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Abstract. We investigate how well the SPHEREx all-sky survey can constrain local pri-
mordial non-Gaussianity beyond the parameter fyr, using galaxy power spectra. We forecast
joint constraints on the parameters fnr, gy, and 7y, obtained assuming a simple two-field
curvaton model of inflation. The parameters fni, and gni, characterise the squeezed lim-
its of the primordial bispectrum and trispectrum respectively, and lead to a characteristic
scale-dependence of the galaxy bias that increases out to arbitrarily large scales. Values of
the parameter 7y, > (g fNL)? cause the galaxy power spectrum to have a stochastic com-
ponent which also increases out to arbitrarily large scales. Our MCMC forecasts indicate
that SPHEREx can provide joint constraints on any two of the three parameters fni., gnL
and 7n1,. Due to strong degeneracies among these parameters, measurements of the galaxy
power spectra alone may not be sufficient to jointly constrain all three. Constraints on
fnL, gni and 7np, obtained from galaxy power spectrum observations depend on the mod-
elling of underlying nuisance parameters. We study the robustness of our forecast constraints
to modelling choices and note that even with relatively conservative modelling assumptions,
SPHEREx galaxy power spectra can provide strong evidence of local non-Gaussianity, even
if the particular values of fyr, and gnr, cannot be measured precisely.
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1 Introduction

A major goal of cosmology is to determine the source of the initial seeds of structure in our
Universe [1, 2]. In the simplest scenario, the primordial curvature perturbations were sourced
by quantum fluctuations in a single inflaton field, whose energy density is also responsible
for driving the accelerated expansion of the Universe during inflation [3-5]. In this case, the
primordial perturbations are nearly Gaussian, with departures from Gaussianity only arising
if the inflaton has strong self-interactions [6-8] or unusual scenarios in which the inflaton field
is not on the slow-roll attractor solution to the equations of motion [9, 10]. If additional light
(m < H, where H is the Hubble rate during inflation) fields are present during inflation, then
these fields will acquire a spectrum of primordial fluctuations in addition to the fluctuations
from the inflaton. Such fluctuations can be converted into fluctuations in curvature through
processes that are generically nonlinear but local in configuration space. Examples of such
scenarios are the curvaton model and modulated reheating [11-15]. Curvature perturbations
generated in this manner have distinct non-Gaussian statistical distributions that can be
used to infer their presence.

The non-Gaussian primordial curvature perturbation, (, arising from fluctuations in
additional light fields can typically be written as,

(@) = 2@) + SAUZE (2 + (2@ - 3ENZ@) + .. (1)
where Z is a Gaussian random field and the coefficients fn1, and gnp, characterise nonlin-
ear terms which are subdominant in the limit fxi,(2%)"/?, gniL(22) < 1.1 The expansion in
Eq. (1.1) is said to describe Local Primordial non-Gaussianity (LPnG) because it is generated
through a mapping of a Gaussian field that is local in configuration space. The primordial
bispectrum of ¢ from Eq. (1.1) is proportional to fxr,, while the primordial trispectrum con-
tains two terms, one proportional to gny, and another proportional to f3;. A characteristic

!This definition of gnr, (with the —3(Z?)Z(Z) subtracted) is chosen so that the variance of Z equals the
variance of ¢ at lowest order in gnt,.



of LPnG initial conditions is that the higher-order correlation functions of { peak in the
so-called squeezed-limit, when one of the wavenumbers of the { fields is taken to zero. This
is a feature that is distinct from primordial curvature generated by fluctuations from a single
inflaton field [16]. The detection of LPnG would therefore be of tremendous importance,
and imply that the initial conditions of our Universe were sourced by a new light field, over
and above the inflaton [17]. The best constraints on the parameters fnr, and gni, currently
come from the Planck cosmic microwave background (CMB) datasets [18], according to which
INL = —0.9+ 5.1 and gy, = (—5.8 £6.5) x 10* at 68% confidence. Typical multi-field in-
flationary models (including the aforementioned curvaton models) predict fni, ~ 1 [1]. A
robust detection of fyr, ~ 1 is therefore an important theoretical target and would con-
clusively establish the existence of one or more additional light fields during the epoch of
inflation.

A generalisation of the non-Gaussian initial conditions in Eq. (1.1) is to allow for an
observable contribution to the primordial curvature ¢ that is Gaussian and sourced by the
inflaton, in addition to that sourced the curvaton (see, e.g, Refs. [19, 20]).? In this case, the
initial curvature perturbations can be written as a sum of terms coming from inflaton, (;
and curvaton, (¢,

¢(7) = ¢ (F) + Lo (@) - (1.2)

Above, (r is a Gaussian random field and (¢ is given by an expansion such as Eq. (1.1).
As we shall see, these scenarios have suppressed non-Gaussianity, relative to a model where
(r fluctuations are negligible, yet have an O( fl%L) trispectrum that is enhanced relative to
the bispectrum in single-source initial conditions from Eq. (1.1). This trispectrum peaks in
the collapsed limit and its amplitude is characterised by a parameter 7ni, that is bounded
from below as 7w, > (2fni)? [21, 22]. Initial conditions that exceed this bound can be
thought of as having a collapsed trispectrum that is not fully correlated with the square of
the primordial bispectrum. Current bounds on 7np, from Planck CMB data are g, < 2800
at 95% confidence and therefore far above the minimum threshold set by fni, constraints.
Although at present the best constraints on primordial non-Gaussianity come from CMB
datasets, major advances are expected to come from large-scale structure [1]. For scenar-
ios with LPnG, the squeezed-limit N + 1-point primordial correlation functions modulate
N-point functions by the large-scale curvature field ¢(Z). This in turn manifests as a mod-
ulation of the galaxy distribution by ((Z), or a scale-dependent galaxy bias with respect to
the density field [23]. The scale-dependent galaxy bias is a key signal (in addition to the
galaxy bispectrum) used by large scale structure surveys to constrain fyr, [1, 24-32]. Cur-
rent constraints on fyi, from the BOSS galaxy survey are fxi, = 9f§g from the galaxy power
spectrum alone and fyr, = —33 £ 28 with the addition of the galaxy bispectrum, both at 68%
confidence [30]. Yet, the scale-dependent bias is the combined effect of the squeezed limits
of arbitrary higher point primordial correlation functions. In other words, all the non-linear
coefficients fr,, gnL ... in Eq. (1.1) each contribute to the scale-dependent galaxy bias (see,
e.g, Refs. [33, 34]). As these non-linear coefficients all contribute to the galaxy power spec-
trum, there is a strong degeneracy among them when constrained using the galaxy power
spectrum alone. On the other hand, as we will discuss, scale-dependent bias constraints can be
interpreted as constraints on all higher-order terms appearing in Eq. (1.1). The galaxy power

2From this point forward, for simplicity we refer to non-Gaussian initial curvature perturbations as in
Eq. (1.1) as sourced by the curvaton, though other inflationary models with additional light fields may generate
similar initial conditions.



spectrum therefore provides broad constraining power on LPnG. The tightest constraints on
gnt, from scale-dependent bias come from quasar power spectra, —4 < gnp, X 107° < 4.7 at
95% confidence. Joint constraints on fxr,, gnr, have been performed in [26, 27]. Relatedly,
for initial conditions of the form Eq. (1.2), the halo bias also acquires a stochastic component
that is scale-dependent on horizon scales, and has been used to constrain the relative contri-
butions of inflaton and curvaton fluctuations [20]. Generalising future galaxy power spectrum
constraints on primordial non-Gaussianity to include these terms beyond fyy, is important,
as information about these higher order statistics may be helpful in distinguishing between
different multi-field inflation models, thus helping to further constrain inflationary physics.

