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ABSTRACT
Future surveys could obtain tighter constraints for the cosmological parameters with the galaxy power spectrum than with the
Cosmic Microwave Background. However, the inclusion of multiple overlapping tracers, redshift bins, and more non-linear scales
means that generating the necessary ensemble of simulations for model-fitting presents a computational burden. In this work, we
combine full-shape fitting of galaxy power spectra, analytical covariance matrix estimates, the MOPED compression, and the
Taylor expansion interpolation of the power spectrum for the first time to constrain the cosmological parameters directly from
a state-of-the-art set of galaxy clustering measurements. We find it takes less than a day to compute the analytical covariance
while it takes several months to calculate the simulated ones. Furthermore, the MOPED compression can speed up the posterior
sampling by a factor of four. Combined with the Taylor expansion to interpolate the power spectrum, we can constrain the
cosmological parameters in just a few hours instead of a few days. Additionally, we find that even without a priori knowledge
of the best-fit cosmological or galaxy bias parameters, the analytical covariance matrix with the MOPED compression still
gives cosmological constraints consistent, within 0.1𝜎, after two iterations. The pipeline we have developed here can hence
significantly speed up the analysis for future surveys such as DESI and Euclid.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the past few decades, galaxy redshift surveys have become one of
the most powerful ways to constrain cosmological parameters. Al-
though their constraining power is still weaker than measurements
from the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), future galaxy sur-
veys have the potential to surpass the CMB constraints (Carrasco
et al. 2012). In a typical analysis pipeline, the redshift measurements
from the galaxy surveys are converted to the two-point correlation
function or its Fourier counterpart, the power spectrum. Recent de-
velopments in the theory of two-point clustering (Ivanov et al. 2020;
Tröster et al. 2020; Valogiannis et al. 2020; D'Amico et al. 2021;
Chen et al. 2021; Noriega et al. 2022) have allowed us to use galaxy
redshift surveys to obtain precise and accurate constraints directly
on the parameters of our cosmological model (d'Amico et al. 2020;
Glanville et al. 2022; Philcox & Ivanov 2022; Semenaite et al. 2022),
akin to those presented using CMB data.

Within this procedure, under the assumption that the distribution
of the two-point clustering is Gaussian, the likelihood function for
comparing the data and model can be fully described by using simula-
tions to construct a ‘brute-force’ estimation of the covariance matrix
of the statistic. Over the last decade, this process has been developed
from multiple angles into an almost industrial process, including new
methods/algorithms for producing the required numbers of accurate
simulations (e.g., White et al. 2013; Chuang et al. 2014; Howlett
et al. 2015; Angulo & Pontzen 2016), methods to quickly estimate
the two-point clustering (e.g., He 2021; Keihänen et al. 2022), and
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advances in how the modeling and fitting are done (e.g., Audren et al.
2013; Zuntz et al. 2015; Brieden et al. 2021).

One caveat of using simulations as described above is that they
also introduce noise into the covariance matrix estimation. It is im-
portant to note that when using simulations what we actually have
is an estimate of the true covariance matrix drawn from a Wishart
distribution. As shown in Hartlap et al. (2007); Dodelson & Schnei-
der (2013) and Percival et al. (2014), to suppress the noise in our
estimate and generate an unbiased inverse of the covariance matrix,
a large number of simulations is required, proportional to the size
of the data vector. Furthermore, the appropriate Bayesian approach
is to marginalize over our uncertainty of the true covariance matrix
which modifies the form of the Gaussian likelihood (Sellentin &
Heavens 2015; Percival et al. 2021). This is a bottleneck for future
surveys that will attempt to measure the clustering down to smaller
scales and with more redshift bins, and would hence require more
simulations. To overcome some of these limitations and generate
the covariance matrix faster, semi-analytical (Hamilton et al. 2006;
O'Connell et al. 2016; Pearson & Samushia 2016) and analytical
(Sugiyama et al. 2020; Wadekar & Scoccimarro 2020) covariance
matrices have been developed. These methods dramatically reduce
the number of simulations required to generate an unbiased and ac-
curate covariance matrix or provide alternative methods to compute
the true covariance matrix without simulations.

Alternatively, we can use data compression to reduce the size
of the data vector such that we need fewer simulations to estimate
its covariance matrix (Heavens et al. 2000; Cannon et al. 2010;
Gualdi et al. 2019a). These compression methods can also potentially
speed up the data analysis because the compressed covariance matrix
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and data vector are much smaller. Traditionally, data compression is
not expected to significantly speed up the data analysis because the
bottleneck is the computation of the power spectrum. However, with
recent advancements in machine learning. Several emulators such
as Bacco (Arico' et al. 2022) and matryoshka (Donald-McCann
et al. 2022) are developed to compute the power spectrum quickly.
With these emulators, the bottleneck of the data analysis becomes
the chi-squared calculation where data compression would help to
speed up the analysis.

In this work, we demonstrate that all of these concepts can be
brought together to produce an accurate and fast estimate of the
cosmological parameters from galaxy redshift surveys with a mini-
mal number of simulations. We will focus on the analytical covari-
ance matrix from Wadekar & Scoccimarro (2020), the Massively
Optimized Parameter Estimation and Data compression (MOPED)
algorithm from Heavens et al. (2000), and interpolate the power spec-
trum with the Taylor expansion method in Colas et al. (2020). All
three methods have been applied to power spectrum analysis before
(Wadekar et al. 2020; Gualdi et al. 2019b; Colas et al. 2020). How-
ever, this is the first time that the combination of all three methods
is used to analyze the power spectrum alongside modeling pipelines
that allow us to fit directly for cosmological parameters.1 A common
argument against using these models directly on the two-point clus-
tering is that the large numbers of data points and free parameters
used, particularly when fitting multiple redshift bins simultaneously,
require a prohibitively large number of simulations for covariance
matrix estimation. In this work, we show that by combining the
above techniques this is not the case.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide further
motivation for this work with simple numerical exercises and a case
study involving the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI;
Levi et al. 2019). Turning then to real data, Section 3 introduces
the combination of redshift data from the six-degree Field Galaxy
Survey (6dFGS; Jones et al. 2009), the Baryon Oscillation Spectro-
scopic Survey (BOSS; Alam et al. 2017) and the extended Baryon
Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (eBOSS; Alam et al. 2021) that we
will utilise in this work. In Section 4, we give the theory behind the
analytical covariance matrix, the MOPED compression algorithms,
and the Taylor expansion method. We present our results in Section 5
before concluding in Section 6.

2 MOTIVATION

Longer data vectors, or covariance matrices estimated from a small
number of simulations, lead to increasingly biased and inaccurate
estimations of the likelihood. In the simple case of a multi-variate
Gaussian likelihood, Hartlap et al. (2007) and Taylor et al. (2013)
developed various analytical formulae to measure the accuracy of
the covariance C and precision matrices 𝚿 = C−1. For example, the
fractional bias can be written (Taylor et al. 2013)

𝐵 =
Tr⟨𝚿⟩
Tr �̂�

=
𝑁𝑆 − 1

𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 2
− 1 = 𝐻−1

𝑝 − 1, (1)

where the unbiased (and unknown) true precision matrix is given by
�̂� and the precision matrix as measured from simulations is given
by 𝚿. 𝑁𝑆 denotes the number of simulations, and 𝑁𝐷 is the length

1 In this work, we will use the Python code for Biased tracers in redshift
space (PyBird; D'Amico et al. 2021) to calculate the power spectrum using
the Effective Theory of Large-Scale Structure; EFTofLSS.

of the data vector.2 To recover an unbiased estimate of the precision
matrix, we hence need to multiply it by the Hartlap factor, 𝐻𝑝 .

