + 1)R1/B(σ) (23)
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form. For a late time ΛCDM cosmology beyond the weak linear
regime, d ln P(k)

d ln k is well approximated by −1 (Carron & Szapudi
2013).

The sub-volume power spectra should average to the global
power spectrum. Using the lognormal probability density func-
tion for δw, the consistency requirement of Eq. 12 for our re-
sponse function becomes

B(σ) · e
σ2
2

[( R1
B(σ)

)2
−

R1
B(σ)

]
= 1. (24)

This equation determines the B(σ) function. This is a transcen-
dental equation with no known analytical solution. We used nu-
merical solutions to calculate the responses in Figs. 3 and 5.
Approximate solutions can be derived from Taylor series. The
detailed calculations are in Appendix A. The first-order approx-
imate solution suffices for most applications:

BI(σ) = 1 −
1 − e−

1
2σ

2(R2
1−R1)(

1
2σ

2
(
R1 − 2R2

1

)
+ 1

) . (25)

The error of this approximation is below one percent for scales
where σ < 0.24. This solution can be further approximated by
expanding it as

B(σ) ' 1 −
1
2
σ2R1 (R1 − 1) ' 1 − 2σ2(for

d ln P(k)
d ln k

' −1). (26)

This is accurate for window sizes with σ < 0.1 with sub-percent
error. The median for the log-normal density field defined in
Eq. 2 is

median(δw) = e−
1
2σ

2
− 1. (27)

Using the Taylor expansion of Eqs. 27 and Eq. 26, the connection
between the super survey bias and the median of the overdensity
field can be written as

B ' 1 + 4 ·median(δw). (28)

To test the effect of the kmin and kmax in Eq. 20, we binned
the calculated responses into Nb = 13 equally spaced δw bins for
multiple (kmin, kmax) pairs and calculated the

χ2(kmin, kmax) =

Nb∑
i=0

(
Rtheory(δi) − Rsim,i(kmin, kmax)

)2

σ2
sim,i(kmin, kmax)

(29)

quantity for the second-order SPT and the new power-law re-
sponses, where Rsim,i is the average response inside the δi bin
and σ2

sim,i is the variance of the simulated response. The calcu-
lated χ2(kmin, kmax) showed that our power-law response fits the
simulated responses significantly better compared to the second-
order SPT response, and the goodness of this fit only mildly de-
pends on the chosen (kmin, kmax) pairs. This can be seen in Fig. 4.

Our proposed power-law fit and its approximations work in
all regimes, even where the SPT approximation breaks down,
despite having the same number of parameters as the second-
order SPT. While SPT does a good job in both ΛCDM and
in EdS cosmology for high density sub-volumes, it fails catas-
trophically for low density regions, for the first and second or-
der. These are most of the sub-volumes due to the lognormal
distribution of overdensities, and this is exactly where our pro-
posed fit works significantly better than any previous approach.
Higher-order SPT responses can achieve better fits (Wagner et al.
2015a), but they are significantly more complicated compared to
this new formula.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of the goodness of the fit of the theoretical responses
in the L = 60Mpch−1 window size at z = 0. The new power-law re-
sponse function fits the simulated responses significantly better.

Another physical consequence of the lognormal density field
distribution and the power-law response is the bias of the power
spectrum in the average density sub-volumes. According to
Eqs. 11 and 21, the δ = 0 volumes on average have Pw(k, t|δw =
0, σ) = B(σ)P(k, t) as opposed to SPT, where these regions have
the same spectrum as the full-volume one. To test this this pre-
diction, we plotted the simulated responses of the δw = 0 bins
from Fig. 5 as a function of the σ deviation with the B(σ) re-
sponses in Fig. 6. The simulated δw = 0 bias in the position-
dependent power spectrum agrees well with the prediction of the
power-law responses in ΛCDM and EdS cosmology.

4.1. Redshift dependence

The SPT responses defined in Eq. 14 are dependent on the
derivatives of the global power spectrum. As a consequence,
these responses depend on the redshift since the power spectrum
changes over time. Since we only used the first-order result in
our new power-law response, Eq. 21 depends only on the red-
shift through d ln P(k)

d ln k (z) and through σL(z) for a given L scale.
We expect that the new power-law response can be universally
used for all redshifts if the above redshift dependences are cor-
rectly taken into account. To test this hypothesis, we calculated
the responses at z = 1 and 3 values for the L = 60Mpch−1 win-
dow size from our ΛCDM simulation. As can be seen in Fig. 7,
the calculated responses agree well with the power-law response
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Fig. 5. Simulated and theoretical responses in different window scales for two different cosmological models at z = 0. The new power-law response
function fits the simulated responses well. Left: ΛCDM cosmology. Right: EdS cosmology.

function. The σ(z) variance of the density field distribution is a
monotonically decreasing function of redshift for a given scale.
The lognormal density distribution defined in Eq. 2 converges
to Gaussian as the redshift increases and, as a consequence, the
difference between perturbative and power-law response predic-
tions decreases.

