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ABSTRACT

The Euclid satellite will deliver a catalogue of optically-selected galaxy clusters spanning from around 2000 deg2 in Data Release (DR) 1 to around
14 000 deg2 in DR3. We assess the validity of cluster clustering (CC) models for template-fitting, which complements the full-shape methodology
in providing cosmological information from the anisotropy of the redshift-space two-point correlation function (2PCF). Both will be used to
analyse the cluster 2PCF multipoles in Euclid. We analyse the multipoles of the two-point redshift-space clustering of galaxy clusters simulated
with the semi-analytic PINOCCHIO code using third-order Lagrangian perturbation theory, assuming a Euclid DR1-like footprint of 500 deg2 in
the Northern Hemisphere and 1400 deg2 in the Southern Hemisphere. We estimate the first three even multipoles of the 2PCF and associated
covariance matrix from 1000 DR1-like synthetic catalogues. We study the impact of the modelling of nonlinearities, halo bias, and photometric
redshift uncertainties on the 2PCF. We apply three clustering models to the mock catalogues at 0 < z < 2 and virial mass Mvir > 1014 h−1 M⊙
under realistic and optimistic photometric redshift uncertainty scenarios. We formulate a set of permissive and conservative criteria that should be
fulfilled by the multipole cut-off scales and validate against 100 mock catalogues via inference of the growth rate times the matter power spectrum
normalisation parameter, fσ8. We test the dispersion, Scoccimarro, and Taruya–Nishimichi–Saito models. We find that the simplest of the three –
the dispersion model – yields unbiased inferences on fσ8 from CC down to 10 h−1 Mpc in a DR1-like setting. All clustering models provide very
similar goodness-of-fit metrics in the presence of DR1-like cluster redshift uncertainties.
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1. Introduction

Galaxy clusters are the most massive structures in the Universe
which have undergone virialisation. Their clustering offers a sen-
sitive probe of our cosmological model (Estrada et al. 2009;
Hütsi 2010; Hong et al. 2012). Although clusters are fewer than
galaxies, their strong clustering signal and high masses offer an
independent handle on the large-scale structure. Therefore, the
cluster clustering (CC) signal is in principle stronger than that
of galaxies, provided that dense cluster samples are available
(Marulli et al. 2021). Further, the impact of small-scale velocity
dispersion on the CC signal is relatively small, because cluster
centroids have low internal velocity dispersion and are less af-
fected by small-scale random motions than galaxies (Valageas
& Clerc 2012). Therefore, CC can be viewed as a probe comple-
mentary to galaxy clustering, particularly with the advent of the
high signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) Stage-IV surveys (Abell et al.
2009; Laureijs et al. 2011; Sartoris et al. 2016; Euclid Collabo-
ration: Mellier et al. 2025).

Unbiased cosmological constraints demand CC models that
achieve sufficient accuracy across a wide range of scales and red-
shifts (for example Borgani et al. 1999; Mana et al. 2013; Sereno
et al. 2015; Marulli et al. 2021; Lesci et al. 2022; Fumagalli
et al. 2024; Romanello et al. 2024). Since observations are ob-
tained in redshift space, the primary modelling challenge in CC
analyses is having an accurate model for redshift-space cluster-
ing anisotropies. The Kaiser model (Kaiser 1987; Peacock et al.
2001) provides the linear theory predictions in the plane-parallel

limit (Valageas & Clerc 2012), but extensions to this model have
been proposed to account for nonlinear effects at smaller scales
(see for example Pezzotta et al. 2017 and Marulli et al. 2021 for
a summary of these models).

In this paper, we aim to test the performance of the redshift-
space CC models for a Euclid-like survey (Euclid Collaboration:
Mellier et al. 2025) in order to determine which cluster clustering
model should be implemented in the Euclid Cosmology Like-
lihood for Observables (CLOE; Euclid Collaboration: Cardone
et al. 2025; Euclid Collaboration: Cañas-Herrera et al. 2025) for
DR1, and formulate and calibrate a statistical framework for the
determination of the cut-off scale of the two-point correlation
function of cluster clustering. Given the significant uncertainties
in a DR1-like setting, we adopt a permissive and a conservative
set of statistical tests, the latter to be considered for future DRs.
The permissive criteria aim for acceptable goodness of fit and
unbiasedness of the inferred fσ8 posteriors given a cut-off scale
which is common for all multipoles at a given redshift. The con-
servative criteria further require that the estimated uncertainties
accurately reflect the true scatter in the measurements and pro-
vide correct coverage, with a cut-off scale which is allowed to
vary with multipole order. We base our main conclusions on the
former set of criteria. In this analysis, we calibrate our statistical
requirements against simulations, whereas for the eventual real
data application such an analysis will be repeated.

We use the semi-analytic PINOCCHIO catalogues (Monaco
et al. 2002; Munari et al. 2017), from which we extract 1000
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lightcones and 1 random catalogue, measure the correspond-
ing 2PCF multipoles, specifically the monopole, quadrupole,
and hexadecapole and compare these against predictions from
clustering models to determine the simplest model that achieves
the required accuracy for the Euclid pipeline. We do not con-
sider odd multipoles because, for the auto-correlation of a single
tracer in the plane-parallel approximation, they vanish by sym-
metry. We assume cluster photometric redshift uncertainties of
σz = 0.005(1 + z) (optimistic) and σz = 0.01(1 + z) (realistic)
which are among the values indicated in Euclid Collaboration:
Bhargava et al. (2025). These values are determined by consid-
ering the photometric redshift uncertainties of Stage-III surveys
(Abbott et al. 2025a). For simplicity, we model cluster redshift
uncertainties as a Gaussian dispersion. Although real photomet-
ric cluster redshift errors can exhibit non-Gaussian tails or catas-
trophic outliers, the dominant effect on the clustering signal is
the line-of-sight damping produced by the overall dispersion.
As long as the effective width of the error distribution is simi-
lar, the impact on large-scale clustering should be comparable.
A more realistic redshift error distribution would primarily al-
ter the precise form of the damping kernel, but it is unlikely to
qualitatively affect our conclusions on the scales considered. We
quantify the accuracy of the Peacock & Dodds (1994), Scocci-
marro (2004), and Taruya et al. (2010) models at separations 10–
150 h−1 Mpc with an additional view to investigate what mod-
elling improvements are required for upcoming DRs. We choose
this maximum scale to ensure that the baryon acoustic oscilla-
tion (BAO) features are fully visible for large photometric red-
shift uncertainties. Scales larger than the BAO scale do not add
any substantial cosmological information (Fumagalli et al. 2024,
2025b).

Euclid Collaboration: Fumagalli et al. (2024) and Fumagalli
et al. (2025a) showed that the semi-analytic PINOCCHIO cata-
logues accurately reproduce the halo 2PCF covariance of the
monopole obtained from N-body simulations in redshift space.
More recently, Fumagalli et al. (2025b) analysed the impact of
systematic effects on the monopole of CC using PINOCCHIO and
demonstrated that neglecting nonlinear contributions can signif-
icantly bias the inferred Ωm–σ8 posterior. In order to obtain un-
biased cosmological posteriors, that study mitigated modelling
mis-specifications by calibrating the monopole to the model pre-
diction down to 20 h−1 Mpc in mocks covering 10 313 deg2 (be-
tween DR2 and DR3 footprint). In this work, we address the
complementary question: What is the minimum cut-off scale that
ensures an unbiased inference when using the multipoles of the
2PCF? Our results directly inform the implementation of the CC
model in CLOE and the associated analysis choices for cosmolog-
ical inference. Since PINOCCHIO uses Lagrangian perturbation
theory (LPT), we expect it to produce predictions that differ from
those of an N-body simulation, potentially in a scale-dependent
fashion, and produce highly uncertain predictions for halo bias.
However, for the purposes of this study, which is to provide a
statistical framework for the determination of the cut-off scale
in real data, we choose PINOCCHIO, whose covariance is well-
understood (Fumagalli et al. 2025a). The multiple realisations
offered by PINOCCHIO further allow us to monitor the average
behaviour of our inferences. For the real data application, we
will repeat this analysis using the tests in Sect. 2.5 as a guide.