The SPHEREx All-sky galaxy survey aims to achieve constraints on the parameter fnr,
at alevel o4, < 0.5 [28]. Reaching this threshold would represent an order-of-magnitude im-
provement over CMB constraints and the first instance of reaching values of fxr, predicted by
the simplest two-field inflation scenarios [11, 12]. SPHEREx will achieve this target through
joint analysis of galaxy auto- and cross-power spectra in combination with galaxy bispectra.
While the signatures of fnr, gnL, and 7nr, on the galaxy bispectrum and trispectrum are
distinct, owing to the different shapes of their primordial correlation functions, these pa-
rameters have nearly common signatures in the galaxy power spectrum. As we will review,
both fn1, and gnr, contribute to scale-dependent galaxy bias, while 7wy, > (g fNL)2 generates a
stochasticity between galaxies and matter that is also probed by galaxy auto- and cross-power
spectra. Therefore, the galaxy power spectra measured by SPHEREx can be used to put
broad constraints on primordial non-Gaussianity beyond just those set by interpreting data
in terms of the fn1, parameter. Our goal in this paper is to forecast constraints achievable
by SPHEREx from galaxy power spectra on LPnG where the primordial trispectrum, char-
acterised by gnr, and 7n1,, is significant. In this, we will pay special attention to degeneracies
among these parameters and possible limitations to interpretation due to uncertainties in
modelling their signatures on the galaxy bias. While additional information on these param-
eters will be available from galaxy bispectra and trispectra, in particular information that
could break degeneracies among them, the analysis is considerably more complicated and
model-dependent. Galaxy power spectra, therefore, could play an important role in estab-
lishing the existence of LPnG, that could subsequently be studied in more detail through
higher-order galaxy correlation functions.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we review the derivation
of scale-dependent bias from LPnG, allowing for LPnG that is sourced by arbitrarily high
orders in an expansion such as Eq. (1.1). In the same section, we review the derivation of
scale-dependent stochastic bias sourced by multi-field initial conditions such as Eq. (1.2).
Here, we also allow the curvaton field to have polynomial terms of arbitrary high order,
before specialising to the case where terms after gy, 22 can be neglected. In Section 3, we
present our likelihood and forecasting pipeline, as well as models we use for the SPHEREx
galaxy power spectra. In Section 4, we present our forecast constraints on fnr,, gnr, and
TNL, along with a study of the robustness of these constraints to bias modelling choices. Our
conclusions are presented in Section 5.

2 Galaxy bias from local primordial non-Gaussianity

In this section, we review the derivation of the effect of LPnG on the galaxy power spectrum
measured by galaxy surveys [23], with particular focus on the impact of higher-order primor-
dial correlation functions, beyond the bispectrum. Throughout our analysis, we assume a



weak primordial non-Gaussianity, such that the dimensionless cumulants (¢V)./(¢?)V/? <« 1,
for N > 2 and where . refers to the connected part of the correlation function.®> We will,
however, allow dimensionless cumulants of different orders to be of comparable magnitude,
i.e. we will consider examples where (¢(M)./(¢2YM/2 ~ (¢(N)./(¢CH)N/2, for M, N > 2 but
M # N. For this to happen with the initial conditions in Eq. (1.1), higher-order coefficients,
such as gnr,, must be much larger in magnitude than lower-order coefficients, such as fnr.
For the bispectrum and trispectum specifically, one would require that gnp, ~ fNLAgl/ ? for
them to have comparable magnitude, where A4 characterises the scalar power spectrum of (.
Initial conditions such as this can be thought of as having a primordial kurtosis that is small,
but as large as the primordial skewness, in comparison to the variance. Non-Gaussianity
of this sort is completely consistent with current datasets (and in fact explains the relative
magnitude of the current constraints on fnr, and gnr).

In Section 2.1, we review how LPnG leads to a characteristic scale-dependence in the
galaxy bias that diverges quadratically at the largest scales. In the following Section 2.2, we
review how LPnG gives rise to a stochastic contribution to the galaxy power spectrum in the
case of a two-field curvaton model of inflation wherein both the inflaton and the massless
curvaton contribute comparably to the primordial curvature perturbation [20, 35]. In both
Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we first present a more general result for scale-dependent bias and
stochasticity that holds for non-trivial squeezed limits of arbitrary higher point primordial
correlation functions and then provide concrete expressions for primordial non-Gaussianity
with only a primordial bispectrum and trispectrum. We work exclusively in the comoving
synchronous gauge. This has the advantage that it is the unique gauge in which the linear
bias relation (6, = byde) remains valid (to linear order) at large scales [36].4

2.1 Scale-dependent galaxy bias from local primordial non-Gaussianity

LPnG is characterised by the primordial curvature perturbation having a non-trivial N-point
correlation function (N > 3) that peaks in the squeezed limit, i.e. when one of the external
momenta becomes soft. It is well understood that to lowest order, the squeezed-limit of
a primordial (N + 1) correlation function encodes the response of the small-scale N-point
correlation function in the presence of a long wavelength mode of the field whose momentum
becomes soft [37, 38]. In particular, for the squeezed-limit of the primordial correlation
functions, one can show that for N > 2,

e SS@C(EC (k2).-C(kx)) _ DG (k). (k)
g0 Pe(q) o ’

where the right-hand side denotes the variation of the small-scale N point function w.r.t. a
constant background curvature perturbation (7. The above equation also holds for the linear
Cold Dark Matter (CDM) and baryon density contrast (6%") evaluated at late times, i.e.

@O (). () DUl ) - 8l () 02)
g—0 Pe(q) (L ’
where the linear CDM+baryon density fields are evaluated at typical redshifts probed by
galaxy surveys. Under initial conditions with LPnG, the left-hand side of the above equa-
tions approaches a non-trivial value implying that the fluctuations of CDM+baryon densities

(2.1)

3In what follows we use {...) and {...). interchangeably to mean connected moments.
“Unlike other gauges where there are additional terms which become important at horizon scales [36].



acquire a dependence on an ambient large-scale curvature perturbation ({r) that does not
vanish even at the largest scales. The equivalence principle forbids such a dependence from
being generated from nonlinear gravitational evolution [17].

To analyse the effect of LPnG on the halo bias, we adopt the peak-background-split
(PBS) approach [39]. In this approach, the matter density fluctuations can be separated into
a large-scale component that does not vary significantly over scales as large as the size of
a typical halo and a small scale component which undergoes gravitational collapse to form
dark matter haloes. The comoving number density of dark matter tracers, e.g. galaxies or
quasars, ng is therefore a function of the connected moments of the linear matter density
field d.p r smoothed over some small scale R corresponding to the typical Lagrangian radius
of dark matter haloes.” For Gaussian initial conditions, the only non-trivial such moment
is the smoothed variance of the linear density field 0% = ((5317, r)- For non-Gaussian initial

conditions, one can have non-trivial higher order moments Sy (R; z) = <5£X’ R) given by:

N 3 —’ . .
S = / 11 (ZWIC)ZSW(kZ'R)ch(kZ-,z><<<k1>...<<kN>> , (2.3)
=1

where W (kR) is the window function used to calculate the smoothed matter density field
deb,r and Typ(k, z) is the linear transfer function of matter density fluctuations dq(k, 2) =
Tep(k, 2)C (E) Due to the coupling between small-scale and large-scale modes induced by
LPnG following Eq. (2.1), the moments of smoothed linear matter density fluctuations
Sn(R; z) acquire a dependence on a background large scale curvature perturbation (z,,
through the dependence of S on the squeezed-limit of the primordial N + 1-point correlation
function,’

N 37 - -
T = [T s W Gy ) 260 (2.4)
i=1

—

AR @RS (k2)..- (k)
= /E(ZW)3W(kiR)TCb(ki’Z) (%I_I}(l) 1 9 N

Pe(q)

(2.5)

The quantity n, will generically depend on the small-scale statistics of the matter field
such as its variance and the higher-order cumulants Sy. Within a large-scale matter den-
sity perturbation ér,, ng[0r; {Sn(Cr)}] acquires an additional dependence on the large scale
curvature perturbation (7. At linear order in (;,, we have,

0 .9 oS
ng[6r; {Si(CL)}] = ngl0; S7] + 8%;[0;5?]& + (Nz::z 8;2 : 8@‘?) (L, (2.6)

where S? are the moments of the smoothed linear density field in the absence of an ambi-
ent large-scale curvature perturbation. For typical models with weak non-Gaussianity, only

SWhile in what follows, we write the tracer density ny as a function of the smoothed fields dcp,r, the
methodology is more general and only requires a separation of scales between the Fourier modes that produce
our tracers and long-wavelength variations in the number density of the tracers ng.

