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ABSTRACT
We present a detection of the intrinsic galaxy alignments in the CAMELS suite of hydrodynamic simulations. We find that
the alignment amplitude depends significantly on cosmological and supernova feedback parameters—specifically Ω𝑚, 𝜎8,
𝐴SN1, 𝐴SN2—while no dependence on AGN feedback is observed (due to the limited simulation volume (25 ℎ−1 Mpc)3). The
dependence on 𝜎8 vanishes when projected correlation functions 𝑤𝑚+ are normalized by matter density correlations 𝑤𝑚𝑚,
consistent with predictions from linear alignment models. We find alignment amplitudes in quiescent galaxies to exceed those
in star-forming galaxies by an order of magnitude. Moreover, examining orientation-only correlation functions from ellipticity-
normalized galaxies 𝑤̃𝑚+, we confirm that alignment signals retain sensitivity to supernova feedback across full, star forming,
quiescent, and ellipticity-normalized samples. Finally, we find evidence that supernova feedback impacts alignment signals
differently in star-forming versus quiescent populations, suggesting that distinct alignment mechanisms operate across galaxy
types. Our results offer key insights for understanding galaxy formation and alignment models for future weak gravitational
lensing analyses.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The intrinsic alignments of galaxies act both as a novel probe of
galaxy formation and evolution (e.g. Schmitz et al. 2018; Shi et al.
2021; Barsanti et al. 2023a) and as a significant source of systematic
error in weak gravitational lensing analyses (e.g. Hirata & Seljak
2004; Krause et al. 2016; Amon et al. 2022; Secco et al. 2022;
Wright et al. 2025). Accurate modelling of intrinsic alignments is
therefore essential – not only to extract cosmological information
reliably from lensing surveys, but also to deepen our understanding
of the processes affecting galaxy evolution.

However, uncertainty in intrinsic alignment modelling remains a
bottleneck for cosmological inference from state-of-the-art photo-
metric galaxy surveys (Kirk et al. 2010; Joachimi et al. 2015; Paopi-
amsap et al. 2024). It is, therefore, necessary to understand the mech-
anism of intrinsic alignments for different populations of galaxies
under varying cosmological and astrophysical model assumptions.
A further major source of uncertainty in weak lensing modelling are
baryonic feedback processes, which also alter the matter distribution
and impact observed signals. Measuring the relationship between
intrinsic alignments and baryonic physics in simulations is a step
towards mitigating modelling biases and, possibly, improving the
containing power of cosmological datasets.

Understanding the alignment mechanism is particularly important
for realistic semi-empirical prescriptions, necessary for pipeline vali-
dation (Lange et al. 2024), field-level likelihood inference (Porqueres
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et al. 2023), and simulation-based inference (von Wietersheim-
Kramsta et al. 2025; Jeffrey et al. 2025). But, even when using
classical (less-constraining) techniques for cosmological inference,
mismatches between assumed baryonic feedback models and intrin-
sic alignment prescriptions can introduce significant biases in cos-
mological parameter estimation, especially if they are not consistent
with the properties of the particular galaxy sample.

There are well established theoretical frameworks for intrinsic
alignments in different galaxy populations. For early-type or quies-
cent galaxies, observations (Singh et al. 2015b; Johnston et al. 2019;
Fortuna et al. 2021b) are broadly consistent with tidal-alignment
models (Catelan et al. 2001; Blazek et al. 2015), where galaxy shapes
align along the direction of the large-scale density field through tidal
forces. In contrast, there is indeed observational evidence of galaxy
spin axis alignments (Pen et al. 2000; Mandelbaum et al. 2010a;
Jones et al. 2010; Chisari et al. 2015). Recent studies indicate that
these mechanisms can compete in high–star forming galaxies where
baryonic feedback, mergers and morphology may shift the dominant
alignment mechanisms (Joachimi et al. 2015; Barsanti et al. 2022,
2023b).

In this work, we have both measured the intrinsic shapes of galaxies
across 1000 CAMELS simulations (Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2021)
and detected their alignment with large-scale structure. By cross-
correlating the projected galaxy ellipticities with the underlying dark
matter, we sidestep considerations of galaxy bias to obtain a clean
two-point alignment signal.

Previous analyses have measured intrinsic alignments in simula-
tions, but with fixed (or restricted) cosmological and astrophysical
simulation parameter values (e.g Kiessling et al. 2015; Chisari et al.
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2015; Zjupa et al. 2020; Tenneti et al. 2021; Samuroff et al. 2021;
Delgado et al. 2023).

The variations of cosmological and astrophysical parameters used
in CAMELS allow us – for the first time – to directly measure the
dependence of the intrinsic galaxy alignments on these parameters
over a wide, realistic range. We additionally explore the alignment
mechanism by analysing subsamples of galaxy type and also by
measuring orientation-only correlations.

2 INTRINSIC ALIGNMENT THEORY

The aim of this work is not to explicitly model any particular the-
oretical prediction for the alignment signal. Instead, we provide a
model-agnostic detection of the alignment signal and demonstrate
its dependence on the astrophysical and cosmological parameters
via simulations. Nevertheless, our choice of measured statistics are
motivated by direct detection measurements from observations and,
therefore, inspired by the theoretical models typically assumed for
intrinsic alignments.

We follow the approach taken by direct detection measurements
from galaxy survey data (Mandelbaum et al. 2006; Joachimi et al.
2011; Johnston et al. 2019; Fortuna et al. 2021b; Samuroff et al. 2023;
Siegel et al. 2025) by measuring alignments via the projected cross-
correlation function 𝑤𝑚+ as a function of the comoving transverse
separation 𝑟⊥. Note that we use the subscript𝑚 notation to refer to our
correlation with respect to matter particles in the simulation, rather
than galaxies 𝑔. This is given as a radial projection of the anisotropic
two-point correlation function:

𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) =
∫ Πmax

−Πmax
𝜉𝑚+ (𝑟⊥,Π) 𝑑Π , (1)

for which we define our estimator in Section 3.3. Π is the line of
sight separation.

To aid interpretation of the results, recall that the expected signal
𝑤̄𝑚+ is related to the matter-alignment power spectrum 𝑃𝛿𝐼 (𝑘, 𝑧) at
a particular redshift 𝑧:

𝑤̄𝑚+ (𝑟⊥, 𝑧) =
∫ ∞

0

d𝑘𝑧
𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
d𝑘⊥

𝑘⊥
𝑘𝑧

𝑃𝛿𝐼 (𝑘, 𝑧) ×

sin(𝑘𝑧Πmax) 𝐽2 (𝑘⊥𝑟⊥),
(2)

for perpendicular 𝑘⊥ and 𝑘𝑧 radial Fourier components. This assumes
no redshift-space distortions (Kaiser 1987) or shape projection ef-
fects (see Singh et al. 2015a).