We focus on inferring fσ8 as a diagnostic variable for val-
idation because our analysis centres on the quadrupole. Euclid
Collaboration: Kärcher et al. (2026) performed a related cut-off
analysis for galaxy-clustering multipoles, assuming a common
scale cut for all multipoles in the limit of no redshift uncertain-
ties or angular–radial systematic effects. Here, in our set of con-

servative statistical tests, we allow various scale cuts for different
multipoles, cluster redshift uncertainties in the presence of angu-
lar systematic effects, but restrict our analysis to simpler cluster-
ing models, which we find to be adequate for photometric clus-
tering. Scanning the parameter space of plausible cut-off scales
that vary with redshift, redshift uncertainty, and multipole order
across many mock catalogues is computationally expensive. To
reduce this cost, we adopt a template-fitting strategy. Unlike full-
shape analyses like the one for the monopole of the CC 2PCF by
Fumagalli et al. (2025b), template fitting keeps the matter power
spectrum fixed to a fiducial cosmology and varies only the shape-
preserving parameters that rescale or anisotropically distort it.
In our parameterisation, we use the growth rate times the matter
power spectrum normalisation parameter, fσ8, the linear halo
bias times the matter power spectrum normalisation parameter,
bσ8, a velocity dispersion scale, σv, and the parallel and perpen-
dicular BAO parameters, α∥, and α⊥, respectively. We note that
alternative parameterisations, like the one proposed by Adame
et al. (2025, Eq. 4.10), could also be explored in future analy-
ses. However, given the relatively large uncertainties expected
for cluster clustering in DR1, we do not anticipate significant
differences arising from the choice of parameterisation for the
amplitude of redshift-space distortions.

Template fitting is fast, robust to small deviations from the
fiducial cosmology, and avoids repeated evaluations of the mat-
ter power spectrum, halo mass function, and halo bias. A limi-
tation of this approach is that cosmological parameters such as
Ωm and σ8 are not varied. Here, we keep the shape of the matter
power spectrum, the halo bias, and the distance–redshift relation
fixed to a fiducial cosmology, while Ωm and σ8 are in principle
constrained via the BAO parameters. As a result, any cosmology
dependence of the effective halo bias must be absorbed into the
nuisance parameter bσ8. For clusters, however, the degeneracy
between effective halo bias and σ8 is substantially reduced be-
cause the selection function, constrained by the observable–mass
relation, its scatter, weak lensing calibration, and number counts,
is far better determined than in galaxy-clustering analyses (see
Lesci et al. 2022 and references therein).

To emulate a setting of well-understood systematic effects,
we limit our analysis to a regime where the mass-redshift com-
pleteness is almost uniform. To this end, we impose a mass cut
at Mvir > 1014 h−1M⊙, where sample uncertainties are better
characterised. Second, we fix bσ8 and study the sensitivity of
the resulting cut-off scales to the assumed halo-bias prescrip-
tion, using the T10 and C24 prescriptions. A prior on bσ8, as is
expected in real observations, weakens the predictive power of
statistical tests on the cut-off scale. In our analysis, we choose
to fix bσ8 because (i) a strong prior on halo bias is expected,
(ii) PINOCCHIO provides only an approximate mapping between
dark matter and haloes, (iii) the determination of the cut-off scale
becomes more robust to the statistical test configuration in less
noisy data sets (more conservative error bars), (iv) our goal is
a model test rather than a forecast, and (v) the halo bias is a
nuisance parameter which only modulates the amplitude of the
2PCF.

Determining which redshift-space CC model performs best
in a given setting is crucial, as it impacts all studies that de-
rive cosmological constraints from cluster clustering statistics
(Veropalumbo et al. 2016; Marulli et al. 2018; Moresco et al.
2021; Lesci et al. 2023; Romanello et al. 2025). This is espe-
cially true on quasi- and non-linear scales (r < 20 h−1Mpc),
where different redshift-space prescriptions begin to diverge and
where a large fraction of the cosmological information resides.
Pinning down the regime of validity of each model – and, where
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possible, extending it deeper into the non-linear regime – is
therefore essential both to avoid biased constraints and to fully
exploit the information content of cluster clustering. Further, it
is necessary to understand in which regimes each model per-
forms best, in order to be able to accurately quantify potential
systematic effects in real data applications. Finally, even though
state-of-the-art redshift-space clustering models have achieved a
high degree of accuracy for galaxy surveys (Euclid Collabora-
tion: Kärcher et al. 2026), such a level of sophistication may not
be required for photometric CC, where statistical uncertainties
are higher. Given the computational cost of the most advanced
models, it is therefore important to determine which simpler for-
mulations are sufficiently accurate for cluster catalogues.

The Sloan Digital Sky Survey has provided constraints on
the growth of structure from CC at intermediate redshifts, both
at the level of spectroscopic clustering (Marulli et al. 2021) and
with photometrically selected samples (Sereno et al. 2015; Fu-
magalli et al. 2024). These studies highlighted the need for more
extensive cluster data sets with improved redshift characterisa-
tion. Euclid will detect around 60 000 clusters over an area of
14 000 deg2 (Laureijs et al. 2011; Euclid Collaboration: Mellier
et al. 2025), which will become available in the Euclid Cata-
logue of Galaxy Clusters (ECGC). The sample is expected to
have a purity of > 80% down to 1014 h−1M⊙ and up to redshift
z = 2 (Euclid Collaboration: Adam et al. 2019). Those proper-
ties will depend on the quality of the photometric redshift esti-
mates. For reference, the Kilo-Degree Survey achieved a preci-
sion of σz < 0.02(1 + z) per Maturi et al. (2019) and the Dark
Energy Survey σz < 0.006(1 + z) per Abbott et al. (2020) and
Abbott et al. (2025b). Euclid is expected to improve upon these
uncertainties (Laureijs et al. 2011; Euclid Collaboration: Mel-
lier et al. 2025). Given the above challenges and opportunities,
an unbiased cosmological inference from CC requires accurate
modelling of the cluster bias, photometric redshift uncertainties,
small-scale clustering, and knowledge of the purity of the sam-
ple.

The paper is structured as follows: In Sect. 2 we detail the
methodology we apply for the measurement and modelling of
the redshift-space 2PCF in the PINOCCHIO mock catalogues. In
Sect. 3 we present our comparison of the model predictions to
the measured 2PCF. In Sect. 4, we highlight our main findings
and provide an outlook for future studies. Throughout this paper,
we assume the best-fit Planck 2013ΛCDM cosmological param-
eters (Planck Collaboration et al. 2014, Table 2) which were used
in the construction of the PINOCCHIO mock catalogues.