%In comoving coordinates, the squeezed limit can have unphysical terms which arise as a consequence of the
slight scale-dependence of primordial fluctuations [6, 17, 38]. These terms however are a gauge artefact, arising
from the choice of how physical separations are separated into the product of a scale factor and comoving
separations, and are not observable [40, 41] and do not contribute to the scale-dependent bias [42].



finitely many terms contribute to the summation in Eq. (2.6). Relating (1 to J; using
the transfer function T (k,z), one can write a linear bias relation for fluctuations in the
abundance of matter density tracers

dng 8logng dlogng OSN /O,
- 2.
ng ( 95, <Z o5y Talk.z) ) )" @7

We define by, = 0Ologny/0d;, as the scale-independent linear Lagrangian halo bias which
acquires a scale-dependent correction in the presence of LPnG,

Ologng HSN 1
Abna(k, z) = (Z ol >.ch(k’z). (2.8)

L

The CDM+Baryon transfer function T (k, z) can be obtained by inverting the Poisson equa-
tion and is typically written as,

Tp(k,2) = ga(k:,z) , (2.9)
2 z
a(k,z) = % , (2.10)

where the function T'(k) approaches 1 as k — 07 and D(z) is the linear growth factor
normalised to be the scale factor during the matter-dominated era. It is convenient to write
the scale-dependent contribution to the bias (Eq. (2.8)) in the following form

_ _B(»)
Abng(k,z) = alh o) (2.11)
where
Z@logng 05N (2.12)

dSn o1

Note that in Eq. (2.12), B(z) will depend on properties of the tracer population n, (for
instance, the mass or luminosity of galaxies), but we have suppressed that argument here. In
this way, we see that LPnG induces a scale-dependent galaxy bias that diverges as 1/k? at the
largest scales and that its magnitude is parameterised by a weighted sum over the squeezed
limits of primordial correlation functions (given by the factors Sy /9(r, see Eqs. (2.4) and
(2.5)) weighted by the marginal contribution of small-scale statistics of the linear density field
to the abundance of dark matter tracers (given by the factors 0logn,/0Sn). This fact makes
scale-dependent bias a broad probe of any type of local primordial non-Gaussianity. This
is in stark contrast to probes such as N-point functions of the CMB, which only constrain
N-point functions of ( at the same order.

We now specialise to the simplest model of LPnG constrained by the CMB datasets — in
this model, the primordial curvature fluctuation can be expressed as a polynomial (at most
cubic) in a Gaussian random field as

((F) = Z2(7) + fNL( (#)* = (22) + %QNL(Z( 7)° - 3(2%)2(2)) . (2.13)

"Note that —(3/5)T(k) is the transfer function for the gravitational potential deep in the matter-dominated
era.




Current constraints on the parameters fnr, and gni, satisfy the condition for weak non-
Gaussianity, i.e. g%, fNLPC1 /2 < 1, yet allow for gnpPr ~ j"l\ILPQL‘l /2. Under these condi-
tions, the only relevant primordial correlation functions in addition to the power spectrum
are the bispectrum and trispectrum, proportional to fxr, and gnr,,

L6
Bc(lﬁ, ks, k’3) = ngL (Pg(k’l)Pc(kg) +...2 permutations) , (2.14)

S5 o o o 54 .
Tc(k‘l, ko, k3, k‘4) = 2759NL (Pc(k‘l)PC(kg)Pc(kg) + ... 3permutat10ns) (2.15)

36 I .
+ 2—5f1%L (Pg(k‘l)PC(kg)Pcﬂkzl + ks|) + 11 permutatlons) .

In our studies of gni,, we are working in the limit that gnpPr ~ fNLPCI /2 so that fn1, < gNL
and the second term in Eq. (2.15) can be dropped. In the next section, we will generalise to
two-field initial conditions, which can enhance the fl%L term. The only relevant non-trivial
moments of the smoothed linear matter density field (Sy defined in Eq. (2.3)) are then
proportional to fni, and gni, and are as follows,

S2(R,z) = 0?(R, 2) , (2.16)
S3(R, z) = ngLE:a(R, z) (2.17)
Su(R,z) = %QNLE4(R, z) (2.18)

where the factors 33 and ¥4 can be obtained using Eq. (2.3) and are given by:

2
d3k;
Y3 = 6/ ( (2W)3W(kiR>ch(ki7 Z)Pg(kz)> W(‘kl + kQ‘R)TCb(“ﬁ + k2|, Z) R (2.19)
=1
S Bk
5, = 24/ 1 Gy W (RO ootk 2) Pelh) | W Ik + o sl BTl + ks . 2)
=1

(2.20)
Egs. (2.4) and (2.5) show that the response of the moment Sy to an ambient long-wavelength
curvature perturbation is proportional to the smoothed squeezed limit of the (N + 1) linear
matter correlation function. Since the only non-trivial linear matter correlation functions (for
the model given by Eq. (2.13)) are the bispectrum and the trispectrum respectively, it follows
that the only non-trivial responses are those of Sz and S3 (i.e. of the smoothed variance and
skewness of the matter density field respectively). From Egs. (2.4), (2.16) and (2.17), we
obtain:

0S5 _ 12
- = /NuSz (2.21)
0853 27
— = — by 2.22
aCL, 259NL 3, ( )

where Y3 is given by Eq. (2.19). Substituting Egs. (2.21) and (2.22) in Eq. (2.12), we obtain
the following equation for the scale-dependent bias in this simple LPnG model:

Ologn 9 dlogn
B(2)| fyp gy, = 4fNLS2 - 95, g+ 5gNL23~ 95, g, (2.23)




Using Eq. (2.17), we can express X3 (0logng/053) = (5/3) x 0logny/0 fx1, and thus rewrite
the non-Gaussian contribution to the galaxy bias in its most often quoted form:

~ INLBs(2) + gnLBy(2)
N a(k, z) ’
where the quantities 8f(z) = 20logng/0logo and B4(z) = 30logny/0fn1 denote the re-
sponses of the abundance of matter density tracers to the variance and skewness of the
smoothed matter density field, respectively. They are dependent on the complicated physics
of galaxy (or other tracer) formation and may not be expressible analytically.

In a galaxy power spectrum forecast, we need to make modelling choices for the param-
eters 3y and 34. A strong modelling choice is to assume that the mean tracer density ng
has the form of a universal halo mass function — wherein n4 is only a function of the ratio
dc/o, where 0. is the threshold density for spherical collapse in an Einstein-deSitter universe.
In this case, one can show that 3y = 2br0.. Modelling 3, requires further assumptions
about how the tracer density n, depends on fyi,. For our SPHEREXx forecasts (under strong
modelling assumptions), we use the following fitting formula derived in Ref. [34] (see their

Eq. (51)):

Abng

(2.24)

By = k3 (—0.4(v — 1) + 1.5(v — 1)> + 0.6(v — 1)?) , (2.25)

where r3 = 0.000329(1 + 0.092)b;*% and v = (1 +0.53;)"/2.

The universality assumption has been widely used to model the scale-dependent galaxy
bias induced by LPnG. However, hydrodynamical separate universe simulations (see Refs. [43,
44]) have shown that the universality assumption may not hold true for realistic galaxy
populations. In particular, Ref. [43] has shown that for galaxies selected by stellar mass,
Bf can be modelled more accurately as 85 = 20.(bgp — p), where 0.4 < p < 0.7, and bg
is the (scale-independent) Eulerian bias. Inspired by this result, we also obtain MCMC
forecasts with a non-universal modelling choice whereby ; = 26.(bg — 0.5) and f, is given
by Eq. (2.25), with v = (1 4+ d.(bg — 0.5))1/2. In Sec. 4.3, we study the robustness of our
forecast constraints to these choices by allowing p to be a free parameter.