The fractional error of the precision matrix is given by (Taylor
et al. 2013)

𝐸𝚿 =

√︄
Tr𝜎2 (𝚿)
Tr(�̂�)2

= 𝐻−1
𝑝

√︄
2

𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 4
, (2)

where𝜎(𝚿) denotes the standard deviation of the simulated precision
matrices.3 The fractional error of the covariance matrix is given
similarly (Taylor et al. 2013),

𝐸C =
Tr𝜎(C)

Tr Ĉ
=

√︄
2

𝑁𝑆 − 1
. (3)

We can also measure the sampling noise of each element of the
covariance matrix with (Taylor et al. 2013; Wadekar et al. 2020)

Δ𝐶𝑙1 ,𝑙2 (𝑘𝑖 , 𝑘 𝑗 ) =
1

√
𝑁𝑠 − 1

(4)(
𝐶2
𝑙1 ,𝑙2

(𝑘𝑖 , 𝑘 𝑗 ) + 𝐶𝑙1 ,𝑙1 (𝑘𝑖 , 𝑘𝑖)𝐶𝑙2 ,𝑙2 (𝑘 𝑗 , 𝑘 𝑗 )
) 1

2

assuming the variations of the power spectra from the mock catalog
are Gaussian distributed.

Lastly, Percival et al. (2014) demonstrated that the presence of
noise in the covariance matrix should also enlarge parameter con-
straints obtained using that covariance matrix. They provided an
expression for increasing the quoted uncertainty to take this into ac-
count if a full Bayesian marginalization over this uncertainty has not
been performed (i.e., Sellentin & Heavens 2015). The appropriate
factor in this case is

𝑚1 =
1 + 𝐵(𝑁𝐷 − 𝑁𝑃)

1 + 𝐴 + 𝐵(𝑁𝑃 + 1) (5)

where

𝐴 =
2

(𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 1) (𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 4)

𝐵 =
𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 2

(𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 1) (𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 4) (6)

and 𝑁𝑃 is the number of free parameters in our model.
Equations (1)-(5) demonstrate that the fractional bias or error is

smaller if the length of the data vector is reduced or the number
of simulations is increased. However, they also demonstrate a po-
tential bottleneck in the analysis of next-generation surveys. Take,
for instance, the DESI survey configuration presented in DESI Col-
laboration et al. (2016). This survey aims to produce 3D clustering
measurements in 0.1 width redshift bins between 0 < 𝑧 < 1.9. In
several of these redshift bins, there are three distinct, overlapping
tracers, meaning one might aim to simultaneously fit a joint data vec-
tor containing separate, but correlated, auto-clustering measurements
for each of these tracers. Furthermore, due to differing observational
systematics in the Northern and Southern Galactic Caps, previous
surveys such as BOSS (Beutler et al. 2016) and eBOSS (Alam et al.

2 There is a typo in equation (35) of Taylor et al. (2013), the right-hand side
of the equation is missing "-1".
3 Our equation here is different from equation (36) in Taylor et al. (2013) be-
cause our expression is valid for the precision matrix without being corrected
by the Hartlap factor. Therefore, we get an extra Hartlap factor in the denom-
inator. Equation (36) in Taylor et al. (2013) also has a typo, the denominator
should be 𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 4 instead of 𝑁𝑆 − 𝑁𝐷 − 2. We derived equation (2)
using their equations (26) and (27).
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2021) have often treated the clustering in these two sky-patches as
separate, but sometimes correlated, data vectors. Combined, this
means we could expect to fit a total data vector consisting of up to
6 correlated auto-clustering statistics in each redshift bin (for now
we will ignore the fact we may also want to measure and fit the
cross-clustering between these tracers or sky-patches).

Based again on the same previous surveys, we can assume
each set of clustering statistics could contain ∼ 50 measurement
bins (monopole and quadrupole of the power spectrum between
0 ℎMpc−1 < 𝑘 < 0.20 ℎMpc−1, plus hexadecapole between
0 ℎMpc−1 < 𝑘 < 0.10 ℎMpc−1, all with 0.01 ℎMpc−1𝑘-bins).
The length of the joint data vector for a single redshift bin could
hence be on the order of 300 correlated measurements. Taking a
standard EFTofLSS-style approach (d'Amico et al. 2020; Glanville
et al. 2022), we would fit this data vector with a model containing
∼ 6 cosmological parameters, plus 10 bias parameters per Galactic
Cap, per tracer (so 66 free parameters in total). The punchline is that
to avoid having to increase our parameter uncertainties by more than
10% (5%) due to covariance matrix noise, we would need ∼ 2000
(∼ 3600) simulations for such a redshift bin. Although not impos-
sible, this is clearly computationally demanding and may need to
be repeated for other redshift bins or as a result of other systematic
tests/validations within the collaboration.

One way to reduce this burden is to use the MOPED algorithm. We
demonstrate this using power spectrum covariance matrices from the
BOSS survey (Beutler & McDonald 2021; detailed more in Section 3)
estimated using up to 2048 simulations. We estimate the standard
deviation and mean of the precision matrix from these simulations
using the jackknife method. The numerical result is shown in Fig 1,
in excellent agreement with the predictions from equations (1) and
(2). These results also show that the compressed precision matrix has
a factor of 10 (2) improvement in the fractional bias (error) compared
to its uncompressed counterpart for the same number of simulations,
motivating its further exploration in this work.

Beyond compression, one could use analytical covariance matri-
ces such that no simulation is required, and no noise of the form
presented above is introduced. Therefore, the analytical covariance
matrix can produce tighter constraints than using the simulated co-
variance matrix. However, there are three potential obstacles. Firstly,
the analytical covariance matrix has only been shown to work with
the BOSS survey (Wadekar et al. 2020). In this work, we combine
BOSS with eBOSS and 6dFGS to create a much larger sample and test
whether the covariance matrix can still return unbiased constraints.
Secondly, in Wadekar et al. (2020), they generate the analytical co-
variance matrix with the best-fit parameters found using the simulated
covariance matrix, which would not necessarily be available. In this
work, we will show the impact of using randomly chosen (but with
some external prior knowledge) free parameters on the covariance
matrix. Additionally, we also examine the case where the input cos-
mological parameters for the analytical covariance matrix are more
than 3𝜎 away from the mean of the posterior with the simulated co-
variance matrix. Lastly, Wadekar & Scoccimarro (2020) developed
the covariance matrix with the Standard Perturbation Theory (SPT)
framework, while PyBird was developed using the Effective Field
Theory (EFT). Although mapping bias parameters between these
two bases is possible, PyBird has additional assumptions such as
the “UV subtraction" in Perko et al. (2016) which make it difficult to
find such a relation analytically. In this work, we will show this can
be overcome by using the local Lagrangian approximation and it has
little effect on our final constraints. The end result is a self-consistent
framework for analyzing data over multiple redshift bins directly for
cosmological parameters without any simulations required.

Figure 1. This plot shows the fractional error (bottom) and fractional bias
(top) for the precision matrix for data from the BOSS galaxy survey as a
function of the number of simulations used in the estimation. In both cases,
red points/lines indicate the numerical/analytical results for the full precision
matrix, while blue points/lines represent the numerical/analytical results for
the compressed precision matrix. Both panels show a clear improvement
when using compression.

3 DATA

For tests in this work, we used the combined datasets of the 6-degree
Field Galaxy Survey (6dFGS; Jones et al. 2009), the 𝑧1 and 𝑧2
redshift bins of the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey Data
Release 12 (BOSS DR12; Alam et al. 2017) for both NGC and
SGC sky-patches, and the LRGpCMASS and QSO samples of the
extended Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey Data Release 16
(eBOSS DR16; Alam et al. 2021) for both NGC and SGC sky-
patches. The combined sample of these 9 correlated clustering sample
creates one of the largest consistent datasets for testing cosmological
models; their respective mock catalogs are introduced in Beutler &
McDonald (2021) and the dataset itself is presented thoroughly in
section 5 therein and in section 3.1 of Glanville et al. (2022) and so
not repeated here. For all of these data, we account for the window
function by convolving the model with a matrix form of the window
function, computed as in Beutler & McDonald (2021).