2. Method

2.1. Simulated cluster catalogues

In order to quantify the accuracy of the Peacock & Dodds (1994),
Scoccimarro (2004), and Taruya et al. (2010) models, we test
their predictions with simulated cluster catalogues. We use past
lightcones simulated with the semi-analytic PINOCCHIO algo-
rithm (Monaco et al. 2002; Munari et al. 2017). The code adopts
third-order LPT to obtain the solution to ellipsoidal collapse. The
boxes have a side length of 3870 h−1 Mpc, contain 21603 par-
ticles and are in redshift space. A more extended summary of
the technical specifications is given in Fumagalli et al. (2025a).
We highlight that PINOCCHIO, being an LPT-based simulation,
(i) provides an approximate description of structure formation
on small scales, (ii) predicts halo bias with significant system-
atic uncertainty, and (iii) can exhibit scale-dependent deviations
from N-body simulations. While these effects can be part of the

origin of the discrepancy between the models and mocks due
to which a cut-off scale must be determined, the purpose of our
analysis is to provide a method to determine the aforementioned
scale without examining the origin of the cut-off. Further, we
choose PINOCCHIO to monitor the average behaviour of our in-
ferences across multiple realisations and because PINOCCHIO
provides more control over the halo mass function calibration.
The original catalogues cover a sky area of Ωsky = 10 313 deg2.
For the present study, we measure CC in the range 0 < z < 2,
impose a lower virial mass cut of 1014 h−1M⊙, which roughly
mimics the Euclid selection (Sartoris et al. 2016; Euclid Collab-
oration: Adam et al. 2019) and isolate a DR1-like footprint as
shown in Fig. 1. Specifically, we assume 500 deg2 in the North-
ern Galactic hemisphere and 1400 deg2 in the Southern Galactic
hemisphere. The resulting halo number densities per redshift bin
are shown in Table 1. In the real catalogues, the southern and
northern tiles will also differ in sky coverage, but also in their
photometric redshift uncertainties and in the selection function
of the sources therein.

In what follows we define halo masses as virial masses, Mvir,
i.e. the mass enclosed within a sphere of radius rvir whose mean
density is ∆vir(z) times the critical density at redshift z, such that
Mvir =

4π
3 ∆vir(z) ρc(z) r3

vir . When expressed in terms of Mvir,
the halo mass function is known to be approximately univer-
sal in redshift for standard ΛCDM cosmologies (Despali et al.
2016), which motivates our choice of mass definition through-
out this work. In our catalogues, the halo masses are rescaled to
follow the Euclid Collaboration: Castro et al. (2023) halo mass
function. Details on the rescaling process can be found in Fu-
magalli et al. (2021). Further, we assume completeness and pu-
rity of 100% across our mass (Mvir > 1014h−1M⊙) and redshift
(0 < z < 2) ranges. Completeness is the fraction of all exist-
ing sources within the specified mass and redshift ranges that
are successfully detected by the survey. Purity is the fraction of
detected sources that are clusters, rather than false detections.
This is a somewhat optimistic estimate compared to the results
of forecasts across 30 deg2 on the Flagship simulation, which
predict a purity of 80–90% and a completeness of more than
80%, with the Adaptive Matched Identifier of Clustered Objects
(AMICO) described in Bellagamba et al. (2018) and the wavelet-
based algorithm PZWav described in Gonzalez (2014), which
are the official methods used in Euclid. In our analysis, the as-
sumption of perfect completeness reduces the shot noise per bin
and thus slightly increases the fσ8 precision. The impact of as-
suming perfect purity depends on the nature of the contaminants.
Both the assignment of clusters to the wrong redshift or mass bin
and mis-identification of other sources as clusters would result in
a modification of the sample’s effective bias. However, the latter
could also impact the sample’s clustering properties more signif-
icantly. The magnitude of these effects will need to be assessed
once realistic estimates of the cluster purity from the Euclid de-
tection pipelines become available.

We allow this mildly optimistic choice because it reduces the
statistical error, thus improving the robustness of the determina-
tion of the cut-off scales, which would otherwise be completely
dominated by noise. This is not critical here, as our goal is to as-
sess systematic effects in the modelling, rather than forecast the
exact precision of cosmological constraints. We also note that
any incompleteness does not affect the shape of the 2PCF. Fi-
nally, we assume that projection effects (such as the contamina-
tion of optically selected cluster catalogues by structures aligned
along the line of sight, which can affect the inferred cluster red-
shift, mass proxy, and effective bias, and therefore modify the
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Fig. 1. Footprint of the PINOCCHIO catalogue used in the present anal-
ysis before (grey) and after DR1-like cuts. The red and blue patches
represent DR1-like footprints in the Northern Galactic hemisphere (500
deg2) and Southern Galactic hemisphere (1400 deg2), respectively.

clustering amplitude) will be at least partially mitigated by the
cluster detection and analysis pipelines.

We generate halo catalogues (Fumagalli et al. 2025b) with
photometric cluster redshift uncertainties that follow a Gaussian
distribution N(zob|z, σz) with mean z and standard deviation

σz = σ0 (1 + z) , (1)

where σ0 = 0.005 for optimistic and σ0 = 0.01 for realistic
redshift uncertainties, as also assumed in the study of systematic
effects for the full-shape analysis (Fumagalli et al. 2025b). We
will also consider σ0 = 0 as a reference.

2.2. Two-point correlation function estimation

We measure the 2PCF with its associated covariance matrices
per comoving distance bin across 1000 mock catalogues, in
which the random-to-data ratio is 50. We use 15 logarithmic
radial separation bins from rmin = 10 h−1 Mpc to rmax = 150
h−1 Mpc in 5 redshift bins of width ∆z = 0.4 at 0 < z < 2. We
choose this smaller number compared to Fumagalli et al. (2025b)
in order to increase the S/N per radial separation bin. Throughout
this study, for the measurement of the 2PCF and the clustering
model prediction, we have used the CosmoBolognaLib1, a large
set of free software C++/Python libraries (Marulli et al. 2016).
We use the direct Landy & Szalay (1993) estimator

ξ̂ℓ(r) =

∫ 1

−1

[
RR(r) + NRDD(µ, r) − 2

NRR

NDR
DR(µ, r)

]
Pℓ(µ)dµ

×
2ℓ + 1
2RR(r)

=
2ℓ + 1
2RR(r)

[
RRℓ(r) + NRDDℓ(r) − 2

NRR

NDR
DRℓ(r)

]
, (2)

where ℓ is the order of the multipole (ℓ = 0, 2, 4 here), DDℓ(r),
RRℓ(r) and DRℓ(r) denote the Legendre-weighted data–data,
random–random, and data–random pair counts at a comoving
separation r±∆r/2, normalised by the total number of respective
pairs. The number of pairs in the random catalogue is given by
RR(r). Pℓ denotes the Legendre polynomials and µ is the cosine
of the angle between the pair-separation vector and the line of
sight. The number of objects in the random catalogue is given by
NRR and the ratio of NRR over the number of objects in the data
catalogue is given by NR. The normalisation for data–random

1 gitlab.com/federicomarulli/CosmoBolognaLib

cross-pairs is given by NDR. This estimator is therefore equiva-
lent to the usual µ-integrated multipole estimator in the limit of
infinitesimally fine µ bins, but avoids explicitly constructing the
intermediate ξ(r, µ) by computing the multipoles directly from
the pair counts with no µ-binning introduced. The cosine of the
angle between the separation vector and the line of sight is de-
noted by µ such that µ = cos θ = r||/r, where r is the absolute
separation.