In this work, we do not explicitly model 𝑃𝛿𝐼 – the aim is provide
a model-agnostic detection of the signal and its dependence on the
cosmological and astrophysical parameters. However, in the litera-
ture there are a number of popular proposed prescriptions for 𝑃𝛿𝐼 ,
including the linear and non-linear alignment (NLA) models (Cate-
lan et al. 2001; Hirata & Seljak 2004; Bridle & King 2007), the tidal
alignment and tidal torquing (TATT) model (Blazek et al. 2019), and
halo-based models (Fortuna et al. 2021a).

Though we do not use these models, the form of the the simplest
model motivates our choice to explore the ratio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
. In the NLA

model, 𝑃𝛿𝐼 at redshift zero is given by

𝑃𝛿𝐼 (𝑘, 𝑧 = 0) = −𝐴𝐼 𝐴 𝑐1 𝜌critΩ𝑚𝑃𝛿 (𝑘, 𝑧 = 0), (3)

where 𝑐1 is a fixed constant (chosen to rescale 𝐴𝐼 𝐴), 𝜌crit is the
critical density, and Ω𝑚 is the matter density parameter. Recall that

Parameter Sampling Range Description
Ω𝑚 Uniform [0.1, 0.5] Total matter density parameter
𝜎8 Uniform [0.6, 1.0] Amplitude of matter fluctuations
𝐴SN1 Log-Uniform [0.25, 4.0] SN feedback energy injection
𝐴AGN1 Log-Uniform [0.25, 4.0] AGN feedback energy injection
𝐴SN2 Log-Uniform [0.5, 2.0] SN feedback wind velocity
𝐴AGN2 Log-Uniform [0.5, 2.0] AGN feedback wind velocity

Table 1. CAMELS Latin-Hypercube sampled parameters in IllustrisTNG
suite. SN = Supernova, AGN = Active Galactic Nuclei.

the expected matter autocorrelation is given by:

𝑤̄𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥, 𝑧) =
∫ ∞

0

d𝑘𝑧
𝜋2

∫ ∞

0
d𝑘⊥

𝑘⊥
𝑘𝑧

𝑃𝛿 (𝑘, 𝑧) ×

sin(𝑘𝑧Πmax) 𝐽0 (𝑘⊥𝑟⊥),
(4)

with matter power spectrum 𝑃𝛿 . In the linear regime (at large scales)
the ratio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
∝∼ Ω𝑚𝐴𝐼 𝐴 under the NLA model. That is, under

assumptions of linearity, the ratio will be less dependent than 𝑤𝑚+
on the cosmological parameters via the matter power spectrum (there
is a residual effect due to the different 𝐽0 and 𝐽2 Bessel functions –
we validate this in Appendix A).

In Section 3, we present the simulated alignment observables: the
simulation suite, the shape measurement method, as the estimation
of the correlation functions . In Section 4, we present: the detection
of the alignment signal in CAMELS, the dependence on simulation
parameters, the dependence on star formation rate, and the impact via
the intrinsic ellipticity (via orientation-only correlation functions).
We conclude in Section 5.

3 SIMULATED GALAXY ALIGNMENT OBSERVABLES

3.1 The CAMELS simulations

The CAMELS simulations1 are sets of hydrodynamical and N-body
cosmological simulations that sample a high-dimensional parame-
ter volume in order to explore connections between cosmology and
astrophysical processes. We measure galaxy shapes in the Latin-
Hypercube (LH) set of simulations that use the hydrodynamic Il-
lustrisTNG code. This set contains 1000 simulations, each having
different values of selected cosmological and astrophysical param-
eters as detailed in Table 1. The IllustrisTNG cosmic structure and
galaxy formation model uses the AREPO gravity code (Springel
2010; Vogelsberger et al. 2012) and incorporates various astrophysi-
cal processes such as baryonic effects detailed in Vogelsberger et al.
(2013); Pillepich et al. (2017).

All hydrodynamical simulations in CAMELS contain 2563 dark
matter particles and 2563 fluid elements, and follow time evolution
from redshift 𝑧 = 127 down to 𝑧 = 0 in a periodic box of vol-
ume (25 ℎ−1 Mpc)3. The simulations also assume a spatially flat
cold dark matter (CDM) cosmological model with constant param-
eters: baryon density Ω𝑏 = 0.049, Hubble parameter ℎ = 0.6711,
dark matter equation of state 𝑤 = −1, and sum of neutrino masses∑
𝑚𝜈 = 0. While the zero neutrino mass is unphysical, we expect

this common approximation to have negligible impact on our results.
Further details on the effects of these parameters on the simulations
can be found in Villaescusa-Navarro et al. (2023).

1 https://www.camel-simulations.org/
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Intrinsic galaxy alignments in CAMELS 3

Figure 1. A 1.67 ℎ−1 Mpc thick slice of the CAMELS LH-310 simulation viewed along the 𝑦-axis. The background shows the log-normal dark matter density
with stellar density overlaid. Galaxy shapes are represented as ellipses with eccentricity and orientation encoding the magnitude and angle of the measured
ellipticity 𝜀. On average, galaxy shapes tend to align preferentially with the principal axes of the dark matter distribution.

3.2 Simulated shape catalogue

For each simulation, stellar and dark matter particle positions at
redshift 𝑧 = 0 were recorded together with the subhalo catalogue
identified by the SUBFIND algorithm (Dolag et al. 2009; Springel
et al. 2001). Galaxies were selected from subhaloes based on the
following criterion:

Galaxy Criterion: Let 𝑀2𝑟 be the stellar mass within twice the
stellar half-mass radius and let 𝑁s be the number of stellar particles.
Subhaloes with 𝑀2𝑟 > 108 𝑀⊙ and 𝑁s > 10 are selected as our
simulated galaxy sample.