We only analyze the monopole and quadrupole of the power
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spectrum. The range of wavevectors we have chosen to fit is
0.01ℎMpc−1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 0.20ℎMpc−1 for all data sets. The result is
a single joint data vector consisting of 342 measurement bins. As a
ballpark number, from our fiducial fitting method we find that ap-
proximately half of our cosmological information comes from the
BOSS data.

4 THEORY

This section presents our analytic estimates for the covariance matri-
ces from these datasets, the theoretical basis for applying the MOPED
algorithm to the EFTofLSS model, and the implementation of the
Taylor expansion method to interpolate the power spectrum. The de-
tailed derivation of the analytical covariance matrix, MOPED com-
pression, and the Taylor expansion method are described in Wadekar
& Scoccimarro (2020), Heavens et al. (2000), and Colas et al. (2020)
respectively, so they would not be repeated here. We focus on the
implementation of these three methods to PyBird in this session.

4.1 Analytical covariance matrix

The analytical covariance matrix (Wadekar & Scoccimarro 2020) is
developed with the SPT approach while PyBird is an EFT model. Al-
though it is possible to map bias parameters between these two bases,
the PyBird model invokes some extra assumptions such around the
“UV subtraction" (Perko et al. 2016) compared to other EFT ap-
proaches. Consequently, the number of bias parameters in PyBird
is less than that in the analytical covariance matrix. Therefore, direct
mapping is not possible. However, we know “𝑏1" in SPT and EFT
both denote the galaxy bias, we can use the local Lagrangian relations
to estimate other bias parameters.

From Wadekar & Scoccimarro (2020), the analytical covariance
matrix can be expressed as:

𝐶Anal = 𝐶𝐺 (𝑃𝑙) + 𝐶BC (𝑏∗1, 𝑏
∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2) + 𝐶LA (𝑏∗1, 𝑏

∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2)+ (7)

𝐶BC (𝑏∗1, 𝑏
∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2) + 𝐶𝑇0 (𝑏

∗
1, 𝑏

∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2, 𝑏

∗
3, 𝛾

∗
3, 𝛾

𝑥,∗
2 , 𝛾∗21)+

𝐶SN (𝑏∗1, 𝑏
∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2)

where the model power spectrum 𝑃𝑙 is given by (d'Amico et al. 2020)

𝑃𝑙 =
∑︁

𝑏𝐺,𝑖𝑃𝑙,lin,𝑖 (𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑏4)+ (8)

𝑃𝑙,const (𝑏3, 𝑐𝑐𝑡 , 𝑐𝑟 ,1, 𝑐𝑟 ,2, 𝑐𝜖 ,1, 𝑐𝜖 ,mono, 𝑐𝜖 ,quad).

Here, we use ∗ to denote the bias parameters in the SPT basis and the
ones without ∗ are in the EFT basis. We also only highlight the depen-
dence of the analytical covariance matrix (𝐶Anal) and the nonlinear
model of power spectrum from PyBird (𝑃𝑙) on the bias parameters
since they are the main focus in this section. They also depend on the
cosmological parameters and other properties such as number den-
sity and FKP weight. The full expression for the Gaussian covariance
(𝐶𝐺), Local-Averaging covariance (𝐶LA), Beat-Coupling covariance
(𝐶BC), regular trispectrum (𝐶𝑇0 ), and shot-noise (𝐶SN) are given in
equation (57), (77), (62), (66), and (91, 92) of Wadekar & Scocci-
marro (2020) respectively. The expression for 𝑃𝑙,lin,𝑖 (𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑏4) and
𝑃𝑙,const (𝑏3, , 𝑐𝑐𝑡 , 𝑐𝑟 ,1, 𝑐𝑟 ,2, 𝑐𝜖, 0, 𝑐𝜖, 1, 𝑐𝜖, 2) are given in equation
(30) of d'Amico et al. (2020).

Equation (8) demonstrates we need to know 𝑏𝑢 =

𝑏∗1, 𝑏
∗
2, 𝛾

∗
2, 𝑏

∗
3, 𝛾

∗
3, 𝛾

𝑥,∗
2 , 𝛾∗21 to calculate the analytical covariance ma-

trix. Since we know 𝑏∗1 = 𝑏1, we can use the local Lagrangian relation
(Eggemeier et al. 2019) to express the non-local SPT bias parameters

in terms of 𝑏1:

𝛾∗2 = −2
7
(𝑏1 − 1), (9)

𝛾
𝑥,∗
2 = −2

7
𝑏∗2, (10)

𝛾∗21 = − 22
147

(𝑏1 − 1), (11)

and

𝛾∗3 =
11
63

(𝑏1 − 1). (12)

For the local bias parameters in the SPT, we find them with the
empirical fitting formulae in Lazeyras et al. (2016). Their final ex-
pressions are

𝑏∗2 = 0.412 − 2.143𝑏1 + 0.929𝑏2
1 + 0.008𝑏3

1 − 8
21

(𝑏1 − 1) (13)

and

𝑏∗3 = −1.018+ 7.646𝑏1 − 6.227𝑏2
1 + 0.912𝑏3

1 +
796
1323

(𝑏1 − 1) − 8
7
𝑏∗2.

(14)

Comparing to the equations in Lazeyras et al. (2016), equation (13)
has an extra − 8

21 (𝑏1 − 1) and equation (14) has an extra 796
1323 (𝑏1 −

1) − 8
7 𝑏

∗
2. This is because Lazeyras et al. (2016) is using a different

bias basis than Wadekar & Scoccimarro (2020), these extra factors
convert the local bias parameters into the correct bias basis. Now,
all parameters needed to calculate the analytical covariance matrix
can be written as a function of 𝑏1. We then substitute them into the
formulae in Wadekar & Scoccimarro (2020) to find the analytical
covariance matrix.

4.1.1 Application to data

We test the procedure’s suitability described above by constructing
individual analytical covariance matrices for each of the 9 clustering
samples we consider. We then treat the full analytical covariance ma-
trix as a block diagonal matrix with the individual covariance matrix
sitting in its corresponding block. We assume there is no correlation
between different surveys mainly because of the large cosmological
distances and weak overlap between the different samples. However
within the BOSS survey, there is overlap between the 𝑧1 and 𝑧2 bins
which cannot be modelled without extending the analytical covari-
ance matrix work of Wadekar et al. (2020). For simplicity, we instead
first test the effect of neglecting these cross-correlation terms entirely.