If fn1, and gng, are of comparable magnitude, then our expressions for 8, and 3; show
that the contribution of gy, to the scale-dependent bias signal is suppressed w.r.t. contribu-
tion of fnr, by four orders of magnitude. In this scenario, the primordial correlation functions
scale hierarchically, e.g. Sy+1 ~ Syo, and scale-dependent bias is primarily probing the am-
plitude of the largest non-trivial cumulant, fxr,. In our forecasts with non-zero gni, we focus
on the opposite limit, in which gnt, ~ 10 fy1., leading to a primordial kurtosis of comparable
magnitude to the primordial skewness, S3 ~ Sy, so that both terms contribute comparably
to the scale-dependent bias. This situation is consistent with current constraints on both
parameters and is also the only scenario in which gni, can be detected in the foreseeable
future.

As bg is typically taken as a free parameter for each tracer population, Eq. (2.24) shows
that the parameters fyi, and gny are degenerate with respect to their impact on the scale-
dependent bias. In fact, for a single redshift and single tracer, fni, and (8,4/8)gnL cannot
be distinguished from each other by galaxy power spectrum measurements alone. However,
observations of multiple tracer populations, which typically have different values of 84(z) and
Bf(z), may break this near-perfect degeneracy. In this paper, we perform MCMC forecasts
to quantify the possible degradation in the joint constraints on both fyi, and gnr, that can
be obtained from the data collected by the SPHEREx all-sky survey [28].



2.2 Stochastic galaxy bias from local primordial non-Gaussianity

As stated before, any model of cosmic inflation that produces LPnG in the primordial cur-
vature perturbations necessarily needs to include at least one light field in addition to the
inflaton. A simple model that can produce non-Gaussian primordial fluctuations compatible
with current measurements of fyi, and gng, incorporates a single massless field called the cur-
vaton [11-13] in addition to the inflaton, such that the inflationary expansion of the universe
is driven mainly by the dynamics of the inflaton, whereas the primordial fluctuations are
completely dominated by fluctuations in the curvaton. If both the inflaton and the curvaton
contribute comparably to generating the primordial curvature perturbations, the primordial
statistics are changed. In the simplest scenario, the contribution of the inflaton remains
Gaussian, while the curvaton contribution remains non-Gaussian and admits an expansion
like Eq. (2.13), which is local in real space in terms of a Gaussian random variable, i.e.:

¢(Z) = C1(7) + () , (2.26)

(c(Z) = Zo(F) + ngL(ZC(f)Q —(Z8)) + %gﬁ(zo(f)?’ —3(Z)Z(@) + ... ,(2.27)

where (7 is the Gaussian contribution to the primordial curvature perturbation that is sourced

from the inflaton fluctuations, whereas the non-Gaussian (¢ is sourced from the fluctuations

of the curvaton. The quantities fxr, and gnr, characterise the amplitudes of the bispectrum
and trispectrum of the (¢ field.

The correlation between the fields {; and (¢ is dependent on the particular features of
the inflationary model. For this work, we consider a simple model in which {; and (¢ are
uncorrelated and have proportional power spectra. We define the contribution of the inflaton
to the primordial curvature perturbation w.r.t. the curvaton contribution by

& =P, /P, (2.28)

a scale-independent constant (for generalisations of this, see, e.g, Ref. [19]). Assuming this
simple model, the bispectrum and trispectrum can be computed as,

5 o o 6  fn .
Be(ki, ko, k3) = 5(1‘_}2\12)2 (Pc(k1)Pe(k2) + ... 2 permutations) (2.29)
N 757 :
Te(ki, ko, k3, ka) = % (11 €27 (P¢(k1)Pe(k2)Pe(k3) + ... 3 permutations) (2.30)
-2
36 L _
25(1]}?22)3 (PC(k;]_)PC(kQ)PC(UC]_ +k3|) + 11 permutatlons) :

From above, we identify the parameters fni, and gnr, that characterize the bispectrum and
trispectrum of ( as,

fau = (lf_N;)g ; (2.31)
INL (2.32)

N e

We see then that for a given level of non-Gaussianity in the (¢ field, allowing ¢ to have
a contribution from Gaussian inflaton fluctuations reduces the overall amplitude of non-
Gaussianity by factors of Pr,/P: = 1/(1+ &2). On the other hand, the collapsed (O(f2;))



part of the trispectrum is enhanced relative to the bispectrum by a factor of (1+¢2). Defining

36 fan

TNL = %ﬁ (2.33)
2

= (ngL) 1+, (2.34)

we see that 7y, is enhanced by contributions from the inflaton [21]. The most recent Planck
datasets [45] lead to the constraint 7wy, < 2800 at 95% confidence — this constraint is con-
sistent with the assumption of weak primordial non-Gaussianity ((¢V)/(¢?)¥/? <« 1). Under
these conditions, the only non-trivial higher point functions of the primordial curvature
perturbations (Eq. (2.26)) are the bispectrum and the trispectrum of (¢, which have the
functional forms given by Eqs. (2.14) and (2.15), respectively.

To analyse the impact of a primordial curvature perturbation of the kind given by
Eq. (2.26) on the galaxy number density fluctuations, we note that small-scale correlation
functions of the curvature perturbation ( couples only to an ambient long-wavelength mode
of the non-Gaussian part of primordial curvature perturbation, i.e. (¢. In particular, Eq.
(2.1) holds in a slightly modified form where now only the non-Gaussian contribution to the
curvature, i.e. (¢, modulates the small-scale correlation functions,

i o@D () _ DC(R)-.C(kw)) (2.35)

q—0 PCC (Q) 8CC,L

whereas for N > 2 the curvature perturbations sourced by the inflaton do not modulate
small-scale correlation functions,

O(C(k1)-C(kn)) . {C(@)¢(k).C(kn))
1L B 315% P (q) (2:36)
=0.

The moments of the smoothed small-scale linear matter density field Sy (R, z) (defined in
Eq. (2.3)) in the presence of a long-wavelength curvature perturbation (;, = (7,1, +(c,r, depend
on (¢, similarly as Eq. (2.4),

d3l<: (Co(D¢(k)..C(kN))
3(0 L / H Tenlkir 2) hn% P (q) . (257

From the arguments of the previous section, it follows therefore that the galaxy number
density fluctuations obey a relation similar to Eq. (2.7), namely

dng _ alogng (Z dlogng ' OSN ) o (2.38)

ng oSy 0Cc,L

where 0, = Toy(k, 2)Cr(k) = Tup(k, 2)(Cr.r + Cc,r) is the large scale (linear) density pertur-
bation. Eq. (2.38) shows that the galaxy number density contrast , = dng/n4 is not fully
correlated with the ambient large scale matter density field 67, — it is also partially correlated
with (¢, which has fluctuations that cannot be completely specified from the realisation of
¢ or 61, alone. This introduces stochasticity in the distribution of galaxies, relative to the
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matter field, and is known as stochastic bias [20]. From Eq. (2.38), the galaxy bias b, and
the galaxy power spectrum Py, are given by

dq0
by(k, z) = <<6§5?> (2.39)
dlog ng Ologn, 0SSN 1
= . 2.40
ddr, 1 +§2 <Z 0SN 8CCL cb(k ) ’ ( )

where, as before, by, = 0logn,/00r, is the scale-independent, Lagrangian bias, while the
non-Gaussian, scale-dependent correction to the galaxy bias is

Be(z)
Abyg = 2.41
vo = o) (2.41)
where a(k, z) is defined in the previous section (Eq. (2.9)) and
5/3 0l
Bo(z) = =21 § ogng 05N (2.42)

1+§2 0SN 8<CL

Equation (2.38) can now be written in a concise form to give the modified linear bias relation
for (Lagrangian) galaxy number density contrasts,

Sy = bror + (1 + &) Abng(k, 2)dc 1 (2.43)

where d¢c 1, = Tep(k, 2)(c 1 is the part of the density field sourced by (c. The only non-trivial
responses of the smoothed moments of the density field (for the model given by Eqgs. (2.26)
and (2.27)) can be obtained using Eq. (2.37) and are given by:

08, 12 )
a, EfNL(l +£7)S2 (2.44)
o, 2759NL(1 +&7)X3 (2.45)

where Y3 is given by Eq. (2.19). Substituting Eqgs. (2.44) and (2.45) in Eq. (2.42), we see
that the non-Gaussian correction to the galaxy bias Abyg in the two-field initial conditions
given by Eq. (2.26) is the same as Eq. (2.24). The galaxy power spectrum Py, = (640,4) on
the other hand can be shown to be,?