The measured ellipticity of galaxies is two-dimensional and defined
in projection. Therefore, three shape catalogues can be obtained
from a single simulation box by measuring galaxy shapes along each
of the three Cartesian projections, yielding a total of 𝑁cat = 3000
catalogues. For each projection, the galaxy shape 𝜀 was calculated
from the tensor of second moments 𝑄𝑖 𝑗 :

𝜀 ≡ 𝑄11 −𝑄22 + 2𝑖𝑄12

𝑄11 +𝑄22 + 2(𝑄11𝑄22 −𝑄12𝑄21)1/2 . (5)

Here 𝑄𝑝𝑞 is defined similarly to Eq. 4.2 from Bartelmann & Schnei-
der (2001), but using stellar density instead of brightness (flux):

𝑄𝑝𝑞 =

∑𝑁𝑠

𝑛=1 𝑚𝑛Δ𝑝𝑛Δ𝑛𝑞∑𝑁𝑠

𝑛=1 𝑚𝑛

, 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ {1, 2}, (6)

Δ𝑛 𝑗 = (𝑥𝑛 𝑗 − 𝑥 𝑗 ) is the displacement vector to stellar particle 𝑛 from
the galaxy’s SUBFIND centre 𝑥 𝑗 , 𝑚𝑛 is the mass of stellar particle
𝑛 and 𝑁𝑠 is the number of stellar particles that make up the galaxy.
We measure ellipticities in periodic space to avoid stellar particles
being erroneously wrapped to the opposite side of the simulation box
relative to 𝑥 𝑗 .

Projected positions and ellipticities of galaxies are recorded from
the +𝑧, +𝑦, and +𝑧 coordinates allowing us to construct 𝑁cat = 3000
galaxy catalogues from 1000 simulations. For runtime considera-
tions, positions from a 1% random sample of dark matter particles
were taken to make up the corresponding dark matter catalogues.

Figure 1 shows an example slice of the dark matter density and the
stellar density with measured ellipticities overlaid. For visualization
we plot ellipses with semi-major axis 𝑎 = 1+ |𝜀 |/2, semi-minor axis
𝑏 = 1 − |𝜀 |/2, and orientation arg(𝜀)/2.

Dark matter and galaxy positions from our catalogues were trans-
formed from Cartesian coordinates to right ascension and declination
(RA, DEC) coordinates by positioning the centre of the simulation
box at 10, 000 ℎ−1 Mpc co-moving distance from the simulated ob-
server. This setup enables the use of the two-point correlation func-
tion measurement pipeline developed in Johnston et al. (2019), which
employs TreeCorr (Jarvis 2015) to compute the projected correla-
tion functions 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥), 𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥), and 𝑤𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥). The coordinate
transformation was performed to implement the pipeline and the
positioning value of 10, 000 ℎ−1 Mpc was chosen to minimise the
error between separations in RA DEC coordinates and the Cartesian
projected separations2.

3.3 Correlation functions

Recall that 𝑟⊥ is the co-moving transverse separation andΠ is the line
of sight separation. Our estimator for the matter density correlation

2 The coordinate transform generates a 0.3% maximum distance error rela-
tive to box size.

MNRAS 000, 1–12 (2025)
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Figure 2. Top: tangential-component correlation function averaged over all
simulated catalogues 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥ ) for three galaxy samples: all galaxies, quies-
cent galaxies, and star forming galaxies. Bottom: dark matter auto-correlation
function 𝑤𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥ ) averaged over all simulated catalogues. 𝑟⊥ values are
plotted at the logarithmic centre of each of the six bins and a linear interpo-
lation is added to guide the eye. All error bars are the standard error from
𝑁cat = 3000 catalogues.

is given by

𝜉𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥,Π) = 𝐷𝐷 − 𝑅𝑅

𝑅𝑅
(7)

(Peebles & Hauser 1974), where 𝐷𝐷 is the number of dark mat-
ter–dark matter pairs in bins of transverse and line-of-sight separation
(𝑟⊥,Π), and 𝑅𝑅 is the number of such pairs in a corresponding ran-
domly generated catalogue. Random catalogues are constructed with
the same number of simulated dark matter particles as the original
data. Given this high number of particles, the Poisson noise is much
smaller than the signal. We do not use the Landy-Szalay estimator
as our catalogues are spatially uniform and the depth of variation
becomes very small for the simulation box placed at high redshift.

We compute the correlation between dark matter and intrinsic
shear using an estimator similar to that in Mandelbaum et al. (2006):

𝜉𝑚+ (𝑟⊥,Π) = 𝑆+𝐷 − 𝑆+𝑅

𝑅𝑆𝑅
, (8)

where 𝑆+𝐷 is the sum over all dark matter–galaxy pairs of the tan-

gential component of galaxy ellipticity, at (𝑟⊥, Π):

𝑆+𝐷 =
∑︁
𝑚

∑︁
𝑔

𝜀+ (𝑔 |𝑚). (9)

Here, 𝜀+ (𝑔 |𝑚) is the tangential component of galaxy 𝑔 relative to
the direction of dark matter particle 𝑚. A value 0 < 𝜀+ (𝑔 |𝑚) ≤
1 indicates radial alignment or elongation towards simulated dark
matter and −1 ≤ 𝜀+ (𝑔 |𝑚) < 0 indicates tangential alignment. The
term 𝑆+𝑅 is computed analogously using random positions for the
dark matter field. The normalization factor 𝑅𝑆𝑅 counts the number
of dark matter-galaxy pairs in the random catalogue.

To validate our measurement, we also compute the cross-
component correlation function, which serves as a null test:

𝜉𝑚× (𝑟⊥,Π) = 𝑆×𝐷 − 𝑆×𝑅

𝑅𝑆𝑅
. (10)

This is calculated in the same way as 𝜉𝑚+ but using the cross ellip-
ticity component 𝜀× (𝑔 |𝑚) in place of 𝜀+.

We considered pairwise signals for the 2D correlation functions
(Eqs. 7, 8 and 10) in co-moving range |Π | ≤ 12 ℎ−1 Mpc discretized
into 24 bins of ΔΠ = 1 ℎ−1 Mpc. We note that Πmax is much smaller
than typical Πmax values used in surveys due to our limited simula-
tion volume (Mandelbaum et al. 2006; Joachimi et al. 2011; Johnston
et al. 2019). Transverse separations 𝑟⊥ were considered in six log-
arithmically spaced bins in the range 0.3 ≤ 𝑟⊥ ≤ 20 ℎ−1 Mpc. We
sum overΔΠ intervals to approximate the integral in Eq. 1 and obtain
projected correlation functions 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥), 𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥) and 𝑤𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥).