We fit our sample with the full simulated covariance matrix and a
block-diagonal simulated covariance matrix where we remove the
cross-correlation between the BOSS samples, replacing all non-
block-diagonal terms with zero. The priors for our fit are summarized
in Table 1, and match those in Glanville et al. (2022) where we fit
the same data set with PyBird. The results are summarized in Fig 2
and Table 2. We found negigible shifts in the mean of the posteriors
before and after removing the cross-correlation. There was a small
change of <10% in the parameter uncertainties for 𝐴𝑠 and ℎ, however
this difference is very small and it is not clear if this is due to sampling
noise, because of the absence of physical correlation between these
two bins, or actually because the simulated cross-correlation itself is
noisy. As such, we deem it reasonable to simply ignore this cross-
correlation component in our fits, still making sure to remove it from

MNRAS 000, 1–13 (2023)
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parameters prior

ln (1010𝐴𝑠 ) U[𝐴fid
𝑠 − 0.8, 𝐴fid

𝑠 + 0.8]

ℎ U[ℎfid − 0.08, ℎfid + 0.08]

Ωcdmℎ2 U[(Ωcdmℎ2 )fid − 0.04, (Ωcdmℎ2 )fid + 0.04]

Ω𝑏ℎ
2 N[0.02235, 0.00028]

𝑏1 U[0.0, 3.0]

𝑐2 N[0.0, 2.0]

𝑐4 0.0

𝑏3 N[0.0, 2.0]

𝑐𝑐𝑡 N[0.0, 2.0]

𝑐𝑟,1 N[0.0, 8.0]

𝑐𝑟,2 0.0

𝑐𝜖 ,1 N[0.0, 𝑛𝑔

0.025(ℎMpc−1 )3 ]

𝑐𝜖 ,mono N[0.0, 2.0]

𝑐𝜖 ,quad N[0.0, 2.0]

Table 1. The priors on the cosmological parameters and the nuisance pa-
rameters for this work. Here, U(N) denotes the uniform (Gaussian) prior
where the first number is the lower bound (mean) and the second number is
the upper bound (standard deviation). These priors are used and validated by
Glanville et al. (2022) to fit the same data set. 𝐴fid

𝑠 , ℎfid, and (Ωcdmℎ2 )fid

denotes the fiducial cosmological parameters used to calculate the center of
the pre-computed grid of power spectrum. The widths of the priors (0.8, 0.08,
and 0.04 for 𝐴fid

𝑠 , ℎfid, and (Ωcdmℎ2 )fid respectively) are to ensure cosmo-
logical parameters outside the grid won’t be evaluated. The fiducial parameter
values can be found in Table 3, but are changed depending on the exact tests
we run.

both the simulated and analytic covariances for any comparisons are
on equal footing.

Now we know the cross-correlation has negligible impact on the
constraints, we can test whether the analytical covariance matrix
can return the same constraints as the simulated one. There are two
separate steps to calculate the analytical covariance matrix. Firstly,
we need the random catalog, FKP weight, and the survey selection
function to calculate and save the window kernels and their normal-
izations (Equation (3) of Wadekar & Scoccimarro 2020). These vari-
ables quantify the survey geometry and are independent of the true
cosmological parameters. Therefore, we don’t have to re-compute
them when we change the cosmological parameters. For the sec-
ond step, we assume a set of cosmological parameters and calculate
the linear power spectrum either from CLASS or CAMB.4 Then,
we used the saved window functions, their normalization, the linear
power spectrum, and the bias parameters to calculate all the ana-
lytical covariance components except for 𝐶𝐺 . To calculate 𝐶𝐺 , we
feed the linear power spectrum and the bias parameters to PyBird
to calculate the non-linear power spectrum 𝑃𝑙 without the window
function. We don’t want to include the window function during this
calculation because it has already been computed from the random

4 The following cosmological parameters are fixed during our analysis, but
they are used to calculate the linear power spectrum. We set 𝑛𝑠 (scalar index)
= 0.9667, 𝜏 (optical depth at reionization) = 0.066, and 𝑀𝜈 (total mass of
neutrino) = 0.06eV with a degenerate neutrino hierarchy. Other cosmological
parameters are set to their default value for CLASS or CAMB.

Figure 2. This plot compares the constraints from the Full simulated co-
variance matrix and the block-diagonal simulated covariance matrix. Table 2
summarizes the constraints of the cosmological parameters. In general, we
see no significant changes in the cosmological parameters, which indicates
ignoring the cross-correlation does not affect the mean of the posterior for
our data-set.

catalog during the first step. Since only the second step depends on
the cosmological parameters, we can re-compute the analytical co-
variance matrix with the new cosmological parameters by feeding it
with the new linear power spectrum and non-linear power spectrum
without the window function.

Fig. 3 compares the analytical covariance matrix with the simu-
lated covariance matrix for the eBOSS LRG NGC subsample. For
the analytic covariance matrix we use the best-fit cosmological pa-
rameters obtained from our first fitting iteration which itself used an
analytical covariance matrix computed with the “Template" param-
eters in Table 3, and without the compression (A1 in Table 4).5 The
blue band is the sampling noise of the simulated covariance matrix
computed with equation (4). Fig 3 illustrates that the analytical co-
variance matrix is generally consistent with the simulated covariance
matrix within the sampling noise, especially along the diagonal. The
small disagreement could be because the local Lagrangian relation
is not perfect, so some part of the analytical covariance matrix de-
viates slightly from the simulated one. Nonetheless, we find that the
disagreement in the off-diagonal elements of the covariance matrix
does not significantly change the constraints on the cosmological
parameters, as the amplitude of these components is generally much
smaller than either the diagonals of their respective blocks. Wadekar
et al. (2020) similarly demonstrates that the off-diagonal compo-
nents of the covariance between the monopole and quadrupole have
a marginal impact on the constraint of the cosmological parameters.

5 You can find the comparison of the covariance matrix for
the other 8 samples here https://github.com/YanxiangL/
Analytical-compressed-cov/tree/main/analytic_vs_sim.
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ln 1010𝐴𝑠 shift ℎ shift Ωcdmℎ2 shift Ω𝑏ℎ
2 shift

Full 2.996+0.104
−0.102 N.A 0.667+0.010

−0.010 N.A 0.1145+0.0041
−0.0041 N.A 0.02236+0.00028

−0.00028 N.A

block-diag 2.997+0.098
−0.097 0.01𝜎 0.667+0.009

−0.009 0.00𝜎 0.1145+0.0044
−0.0037 0.00𝜎 0.02232+0.00030

−0.00026 0.14𝜎

Table 2. This table summarizes the shift in the mean posterior after removing the cross-correlation (Ω𝑏ℎ
2 is prior dominated). We found no shift in the mean

posterior after removing the cross-correlation. It does change the uncertainties of the constraints on the cosmological parameters, but the changes are less than
10%.

Figure 3. This plot compares the analytical covariance matrix with the simulated one for the eBOSS LRG NGC sample. The analytical covariance matrix
is generated using the best-fit cosmological and bias parameters from a first fitting iteration, which itself used the “Template" parameters in Table 3 and no
MOPED compression (A1 in Table 4). The blue band corresponds to the sampling noise of the simulated covariance matrix. From left to right, we show the
auto-covariance matrix for the monopole, the cross-covariance matrix for the monopole and quadrupole, and the auto-covariance matrix for the quadrupole.
From top to bottom, we fix the first wavevector of the covariance matrix to 0.045ℎMpc−1, 0.095ℎMpc−1, 0.145ℎMpc−1, and 0.195ℎMpc−1 and vary the second
wavevector from 0.0ℎMpc−1 to 0.30ℎMpc−1. The plots show that the analytical auto-covariance matrix is generally consistent with the simulated covariance
matrix within the sampling noise limit, especially along the diagonal. The small disagreement along the off-diagonal does not affect the cosmological constraints
as shown in section 5.
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4.2 The MOPED algorithm

The Massively Optimized Parameter Estimation and Data compres-
sion (MOPED) algorithm has been demonstrated to be able to reduce
the number of data points without losing information (Heavens et al.
2000, 2017). The algorithm achieves this by keeping the Fisher Ma-
trix of the statistic in question with respect to the parameters of
interest the same before and after the compression. Section 2 demon-
strates the compressed precision matrix gives a smaller fractional
error and bias than the uncompressed precision matrix. Therefore,
the compression could also give more reliable constraints for the
cosmological parameters. Here we demonstrate its application to the
EFTofLSS model and our large-scale structure dataset.