In the next step, we construct random catalogues, which
contain randomly distributed clusters that serve as a reference
against which clustering in the mock data is measured. To con-
struct the random catalogues used in our clustering measure-
ments, we subsampled a fixed fraction of clusters from each of
1000 independent PINOCCHIO mock cluster catalogues. Specifi-
cally, from each mock we randomly selected 1 in 50 objects (i.e.,
a 2% sampling rate), yielding a total of 50 times more objects
in the random than in the data catalogues. This approach yields
data and random catalogues that reproduce the DR1 selection
sky area, without modelling the detailed angular selection or any
position-dependent effect.

2.3. Redshift-space clustering models

In this section, we describe the different models we test for
the redshift-space 2PCF. Throughout our analysis, we restrict to
models that are linear in the bias, so that, besides the cosmologi-
cal parameters, they depend on a single additional parameter. We
compute the theoretical 2PCF multipoles as

ξℓ(r) =
2ℓ + 1

2

∫ 1

−1
dµ ξ(r, µ) Pℓ(µ) , ℓ = 0, 2, 4 . (3)

We denote the linear matter auto power spectrum by Pδδ, the
velocity divergence auto power spectrum by Pθθ and their cross-
power spectrum by Pδθ. In all variants described below, we com-
pute the linear matter power spectrum using CAMB (Lewis &
Challinor 2011). An extension of the Kaiser model to smaller
scales is the dispersion model (Peacock & Dodds 1994)

Ps(k, µ) = D(kµσv)
(
1 +

f
b
µ2

)2

b2 Pδδ(k) , (4)

where s denotes the redshift space, D an empirical damping
factor, k the wave number, and b the linear bias. The last two
terms in the above equation are the Kaiser model (Kaiser 1987).
Beyond the Planck 2013 cosmological parameters at which we
evaluate bσ8, we assume that the velocity dispersion scale, σv,
contains only the photometric damping contribution as follows

σv =
cσz

H(z)
, (5)

where H(z) is the Hubble parameter, because the PINOCCHIO
mock catalogues do not model the physical velocity dispersion,
which is in any case at worst comparable to the redshift uncer-
tainties considered here. The models are generally insensitive to
small changes to σv. We note that the damping scale effectively
captures the redshift-uncertainty contribution, while the physical
velocity dispersion is expected to be subdominant.

The damping factor can be either Gaussian or Lorentzian and
mimics the damping due to velocity dispersion (de la Torre &
Guzzo 2012). Here, we will use the Gaussian variant in line with
the specifications of the PINOCCHIO mock catalogues

D(kµσv) = exp
[
− (kµσv)2

]
. (6)
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The next clustering model we consider is the Scoccimarro (2004)
model, which accounts for the coupling between the velocity di-
vergence and the matter density at small scales

Ps(k, µ) = D(kµσv)
[
b2Pδδ(k) + 2b f µ2Pδθ(k) + f 2µ4Pθθ(k)

]
. (7)

Although more accurate than the dispersion model, the Scocci-
marro model is still known to become inaccurate on small scales
(Bel et al. 2019). Taruya et al. (2010) proposed a more accurate
perturbative model, which we refer to as TNS

Ps(k, µ) = D(kµσv)
[
b2Pδδ(k) + 2 f bµ2Pδθ(k) + f 2µ4Pθθ(k)

]
+ D(kµσv)

[
CA(k, µ, f , b) +CB(k, µ, f , b)

]
, (8)

where

CA(k, µ, f , b) = b3 (A2 + A4 + A6) , (9)
CB(k, µ, f , b) = b4 (B2 + B4 + B6 + B8) , (10)

and

A2 = µ
2

 f
b

PA,11(k, µ) +
(

f
b

)2

PA,12(k)

 , (11)

A4 = µ
4

(
f
b

)2 [
PA,22(k) +

f
b

PA,23(k)
]
, (12)

A6 = µ
6

(
f
b

)3

PA,33(k) , (13)

B2 = µ
2

( f
b

)2

PB,12(k) +
(

f
b

)3

PB,13(k) +
(

f
b

)4

PB,14(k)

 , (14)

B4 = µ
4

( f
b

)2

PB,22(k) +
(

f
b

)3

PB,23(k) +
(

f
b

)4

PB,24(k)

 , (15)

B6 = µ
6

( f
b

)3

PB,33(k) +
(

f
b

)4

PB,34(k)

 , (16)

B8 = µ
8

(
f
b

)4

PB,33(k) , (17)

where we have omitted explicitly the dependence on µ for
brevity and Pxx represent the 1-loop power spectra computed
using standard perturbation theory in the CPT library (Taruya &
Hiramatsu 2008). The dispersion, Scoccimarro, and TNS models
produce very similar predictions in the presence of photometric
redshift uncertainties. In Fig. 2, we present a comparison of all
three models for fixed parameters. As the redshift uncertainty
increases, the photometric redshift damping suppresses small-
scale features, reducing the differences between model predic-
tions. In all cases, the three models do not produce substantially
different goodness-of-fit metrics based on our mock tests for a
cut-off scale of 10 h−1 Mpc when photometric redshift uncertain-
ties are present. This result is in accordance with the behaviour
shown in Fig. 2. We therefore proceed with our analysis using the
dispersion model, which is the computationally least expensive
one. To compare the redshift-space power-spectrum models to
the measured configuration-space multipoles, we transform the

model Ps(k, µ) into ξℓ(r). We first compute the power-spectrum
multipoles via

Pℓ(k) =
2ℓ + 1

2

∫ 1

−1
dµ Ps(k, µ)Pℓ(µ) . (18)

We then obtain the configuration-space multipoles ξℓ(r) from
Pℓ(k) using an FFTLog-based Hankel transform (spherical-
Bessel transform).

We assume a linear bias, b, given by the prescription

b = beff(z) =

∫ Mmax

Mmin
dM b(M, z) Φ(M, z)∫ Mmax

Mmin
dM Φ(M, z)

, (19)

where Φ(M, z) is the halo mass function and b(M, z) is the halo
bias. In this work, we consider the prescriptions of T10 (halo
mass function), C23 (halo mass function), and C24 (halo bias).
We adopt the virial mass integration limits Mmin = 1014h−1M⊙
and Mmax = 1017h−1M⊙, which contain all haloes in the mock
catalogues above the mass threshold. The effective bias can be
integrated over redshift to account for the non-negligible bin
width, yet the result is effectively the same as computing the bias
at the centre of the redshift bin. Both photometric redshift un-
certainty scenarios, which impact the halo mass function, yield
almost the same effective bias.

2.4. Likelihood

We assume a Gaussian likelihood centred around the measure-
ment of the 2PCF for each catalogue. We use 1000 PINOCCHIO
lightcones to estimate the 2PCF covariance. Performing a
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, we find that the Gaussian likelihood
is a sufficient choice for all multipoles. Let θ = { fσ8} be the
parameter of interest, ξmℓ (r) the clustering model and ξdℓ (r) the
measured 2PCF. Then the likelihood reads

L(θ) =
1

√
|2πC|

exp
[
−

1
2
∆(θ)⊤C−1∆(θ)

]
, (20)

where ∆(θ) is the residual data vector entering the fit, constructed
by concatenating the residuals of all retained radial-separation
bins and multipoles. Its components are

∆(ℓ,i)(θ) = ξdℓ (ri) − ξmℓ (ri; θ) , (21)

for ℓ = 0, 2 and ri > rmin,ℓ, where i labels the radial-separation
bins and rmin,ℓ denotes the minimum scale retained for the mul-
tipole of order ℓ.