With our estimate of 𝑤𝑚𝑚, the small volume of the CAMELS
simulations induces an additive bias through the integral constraint
(Peebles 1980) – this is a common observation effect in small galaxy
surveys (e.g. Roche et al. 1993; Magliocchetti & Maddox 1999). In
our case, if uncorrected, we measure negative values for 𝑤𝑚𝑚 at high
𝑟⊥. Our correction only affects results that use the ratio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
, and

we find that the conclusions are not affected by the exact value.
We correct our estimates for the integral constraint bias of 𝑤𝑚𝑚

with an additive constant 𝐶 = 1. The shape-density correlation 𝑤𝑚+
is unaffected. As the value of 𝐶 is formally signal dependent, in
Appendix B we fit a model per simulation to estimate a per simulation
value of 𝐶, which we use to define our approximate value |𝐶 | ≈ 1.
The final conclusions are not affected by the value of 𝐶.

We split the galaxy catalogues at a specific star formation rate
(sSFR) of 10−10.5 /yr (Bisigello et al. 2020) and make three sam-
ples: full, star forming, and quiescent. Note that in IllustrisTNG, the
galactic SFR is defined as the sum of star formation rates of all gas
cells existing in the subhalo.

The top panel in Figure 2 shows the mean tangential matter-shear
correlation functions 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) over all galaxy catalogues for our
three samples. The bottom panel similarly shows the mean dark mat-
ter density auto-correlation 𝑤𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥) calculated from dark matter
catalogues while Figure 4 displays the cross-correlation function
𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥). Error bars for all mean correlation functions are the stan-
dard error for 𝑁cat = 3000 catalogues.

3.4 Normalizing the magnitudes of ellipticities

Galaxy shapes encode both the orientation and the magnitude of
ellipticity. To isolate the orientations of galaxies we recalculate the
correlation functions from Section 3.3 with ellipticity magnitudes
set to a constant ⟨|𝜀 |⟩:

MNRAS 000, 1–12 (2025)
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Figure 3. Orientation-only correlation functions averaged over all simulated
galaxy catalogues 𝑤̃𝑚+ (𝑟⊥ ) , who’s catalogues have the magnitudes of galaxy
ellipticities set to constant ⟨ | 𝜀 | ⟩. Full, quiescent and star forming galaxy
samples are displayed. Correlation functions here take the same shape as
Figure 2 indicating that the magnitudes of the ellipticities predominantly
impact alignment amplitude. Linear interpolation is added to guide the eye.

⟨|𝜀 |⟩ =

𝑁cat∑
𝑖=1

𝑁𝑖∑
𝑔=1

|𝜀𝑖𝑔 |

𝑁cat∑
𝑖=1

𝑁𝑖

. (11)

Here, 𝑁𝑖 is the number of galaxies in catalogue 𝑖 and 𝑁cat is the
number of catalogues.

4 ALIGNMENT DETECTION AND DEPENDENCE

4.1 Alignment signal from catalogues

Figure 2 demonstrates the detection of intrinsic alignment of galaxies
in the CAMELS simulations. The result is obtained by taking the
mean projected correlation over all 𝑁cat catalogues.

We also demonstrate that the alignments of quiescent galaxies are
significantly stronger than those of high star forming galaxies in our
CAMELS catalogues. Again in Figure 2, 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) for the sample
of galaxies below sSFR 10−10.5 yr−1 is consistently higher than that
of the high star forming sample. This agrees with previous studies
showing that alignments behave differently in early and late-type
galaxies (Hirata et al. 2007; Mandelbaum et al. 2010b; Samuroff et al.
2021). We note that the star-forming population may be contaminated
by late-type galaxies as some models of IA (Chisari et al. 2015;
Blazek et al. 2019) predict a negative (tangential) alignment for high
star-forming galaxies.

Figure 3 presents mean measured orientation-only correlation
functions, denoted 𝑤̃𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) calculated from orientation-only cat-
alogues outlined in Section 3.4. As before, mean functions from the
full, quiescent and star forming samples are taken. We find that nor-
malizing ellipticity magnitudes affects alignments uniformly across
0.3 ≤ 𝑟⊥ ≤ 20 ℎ−1 Mpc as the functions 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) and 𝑤̃𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) (in
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Figure 4. Cross-component correlation function averaged over all catalogues
𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥ ) for full, quiescent and star forming galaxy samples. This null-test
measurement is consistent with zero, as expected. Linear interpolation is
added to guide the eye.

Figures 2 and 3 respectively) have similar scale dependence. This
is a feature found in intrinsic alignment models (Schneider & Bri-
dle 2010; Blazek et al. 2011) where the scale dependence is set by
the tidal field. This result has also been observed previous works on
surveys such as Lamman et al. (2024).

4.2 Validation

In line with previous studies of intrinsic alignments (Mandelbaum
et al. 2006; Hirata et al. 2007; Joachimi et al. 2011; Johnston et al.
2019), we validate that the detected alignment signal arises from
astrophysical effects rather than systematic errors introduced by the
measurement pipeline or simulation setup.

We compute the mean position shape cross-component correlation
function 𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥), alongside 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥), as a null test. This statistic
corresponds to rotating all catalogue galaxies’ shapes by 45 degrees
and recomputing 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥). Since 𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥) changes sign under par-
ity (rotating galaxies clockwise or anti-clockwise), it must be zero
to preserve the parity invariance of galaxy formation. The measured
𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥) for both full and split galaxy samples is shown in Figure 4,
with error bars denoting the standard error on the mean. All measure-
ments are consistent with zero, indicating no significant systematic
bias in our 𝑤𝑚+ signal. We note the presence of B-modes may pro-
vide a small, non-zero 𝑤𝑚× (𝑟⊥) signals, which has been proposed
as possibility for intrinsic alignments (Georgiou et al. 2024), which
we do not detect in these simulation.

As an additional null test, we randomly rotate galaxy shapes in each
catalogue and confirm that both 𝑤𝑚+ and 𝑤𝑚× vanish, as expected
for uncorrelated orientations. These tests support the robustness of
our alignment measurements.

4.3 Dependence on simulation parameters

We present the dependence of the astrophysical and cosmological
parameters on measured galaxy alignments. Alignment signals are
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Figure 5. Correlation functions weighted and averaged over transverse distances 0.3 ≤ 𝑟⊥ ≤ 20, ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+ ⟩𝑟⊥ , versus each of six simulation parameters for all

simulation catalogues 𝑖. A density histogram overlays the scatter plot and a linear fit with Pearson value 𝜌 measures linear correlation. The 𝑝-value 𝑝 < 10−4

suggests a statistically significant correlation between gravitational alignments and simulation parameter. Note: the ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+ ⟩𝑟⊥ distribution over 𝑖 has a long tail

to high values, so the red linear fit positioned at the mean is not aligned with the mode.

analysed across our 𝑁cat catalogues—each generated with different
set of simulation parameters listed in Table 1.