Suppose we have 𝑀 number of free parameters. We can define
a compression matrix, D, consisting of rows D𝑚 with 1 ≤ 𝑚 ≤ 𝑀

and length equal to the number of data points in the uncompressed
data vector. Multiplication of the uncompressed data vector by the
compression matrix then reduces the size of the new data vector down
to length 𝑀 . By enforcing that the Fisher information is conserved
through multiplication with D, the formulation for each row of the
compression matrix is given by (Heavens et al. 2000)

D𝑚 =


𝚿 𝑷,𝑚√︃

𝑷𝑇
,𝑚 𝚿 𝑷,𝑚

𝑚 = 1

𝚿 𝑷,𝑚−∑𝑚−1
𝑞=1 (𝑷𝑇

,𝑚 D𝑞 ) D𝑞√︃
𝑷𝑇
,𝑚 𝚿 𝑷,𝑚−∑𝑚−1

𝑞=1 (𝑷𝑇
,𝑚 D𝑞 )2

1 < 𝑚 ≤ 𝑀
(15)

where the model power spectrum is given by 𝑷 and 𝑷,𝑚 is the partial
derivative of the model power spectrum with the 𝑚th free parameter.
The transpose is denoted by 𝑇 in equation (15).

To compute the compression matrix D, we need to know the deriva-
tive of the model power spectrum with respect to the cosmological
and nuisance parameters. For the derivatives with respect to the
cosmological parameters, this is done when calculating the Taylor
expansion of the power spectrum. A detailed description is given in
section 4.3 and in this section, we mainly focus on the derivatives of
the power spectrum with respect to the nuisance parameters. In Py-
Bird, the non-linear power spectrum calculation is separated into 24
different terms (3 linear terms, 12 loop terms, 6 counter terms, and 3
stochastic terms). Each of these terms is independent of the nuisance
parameters. More importantly, the final non-linear power spectrum
is the linear combination of these 24 different terms multiplied by
the appropriate bias parameters

𝑃𝑙 =
∑︁
𝑛

𝑏𝑖𝑛𝑏
𝑗
𝑛𝑃

𝑛
𝑙
. (16)

The explicit form of 𝑏𝑖𝑛, 𝑏 𝑗
𝑛, and 𝑃𝑛

𝑙
of the 24 different terms are

summarized in Appendix A. Therefore, it is straightforward to an-
alytically find the derivative of the nonlinear power spectrum with
respect to the nuisance parameters in PyBird.

The MOPED compression changes the covariance matrix and the
power spectra, so we have to change the likelihood function ac-
cordingly. Before applying the compression, the power spectrum is
expected to follow a Gaussian distribution, so the likelihood function
𝐿 is given by

logL = −1
2
(𝑷𝑊 − 𝑷𝑑)𝑇 𝚿(𝑷𝑊 − 𝑷𝑑), (17)

where 𝑷𝑑 is the data power spectrum and 𝑷𝑊 = W 𝑷𝒍 is the model
power spectrum after convolving with the window function W. In
this work, both the analytical and simulated covariance matrix take
the survey window function into account. Therefore, to calculate
the compression matrix D, we need to input the derivative of the

non-linear power spectrum with the window function (𝑷𝑊 ) with
respect to the cosmological and nuisance parameters. Furthermore,
this means the compressed windowed non-linear power spectrum
is given by the compression matrix D multiplied by the windowed
nonlinear power spectrum (𝑷𝑊 ). From Heavens et al. (2000), the
covariance matrix after compression is the identity matrix, so the
likelihood after applying MOPED is given by

logL = −1
2
(D 𝑷𝑊 − D 𝑷𝒅)𝑇 (D 𝑷𝑊 − D 𝑷𝑑). (18)

To speed up the MCMC, PyBird analytically marginalizes over
all bias parameters except 𝑏1, 𝑐2 and 𝑐4.6 The likelihood function
after the analytical marginalization is given by (d'Amico et al. 2020)

logL =
1
2
𝐹1,𝑖𝐹

−1
2,𝑖 𝑗𝐹1, 𝑗 + 𝐹0 − 1

2
ln |𝐹2 | (19)

where

𝐹2,𝑖 𝑗 = (𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

)𝑇 𝚿 𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑗

𝐹1,𝑖 = (𝑃𝑊
const)

𝑇 𝚿 𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

+ 𝑃𝑇
𝑑
𝚿 𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑖

𝐹0 = −1
2
(𝑃𝑊

const)
𝑇 𝚿 𝑃𝑊

const + (𝑃𝑊
const)

𝑇 𝚿 𝑃𝑑 − 1
2
𝑃𝑇
𝑑
𝚿 𝑃𝑑 , (20)

and

𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

=
𝜕𝑃𝑊

𝜕𝑏𝐺𝑖

���� ®𝑏𝐺→0
,

𝑃𝑊
const = 𝑃𝑊

�� ®𝑏𝐺→0, (21)

with ®𝑏𝐺 = {𝑏EFT
3 , 𝑐𝑐𝑡 , 𝑐𝑟 ,1, 𝑐𝑟 ,2, 𝑐𝜖 ,1, 𝑐𝜖 ,mono, 𝑐𝜖 ,quad}.

Since now the marginalized likelihood depends on 𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

and

𝑃𝑊
const instead of 𝑷𝑊 , we want to know how to apply the compression

to the marginalized likelihood.
d'Amico et al. (2020) shows

𝑃𝑊 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑏𝐺,𝑖𝑃
𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

+ 𝑃const, . (22)

Therefore, the windowed nonlinear power spectrum 𝑷𝑊 is just a
linear combination of 𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑖

and 𝑃𝑊
const. The bias parameters are just

constants and would not affect the matrix multiplication, so we have

𝐷𝑃𝑊 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑏𝐺,𝑖𝐷𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

+ 𝐷𝑃const. (23)

This means we can calculate the compression matrix for 𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

and

𝑃𝑊
const the same way as 𝑃𝑊 , by multiplying the compression matrix

to it. After some mathematical manipulation, the expression for the
marginalized likelihood stays the same, but one needs to change
equation (20) to

𝐹
comp
2,𝑖 𝑗 = (𝐷𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑗

)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

𝐹
comp
1,𝑖 = (𝐷𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑖

)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑊
const + (𝐷𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑖

)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑑

𝐹
comp
0 = −1

2
(𝐷𝑃𝑊

const)
𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑊

const + (𝐷𝑃𝑑)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑊
const −

1
2
(𝐷𝑃𝑑)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑑 .

(24)

There are many ways to calculate the equation (24) by rearranging the

6 𝑐2 =
𝑏2+𝑏4√

2
and 𝑐4 =

𝑏2−𝑏4√
2

.
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order of the matrix/vector multiplications. For example, for 𝐹
comp
2,𝑖 𝑗

we can write it as (𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

)𝑇𝐷𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑗

. However, it is not computa-

tionally efficient to calculate 𝐹
comp
2,𝑖 𝑗 this way because 𝐷𝑇𝐷 has the

same dimension as the uncompressed precision matrix, which will
not speed up the code. Having investigated different approaches, we
found the most computationally efficient way was to pre-compute
𝐷𝑃𝑑 and (𝐷𝑃𝑑)𝑇𝐷𝑃𝑑 because the data vector does not change
during MCMC. Then during each step in MCMC, we calculate
𝐷𝑃𝑊

,𝑏𝐺𝑖

and 𝐷𝑃𝑊
const first, then we use the transpose operation to

find (𝐷𝑃𝑊
,𝑏𝐺𝑖

)𝑇 and (𝐷𝑃𝑊
const)𝑇 because the transpose operation is

much faster than matrix multiplication. After transposing, both the
model and data power spectrum are compressed, so now the matrix
multiplication is faster. We then substitute the compressed power
spectra into equation (24) and equation (19) to find the marginalized
likelihood.