While we find that the 2PCF distribution per radial sepa-
ration bin is well approximated by a Gaussian distribution, we
propose the use of a Student’s-t distribution since the covariance
matrix is estimated numerically from a finite set of mocks, in
the regime where the Gaussian approximation may fail in future
analyses (Percival et al. 2022). The Hartlap correction (Hartlap
et al. 2007) is around 1, because we use 1000 lightcones to esti-
mate the covariance, but 45 2PCF bins and 1 inferred parameter.

We find that the cross-correlations between redshift bins
are negligible for all multipoles, regardless of the presence of
redshift-space distortions or redshift uncertainties. This is in line
with the findings by Fumagalli et al. (2025b) and Euclid Collab-
oration: Fumagalli et al. (2024) for the monopole. Nevertheless,
in all subsequent analyses we use the full covariance matrix. In
the present study, we find that the assumption of independence
between redshift bins holds also for the quadrupole and hexade-
capole, although we exclude the latter from our analysis. This is
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likely because the redshift bin width we consider is greater than
1 h−1Gpc, whereas the redshift uncertainties at worst correspond
to 80 h−1Mpc. It is therefore safe to combine the bins. However,
since our goal here is to assess the clustering model accuracy per
bin rather than perform a forecast, we carry out our inferences in
individual bins.

We fix the BAO parameters to α∥ = 1 and α⊥ = 1 (An-
derson et al. 2014, Eqs. 4–5), and σv to the value derived from
Eq. (5). These modelling choices help ensure that the derived
cut-off scales are driven by fσ8. The former choice is driven by
the weak constraints on α∥, α⊥ when assuming uniform priors
across all model parameters. We assess the convergence of our
fσ8 Markov Chain Monte Carlo chains by computing the effec-
tive sample size (ESS) for fσ8. We find an ESS of 1300–1800,
consistent with negligible autocorrelation and near-independent
samples. Performing a Gelman–Rubin test (Gelman & Rubin
1992), we find R < 1.11 at most. We conclude that all chains
are well-converged.

2.5. Cut-off scale selection criteria

Given DR1’s large uncertainties, we will first assess model ade-
quacy through goodness-of-fit of the model considering a com-
mon cut-off scale across multipoles which is allowed to vary
with redshift. In this case, we require that |χ2

red − 1| ≤ σ(χ2
red).

For Ndof degrees of freedom, where Ndof = N(0)
bins + N(2)

bins − 1 (the
number of monopole and quadrupole bins above the scale cuts,
respectively, minus the single fitted parameter fσ8), the expected
fluctuation of the χ2

red is

σ
(
χ2

red

)
=

√
2

Ndof
. (22)

This is the primary criterion for determining whether the data
warrant increased model complexity. We will also check whether
the fitted models yield unbiased posteriors. However, given the
large uncertainties in a DR1-like setting, where the fσ8 posterior
is largely prior-dominated, any point estimator will not yield a
reliable test of bias, as the posteriors end up being left-truncated
and heavily skewed. Consequently, restrictive requirements on
bias do not apply.

Below, we will further introduce a combination of more in-
volved statistical tests to be considered in future analyses. We
will refer to the former and the latter as permissive and conser-
vative tests, respectively. Given the low information content of
the fσ8 posteriors at high redshifts, we will only apply bias-
related metrics to posteriors which are not close to uniform for
the purposes of demonstration. Accordingly, we will keep the
requirements for this additional, more conservative combination
of tests, relatively loose. Cut-off scales are generally expected
to vary with redshift, redshift uncertainty, and multipole order,
leading to a very large number of plausible combinations of cut-
off scales. In a DR1-like setting, we exclude the hexadecapole
from our search since we find that the information content of
the fσ8 posteriors does not change upon its inclusion as we
discuss in App. A.1. We then perform a 2D grid search over
(rmin,0, rmin,2), scanning all admissible cut-off scale pairs and se-
lecting those that satisfy our chosen statistical consistency tests.
To limit the size of the parameter space, we restrict the cut-off
scales to (rmin,0, rmin,2) ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 45, 55} h−1Mpc. We
then infer fσ8 from the 2PCF multipoles truncated at each pair
of minimum scales in this grid.

Subsequently, we apply the following statistical require-
ments and conditions to each (rmin,0, rmin,2) pair, such that every
multipole separation rℓ > rmin,ℓ will be admissible:

– Standard scores: for each catalogue we define the standard
score of the posterior median

s =
q50 − ( fσ8)true

σpost
, σpost =

q84 − q16

2
, (23)

where q50 is the posterior median and q84 and q16 are the
84th and 16th percentiles, respectively. We then define the
distance in the bias-variance plane from a perfectly statisti-
cally calibrated model (David & Johnson 1948), as

D2
bv = ⟨s⟩

2 + [σ(s) − 1]2 , (24)

where each catalogue yields one value of s, ⟨s⟩ is the figure
of bias and σ(s) the spread of the standard score distribution
across catalogues. For a model perfectly calibrated across
Ncat catalogues such that s ∼ N(0, 1), finite-sample fluctu-
ations give σ(⟨s⟩) ≈ 1/

√
Ncat and σ [σ(s) − 1] ≈ 1/

√
2Ncat.

This implies a characteristic total noise level of σ(Dbv) =√
3/(2Ncat). This condition ensures that the resulting poste-

riors are statistically consistent with their stated uncertain-
ties. Following the above, a 3σ envelope corresponds to
Dbv ≈ 0.4 for Ncat = 100, and we therefore adopt the re-
quirement

Dbv ≲ 0.4 . (25)

Here, we find that Ncat = 100 mock catalogues are suffi-
cient to ensure statistical stability across all statistical tests.
Increasing the number of catalogues beyond this value does
not change our conclusions for any of the tests presented in
this section.

– Highest-posterior-density coverage test: for each nominal
credibility level α among {0.10, 0.30, 0.50, 0.68, 0.90, 0.95}
we compute the empirical highest-posterior-density (HPD)
coverage CHPD(α) across the catalogues. Under perfect cal-
ibration, CHPD(α) fluctuates as a binomial estimator with
sampling uncertainty σα =

√
α(1 − α)/Ncat. The worst case

occurs near α ≃ 0.68, giving a 3σ envelope of ∼ 0.14 for
Ncat = 100. We therefore require

max
α
|CHPD(α) − α| ≲ 0.14 , (26)

ensuring that no credibility level is severely miscalibrated
beyond finite-sample fluctuations. This requirement is anal-
ogous to demanding that the 68% credible interval contain
the truth in 68% of realisations, but it is stricter because
it tests calibration simultaneously at multiple α values and
uses HPD intervals, which remain robust for highly skewed
or truncated posteriors.

– Monotonicity condition: if a cut-off scale pair is accepted, all
larger-scale cut-offs must also meet the above requirements.

– Elimination of unstable scales: cut-off pairs that satisfy the
tests but yield systematically larger D than all larger scales
are discarded as a conservative safeguard, independently of
whether the difference is driven by noise or by residual sys-
tematics and to what extent.