Pyy(k,2) = ((bE + Abye)? + gmﬁm) Puolk, 2) (2.46)

where bp = 1 + by, is the Eulerian galaxy bias, P..(k, z) is the linear CDM+Baryon power
spectrum, and the reader is reminded that &2 represents the ratio of inflaton-to-curvaton
power, Eq. (2.28), so that 7, = (2 fx1)?(1 + £€2). Equation (2.46) is the main result of this
section, which shows that the galaxy power spectrum acquires a stochastic contribution pro-
portional to the relative contribution of the inflaton to the primordial curvature perturbation
w.r.t. the curvaton. We note here an interesting feature of this scenario is that the different
k-dependences of the Abyg and Ab3,, terms in Eq. (2.46) allow the combination (1 +£?) to

8Note that <5C,L50,L> o <5L5L>/(1 + 52)
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be extracted from P, even if the coefficient Be in Egs. (2.41) & (2.42) cannot be determined,
for instance due to the challenges associated with modelling ny(Sn).

For the stochastic bias signal to be large enough for a viable measurement of 7ny,, we
need the stochastic part of the galaxy power spectrum to be comparable to its non-stochastic
part. In other words, a robust measurement of 7y, can be made using the stochastic halo
bias if (following Eq. (2.46)), £2Abng/(bg + Abyg)? ~ O(1) in some wavelength and redshift
bin which has a significant constraining power. Our choices of the fiducial values for vy, will
be motivated by imposing this requirement at z = 0 and at the largest scales accessible to
the SPHEREx survey (i.e. kpyin = 0.001 h/Mpc).

In general, the parameter 7y1,, which parameterises the collapsed limit of the primordial
4-point function, can be shown to satisfy the Suyama-Yamaguchi inequality [21, 22]: 7w, >
(2fn1)%. It can also be shown (see, for example, Ref. [33]) that a significant stochasticity
in the galaxy bias arises whenever this inequality is strictly obeyed 7w, > (g fxp)2.? In this
section, we have shown how this is true for a simple model'? (given by Eq. (2.26)), which we
use to obtain forecasts for 7ni, for the SPHEREx all-sky survey.

3 Analysis Method

In this paper, we use the Bayesian likelihood pipeline developed in [46] to forecast the
sensitivity of the SPHEREx all-sky survey in jointly constraining the LPnG parameters
fNL, gy and 71, around fiducial values consistent with state-of-the-art constraints from
CMB datasets. This is a standard Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method
used to obtain parameter forecasts for cosmological surveys — in particular, we use a multi-
tracer galaxy power spectrum likelihood (developed in Ref. [46]) for a SPHEREx-like galaxy
survey constructed within the MontePython v3.4 MCMC sampling package [47, 48]. In this
section, we give a broad overview of our MCMC analysis method used for the forecasts ob-
tained in this paper and refer the reader to Ref. [46] for more details.

Our MCMC analysis involves the following steps:

e Modelling the observables (in this case the galaxy auto- and cross-power spectra at
different scales and redshifts) for a given set of cosmological parameters.

e Obtaining the posterior likelihood for a given set of cosmological parameters (using
the modelling framework defined above) given a ‘mock data’ provided by observables
modelled in the fiducial cosmology.

e Obtaining confidence intervals for the cosmological parameters by sampling the poste-
rior likelihood function using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods. Alterna-

9In general, it can be shown that the collapsed limits of all higher point primordial correlation function
leads to stochasticity in the distribution of galaxies [33]; somewhat analogous to how squeezed limits of all
higher point primordial correlations contribute to the scale-dependent bias. However, typical inflationary
models constrained by data suggest that the dominant contribution to halo-stochasticity comes from the
collapsed limit of the primordial 4-point function whose magnitude is given by 71, [33]. Reflecting this fact,
we choose to forecast measurements of 7n1, and not other collapsed-limit non-Gaussianity parameters in this
paper.

0Note that even a non-trivial gnr, can also lead to stochasticity in the galaxy bias, but this stochasticity
is proportional to Pg and is smaller than the stochasticity due to 7w1, by a factor of Py ~ 1072 and can be
safely ignored in the leading-order calculation relevant for this paper. See, for example, Ref. [33] for a more
detailed analysis on how primordial non-Gaussianity can lead to stochastic galaxy bias.
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tively, one could obtain (potentially) less accurate confidence intervals by computing
a Fisher matrix. In this paper, unless otherwise specified, we sample the posterior
likelihood function using the Metropolis Hastings MCMC sampling algorithm within
the MontePython v3.4 MCMC sampling package.

Obtained in this way, the mean cosmological parameters should be the same (within numerical
uncertainties) as the fiducial parameters, whereas the confidence intervals provide the forecast
sensitivity to the cosmological parameters.

The SPHEREX all-sky survey [28] is designed to minimise systematics in observations
of galaxy clustering at large scales (going to kmyin = 0.001 h/Mpc). It will map a large cosmic
volume and measure spectroscopic redshifts of galaxies belonging to the all-sky catalogues of
the WISE [49], Pan-STARRS [50] and DES [51] galaxy surveys. It is also a deep survey —
observing galaxies in eleven redshift bins [z;min, z;-nax] zjl with mean redshifts z; going from
Zmin = 0.1 t0 Zimax = 4.3. Due to its low spectral resolution (as compared to a true spectro-
scopic galaxy survey), SPHEREXx is expected to measure spectroscopic galaxy redshifts to
varying degrees of precision and will divide its observed galaxies into five galaxy populations
according to their redshift uncertainties. In this way, the data collected by SPHEREx will
lend itself to the use of multitracer techniques which can be used to obtain significantly tighter
constraints on primordial non-Gaussianity. The observables to be obtained from SPHEREx
are the galaxy power spectra and galaxy bispectra in redshift space — in this paper, we study
the constraining power of the SPHEREx all-sky survey in constraining LPnG parameters us-
ing the galaxy power spectra alone. As discussed, galaxy power spectra alone could provide
a first detection of any LPnG that could later be studied in more detail through higher-order
correlation functions. Note that since SPHEREx will divide its observed galaxies into five
galaxy populations, our observables include the cross-power spectra as well the auto-power
spectra of different galaxy samples.

As the first step in our likelihood analysis, we need to model the galaxy power spectra for
a given set of cosmological parameters. To do so, we use the linear bias relation (6q = bgdep)
that is valid (at the linear level) at late times and in the comoving synchronous gauge (see
Eq. (2.46)). According to the linear bias model, the theoretical galaxy power spectrum in
the presence of LPnG between the i*" and j* SPHEREx galaxy samples is given by

R@h(kaz) = by.ibg i Pec(k, 2) + E2AbNG i AbNG,j Pec(k, 2) (3.1)

where b, ; and Abyg; are respectively the total galaxy bias (including non-Gaussian cor-
rections) and the non-Gaussian contribution (due to both fxp and gnp) to the galaxy
bias of the i® SPHEREx galaxy population. As mentioned in the previous section, P
is the linear CDM+Baryon power spectrum. The parameter £2 is defined such that 7y, =
(6/5fn1)%(1+€2) and encodes the relative contribution of the inflaton w.r.t. the curvaton in
the primordial curvature fluctuations. As shown in Ref. [46] the sensitivity of SPHEREx to
fnL is entirely driven by low-k Fourier modes where use of the linear power spectrum and lin-
ear bias factors are justified. Since the k-dependence of the bias is identical for fnr1,, gnr, and
TNL, this is also justified here. We use the Boltzmann code CLASS v3.2.0 [52-54] to compute
the linear CDM+Baryon power spectrum P,.(k, z), and model the non-Gaussian correction
Abng to the galaxy bias according to the analysis of Section 2 — in particular following
Eq. (2.24) for a cosmology with non-zero fxi, and gnr, and Eq. (2.46) for m~i, # (ngL)2.