4.2. Response inside surveys

As we stated earlier, there are two ways to calculate the local
power spectrum: by using the global average ρ mass density, or
by using the estimated ρsw = ρ · (1 + δw) mass density during
the power spectrum calculation. The conversion between the two
definitions can be done easily by using Eq. 10. In the majority of
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Fig. 6. Simulated Rsim(δw = 0, σ) responses for ΛCDM and EdS cos-
mology. In contrast to SPT, the power-law response predicts that the
mean density sub-volumes have smaller than average power spectra.
This numeric B(σ2) prediction is plotted with a black curve and shows
good agreement with the simulated responses in both cosmologies. Top:
Measured and predicted bias as a function of σ2. Bottom: Bias as a
function of the median sub-volume overdensity, e−

1
2σ

2
− 1.

this paper, we used the former method because the global den-
sity was available in our simulations. However, for real surveys
only the latter definition can be used. We used Eqs. 10 and 19 to
calculate the

Rsim,sw,i(δw, L, t) =

〈
Psw,i(k, δw, L, t)

P(k, t)

〉
kmin<k<kmax

=

=
1

(1 − δw)2 Rsim,i(δw, L, t) (30)

simulated survey responses in this case and plotted the results in
Fig. 8 for ΛCDM and EdS cosmology.

The theoretical responses also have to be scaled by 1/(1 +
δw)2 if the power spectrum is calculated from the estimated av-
erage mass density, and the power-law response in Eq. 23 thus
becomes

Rsw(δw, σ) = B(σ) (δw + 1)[R1/B(σ)−2] . (31)

We plot the scaled theoretical responses in Fig. 8. We note that
the bias described by the B(σ) function for δw = 0 average den-
sity surveys is also present in this case.

5. Conclusion

We have investigated the power spectrum response to overden-
sities in cosmological N-body simulations, paying special atten-
tion to the non-Gaussian effects of the density field distribution.

0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
+ 1

0

1

2

3

4

R s
im

(
w
,L

=
60

M
pc

h
1 ,

z
=

1)

z = 1 
= 0.113 

dln(P)/dln(k) = 1.08

Linear SPT Response
Second-order SPT Response
Power-law Response
Measured subvolumes
Binned response

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2
+ 1

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

R s
im

(
w
,L

=
60

M
pc

h
1 ,

z
=

3)

z = 3 
= 0.059 

dln(P)/dln(k) = 1.63

Linear SPT Response
Second-order SPT Response
Power-law Response
Measured subvolumes
Binned response

Fig. 7. Simulated and theoretical Rsim(δw, σ, z) responses in ΛCDM cos-
mology for the L = 60Mpch−1 window size at z = 1 and 3 redshifts. The
new power-law response function fits the simulated responses well, es-
pecially in the low density regions. At higher redshifts, the SPT and
power-law responses converge as the density field becomes more Gaus-
sian.

Standard perturbation theory predicts the measured responses on
scales where the PDF of the density field is close to a Gaussian
distribution. For smaller window sizes, where the distribution is
more lognormal, the simulated responses did not match the first-
and second-order SPT predictions, especially for small overden-
sities. Motivated by this:

1. We have calculated the effect of the density distribution on a
general overdensity response function.

2. We have shown that this causes a bias for δw = 0, even in
small volumes, due to the lognormal distribution of densities.

3. We have introduced a phenomenological power-law re-
sponse function for the position-dependent power spectrum
by combining the first-order SPT result with the constrains
of the lognormal density distribution, and we have demon-
strated its accuracy on cosmological N-body simulations.

The new response function is straightforward to calculate us-
ing standard tools from cosmological parameters, and it provides
an extremely accurate prediction for the local power spectrum. In
particular, it is especially useful for low density regions, which
includes most of the Universe due to log-normality, where low-
order SPT fails catastrophically.

A useful application of our formula would be to correct the
measured small-scale power spectrum in zoom-in simulations,
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Fig. 8. Simulated and theoretical responses in simulated surveys where the average mass density is unknown. The local average effect results in a
(1 + δw)−2 bias in the power spectrum and in the response function compared to Fig. 5. The power-law response in this case is in good agreement
with the simulated data. Left: ΛCDM cosmology. Right: EdS cosmology.

with or without the combination of the phase inversion method
described by Angulo & Pontzen (2016), to reduce the effects
of the cosmic variance. Our formulas correct the local power
spectrum even for an average density simulation, where the SPT
approach predicts no bias.