– Catalogue-level robustness: all criteria must be met across
100 catalogues, beyond which our results do not change sub-
stantially.
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Table 1. Per-shell halo number densities for the mock DR1–like foot-
print under the assumption of uniform radial selection.

redshift bin Nhaloes n̄
[
h3 Mpc−3

]
0.0 < z < 0.4 4000 1.47 × 10−5

0.4 < z < 0.8 10 000 7.72 × 10−6

0.8 < z < 1.2 6000 2.64 × 10−6

1.2 < z < 1.6 2000 6.89 × 10−7

1.6 < z < 2.0 500 1.55 × 10−7

– Goodness-of-fit: We require that |χ2
red − 1| ≤ 0.5σ(χ2

red)
for the mean χ2

red across 100 catalogues. This test en-
sures that the χ2

red distribution across catalogues when fitting
the monopole and quadrupole jointly will be well-centred
around unity.

Taken together, the standard-score distance D (including its
figure-of-bias component ⟨s⟩), the HPD coverage criterion, and
the χ2

red requirement provide a goodness-of-fit metric for the sta-
tistical calibration of the model across the ensemble of cata-
logues. For the inference of fσ8 for the above tests, we split
the halo catalogue into 5 redshift bins of width ∆z = 0.4 at
0 < z < 2. We compute the covariance matrix, C, for each red-
shift bin across the 1000 PINOCCHIO lightcones.

3. Results

Table 2. χ2
red of the dispersion model fit against 100 catalogues for the

cut-off scales reported in Sect. 3. The expected value given the degrees
of freedom in this setting is χ2

red = 1.00 ± 0.26.

.

χ2
red σ0 = 0.005 σ0 = 0.01

0.0 < z < 0.4 1.07 ± 0.35 1.09 ± 0.38
0.4 < z < 0.8 1.22 ± 0.37 1.12 ± 0.39
0.8 < z < 1.2 1.78 ± 0.51 1.46 ± 0.42
1.2 < z < 1.6 1.65 ± 0.54 1.45 ± 0.40
1.6 < z < 2.0 1.20 ± 0.44 1.14 ± 0.37

Using our main, permissive set of statistical tests, we find
that the dispersion model constitutes a sufficient description of
the data at all redshifts. Quantitatively, this translates to a χ2

red
consistent with unity for rmin,0 = rmin,2 = 10 h−1Mpc across 100
mock catalogues using the T10 bias prescription. Therefore, all
cut-off scales greater than 10 h−1Mpc can be considered admissi-
ble. Given the large DR1 uncertainties, the inferred fσ8 posteri-
ors are prior-dominated. As a result, they can be left-truncated at
zero and highly skewed. For such posteriors, point-estimate bi-
ases are unreliable diagnostics, as they primarily reflect the prior
truncation rather than systematic model error. The only meaning-
ful statement for uninformative posteriors is that the posteriors
are consistent with the true values: across all redshift bins and
mock catalogues, the true fσ8 values fall within the credible in-
tervals and in high-density regions of the posterior distributions.
In the lower-redshift bins where posteriors are more informative,
the bias is less than 0.2σ across redshift bins for all redshift un-
certainty scenarios. In the reference case of σz = 0, the cut-off
scales are generally higher, since the dispersion model is not ap-
propriate for small redshift uncertainties (Euclid Collaboration:
Kärcher et al. 2026). The above trends are in line with the visual
trends in Fig. 2. We show the resulting χ2

red in Table 2.

The use of the C24 bias prescription leads to mildly higher
cut-off scales. This does not indicate that T10 is inherently more
accurate, but simply reflects that the semi-analytic PINOCCHIO
clustering only approximates the N-body clustering on which the
C24 bias was calibrated (Monaco et al. 2013; Munari et al. 2017;
Lippich et al. 2019; Blot et al. 2019). Accordingly, we adopt the
T10 bias for the remainder of the analysis. We verify that this
choice does not introduce model mis-specification by fixing fσ8
to its ground truth at the selected scales and recovering bσ8 pos-
teriors consistent with the T10 prediction. In forthcoming work,
where higher-fidelity nonlinear mocks will be available, we will
be able to employ physical priors on bσ8 centred on these values,
with variances informed by the mass–observable uncertainties
expected for Euclid (Sartoris et al. 2016, Sect. 3) and by non-
linear halo-bias prescriptions. The higher-fidelity mocks should
model structure formation using an N-body prescription.

The corresponding fitted models for σz = 0.005(1 + z) and
σz = 0.01(1+z) are shown in Figs. 3 and 4, respectively. Visually
comparing the single-catalogue 2PCF to the model prediction
confirms that the cut-off scale recovered above can be consid-
ered constant with multipole order and redshift within DR1-like
uncertainties. We present the typical fσ8 posterior across 100
PINOCCHIO mocks in Fig. 5. We obtain these by running the in-
ference on individual mocks and then combining the posteriors
resulting from the 100 realisations as independent. The priors
are centred on the truth with a standard deviation of 3, bounded
below by zero and above by a bin-dependent maximum to facili-
tate convergence of the chains in this noisy setting. The low con-
straining power of DR1 on fσ8 is unsurprising and is the reason
we use fσ8 as a diagnostic for determining the cut-off scales:
fσ8 is highly sensitive to the small-scale quadrupole, where
most of the information resides (Foroozan et al. 2021, Fig. 2).
Therefore, the fσ8 inference presented here will be useful also
in view of future joint analyses combining cluster clustering with
cluster counts, galaxy clustering, and weak lensing. Parameters
whose constraining power comes from larger scales, such as Ωm
and σ8 (Fumagalli et al. 2025b), are expected to yield tighter
constraints. We emphasise that this analysis is not a forecast.
Rather, it represents a best-case scenario for fσ8 constraints un-
der our conservative modelling of halo completeness and bias. In
this analysis, we infer only fσ8, yielding one-dimensional pos-
teriors. In future analyses involving marginalisation over higher-
dimensional parameter spaces, prior volume effects can intro-
duce biases, especially when the constraining power on cos-
mological parameters is low (e.g. Harnois-Déraps et al. 2023;
Moretti et al. 2023; Maus et al. 2025). Potential solutions to be
considered are summarised in Tsedrik et al. (2026) and an anal-
ysis of this effect in a Euclid-like setting will be presented in
Euclid Collaboration: Moretti et al. (in prep.).

The more conservative set of tests yields generally higher
cut-off scales. For σz = 0.005(1 + z) we obtain (rmin,0, rmin,2) =
(30, 10), (20, 10), (20, 30), (30, 20) h−1 Mpc for the first four
redshift bins, respectively. For σz = 0.01(1 + z) we obtain
(rmin,0, rmin,2) = (30, 10), (10, 10), (20, 30) h−1 Mpc for the first
three redshift bins, respectively. At higher redshifts, the fσ8 pos-
teriors become fairly uninformative, therefore traditional estima-
tors like the standard score become biased. We provide further
quantification of this secondary line of tests proposed to guide
application to future data in App. A.2.