For the galaxy power spectrum forecasts obtained in this paper, we model the nuisance
parameter 3; as

By = 26.(bx —p). (3.2)
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Our first sets of forecasts will fix either p = 1 and p = 0.5 with bg a free parameter for
each galaxy sample and each redshift. We subsequently explore consequences of treating
p as a free parameter for each SPHEREx galaxy sample. The choice p = 1 holds in the
particular case when the mean number density of observed galaxies has the same form as a
universal halo mass function. If this universality assumption does not hold true, the value
of B¢ (which in general is tracer-dependent) is difficult to estimate from first principles as it
encodes all the intractable details of the non-linear physics of galaxy formation. However,
the results of hydrodynamical simulations within the separate universe framework conducted
in Refs. [43, 44] suggest that 3¢ is related to the galaxy bias as B = (bg —p)d. with a tracer-
dependent number p. Our choice of p = 0.5 is representative of modelling for 8y following
the observations in Refs. [43, 44] that for galaxies selected by stellar mass, 0.4 < p < 0.7 is a
better fit to the results of hydrodynamical separate universe simulations. SPHEREx galaxy
samples are not selected by stellar mass, so we forecast two choices of p to illustrate the
p-dependence of constraints.

For modelling (,, we use the fitting formula Eq. (2.25) derived in Ref. [34] which relates
Bg to By through v = (1+ 0.56f)1/2, with ¢ as in Eq. (3.2). Note that our first-round fore-
casts are obtained using these strong modelling choices that assume a perfect knowledge of
the functional dependence of the nuisance parameters 3; and 3, on bp. We also study fore-
casts under a more conservative modelling choice where p a free, but redshift-independent,
parameter. If p were completely free (i.e. allowed to vary independently at different red-
shifts), then in the limit of large uncertainty on p, 5y and 3, would become free-parameters
independent of bg. In the case where there is large uncertainty on the form of 3y and 8y, fxi,
and gnr, cannot be distinguished from scale-dependence bias alone. For our free-p analysis
the parameters become sufficiently degenerate that we restrict to forecasting fnr and 7nr,
only. In this limit constraints on fn, can be thought of as representing constraints on an
effective amplitude that combines LPnG and tracer-dependent bias parameters, such as the
B parameter in Eq. (2.12), while (1 + &%) = 7'1\114/(2]‘?1\11)2 should, in principle, still be con-
strained even with completely free 3;. Throughout our analysis, we use J. = 1.42 because it
shows better agreement between the above fitting formulas and N-body simulations [34].

The galaxy power spectrum observed by a given galaxy survey differs from the theoret-
ical galaxy power spectrum modelled according to Eq. (3.1) in several ways. The peculiar
velocities of galaxies along the line-of-sight break the isotropy of the matter power spec-
trum and cause the observed galaxy power spectrum to only be isotropic around the line of
sight. This effect is known as redshift-space distortion and can be modelled at the linear
and mildly non-linear scales relevant for the SPHEREx survey by making the replacement
bgi — bgi+ f(2)u? and by ; — by; + f(2)p? in Eq. (3.1); where f(2) is the linear growth
rate of small-scale matter density perturbations f(z) = dlogd./dloga, and p is the cosine
of the angle between the wave vector k and the line of sight (this is the well-known Kaiser
term [55]). In addition to redshift-space distortion effects, there are additional multiplicative
factors needed to map Eq. (3.1) to a model of the observed galaxy power spectra. Our final
expression for the observed galaxy power spectrum between the i*" and j* galaxy samples
of SPHEREX is (see Ref. [46])

Pij = fpr % (faz,ifaz,j)lp X fap|(bgi+ f1i*) (b + f1?) Pee+E2Abng i Abya i Pue] 5 (3.3)

where f4p(z) denotes the contribution of the Alcock-Paczynski effect and fpp(k, z) encodes
the effect of non-linear bulk flows. The Alcock-Paczynski term corrects for the error in the
galaxy power spectrum measured from data assuming a fiducial cosmology which is different
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from the true cosmology. The term fap(z) relates the comoving volume elements in the
fiducial and true cosmologies and if given by :

fid
fAP(Z) o H(Z)DA (Z)2

T HMEDAGE .

The term fpr(k,z) models the smearing of (small-scale) BAO features in the galaxy power
spectrum due to the effect of non-linear bulk flows [28]. Following Ref. [28],

1 1
for(k,2) = exp (—2k2zi — SKR(sh - 23)) . (3.5)

The Lagrangian displacement fields ¥} and ¥ are given by [28]

¥1(2) = creeD(2)X0 (3.6)
2)1(2) = creeD(2)(1+ f(2))%0 (3.7)

where D(z) is the linear growth factor and f(z) is the linear growth rate. We set the parame-
ter cree = 0.5 [28] and Xg = 11 h/Mpc for a fiducial o3 = 0.8. The terms f,, ,(k,2), fo.;(k,2)
are exponential damping factors that suppress the observed galaxy power spectrum sig-
nal at small scales along the line of sight due to the uncertainty in the determination of
galaxy redshifts (namely o ; and o, ; which denote redshift uncertainties in the ith and jth
galaxy populations to be observed by SPHEREx). For the i** SPHEREx galaxy sample,
fo.:(k,z) = exp(—k?p?0?,;/H(2)?), where H(z) is the Hubble rate at redshift z and o ; is
the redshift uncertainty of the i galaxy sample. We refer the reader to Refs. [28, 46] for
a detailed discussion of these additional terms and their importance in the context of the
SPHEREx all-sky survey.

Proceeding further, we treat the observed linear galaxy number density fluctuations at
a given (fiducial) k-mode and redshift as Gaussian random variables [46] with covariance
(assuming Poisson shot noise) given by

K
(61 5,5y = Py(k, 2) + %
g,8°9,] YANAS) ﬁg,i(z)

, (3.8)

where P;; denotes the observed the cross-power spectrum of the it" and j*" galaxy populations
of SPHEREX (see Eq. (3.3)) and 7, ; is the mean number density of observed galaxies in the "
galaxy population of SPHEREx at redshift z. This translates into an exponential likelihood
for the galaxy power spectra at a given k-mode and redshift given by

1
L =
ke = Gere
where the proportionality constant 7 is independent of the sampled cosmological parameters.
In Eq. (3.9), both C and D are the covariance matrices of galaxy number density fluctuations
(at a given k-mode and redshift) that respectively depend on the sampled, ®, and fiducial,

-exp [-Tr (C7'D)] , (3.9)

fid cosmological parameters in an MCMC run:
oK
Cij = P+ ﬁ”' : (3.10)
g,t
, oK
Dy = B+ -2 (3.11)
g,t
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The entire SPHEREx power spectrum likelihood is the product of Ly , over all redshifts
bins and independent k-modes. As stated before, the SPHEREx survey is a large-scale
survey [28] with the observed k-modes between kpyi, = 0.001 h/Mpc and kpax = 0.2 h/Mpc
and eleven redshift bins with mean redshifts going from Z;n = 0.1 to Zmax = 4.3. Note that
for the purposes of obtaining power-spectrum forecasts, we assume that different redshift
bins and independent k-modes are uncorrelated — this is a standard approximation used in
forecasting the sensitivity of cosmological surveys (see Refs. [28, 46, 56]). An MCMC run
used to obtain cosmological forecasts typically maximises the likelihood by minimising y?2

defined as
k 2
max k=dkdu
=9 E V(2 /mm / 2(2r2) lo E Rz (3.12)

where V(z;) is the comoving volume surveyed in the " redshift bin.

Having thus obtained the likelihood, we use the boosted MCMC sampler MontePython
v3.4 to conduct MCMC runs to fit for the following cosmological parameters: {wpy , Wedm,
10005, As, ns, Zreio, My}, as well as combinations of {fnr, gy, 7nL}- In addition, we
marginalise over the scale-independent, Gaussian parts of the galaxy biases (given by bo; =
bgi — Abng,i) as well as the bulk flow parameter ¥ which parametrises the effect of non-
linear bulk flows given by fpr(k,z) in Eq. (3.3) and Egs. (3.5)—(3.7) (see Refs. [28, 46]
for more details). During our MCMC analysis, we combine our power spectrum likelihood
(Eq. (3.12), (3.9)) with a mock CMB power spectrum likelihood named ‘fake_planck realistic’
in MontePython — this likelihood is designed to mimic the sensitivity of the Planck 2018
dataset in constraining cosmological parameters (see Ref. [57] for more details). This mock
CMB likelihood does not include the CMB lensing power spectrum — this ensures that it is
not significantly correlated with our SPHEREx galaxy power spectrum likelihood. Moreover,
the mock CMB likelihood does not include the effect of primordial non-Gaussianity and does
not by itself provide any constraints on LPnG parameters — this makes it equivalent to a
Planck-based prior imposed in order to resolve degeneracies between vAC' DM cosmological
parameters (as is done in Ref. [28]).