Our fit predicts a super survey bias of B(σ) ' 1 − 2σ2 at
z = 0, the accuracy of which was verified in the simulations.
This is a consequence of the skewed (lognormal) distribution
of the overdensities: a typical sub-volume will be underdense,
and the average density sub-volume will have a power spectrum
bias of order −2σ2. In the Gaussian approximation, the kmax of
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the sub-volume would determine the errors on the overall power
spectrum amplitude, and thus this bias would always be signifi-
cant. In reality, there is a plateau in the power spectrum informa-
tion due to non-Gaussianity (Rimes & Hamilton 2006; Neyrinck
et al. 2006) that limits the accuracy that is achievable with two-
point statistics. Carron et al. (2014) identified the plateau σmin,
the minimum achievable super survey variance, as a quadrature
sum of the super survey variance, σS S '

26
21σ(V) (local), and

the intra-survey variance, σIS ' P(kmax)/V . The former alone is
typically larger than the super survey bias identified here, which
depends on the square of the variance. Therefore, in most practi-
cal cases with large enough sub-volumes of L & 200Mpch−1, the
bias will be at the sub-percent level and smaller than the super
survey variance.

The main consequence of the lognormal distribution and the
power-law response is that the mean density volumes have power
spectra that are smaller than the average, full-volume power
spectrum.
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Appendix A: Approximate B(σ) functions

For a general overdensity response function, R(k, δw, σ), the av-
erage power spectrum in lognormal density distribution can be
calculated as

〈Pw(k, σ)〉 =

∞∫
−1

R(k, δw, σ)P(k) fln(δw, σ)dδw. (A.1)

Since the average sub-volume spectrum is equal to the full-
volume spectrum, Eq. A.1 can be simplified as

1 =

∞∫
−1

R(k, δw, σ) fln(δw, σ)dδw. (A.2)

With our power-law assumption,

R(δw, σ) = B(σ) (δw + 1)R1/B(σ) , (A.3)

for the response function, the integral on the right side of Eq. A.1
can be solved analytically. The equation then becomes

1 = B(σ) · e
σ2
2

[( R1
B(σ)

)2
−

R1
B(σ)

]
. (A.4)

This transcendental equation has no known analytical solution
for B(σ), but approximate solutions can be constructed using
Taylor series. If we define the

G(B) := B(σ) · e
σ2
2

[( R1
B(σ)

)2
−

R1
B(σ)

]
− 1 (A.5)

function, Eq A.4 can be written as

0 =

∞∑
n=0

1
n!

dnG(B)
dBn

∣∣∣∣∣
B=1
· (B − 1)n . (A.6)

An approximate solution that uses the first few terms of this Tay-
lor expansion around B = 1 is expected to be close to the real
solution for small σ values since B(σ) = 1 when σ = 0. The first
two derivatives of G(A) are

d
dB

G(B) =

(
1
2
σ2

(
R1

B
−

2R1
2

B2

)
+ 1

)
e

1
2σ

2
(

R1
2

B2 −
R1
B

)
(A.7)

d2

dB2 G(B) =

1
4
σ4B

(
R1

B2 −
2R1

2

B3

)2

+ σ2 R1
2

B3

 e
1
2σ

2
(

R1
2

B2 −
R1
B

)
.

(A.8)

Using these, different orders of polynomial equations can be
constructed for B(σ). For n ≤ 1, the first-order equation can be
written as

e
1
2σ

2(R2
1−R1) − 1+

+

[(
1
2
σ2

(
R1 − 2R2

1

)
+ 1

)
e

1
2σ

2(R2
1−R)

]
(BI(σ) − 1) = 0, (A.9)

where the first-order solution is

BI(σ) = 1 −
1 − e−

1
2σ

2(R2
1−R1)(

1
2σ

2
(
R1 − 2R2

1

)
+ 1

) . (A.10)
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Fig. A.1. Approximate super survey biases. Top: Approximate BI(σ)
and BII(σ) solutions with the numeric B(σ) function. Bottom: Error in
the average of the RI(δw, σ) and RII(δw, σ) responses generated from
the BI(σ) and BII(σ) functions, respectively. We have adopted R1 =
47/21 + 1/3 for this plot.

The n ≤ 2 equation is

e
1
2σ

2(R2
1−R1) − 1+

+

[(
1
2
σ2

(
R1 − 2R2

1

)
+ 1

)
e

1
2σ
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]
(BII(σ) − 1) +
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σ4
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)2
+ σ2R2
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1
2σ
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1−R1)
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(BII(σ) − 1)2 = 0,

(A.11)

and the solution is

BII(σ) = 1 −
1[(

1
4σ

4
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1

)2
+ σ2R2

1
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e

1
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)
e

1
2σ
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] (
e
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)) 1
2
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(A.12)

The first- and second-order solutions can be seen in the top panel
of Fig. A.1. The precision of these solutions can be checked by
substituting B(σ) back into Eq. A.4. This is plotted in the bottom
panel of Fig. A.1.
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