Let 𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+ (𝑟⊥, 𝑗 ) denote the measured shape-density correlation for

the 𝑖-th catalogue in the 𝑗-th 𝑟⊥ bin, with 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 6. We define
the alignment amplitude of catalogue 𝑖 as the weighted average of
𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚+ (𝑟⊥, 𝑗 ) over 𝑟⊥ bins:

〈
𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚+

〉
𝑟⊥

=

6∑
𝑗=1

𝑤 𝑗 𝑤
(𝑖)
𝑚+ (𝑟⊥, 𝑗 )

6∑
𝑗=1

𝑤 𝑗

(12)

where the weights 𝑤 𝑗 are given by the inverse of the standard error
on the mean for the 𝑗’th bin over all catalogues. This weighting
scheme down-weights bins with higher variance across catalogues,
reducing the influence of noisy measurements in the final alignment
amplitude.

For each catalogue 𝑖, we compute the alignment amplitude
⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ and display these values in the six subplots in Figure 5,
against simulation parameters. A logarithmic scaling is applied to
𝐴SN1, 𝐴SN2, 𝐴AGN1, and 𝐴AGN2 to ensure these parameters are uni-
formly distributed. We measure correlation with 𝜎2

8 because 𝑤𝑚+ is
approximately proportional to 𝜎2

8 , not 𝜎8, under the linear approxi-
mation described in Section 2 (Singh & Mandelbaum 2016). Linear
fits are overlaid on scatter and density plots from the sample means
to guide the eye.

We employ Pearson coefficients and 𝑝-values to measure linear
correlations between alignment amplitude and simulation parame-
ters. The statistical significance of each correlation is measured by
calculating a two-tailed p-value associated with the null hypothesis
𝐻0: that there is no linear correlation between ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ and the sim-
ulation parameter (i.e., 𝜌 = 0). The 𝑝-value is computed under the
assumption that the test statistic 𝑡 follows a Student’s 𝑡-distribution
with 𝑁cat − 2 degrees of freedom.

We adopt a significance threshold of 𝑝 < 10−4 to reject the null
hypothesis. Correlations with 𝑝-values below this threshold are con-
sidered statistically significant, indicating that 𝑤𝑚+ is dependent on
the simulation parameter under consideration. Subplots in Figure 5
are annotated with Pearson coefficients and 𝑝-values for each param-
eter–alignment amplitude pair.

We measure statistically significant correlations for log 𝐴SN1 and
log 𝐴SN2, implying that supernova feedback influences the alignment
of galaxies at the 𝑟⊥ scales considered.

We further observe significant correlations with cosmological pa-
rametersΩ𝑚 and𝜎2

8 . Alignment dependence on the large-scale struc-
ture and these two parameters is predicted in prescriptions of align-
ment theory discussed in Section 2.

No significant correlation is detected between alignment ampli-
tude ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ and either log 𝐴AGN1 or log 𝐴AGN2. A lack of AGN
dependence is likely due to the (25 ℎ−1 Mpc)3 simulation volume
that limits the full range of large-scale modes that influence intrinsic
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Figure 6. Ratio of the density–shape to density–density correlation functions,
averaged across all catalogues: 𝜔 (𝑟⊥ ) = ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) (𝑟⊥ ) ⟩. Mean ratios are shown
for the full, quiescent, and star-forming galaxy samples.

alignments in cosmological surveys (Pandey et al. 2023). Other sim-
ulation studies (Tenneti et al. 2015; Soussana et al. 2020) show that
AGN feedback has negligible impact on matter-shape correlations
but may impact galaxy-shape correlations especially when consider-
ing high-mass halos.

4.4 Parameter dependence of ratio 𝑤𝑚+
𝑤𝑚𝑚

In this section we explore the dependence of ratio 𝑤𝑚+
𝑤𝑚𝑚

on simulation
parameters using the same methods as Section 4.3.

Let𝜔 (𝑖) (𝑟⊥) be the ratio of the 𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+ (𝑟⊥) and 𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥) correlation

functions for the 𝑖-th catalogue:

𝜔 (𝑖) (𝑟⊥) =
𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚+ (𝑟⊥)

𝑤
(𝑖)
𝑚𝑚 (𝑟⊥)

(13)

Figure 6 displays the mean ratios 𝜔(𝑟⊥) for our samples averaged
over all 𝑁cat catalogues with standard error on the mean errors.

Similarly to Section 4.3, we detect statistically significant corre-
lations between the alignment amplitude of ratio 𝜔 (𝑖) (𝑟⊥) (for the
𝑖-th catalogue) and simulation parameters. As in Eq. 12, we take the
weighted average over 𝑟⊥ with weights equal to the inverse of the
standard error on the mean.

Figure 7 displays the weighted average ratio ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥ against each
simulation parameter, following the same format as Figure 5. Linear
regression lines are overlaid to illustrate trends. For each parame-
ter–⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥ pair, the Pearson correlation coefficient and the corre-
sponding 𝑝-value is calculated to assess the statistical significance
of the relationship against the null hypothesis 𝐻0 of no correlation.

We detect no significant correlation between measured ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥
and 𝜎2

8 indicating that dividing by 𝑤𝑚𝑚 removes the (linear) am-
plitude density fluctuation dependence on 𝑤𝑚+ in 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
. This result

broadly follows predictions from NLA (see Appendix A).
In contrast, ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥ retains statistically significant correlations

with the matter density parameter Ω𝑚. The dependence on Ω𝑚 is not
itself surprising. However, the negative correlation between ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥

and Ω𝑚 not what one would expect from the NLA or TATT models
(see Appendix A). This is surprising, and merits further work. With
the volume of the present generation of CAMELS simulations, we
are not able to test this behaviour further into the linear regime.

We also find that ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥ retains statistically significant correla-
tions with the supernova feedback parameters log 𝐴SN1 and log 𝐴SN2.
No significant correlations are observed for log 𝐴AGN1 and log 𝐴AGN2
which are omitted from Figure 7.

4.5 Star formation rate and alignments

Some parameter dependencies observed in the full galaxy sample
may arise from underlying differences between star-forming and
quiescent populations. When these subpopulations exhibit distinct
behaviours, combining them can obscure or even reverse trends—a
phenomenon known as Simpson’s paradox. We analyse how intrin-
sic alignments correlate with model parameters separately for each
population. Pearson coefficients similar to those in Section 4.3 were
calculated for star-forming and quiescent samples. The left three sub-
columns of Table 2 presents the full set of Pearson coefficients with
highlighted statistical significance.