We use a vYACDM cosmology with fiducial parameters w, = 0.02218, weqm = 0.1205,
100 x 6, = 1.04113, A, = 2.032692 x 1072, ng = 0.9613, zycio = 7.68, M, = X;m,; = 0.06
eV. For simplicity neutrinos are implemented as three degenerate species (see, e.g, Ref. [58]).
In this paper, we forecast constraints on non-Gaussian initial conditions with primordial
trispectra that contribute comparably in magnitude to galaxy power spectra as primordial
bispectra with fni, ~ O(1). To achieve this scenario in which the primordial kurtosis is
comparable to the skewness we choose fiducial values of fxr, = 1.0 and gnp, = 1.0x10%. For the
two-source initial conditions described in Section 2.2 that produce a 7N, not specified by fnr,
alone, we choose to obtain forecasts around two fiducial values of 7y1,, namely 7y, = 1.3 x 102
and 7wy, = 1.3 x 103, well above our fiducial value of fxr, = 1 and consistent with CMB
datasets [45].

4 Results

We start by presenting single-parameter forecasts for fyxp, and gnp, which parametrise the
squeezed-limit primordial bispectrum and trispectrum respectively. Table 1 shows the SPHEREx
multitracer MCMC forecasts for the individual parameters fyi, and gy, around their respec-
tive fiducial values fxr, = 1.0, and g1, = 1.0 x 10 obtained within the framework of the
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H P ‘U(fNL)‘ o(gnr) H
1.0 1.06 |0.92x10*

0.5] 0.89 [0.66x 10%

Table 1: Single-parameter LPnG forecasts for fnr, and gnp obtained from the SPHEREx
multitracer likelihood for the p = 1 and p = 0.5 modelling choices (see Eq. (2.25) and
Eq. (3.2)).

two-field inflationary model. Note that for the two-field inflationary model considered in
this paper, it doesn’t make sense to obtain individual forecasts for Tni, because 7n1, can-
not be non-vanishing unless fni, # 0. The forecasts in Table 1 are obtained under strong
modelling assumptions (see Section 3, Egs. (2.24) and (2.25) and surrounding text), where
Bf = 6c(br —p) and v = (1 + 0.(bg —p)/2 with p = 0.5 or p = 1 for all galaxy samples, yet
bp is a free parameter for each galaxy population at each redshift. As expected, the forecast
constraints on fyr, and gy, depend on the assumed value of p. Our individual forecasts
for fnr or gnr, alone are also consistent with the observation at the end of Section 2.1 that
the contribution of gng, to the scale-dependent bias signal is suppressed w.r.t. that of fnr,
by four orders of magnitude, due to the relative magnitudes of the dimensionless cumulants
(63)/(6%) ~ fxro and (6%4)c/(6%) ~ gnio? for far, and gni, of similar size.

Having established the forecast constraints on either fnr, or gni, alone, we now consider
combined constraints. We conduct MCMC runs to obtain joint forecasts for the pairs of
parameters (fnL,gnL) and (fnp,7nL). Expanding this to include all three parameters is
a challenging and computationally intensive sampling problem due to strong degeneracies
between the parameters. We expect the sensitivity would be washed out and barely more
illuminating than the two-parameter case, since we would only see notable constraining power
for the parameter(s) with the greatest contribution to the observable signal. The exception
to this is the somewhat fine-tuned case where all three parameters contribute comparably, in
which case we would expect decreased sensitivity due to the strong three-way degeneracy. For
the subcase with two parameters giving comparable contributions to the scale-dependent bias,
we expect the result would largely asymptote to that of the two-parameter case, possibly with
slightly decreased sensitivity to the parameters. Given this expectation, we do not consider
it worth the significant computational resources required (and associated carbon footprint)
and omit the three-parameter case.

4.1 Joint forecasts on fn;, and gnr,

To obtain joint forecasts for fxr, and gnr, we conduct MCMC runs with the galaxy bias
modelled as Eq. ((2.24)), with 3¢ and 3, as in Eq. (3.2) and Eq. (2.25), and simultaneously
fit for fyr, and gnp. Table 2 shows our joint MCMC forecasts for fnyp, and gy as well as
their covariance around fiducial values fx1,6q = 1.0 and gnp,aa = 1 X 10%. Our fiducial
values for fnr, and gnp, are consistent with the most recent CMB constraints [18] and are
such that the dimensionless skewness and kurtosis of the primordial curvature ((¢3)/(¢2)3/2
and (¢*)/(¢?)?) are of similar order of magnitude. As mentioned in Section 2.1, both fxr,
and gnp, contribute comparably to the observed signal of primordial non-Gaussianity (i.e.
the scale-dependent bias) in this regime. We again consider two representative values of p,
p =1 and p = 0.5. Controlling for the difference in the order of magnitude of fyi, and gnr,,
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Figure 1: Joint MCMC forecasts around fiducial fyy, = 1.0 and fiducial gnr, = 1 x 104
obtained from the galaxy auto- and cross-power spectra of all five SPHEREx galaxy sam-
ples. The two sets of contours illustrate constraints for two modelling choices for the scale-
dependent bias, p =1 and p = 0.5.

Table 2 shows that we obtain nearly equal forecast constraints for fyr, and gnr., analogous
to the individual forecasts in Table 1. However, these forecasts are significantly weaker than
their respective individual forecasts. This degradation in forecasts for fyr, and gnr, can be
attributed to the strong degeneracy between fyi, and gnr,, which is evident from Eq. (2.24).
Both terms produce the same k-dependence in the bias, the terms differ only in how the
amplitude of the k-dependent terms vary with tracer population through 8y and 3,, which
are themselves degenerate through the dependence on bg. This degeneracy is reflected in
Figure 1, which shows the joint 68% and 95% confidence regions for fxi, and gni, obtained
from our MCMC analysis. The degeneracy between fn1, and gnr, is also reflected in their
covariance (see Table 2), which is ~ —0.9 for both the p = 1 and p = 0.5, with only slight
variations in the covariance between the two p-values (visible in Figure 1) due to the small
changes in the relationship between 3, and bg in each case. This is consistent with the Fisher
matrix analysis done by Ref. [59], where it was found that while multitracer analysis using
scale-dependent halo bias can distinguish between fni, and gnr,, their covariance is always
close to —1 due to their degeneracy w.r.t. the scale-dependent bias.

As shown in Table 1, our SPHEREx multitracer forecasts under non-Gaussian initial
conditions for only fni, # 0 or only gnp, # 0 are such that Afny/fnn ~ Agnn/gnL ~ 1 for
fiducial values fnr, = 1.0 and gng, = 1.0 X 10*. This means that with systematic uncertainties
eliminated and in the scenario where either fxp, # 0 or gni, # 0, SPHEREx power spectrum
measurements alone can potentially detect LPnG (at the small amplitudes here) with at
most 1o significance (with the modelling assumptions made here). It is worth noting that
this continues to hold even with both fnr, and gni being as large as their fiducial values —
in fact, the prospect of SPHEREx detecting LPnG with 1o significance is slightly improved
when both are non-zero. For forecasts obtained with p = 1, the point fxy, = gy = 0
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H p \U(fNL) \ o(gnL) \COV(begNL) H
1.0 254 | 253 x10% —0.93

0.5] 2.86 | 2.10 x 10% —0.95

Table 2: Joint MCMC forecast for fnr, and gnp, obtained from the SPHEREx multitracer
likelihood for p = 1 and p = 0.5 modelling choices.
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Figure 2: Joint MCMC forecasts for fxr and 7np, (obtained around the fiducial values
assumed in this paper) from the scale-dependent bias of all five SPHEREx galaxy samples
for p =1 and p = 0.5 modelling choices.

is now disfavoured with Ax? = 4.6, which puts it far outside the 68% confidence region
contour (as compared to the forecasts made for a single parameter in which case the point
/L = 0 is nearly at the boundary of the 68% confidence interval). On the other hand,
the point fxr, = gnr, = 0 is disfavoured with Ax? = 6.5 for forecasts obtained using the
modelling assumption p = 0.5 — suggesting that SPHEREx power spectrum measurements
alone can potentially detect LPnG at the (small) amplitudes considered here with as much
as 20 significance if SPHEREx galaxies are better characterized by p = 0.5.11

4.2 Joint forecasts on fyr, and 71,

We now consider joint constraints on fnr, and 7nt,, with gng, = 0. To obtain joint multitracer
forecasts for fni, and 71, we conduct two MCMC runs with fiducial values fx1, = 1, 7np, =
1.3x10% and fy1, = 1, 7wr, = 1.3 x 10 respectively. As mentioned in Section 2, these fiducial
values are well within the current constraints, yet produce a large stochastic component of the
galaxy bias. Note that while conducting our MCMC runs, we need to impose the condition
L > (6/5fnL)? following the Suyama-Yamaguchi inequality [21].