Comparing the ensemble-mean 2PCF across the PINOCCHIO
mocks with the corresponding true model predictions in the pres-
ence of cluster redshift uncertainties in Fig. 2 reveals a clear
trend which will be relevant for future DRs: the quadrupole
starts to deviate from the mean model at increasingly larger
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the dispersion, Scoccimarro, and TNS models with model parameters fixed at the ground truth of the PINOCCHIO mocks,
for different redshift uncertainties (left: none, middle: optimistic, right: realistic), as a function of redshift (vertically) and multipole order. The
points indicate the mean 2PCF across 100 PINOCCHIO realisations and the error bars indicate the errors assumed for the DR1-like samples.

cut-off scales. Moreover, the scale at which this deviation be-
comes apparent grows with redshift and order of multipole. This
behaviour likely reflects that nonlinearities propagate to larger
scales when photometric redshifts are present due to inaccura-
cies of the linear halo bias. Fumagalli et al. (2025b) previously
reported this effect for the monopole. Here we find that it is sig-
nificantly more pronounced for the quadrupole and even more so

for the hexadecapole. Coherent deviations from the model across
adjacent radial separation bins are expected, because measure-
ments are correlated.

Below we quantify the above behaviour by comparing the
mean 2PCF to the dispersion model with linear halo bias. For op-
timistic redshift uncertainties at 0.8 < z < 1.2, it can be seen that
the mean monopole and quadrupole begin to deviate from the
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model at r = 20 h−1 Mpc and r = 35 h−1 Mpc, respectively. At
1.2 < z < 1.6, these deviation scales shift to r = 35 h−1 Mpc for
the monopole and r = 50 h−1 Mpc for the quadrupole. For more
realistic redshift uncertainties, the deviations at 0.8 < z < 1.2
occur at r = 30 h−1 Mpc (monopole) and r = 55 h−1 Mpc
(quadrupole), while the cut-off scale for 1.2 < z < 2 is ex-
tended to even larger scales. Overall, the behaviour of the re-
quired cut-off scales will depend jointly on multipole order, shot
noise per bin (Table 1), redshift, and redshift uncertainty for fu-
ture, higher-S/N DRs. Because these effects interact in a nonlin-
ear and redshift-dependent way, formulating a simple analytical
expectation for the cut-off scales is not feasible. The aforemen-
tioned scales are derived from the mean behaviour of the sam-
ple, which can be characterised to higher precision than the be-
haviour of single catalogues due to the smaller 2PCF error bars.
For our main analysis in Sect. 2.5 we investigate the accuracy of
the model against single 2PCFs per mock catalogue rather than
against the mean 2PCF.

At low redshift, we find that redshift-dependent scale cuts
can mitigate residual modelling inaccuracies associated with the
choice of clustering model in the absence of significant photo-
metric redshift uncertainties and with the semi-analytic nature
of the PINOCCHIO mocks (see the comparison of the dispersion
and TNS models for the quadrupole for σz = 0 in Fig. 2). When
significant photometric redshift uncertainties are included, the
differences among the clustering models become largely sup-
pressed at low redshifts. At higher redshift, however, a discrep-
ancy between mocks and models may arise from failure of the
linear halo bias model, as discussed in more detail below, rather
than failure of the clustering model. In contrast, for σz = 0, the
scale at which discrepancies appear remains constant with red-
shift, likely because the dominant origin of the discrepancy is
the failure of the clustering model, in the absence of photometric
uncertainties.

Specifically, photometric redshift uncertainties couple
Fourier modes along the line of sight, effectively shifting non-
linear contributions to larger scales and thereby breaking the va-
lidity of a linear-theory description of the clustering signal be-
low a certain scale. The halo bias increases with mass and red-
shift. This means that clusters at fixed mass are characterised by
a higher bias at higher redshifts and, therefore, nonlinearities in-
crease in that regime. This creates biases which can be seen in
the conservative test shown in Fig. A.2. Consequently, mitigating
high-redshift mis-specification in future DRs requires improve-
ments in the treatment of photometric redshift uncertainties and
nonlinear bias. Without these, the 1.2 < z < 2 bins could re-
main unusable. While the comparison of the mean 2PCF with
the models highlights the scales where discrepancies begin to
appear, the final cuts are determined by the statistical diagnos-
tics applied to both the ensemble of DR1-like catalogues and the
individual realisations, whose outcomes are influenced by the
DR1-like noise level. Therefore, the DR1-like setting does not
suffer from the above effects.

4. Conclusions

We developed and validated an inference framework to constrain
cosmological parameters from the multipoles of the two-point
cluster correlation function. This work represents a key step to-
ward preparing the Euclid pipelines for cosmological analyses
based on CC. Using semi-analytic mock data sets with a Euclid
DR1-like footprint, we applied the framework to infer fσ8 and
to determine the conditions under which redshift-space cluster-
ing models can yield accurate results on real data based on the re-

quirements in Sect. 2.5. Given DR1’s large uncertainties, we em-
ployed a set of permissive statistical tests and a suite of conser-
vative statistical tests to guide the determination of cut-off scales
in future, higher-S/N DRs. The former is based on goodness-of-
fit, while the latter additionally imposes stricter criteria for un-
biasedness, statistical calibration, and coverage across all mock
realisations. We based our main conclusions on the former.

We tested both realistic and optimistic redshift-uncertainty
scenarios, σz = 0.005(1 + z) and σz = 0.01(1 + z), and explored
the dispersion, Scoccimarro, and TNS models, allowing the cut-
off scales to vary with redshift and multipole. Our main results
are summarised below.

– The dispersion model is accurate for cluster clustering in
DR1 over the full redshift range down to 10 h−1 Mpc. The
resulting bias on fσ8 is less than 0.2σ across the informa-
tive redshift bins. The exact threshold values considered ad-
missible for all statistical metrics will be reassessed for the
real data analysis.

– The hexadecapole adds no significant constraining power in
a DR1-like setting.

– The cut-off scale should be allowed to vary with multipole
order for upcoming DRs.

– The assumption of linear halo bias will restrict the modelling
of the multipoles of photometric cluster clustering to red-
shifts z < 1.2 for upcoming DRs.

– As the multipole order increases, the above effect shifts the
cut-off scale to higher values.

The latter behaviour is driven by a systematic underprediction of
the clustering amplitude that grows with redshift, redshift uncer-
tainties, and order of multipole as was shown in Fig. 2. The ori-
gin of this trend could be the leakage of nonlinear features in the
2PCF toward larger scales when photometric redshift uncertain-
ties are present. Under realistic redshift uncertainties, this mod-
elling limitation confines CC analyses to z < 1.2 unless at least
the treatment of nonlinear halo bias is improved, since clusters
of fixed mass cluster more strongly at higher redshifts, leading
to enhanced nonlinear effects (Fumagalli et al. 2025b).

The broader issue is the need for more accurate theoreti-
cal predictions in order to extend photometric 2PCFs to smaller
scales and higher redshifts for higher-S/N catalogues. In this
work, we adopted a linear halo-bias prescription feeding into
models that incorporate nonlinear structure formation to vary-
ing degrees. However, the halo field violates locality, Poisson
noise, and linearity assumptions (see Ahn et al. 2015, for a re-
view). Hence, a dedicated calibration of these models against
N-body simulations, including nonlinear and nonlocal halo bias,
as in Euclid Collaboration: Castander et al. (2025), is required
before halo clustering can be robustly pushed to smaller scales
in Euclid DR1 and to higher S/N data sets such as Euclid DR2/3.
Once such high-fidelity mocks become available, reliable fore-
casts for upcoming releases will be feasible. Finally, despite our
optimistic assumptions on completeness, purity, and halo mass
uncertainties, conditions sufficient for the purposes of this anal-
ysis, we recover only weakly informative posteriors on fσ8.
These results therefore represent a best-case scenario for DR1
and highlight the need for further improvements in modelling
ahead of future Euclid data releases.