Two notable observations about our matter-shape correlations𝑤𝑚+
emerge from these results: (1) correlation between alignment ampli-
tude and 𝜎8 is insignificant for star-forming galaxy catalogues but
strong for quiescent and full samples; (2) the correlation with 𝐴SN1 is
stronger in the star forming sample than in quiescent and full samples.

𝜎8: The 𝑟⊥ averaged correlation function ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ for the star form-

ing sample shows no significant correlation with the magnitude of
matter density fluctuations 𝜎8, while ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ for the quiescent sam-
ple displays a weaker correlation than in the full.

Figure 8 illustrates that increased Ω𝑚 and 𝜎8 parameter values
cause a larger proportion of quiescent galaxies in the catalogue. Since
quiescent galaxies exhibit stronger alignments, by approximately an
order of magnitude

𝐸 [⟨𝑤𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ quiescent]
𝐸 [⟨𝑤𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ star forming]

∼ 101, (14)

the observed dependence on 𝜎8 in the full sample is amplified by
the increasing proportion of quiescent galaxies at higher 𝜎8. On the
contrary this effect produces a weaker negative dependence on Ω𝑚.

Assuming a face-value NLA or TATT model, if the trend shown
in Figure 8 is accurate, then the result in Figure 7 is surprising, as it
shows no𝜎2

8 dependence in the ratio 𝑤𝑚+
𝑤𝑚𝑚

. Specifically, Figure 8 sug-
gests that the full galaxy sample should exhibit not only the predicted
linear 𝜎2

8 dependence (from the density field) but also an additional
dependence due to the increasing fraction of quiescent galaxies at
higher 𝜎8, which contribute more strongly to the alignment signal.

The inconsistency lies in the fact that the NLA and TATT models
predict that the ratio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
should remove only the linear 𝜎2

8 scaling
of 𝑤𝑚+ inherited from the density field, and would leave the sample-
dependent 𝜎8 dependence (seen in Figure 8). However, the result
in Figure 7 show that this ratio has cancelled out not only the 𝜎2

8
dependence, but also the additional 𝜎8 dependence arising from the
changing presence of quiescent galaxies in the population.

𝐴SN1: We observe a shift in galaxy dependence on 𝐴SN1 between
our two classes of galaxies. Figure 9 displays alignment amplitude
⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ against the mean specific star formation rate of galaxies in
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Figure 7. The same as Figure 5 but testing the weighted ratio ⟨𝜔 (𝑖) ⟩𝑟⊥ , with catalogue index 𝑖, for parameters Ω𝑚, 𝜎2
8 , log 𝐴SN1, log 𝐴SN2.

〈
𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚+

〉
𝑟⊥

〈
𝑤̃

(𝑖)
𝑚+

〉
𝑟⊥

⟨ | 𝜀 | ⟩𝑖

Param All Star
form. Quiescent All Star

form. Quiescent All Star
form. Quiescent

Ω𝑚 -0.09 -0.20 -0.20 0.08 -0.06 -0.07 -0.75 -0.75 -0.66
𝜎2

8 0.19 0.02 0.10 0.22 -0.03 0.14 -0.14 -0.17 -0.13
log 𝐴SN1 0.13 0.30 0.16 0.18 0.30 0.22 0.42 0.48 0.32
log 𝐴SN2 0.17 0.14 -0.01 0.18 0.16 -0.06 0.09 -0.01 0.11

Table 2. Pearson values for simulation parameters against: alignment amplitude for original catalogues ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+ ⟩𝑟⊥ , alignment amplitude for ellipticity-normalized

catalogues ⟨𝑤̃ (𝑖)
𝑚+ ⟩𝑟⊥ , and average ellipticity magnitude of the sample ⟨ | 𝜀 | ⟩samp, 𝑖 indexes the catalogue. Columns contain Pearson values for the full, star

forming, and quiescent galaxy samples. Shaded cells indicate significant Pearson values with 𝑝-value < 10−4. Rows log 𝐴AGN1 and log 𝐴AGN2 showed no
significant correlation (as expected given the small simulation size) are omitted from the table.
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Figure 8. The fraction of quiescent galaxies
𝑁quiescent

𝑁quiescent+𝑁star forming
against 𝜎8

parameter value for the catalogues, coloured byΩ𝑚 parameter. Parameters 𝜎8
and Ω𝑚 both positively correlate with a larger fraction of quiescent galaxies.

each sample ⟨sSFR⟩samp
3. There is a clear change in the coloured

log(𝐴SN1) distribution between the quiescent (bottom) and star-
forming (middle) plots indicating that the parameter’s primary in-

3 The subscripts on angular brackets denote averaging over the respective
galaxy sample: ⟨·⟩full, ⟨·⟩star forming, or ⟨·⟩quiescent.

fluence on galaxies shifts from star formation rate to alignment.
Within star forming galaxies, catalogues with large log(𝐴SN1) pro-
duced stronger galactic alignments to dark matter density, while the
quiescent galaxies primarily exhibited increased specific star for-
mation rates. As star forming galaxies contribute weak alignment
relative to quiescent ones (Eq. 14), the top (full sample) plot follows
a similar log(𝐴SN1) dependency to the quiescent sample.

4.6 Intrinsic ellipticity and alignment dependence

We further investigate the parameter dependence of intrinsic align-
ments using the orientation-only galaxy catalogues defined in
Sec. 3.4. The corresponding correlation functions, 𝑤̃ (𝑖)

𝑚+, only register
signal from galaxy orientations as all galaxy ellipticity magnitudes
are normalized. As such, comparing the parameter dependencies of
the original 𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+ and the orientation-only 𝑤̃
(𝑖)
𝑚+ correlation functions

offers insight into the role played by ellipticity magnitude in shaping
alignment signals and their dependencies.

Analogous to Eq.12, we compute alignment amplitudes ⟨𝑤̃ (𝑖)
𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥

for the orientation-only correlation functions. We then calculate Pear-
son correlation coefficients between these amplitudes and the sim-
ulation parameters, with the values and their statistical significance
presented in the centre column of Table 2. A comparison between
the left and centre columns of Table 2 highlights how the parameter
dependence differs between the original and orientation-normalized
galaxy samples.

Additionally, we compute the explicit correlations between the
average absolute ellipticity ⟨|𝜀 |⟩𝑖 of catalogue 𝑖 (of the original
catalogues) and the simulation parameters, listed in the rightmost
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Figure 9. Alignment amplitude ⟨𝑤𝑚+ ⟩𝑟⊥ versus mean specific star formation
rate ⟨sSFR⟩samp for our full (top), star forming (middle) and quiescent (bot-
tom) galaxy samples. Each 2D bin is coloured by the average log(𝐴SN1 ) of
those sampled catalogues within it. A contour plot of point density shows the
distribution of sampled catalogues. The shift in colour distribution between
star-forming and quiescent samples indicates that 𝐴SN1 influences intrinsic
alignments differently across galaxy populations.

columns of Table 2. These correlations help identify parameter de-
pendencies present in ⟨|𝜀 |⟩𝑖 , providing insight into the information
lost when measuring alignments for orientation-only catalogues.