Compression has several benefits. The MOPED algorithm signif-
icantly reduces the dimension of the data vector. Therefore, to reach
the same precision, we will need fewer simulations to estimate the
covariance matrix as shown in Fig 1. Additionally, the chi-squared
calculation is one of the slowest parts when sampling the posterior
with MCMC. Reducing the size of the data vector speeds up the
MCMC algorithm and we don’t have to multiply by the covariance
matrix after the compression because any matrix multiplied by the
identity matrix is itself.

However, there are also caveats — we need to multiply the com-
pression matrix with the model power spectrum at every step. This
could cancel out the potential speed-up. Therefore, we will also test
whether the MOPED compression is able to speed up the posterior
sampling. The second caveat is, theoretically, the compression matrix
needs to be generated with the best-fit parameters for the compression
to be lossless. Heavens et al. (2000) found that using parameters that
are different from the best-fit only marginally increases the credible
regions. We demonstrate that the same is true here in the remainder
of this work, which is extremely useful in our case because we aim
to presume ignorance of what the best-fit parameters are when gen-
erating the analytical covariance matrix and the compression matrix.

4.2.1 Application to data

As a first test of the MOPED algorithm, we construct the compressed
covariance matrix for our full 6dFGS+BOSS+eBOSS data vector and
the analytical covariance matrices from Section 4.1. In total, we have
9 different samples and each sample has 8 different independent free
parameters.7 We also have 4 free cosmological parameters which
are shared across all 9 samples. After compression, the size of the
model and data power spectrum becomes 8 × 9 + 4 = 76. Compared
to its original size of 342 measurement bins, the compressed power
spectrum is more than four times smaller.

Lastly, we want to check whether the MOPED compression is
successful. From equation (18) and Heavens et al. (2000) we can see
that if the compression is successful, the covariance matrix measured
from a set of simulations where the data vector of each simulation has
had the compression applied should be the same as the identity matrix
with a reduced size. Fig 4 illustrates that the absolute difference

7 We follow d'Amico et al. (2020) and Glanville et al. (2022) to set 𝑐𝑟,2 = 0
and let 𝑐𝑟,1 absorb the contribution of 𝑐𝑟,2 to the quadrupole when we
only fit the monopole and quadrupole. This reduces the number of free bias
parameters from 10 to 9. Furthermore, we set 𝑐4 = 0. Therefore, we only have
8 free parameters.

Figure 4. (Top:) A heatmap of the logarithmic (base 10) of the compression
matrix. Middle: A heatmap of the logarithmic of the absolute value of the
compressed covariance matrix. Except for the diagonal at ∼ log(1) = 0, all
the off-diagonal elements are less than any of the elements of the uncom-
pressed matrix. Therefore, the compressed covariance matrix resembles the
identity matrix except for some numerical noise. This implies the MOPED
compression is successful. Bottom: A heatmap showing the logarithm (base
10) of the absolute difference between the compressed covariance matrix and
the identity matrix of the same size. The color bar shows the maximum devi-
ation of the compressed covariance matrix from the identity matrix is on the
order of 10−11. Again, this could be explained by computational numerical
error, so the compression is done successfully.

between the compressed covariance matrix and the identity matrix
is everywhere less than 10−10 and much smaller than the amplitude
of the compression matrix itself. Hence we consider the differences
between the compressed covariance and identity matrices as due only
to the computational numerical error in the calculation and conclude
the compression has been done successfully.
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4.3 Using Taylor expansion to interpolate the power spectrum

Recent advancements in machine learning allow us to use emulators
to compute the power spectrum much faster than before. In this work,
we use one of the simplest forms of emulators, Taylor expansion, to
interpolate the likelihood during the data analysis. We adopted the
method developed by Colas et al. (2020) for PyBird and they found
it does not impact the constraints of cosmological parameters with
the BOSS DR12 data set.

It takes three steps to generate the grid of power spectrum for
PyBird. Firstly, we want to set the cosmological parameters at the
center of the grid. These initial parameters are set according to table
3. We have two different sets of tests: "Template" and "Guess". If we
try to use the analytical covariance matrix and MOPED compression
for future surveys, we won’t know the best-fit parameters beforehand.
However, we can make educated guesses of the best-fit parameters
based on previous surveys such as Planck (Planck Collaboration et al.
2020). For the "Template set", the values are taken from the Planck
2018 constraints. For the second set of parameters, they are chosen
such that all cosmological parameters except Ω𝑏ℎ

2 are more than
3𝜎 from the mean of the posterior with the simulated covariance
matrix. We did not do the same thing for Ω𝑏ℎ

2 because the BBN
priors for the galaxy surveys typically dominate it. Furthermore,
we also need the nuisance parameters to calculate the analytical
covariance matrix and the compression matrix. For simplicity, for
both "Template" and "Guess", we assume 𝑏1 = 1.8 and all other
parameters equal to 0.5. During our analysis, we only find 𝑏1 has a
strong influence on the final constraints and it is strongly degenerate
with 𝐴𝑠 . This is expected since both change the amplitude of the
power spectrum. Furthermore, we can also get 𝑏1 independently
through HOD analysis, so we won’t consider the case where the
nuisance parameters are far away from the best-fit. For the second and
higher iterations, the input cosmological and nuisance parameters are
set to the best-fit of the previous iteration. In this work, the width of
each grid cell for cosmological parameters is set to Δ ln (1010𝐴𝑠) =
0.2,Δℎ = 0.02,ΔΩcdmℎ2 = 0.01, and ΔΩ𝑏ℎ

2 = 0.0005. For each
parameter, we have 9 different grid cells (1 at the center, 4 at the
positive/negative direction).

For the second step, we compute the 24 different components
of the windowed nonlinear power spectrum (𝑃𝑛

𝑙
in equation (16))

for each of the grid cells and save them. For the last step, we read in
these windowed nonlinear power spectra and use the Findiff package
to calculate the first three derivatives of these power spectra with
respect to the cosmological parameters. During the data analysis, the
derivatives and the grid of windowed nonlinear power spectrum are
read in to interpolate the model power spectrum. The first derivative
is also used to compute the compression matrix in the equation (15).

It is worth noting that, from the derivations laid out in Section 4.2,
one could alternatively 1) interpolate the un-windowed power spec-
trum and multiply it by the product of the compression and window
function matrices or 2) interpolate the fully compressed model on the
grid. We do not implement approach 1) because the derivatives of
the windowed power spectrum are required to build the compression
matrix, and can be obtained automatically from the Taylor expansion
in our adopted approach. Furthermore, the theoretical model vector
before convolution is typically evaluated in much narrower bins that
the data, such that it would be more expensive to store the grids, and
the multiplication of the model with the convolved window would
be more computationally expensive. We do not investigate approach
2) in this work because it would require more extensive validation of
the Taylor expansion methodology itself (which to our benefit was
carried out in Colas et al. 2020), and could be difficult in general as

𝐴fid
𝑠 ℎfid (Ωcdmℎ2 )fid (Ω𝑏ℎ

2 )fid

Template 3.064 0.6774 0.1188 0.02230

Guess 3.350 0.7000 0.130 0.02239

Table 3. These are the initial cosmological parameters to generate the grid of
the power spectrum. There are two different sets of parameters, the parameters
from the first set "Template" are not the best-fit parameters but are taken from
Planck 2018 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020) constraints. The parameters
in the second set "Guess" are chosen such that the cosmological parameters
are more than 3𝜎 away from the mean of the posterior with the simulated
covariance matrix except for Ω𝑏ℎ

2. This is because Ω𝑏ℎ
2 is dominated by

the BBN prior, so it is unlikely it will deviate from its fiducial value.

there is no longer the ability to identify a ‘scale’ at which the Taylor
expansion may break down. So we leave this to future work.