Owing to the effects discussed above, we expect the mini-
mum cut-off scales in future data releases to become more re-
strictive unless these modelling improvements are implemented.
Assuming Poisson statistics, the 2PCF error bars are expected
to decrease by roughly a factor of two in Euclid DR2 and by a
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Fig. 3. Monopole and quadrupole of the redshift-space 2PCF for σz = 0.005(1 + z) as a function of redshift. The purple and black lines represent
the redshift-space model prediction for σz = 0 and σz = 0.005(1 + z), respectively. In blue, we show a single randomly drawn catalogue, with
its 1σ uncertainty, as a reference for the size of the error bars. The black crosses represent the mean of the 2PCF (DR1-like mean) across 100
catalogues, with the error on the mean. We show the fitted model with 1 − 2 − 3σ uncertainties across realisations in orange.

factor of three in Euclid DR3 under the specifications consid-
ered here. As shown in Fig. 2, the higher S/N in the 2PCF will
push the required cut-off scales to larger values unless a more
accurate halo-bias prescription is adopted. Although the cosmo-
logical constraining power will increase accordingly (Fumagalli

et al. 2025b), exploiting the full potential of the Euclid mission
will require improved modelling of small-scale clustering in the
presence of photometric redshift uncertainties. In this direction,
future work should rely on state-of-the-art simulations (Euclid
Collaboration: Castander et al. 2025) to calibrate the underlying
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Fig. 4. As in Fig. 3, but for σz = 0.01(1 + z).

nonlinear and nonlocal halo-bias behaviour and thereby max-
imise the scientific return of the upcoming data releases.
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Fig. 5. fσ8 posterior demonstrating the average behaviour of a DR1-like sample as a function of redshift uncertainty and redshift bin. The dashed
black line indicates the ground truth fσ8 in each bin and the red dotted line indicates the prior.

Space Agency. A complete and detailed list is available on the Euclid web site
(www.euclid-ec.org).
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Appendix A: Statistical test results

In this section, we provide a quantification of the conservative di-
agnostics in Sect. 2.5 (Dbv, maxα |CHPD(α)−α|, χ2

red) and present
additional investigations on the constraining power of the hex-
adecapole. For brevity, we will show only the cases with red-
shift uncertainties which are the focus of the present study. In
the case of the χ2

red distributions, where there is one distribution
for each pair of (rmin,0, rmin,2), we will present only the results for
the scales chosen in Table 2.

A.1. Contribution of the hexadecapole10

For the investigation of the contribution of ℓ = 4 we compare
the fσ8 posteriors with and without including it in the inference.
We work in the highest-S/N redshift bin as above, and consider
rmin,4 = rmin,0 = 10 h−1Mpc, following the assumptions of Eu-
clid Collaboration: Kärcher et al. (2026). In Fig. A.1 we present
our results on the fσ8 inference with and without the hexade-
capole. As a simple scalar measure of information content, we
compare the inverse posterior variances of fσ8, and estimate the
uncertainty on their ratio Iℓ=0,2,4/Iℓ=0,2 by bootstrap resampling
the fσ8 samples in each case. We find an information ratio of20

1.04+0.12
−0.11, consistent with unity. Thus, at DR1-like S/N, including

the hexadecapole does not yield appreciable constraints even in
the highest-S/N redshift bin with realistic redshift uncertainties.
In future DRs where the hexadecapole will be more informative,
the grid search strategy we employ here will be computationally
expensive for a similar analysis and therefore needs to be recon-
sidered.

A.2. Statistical requirements and conditions

Table A.1. Mean of the χ2
red distribution for a DR1-like Euclid cluster

sample, shown per redshift bin and redshift uncertainty, assuming the
T10 halo bias and the set of conservative statistical tests. The dashes
indicate bins excluded due to bias of the estimator for quasi-uniform
fσ8 posteriors.

Redshift bin σ0 = 0.005 σ0 = 0.01
0.0 < z < 0.4 0.97 ± 0.35 1.02 ± 0.40
0.4 < z < 0.8 1.13 ± 0.36 1.06 ± 0.40
0.8 < z < 1.2 1.04 ± 0.34 1.09 ± 0.36
1.2 < z < 1.6 1.21 ± 0.44 -
1.6 < z < 2.0 - -

In Fig. A.2 we show the results of the calibration tests based
on the distance in the bias–variance plane and the HPD-coverage30

statistic, defined in Eqs. (25) and (26). For optimistic redshift un-
certainties, and at low redshift, both Dbv and maxα |CHPD(α)−α|
exclude a sizable region of small-scale cuts. At higher red-
shift, Dbv becomes a biased estimator. For more realistic red-
shift uncertainties, maxα |CHPD(α) − α| retains some constrain-
ing power in the lowest-redshift bin. The relative behaviour of
Dbv and maxα |CHPD(α) − α| at high redshift remains similar
to that seen in the optimistic-redshift case owing to the bias
of the estimators. The behaviour of maxα |CHPD(α) − α| in the
1.2 < z < 1.6 bin for σz = 0.005(1 + z) illustrates why we40

propose a monotonicity condition on the (rmin,0, rmin,2) plane
to avoid interpreting statistical noise fluctuations as signal. Al-
though the pair (rmin,0, rmin,2) = (10, 10) h−1 Mpc would formally
satisfy the Dbv criterion, neighbouring pairs with larger rmin,0 fail
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Fig. A.1. (a) Hexadecapole as a function of scale for one random reali-
sation in the 0.4 < z < 0.8 bin for realistic redshift uncertainties (blue)
compared to the true model prediction (black). (b) fσ8 posteriors with
(purple) and without (orange) the hexadecapole inferred by fitting the
dispersion model to the mock data in panel (a). The prior is shown in
red and the vertical dashed line indicates the truth in the simulation.

the Dbv test, indicating that the apparent success at (10, 10) is
not robust. Under our monotonicity requirement, such isolated
“passing” pairs are therefore discarded. A complementary ex-
ample of the elimination of unstable scales is seen in the Dbv
plane for 0 < z < 0.4 and σz = 0.01(1 + z): although the pair
(rmin,0, rmin,2) = (20, 40) h−1 Mpc satisfies both Dbv ≲ 0.4 and 50

maxα |CHPD(α)−α| ≲ 0.14, Dbv exhibits a steep, sudden increase
for rmin,0 ≤ 20 h−1 Mpc, which we interpret as the onset of model
mis-specification at smaller scales under these much stricter re-
quirements. Our monotonicity requirement therefore leads us to
discard this scale pair as well. Finally, for the scales surviving
the above criteria, as discussed in Sect. 2.5, we further use the
mean of the reduced χ2 distribution as an additional test based
on the fitted 2PCF rather than on the inferred fσ8. In Table A.1
we report the mean χ2

red values for the scales reported for the
conservative tests in Sect. 3, showing consistency with unity. 60
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Fig. A.2. Distance in the bias-variance plane (column 1, 3) and HPD interval (column 2, 4) on the (rmin,0, rmin,2) plane, for optimistic and realistic
redshift uncertainties, respectively, as a function of redshift. The black lines indicate the scales excluded by Eqs. (25) and (26) due to failure of the
estimator for quasi-uniform fσ8 posteriors in a DR1-like setting. The red squares highlight the scales admitted after all conditions in Sect. 2.5 are
applied, as shown in Table 2.
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