For parameter Ω𝑚, Pearson values across all samples are more
positive with ⟨𝑤̃ (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ than with ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)
𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ . We also identify a direct

negative correlation between Ω𝑚 and average ellipticity magnitude
⟨|𝜀 |⟩𝑖 . By removing the ellipticity magnitude, the negative 𝑤̃

(𝑖)
𝑚+ cor-

relation withΩ𝑚 is reduced. This suggests that the absolute ellipticity

magnitude accounts for some of theΩ𝑚 dependence in the correlation
function 𝑤

(𝑖)
𝑚+. Previous studies (Tenneti et al. 2015; Soussana et al.

2020) have shown that the scale dependence of alignment is unaf-
fected by ellipticity magnitude. Our results are consistent with these
findings: as shown in Figure 3, normalizing the ellipticity magnitude
simply rescales the amplitude of the correlation function 𝑤𝑚+ (𝑟⊥)
by a constant factor.

Interestingly, the supernova feedback dependence on the correla-
tion function is retained with the orientation-only catalogues. Corre-
lations between ⟨𝑤̃ (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ and log 𝐴SN1 are even stronger than those
between ⟨𝑤 (𝑖)

𝑚+⟩𝑟⊥ and log 𝐴SN1 for full and quiescent samples. This is
despite removing the positively correlated ellipticity magnitude. This
demonstrates that supernova feedback (𝐴SN1) has a strong influence
on the orientation of galaxies, not just on their ellipticity magnitudes.
Increased log 𝐴SN1 must influence orientations such that they align
more strongly to dark matter density. The reason for the strength-
ened correlation, and the exact mechanism linking 𝐴SN1 to intrinsic
alignment, remain open questions for future investigation.

5 CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have measured 2D ellipticities of galaxies in the
CAMELS simulations. We describe how the alignment signals were
measured with respect to the dark matter density field, yielding the
projected correlation functions 𝑤𝑚+ (Section 3.3). We validate our
results against systematics by ensuring cross correlation functions
𝑤𝑚× are consistent with null and both 𝑤𝑚+ and 𝑤𝑚× are consistent
with null under random ellipticity rotations.

One of the main results of this work is the demonstration that
the intrinsic galaxy alignments depend on both cosmological and
astrophysical parameters (Section 4). By taking advantage of the
CAMELS suite’s variation of parameters (Table 1), we measure how
alignment signals respond to changes in these parameters. Our anal-
ysis reveals robust correlations between the alignment amplitude
and key parameters: Ω𝑚, 𝜎2

8 and the supernova feedback amplitudes
log 𝐴SN1 and log 𝐴SN2.

Motivated by standard theoretical models of intrinsic alignment
(Section 2) we (partially) removed the density field dependence of
𝑤𝑚+ by dividing by the density auto-correlation 𝑤𝑚𝑚, giving the ra-
tio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
. In Section 4.4, we find that the correlation with𝜎2

8 is indeed
reduced in this ratio, consistent with expectations from the NLA and
TATT models. However, the dependence on supernova feedback pa-
rameters remains significant, suggesting that astrophysical processes
continue to influence the alignment signal beyond what is captured
by the matter density field alone.

We further investigated the role of intrinsic ellipticity on align-
ments by normalizing galaxy ellipticity magnitudes to construct
orientation-only catalogues (Sections 3.4 & 4.6). Significant Pear-
son correlations in Table 1 show that orientation-only samples were
still dependent on log 𝐴SN1 and log 𝐴SN2. This demonstrates that su-
pernova feedback influences not only the ellipticity magnitude, but
also the orientation of galaxy shapes relative to the surrounding dark
matter distribution.

These simulations are too small to show significant AGN feedback,
so the lack of a significant AGN impact on the alignment signal is to
be expected. Given the impact of supernova feeback, we can expect
that AGN will also have an effect on the intrinsic alignment signal.

In separating galaxy catalogues into two samples split by sSFR
(at 10−10.5 /yr), we reveal that star forming galaxies (those above
this cut) exhibit alignment amplitudes that are weaker by an order
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of magnitude compared to quiescent galaxies. This supports the es-
tablished view that galaxy morphology and star formation activity
modulate intrinsic alignments (Hirata et al. 2007; Mandelbaum et al.
2010b; Joachimi et al. 2011).

Section 4.5, examines parameter correlations within the sSFR-split
samples. We found that the alignment amplitudes of star-forming
galaxies are largely insensitive to variations in 𝜎8, the amplitude of
matter density fluctuations.

This work has also enabled Figure 8, which reveals that the frac-
tion of quiescent galaxies increases with higher 𝜎8. Since quiescent
galaxies exhibit alignments approximately an order of magnitude
larger than those of star-forming galaxies, their growing presence
enhances the overall alignment signal in the full population. A cen-
tral insight here is that 𝑤𝑚+ inherits an additional 𝜎8 dependence,
beyond the 𝜎2

8 scaling from the density field that is expected from
linear approximations described in Section 2.

Intriguingly, if we assume the NLA or TATT models to be true,
this additional 𝜎8 dependence appears to contradict our earlier find-
ing in Figure 7, which shows that the ratio 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
removes the linear𝜎2

8
dependence in 𝑤𝑚+ associated with the density field. The observed
cancellation, together with the trend shown in Figure 8, suggests
that the ratio may also remove the additional 𝜎8 dependence intro-
duced by the increasing fraction of quiescent galaxies. We leave this
investigation to future work.

The final part of Section 4.5 and Table 2 reveals that supernova
feedback has a strong impact on the intrinsic alignments of star-
forming galaxies: the 𝑤𝑚+ correlation is more sensitive to variations
in the baryonic feedback parameters 𝐴SN1 and 𝐴SN2 than to changes
in 𝜎8.

Moreover, while 𝐴SN1 primarily modulates the intrinsic align-
ments of star-forming galaxies, in the quiescent population it in-
stead regulates their specific star-formation rates (Figure 9). This
dichotomy suggests that 𝐴SN1 drives two distinct mechanisms that
imprint on the correlation function in high and low-SFR galaxies.
Details about these mechanisms remain to be uncovered and provide
opportunities for further work.