5 RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we will summarize the result from fitting the 6dFGS,
BOSS, and eBOSS power spectra with three different covariance
matrices (simulation, analytical, and analytical with compression).
Here, we will only show the constraints on the cosmological param-
eters because they are the most important results. In this work, we
use the emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) package to analyze the
data. The convergence criteria for all the fits are set to the default
convergence criteria of emcee.

The constraints on the cosmological parameters are shown in Fig. 5
and their respective numerical values in Table 4. Inside the brackets
are the best-fit values computed with the basin-hopping algorithm
from Scipy (Wales & Doye 1997). Both Fig. 5 and Table 4 demon-
strate the constraints on cosmological parameters using the simu-
lated, analytical, and analytical covariance matrix with compression
are in good agreement with each other. For the first column in Table
4, S denotes simulation, C denotes compression, A denotes analytic,
1 denotes the first iteration, and 2 denotes the second iteration. Ad-
ditionally, G means we used the “Guess" parameters in Table 3 to
generate the analytical covariance matrix and the MOPED compres-
sion for the first iteration. We treat the constraints with the simulated
covariance matrix as the “ground truth".

Overall, the MOPED compression introduced ≲ 0.1𝜎 (≲ 0.05𝜎)
bias to the mean of the posteriors (best-fit) when applied tothe sim-
ulated covariance matrix.

Going further and also using an analytic covariance, using the
“Template" initial parameters in Table 3 to generate the analyti-
cal covariance matrix and the MOPED compression, the biases in
cosmological parameters are around 0.3𝜎 (0.1𝜎) for the mean of
the posterior (best-fit). Furthermore, the cosmological constraints
with the analytical covariance matrix from the first iteration are also
slightly tighter than the ones with the simulated covariance matrix.

With the “Guess" parameters (which are 3𝜎 from the truth), we
see a much bigger shift, especially for ln (1010𝐴𝑠). Its mean of the
posteriors is shifted for more than 3𝜎 but the best-fit only 0.4𝜎.
This difference is probably due to the prior volume effect commonly
exhibited by EFT models (Simon et al. 2023; Holm et al. 2023)
which is also observed in Glanville et al. (2022); generating the
covariance matrix with the “wrong" cosmological parameters seems
to significantly worsen this effect.

In either case, we then perform a second iteration, generating the
analytical covariance matrix and the MOPED compression with the
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ln (1010𝐴𝑠 ) shift 100ℎ shift 100Ωcdmℎ2 shift 100Ω𝑏ℎ
2 shift

S 2.997+0.098
−0.097 (3.121) N.A 66.7+0.9

−0.9 (66.5) N.A 11.45+0.44
−0.37 (11.31) N.A 2.232+0.030

−0.026 (2.235) N.A

SC 3.003+0.096
−0.101 (3.124) 0.06(0.03)𝜎 66.7+0.9

−0.9 (66.5) 0.00(0.00)𝜎 11.46+0.40
−0.40 (11.31) 0.02(0.00)𝜎 2.236+0.027

−0.030 (2.235) 0.14(0.00)𝜎

A1 3.021+0.096
−0.086 (3.137) 0.25(0.16)𝜎 66.7+0.9

−0.8 (66.5) 0.00(0.00)𝜎 11.45+0.39
−0.34 (11.30) 0.00(0.02)𝜎 2.236+0.027

−0.029 (2.236) 0.14(0.04)𝜎

AC1 3.030+0.090
−0.091 (3.131) 0.34(0.10)𝜎 66.7+0.9

−0.8 (66.5) 0.00(0.00)𝜎 11.48+0.35
−0.37 (11.34) 0.07(0.07)𝜎 2.234+0.029

−0.027 (2.236) 0.07(0.04)𝜎

AG1 2.695+0.030
−0.031 (3.084) 3.10(0.37)𝜎 66.8+0.9

−1.0 (66.8) 0.11(0.33)𝜎 11.39+0.27
−0.27 (11.31) 0.17(0.00)𝜎 2.234+0.028

−0.028 (2.236) 0.14(0.04)𝜎

ACG1 2.691+0.031
−0.028 (3.085) 3.14(0.38)𝜎 66.8+1.0

−0.9 (66.8) 0.11(0.33)𝜎 11.41+0.27
−0.26 (11.34) 0.10(0.07)𝜎 2.235+0.028

−0.029 (2.236) 0.11(0.04)𝜎

A2 3.005+0.098
−0.095 (3.115) 0.08(0.06)𝜎 66.5+0.9

−0.8 (66.4) 0.22(0.11)𝜎 11.46+0.38
−0.39 (11.27) 0.02(0.10)𝜎 2.234+0.030

−0.027 (2.236) 0.07(0.04)𝜎

AC2 2.999+0.094
−0.100 (3.127) 0.02(0.06)𝜎 66.7+0.9

−0.9 (66.5) 0.00(0.00)𝜎 11.48+0.39
−0.37 (11.35) 0.07(0.10)𝜎 2.236+0.028

−0.028 (2.236) 0.14(0.04)𝜎

AG2 3.012+0.087
−0.107 (3.125) 0.15(0.04)𝜎 66.5+0.9

−0.8 (66.3) 0.22(0.22)𝜎 11.42+0.42
−0.36 (11.28) 0.07(0.05)𝜎 2.236+0.028

−0.028 (2.236) 0.14(0.04)𝜎

ACG2 2.999+0.098
−0.096 (3.116) 0.02(0.05)𝜎 66.6+0.9

−0.9 (66.4) 0.11(0.11)𝜎 11.50+0.39
−0.37 (11.37) 0.12(0.15)𝜎 2.237+0.027

−0.030 (2.236) 0.18(0.04)𝜎

Table 4. The mean of the posteriors of cosmological parameters with different methods. Inside the bracket are the best-fit parameters found with the basin-hopping
algorithm in Scipy (Wales & Doye 1997). For the first column, S denotes simulation, C denotes compression, A denotes analytic, 1 denotes the first iteration, and
2 denotes the second iteration. We use two different sets of cosmological parameters to generate the first set of analytical covariance matrix and compression.
The first set is with the “Template" values in Table 3, and the second set (denoted by G in the first column) is with the “Guess" values in Table 3, which are
∼ 3𝜎 from the truth. The ‘shift’ columns denotes the difference of each parameter from the “ground truth” (row 1) relative to the uncertainties.

Figure 5. Contour plots for the constraints of cosmological parameters with the “Template" initial parameters (left) and the “Guess" initial parameters (right).
After two iterations, they are both in excellent agreement with the constraints with the simulated covariance matrix as Table 4 shows.

best-fit values from the first iteration. After the second iteraion, ta-
ble 4 shows the biggest deviation of 0.2𝜎 arises in the constraint on
the Hubble parameter with the analytical covariance matrix. Further-
more, if we also apply the MOPED compression, this is reduced to
0.1𝜎. This applies regardless of whether we started with the better
“Template” parameters or the “Guess” parameters. The mean of pos-
terior forΩ𝑏ℎ

2 is generally shifted by around 0.14−0.18𝜎. However,
it is worth noting that the constraint on the baryonic density is quite
tight, and dominated by the BBN prior, so we find it generally takes
a longer time than other parameters to converge and is also of less

interest. We hence believe this to be a sufficient demonstration of the
method.