Together, our results show that the intrinsic alignments reflect a
complex interplay between cosmology and astrophysical feedback, an
understanding of which is a necessary step to better model alignments
in the next generation of galaxy surveys.
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APPENDIX A: COSMOLOGY DEPENDENCE OF THE
RATIO UNDER NLA

We confirm that, under the NLA model, the ratio 𝑤𝑚+
𝑤𝑚𝑚

has relatively
little dependence on 𝜎8 and Ω𝑚. Following Eq. 2 and Eq. 4, the ratio
is given by:

𝑤̄𝑚+
𝑤̄𝑚𝑚

(𝑟⊥) = −𝐴𝐼 𝐴 𝑐1 𝜌critΩ𝑚×∫ ∞
0

d𝑘𝑧
𝜋2

∫ ∞
0 d𝑘⊥ 𝑘⊥

𝑘𝑧
𝑃𝛿 (𝑘) sin(𝑘𝑧Πmax) 𝐽2 (𝑘⊥𝑟⊥)∫ ∞

0
d𝑘𝑧
𝜋2

∫ ∞
0 d𝑘⊥ 𝑘⊥

𝑘𝑧
𝑃𝛿 (𝑘) sin(𝑘𝑧Πmax) 𝐽0 (𝑘⊥𝑟⊥)

.

(A1)

It is not generally possible to simplify this further for a general
𝑃𝛿 . However, 𝜎8 defines the overall amplitude for the linear power
spectrum 𝑃𝛿,lin (𝑘). As𝜎2

8 ∝ 𝑃𝛿,lin,𝜎8 is cancelled in the ratio above.
So, in the pure linear model, the insensitivity to 𝜎8 is exact.

More generally, we can demonstrate the insensitivity of the the-
oretical ratio 𝑤̄𝑚+

𝑤̄𝑚𝑚
via numerical evaluation of Eq. A1. We use the

CCL package (Chisari et al. 2019) to calculate the theoretical spectra
𝑃𝛿𝐼 (𝑘) and 𝑃𝛿 (𝑘) under the NLA model. The conclusions are not
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Figure A1. Theoretical ratio of the density–shape 𝑤𝑚+ correlation functions
to density–density correlation function 𝑤𝑚𝑚 for varying values of 𝜎8 as-
suming the NLA model (at redshift 𝑧 = 0). The effect of 𝜎8 on the ratio
𝑤𝑚+/𝑤𝑚𝑚 is ∼ 4 per cent.

affected by choice of non-linear model (e.g. HALOFIT: Smith et al.
2003; Bird et al. 2012)

Figure A1 shows 𝑤̄𝑚+
𝑤̄𝑚𝑚

under the NLA model for three 𝜎8 values.
All other cosmological parameters are kept fixed: Ω𝑚 = 0.3, Ω𝑏 =

0.046, ℎ = 0.7, 𝜎8 = 0.817, 𝑛𝑠 = 0.9646. As expected, the result is
only mildly affected by the value of 𝜎8.

Figure A2 shows 1
Ω𝑚

𝑤̄𝑚+
𝑤̄𝑚𝑚

under the NLA model for three Ω𝑚

values. The prefactor 1
Ω𝑚

removes the explicit Ω𝑚 dependence in
the NLA alignment amplitude. The result is only mildly affected by
the value of Ω𝑚. Some dependence is expected, as Ω𝑚 changes the
average slope of the matter power spectrum 𝑃𝛿 (𝑘), which does not
exactly cancel due to the different Bessel functions 𝐽0 and 𝐽2. We
reiterate that for the ranges we consider in the CAMELS simula-
tions the pure-linear model assumption described above is not exact
and 𝑤𝑚+

𝑤𝑚𝑚
certainly has non-linear contributions. For this reason and

others, the rest of the paper takes on a model-agnostic viewpoint.

APPENDIX B: DENSITY AUTOCORRELATION
INTEGRAL CONSTRAINT CORRECTION

To fit the per-simulation correction to the integral constraint bias, we
model the 𝑤𝑔𝑔 as power law:

𝑤𝑔𝑔,th (𝑟⊥) = 𝐴

(
𝑟⊥
𝑟0

)−𝛾
− 𝐶 (B1)

This form is standard (e.g. Peebles 1980), but is still approximate at
small scales. However, as we discuss below, our conclusions are not,
in fact, sensitive to the exact value of 𝐶.

Assuming a diagonal covariance matrix Σ with diagonal entries
given by the per bin variance from all measurements. This is an
overestimate of the variance, but the parameter fit is dependent on
relative variance between the per 𝑟⊥ bins, which shows the expected
heteroscedasticity with largest variance at large scales (Figure 2).

We find the values of 𝐴, 𝛾, 𝑟0, and𝐶 that maximize the likelihood:
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Figure A2. Theoretical ratio of the density–shape 𝑤𝑚+ correlation functions
to density–density correlation function 𝑤𝑚𝑚 for varying values of Ω𝑚 as-
suming the NLA model (at redshift 𝑧 = 0). By dividing byΩ𝑚, the differences
between the theoretical ratios are significantly reduced.

lnL = −1
2

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[ (
𝑤𝑔𝑔,obs (𝑟⊥ 𝑖) − 𝑤𝑔𝑔,th (𝑟⊥ 𝑖)

)2

Σ𝑖,𝑖

+ ln
(
2𝜋 Σ𝑖,𝑖

) ]
.

(B2)

This gives us a value of 𝐶 per simulation. The ratio 𝑅
(𝑖)
𝑗

(Eq. 13)
is recalculated with these varying integral constraint 𝐶 values. The
resulting mean ratio across catalogues 𝑅̄(𝑟⊥, 𝑗 ) is displayed in Fig-
ure B1.

Our conclusions are unchanged when using varying per-simulation
values of 𝐶 vs a constant 𝐶 = 1. Our conclusions (Figure 7) are also
unchanged if we take a naive 𝐶 = 0, even though the ratio 𝑤𝑔+/𝑤𝑔𝑔

becomes negative, because the scales affected by the integral con-
straint additive bias are also those with the largest variance (due to
fewer modes at large scales).

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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Figure B1. Ratio of the density–shape to density–density correlation func-
tions, averaged across all catalogues: 𝑅̄ 𝑗 (𝑟⊥, 𝑗 ) . Unlike Figure 6, this mean
ratio is calculated using varying 𝐶 values instead of a constant where 𝐶

is calculated using linear interpolation. Mean ratios are shown for the full,
quiescent, and star-forming galaxy samples.
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