After two iterations, we found the constraints on cosmological
parameters with the “Template" initial parameters and the “Guess"
initial parameters are consistent with each other despite their initial
values being around 3𝜎 apart. Therefore, two iterations seem enough
to obtain unbiased constraints on cosmological parameters. Table 5
summarizes the time it takes to run each iteration. In general, after the
MOPED compression, the MCMC analysis is around four times faster
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total iteration time per iteration (s) total time (h)

S 28815 ≈ 1.08 ≈ 8.64

SC 28801 ≈ 0.25 ≈ 2.00

A1 32678 ≈ 1.08 ≈ 9.80

AC1 31720 ≈ 0.25 ≈ 2.20

AG1 121944 ≈ 1.08 ≈ 36.58

ACG1 145923 ≈ 0.25 ≈ 10.13

A2 34571 ≈ 1.08 ≈ 10.37

AC2 33623 ≈ 0.25 ≈ 2.33

AG2 35547 ≈ 1.08 ≈ 10.66

ACG2 31696 ≈ 0.25 ≈ 2.20

Table 5. Total time it takes to run MCMC using identical convergence criteria
with different methods. The notation of the first column is the same as Table
4. The bottleneck of MCMC before and after the compression is the chi-
squared matrix multiplication. Since all matrices before compression or after
the compression have the same size, the time it takes to run each iteration
before or after the compression is approximately the same. However, this
table shows the covariance matrix has a huge impact on convergence. The
analytical covariance matrix generated with the “Guess" parameters took
approximately 4 times more iterations to converge. This is expected since the
covariance matrix affects the likelihood which affects the convergence. On
the other hand, the total time it takes to run the analysis with the MOPED
compression is generally around 4 times faster than without the compression.

than without the MOPED compression.8 We also found the number
of iterations to reach convergence has a significant dependence on
the covariance matrix. For the ”Guess" initial parameters which are
more than 3𝜎 away, they took more than four times more iterations
to converge. However, this could be resolved in the future by only
running optimization for the first iteration since we are only interested
in the best-fit parameters. We used the basin-hopping algorithm from
Scipy (Wales & Doye 1997) to find the best-fit parameters and it took
around one hour to best-fit for AG1 and AGC1. This is more than 10
times faster than the MCMC.

6 CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we combine the analytical covariance matrix, the
MOPED compression, and use Taylor expansion to interpolate the
power spectrum for the first time to analyze power spectrum data
from the 6dFGS, BOSS, and eBOSS surveys. We demonstrate that
this removes the necessity to generate large ensembles of simulations
when analyzing such data (a potential bottleneck for future surveys
such as the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI; Levi et al.

8 In our work, we first concatenate the data power spectrum and then multiply
it by the full covariance matrix to calculate the chi-squared. Alternatively,
since we consider our full covariance matrix as block-diagonal one can speed
up MCMC by first calculating the chi-squared of each sample individually
and then adding it up. In this case, the covariance matrix is much smaller,
so MCMC is much faster. We found it only takes around 0.10s per iteration
which is faster than the compression method. However, in this case, one can
further reduce the size of the matrix by doing compression for each sample
individually to still speed up the analysis.

2019) and Euclid (Laureĳs et al. 2011)). while also offering poten-
tially significant speed-ups in model fitting.

For the state-of-the-art dataset tested herein and without assuming
a priori knowledge of the best-fit parameters, we use two different sets
of initial parameters to generate the analytical covariance matrix and
the MOPED compression. The “Template" parameters (within 1𝜎 of
the mean of the posterior with the simulated covariance matrix) and
the “Guess" parameters (more than 3𝜎 from the mean of the posterior
with the simulated covariance matrix). The analytical covariance
matrix takes around a day to compute, which is much faster than a few
months for the simulated covariance matrix. Furthermore, the main
bottleneck of the covariance matrix calculation is calculating the
window kernels and their normalization in Wadekar & Scoccimarro
(2020) from the random file. The cosmology-dependent part of the
calculation that needs to be recalculated for the second iteration only
takes around half an hour. After two iterations, we found the mean
of the posteriors and best-fit values of cosmological parameters from
these two different sets agree with each other and are consistent with
the ones with the simulated covariance matrix within 0.1 − 0.2𝜎
regardless of the choice of initial guess. The remaining difference is
likely due to the sampling noise.

We noticed the mean of the posterior of cosmological parameters
does not necessarily agree with their best-fit values because of the
prior volume effect. The best-fit values should be used to generate
the analytical covariance matrix and the MOPED compression for
the second iteration. Furthermore, the MOPED compression is able
to speed up the MCMC by around a factor of four. This is because,
with the Taylor expansion, the matrix multiplication becomes the
main bottleneck, the MOPED compression can significantly reduce
the size of the matrices which speeds up the MCMC.

Further work could investigate whether the compressed data vector
itself could be emulated, further decreasing the run time. One could
also determine a more rigorous set of convergence criteria for deter-
mining how many global iterations to perform, beyond the two we
use here, that are suitable for guaranteeing the robustness of results
from next generation surveys

Overall, further investigation of the procedure we have developed
here for full-shape fitting offers great potential for significantly re-
ducing the computational cost of directly extracting cosmology from
future surveys.
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DATA AVAILABILITY

The code we used to calculate the analytical covariance matrix and the
MOPED compression can be found here https://github.com/
YanxiangL/Analytical-compressed-cov/tree/main. To cal-
culate the derivative of the model power spectrum with respect
to the cosmological parameters with PyBird, you need to use
code in https://github.com/CullanHowlett/pybird/tree/
desi. We use the MontePython code in https://github.com/
brinckmann/montepython_public. The links to the random and
data power spectrum can be found in Jones et al. (2009) for 6dFGS,
Alam et al. (2017) for BOSS, and Alam et al. (2021) for eBOSS.
We also refer the readers to https://github.com/JayWadekar/
CovaPT for the original analytical covariance matrix code. The re-
scaled factor applied to the power spectrum can be found in Beutler
& McDonald (2021).
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n 𝑏𝑖 𝑏 𝑗 𝑃𝑛
𝑙

1 1.0 1.0 𝑃11𝑙1

2 𝑏1 1.0 𝑃11𝑙2

3 𝑏1 𝑏1 𝑃11𝑙3

4 1.0 1.0 𝑃loop𝑙1

5 𝑏1 1.0 𝑃loop2

6 𝑏2 1.0 𝑃loop3

7 𝑏3 1.0 𝑃loop4

8 𝑏4 1.0 𝑃loop𝑙5

9 𝑏1 𝑏1 𝑃loop𝑙6

10 𝑏1 𝑏2 𝑃loop𝑙7

11 𝑏1 𝑏3 𝑃loop𝑙8

12 𝑏1 𝑏4 𝑃loop𝑙9

13 𝑏2 𝑏2 𝑃loop𝑙10

14 𝑏2 𝑏4 𝑃loop𝑙11

15 𝑏4 𝑏4 𝑃loop𝑙12

16 𝑏1 𝑐𝑐𝑡 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

17 𝑏1 𝑐𝑟,1 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

18 𝑏1 𝑐𝑟,2 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

19 𝑐𝑐𝑡 1.0 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

20 𝑐𝑟,1 1.0 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

21 𝑐𝑟,2 1.0 2𝑃lin
𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

22 𝑐𝜖 ,1 1.0 1
𝑛𝑔

23 𝑐𝜖 ,mono 1.0 1
𝑛𝑔

𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

24 𝑐𝜖 ,quad 1.0 1
𝑛𝑔

𝑘2

𝑘2
𝑀

Table A1. The 24 different combinations of bias parameters in equation16.
The expressions for 𝑃11𝑙 and 𝑃loop𝑙 are very long and not necessary to in-
clude in this paper. 𝑃lin here denotes the linear power spectrum from CLASS.

APPENDIX A: APPENDIX A: BIAS PARAMETERS

Equation (16) shows the model power spectrum can be expressed
as the linear combination of 24 different terms. These 24 terms are
summarized in Table A1. The expressions for 𝑃11𝑙 and 𝑃loop𝑙 are
very long, so I didn’t include them here. The exact expressions can be
found in the PyBird Github repository. The linear power spectrum
from CLASS is denoted by 𝑃lin in Table A1 and 𝑘𝑀 = 0.7 (d'Amico
et al. 2020).
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