" Ax? = 2.3(6.17) for the boundary of the 68.3%(95.4%) confidence region.
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H p ‘U(fNL)‘ o(T~L) ‘COV(fNLaTNL) H H P ‘U(fNL)‘ o(TnL) ‘COV(fNL,TNL) H
1.0 1.79 0.78 x 10? —0.59 1.0 2.42 0.24 x 103 —0.56

05| 1.64 | 0.67 x 102 —0.61 05| 222 |0.21 x 10° —0.59

(a) Fiducial fxr, = 1.0 and fiducial 71, = 1.3 x 102 (b) Fiducial fxr. = 1.0 and fiducial =1, = 1.3 x 10®

Table 3: Joint MCMC forecast for fnr, and 7ni, obtained from the SPHEREx multitracer
likelihood. For each fiducial value of 7y, we consider two example values of p = 1 and
p = 0.5, entering the model for 8y as in Eq. (3.2).

Table 3 shows the joint MCMC forecast around fiducial values fx1, = 1, g, = 1 x 102
and fxr, = 1, 7w = 1 x 103, respectively, for p = 1.0 and p = 0.5. Figure 2 shows the joint
68% and 95% contours for fny, and 7np, around their respective fiducial values for examples
with p = 1 and p = 0.5. In all cases, the covariance between 7y, and fyr, is & —0.6 — this
is consistent with the fact that fnxr, and 7w, are only partly degenerate. This is because the
contribution of 7x1, to the galaxy bias (unlike that of gni,) goes as Ab%, (o< 1/k* on large
scales, see Eq. (2.46)) and does not have the same scale-dependence as the contribution of fr,
(o 1/k? on large scales). The contour plots in Figure 2 as well as the covariances in Table 3
indeed show that while fxr, and 7wy, are partly degenerate, they are not as degenerate as fnr,
and gnr,. We also see that the choice of p does not appear to effect the degeneracy between
/i and Ty, Comparing the left and right panels of Figure 2 or the two sub-tables in Table 3,
we see that larger fiducial values of w1, lead to tighter constraints on 7np,. This is, perhaps,
unsurprising as a large 7nr, should lead to a larger signal. On the other hand, we see that
constraints on fyr, are weakened in the presence of larger mn,. Our MCMC forecasts lead to
the observation that in the absence of systematics, SPHEREx can potentially constrain large
values of 7ny, more precisely at the cost of degraded constraints on fyp,. In particular, in the
scenario with 7n1, = 1 x 103, SPHEREx could detect non-trivial 7w, at ~ 5o significance
while not, at the same time, having unambiguously detected fnr, # 0. This means that
SPHEREx could infer the presence of an additional light field during inflation (and thus
indirectly rule out fnxy, = 0) through a robust measurement of scale-dependent stochastic
bias, if the amplitude is sufficiently large.

4.3 Impact of modelling choices

Our single-parameter, as well as joint, MCMC forecasts for fxr, gnr, and 71, (see Ta-
bles 1, 2, 3) make it amply clear that the constraining power of any galaxy survey in con-
straining LPnG parameters using the scale-dependent galaxy bias varies with the modelling
of the nuisance parameters 57 and 3, (see subsection 2.1). Given that 8 and 3, are strongly
dependent on tracer population, they are difficult to model from first principles and present
a big limiting factor to fully exploiting galaxy power spectrum data to constrain LPnG. The
non-trivial relation between 3; and the Eulerian galaxy bias with Gaussian initial conditions
has been investigated with hydrodynamical separate universe simulations (see Refs. [43, 44]),
which provide some evidence that supports modelling f as B¢ = d.(bg — p), with p being a
tracer-dependent number. However, modelling 3, in terms of other observable parameters,
such as bg is a much more intractable problem and represents a bigger modelling ambiguity.
The is due both to the complicated nature of modelling n, from first principles, and the
observation that even in the simplest models, 3, depends non-linearly on bg, and the 3, for
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Figure 3: Joint Fisher forecasts for fxi, and 7n1, around fxi, = 1 with 7y, = 1.3 x 10? (left)
and 7n1, = 1.3 x 10% (right) and 8y = .(bg — p) as a function of priors on p. The red plots
show forecasts obtained with fiducial p = 0.5 and the black plots show forecasts obtained
with fiducial p = 1.0.

each sample will therefore depend on how tracers are selected and grouped together in data
analyses [34].

In this paper, we have so far obtained forecasts for the constraining power of the
SPHEREx galaxy surveys under the strongest modelling choices, which assume a complete
knowledge of the relation between ff, 8, and bg. In particular, we assume (see Section 3)
Bf = 6.(bp — p) and B, is given by Eq. (2.25) with v = (1 + 0.53;)"/2. Different tracer
populations could have different values of p, which can change our MCMC forecasts propor-
tionally (i.e. smaller p gives tighter constraints) given that the contributions of fxi, and g,
are proportional to 8y and 3, respectively. We have so far presented constraints for p = 1.0
and p = 0.5 as representative values that reflect the universal halo mass function assumption
and some results of hydrodynamical separate universe simulations, respectively. A more con-
servative approach is to make 3y and 3, free parameters and impose priors on them in our
analysis. It is important to marginalise over the nuisance parameters 3y and 3; to obtain
a more complete picture of how well a given galaxy survey can constrain LPnG using the
galaxy power spectrum. We will now discuss how generalising modelling assumptions on 3
and 3, affects our forecast constraints.

If B and B, are free parameters, Eq. (2.24) illustrates that they are completely indistin-
guishable from scale-dependent bias measurements alone. In other words, without predictions
for the values of 3y and f3,, the galaxy power spectrum loses its utility as a signal that can
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potentially distinguish between a primordial bispectrum and trispectrum. This situation is
not all bad, however: it is still true that in the presence of squeezed-limits of higher-point
primordial correlation functions, SPHEREx could potentially detect a non-trivial LPnG at
high significance, yet with uncertainty in which squeezed-limit correlation functions were
contributing. This is because the scale-dependent bias measurement is a measurement of
a redshift-dependent weighted combination of the parameters fnr, gnr together with all
the higher order coefficients in the expansion (see Eq. (2.13)). Any measurement of fnr,
from observations of the scale-dependent bias of galaxies should therefore be interpreted as a
measurement of a weighted combination of fxy, and gni, (and potentially other higher-order
squeezed-limit non-Gaussianity parameters) that depends on the observed tracer populations
via the true values of 3¢ and 3, (as well as their counterparts for higher-order squeezed limit
non-Gaussianity parameters). In particular, non-trivial squeezed limits of higher-point pri-
mordial correlation functions can potentially contribute to increasing the observable signal
of LPnG — our results show that this happens around the fiducial values of fyi, and gnr,
consistent with current constraints from CMB datasets chosen in this paper.'?

In the scenario in which multiple higher-order statistics contribute to scale-dependent
bias, one should then consider constraining an effective amplitude of LPnG determined by
B(z) in Eq. (2.12). If an effective amplitude B(z) is determined to be non-zero, this would
already definitively prove the existence of LPnG and thereby additional light fields during
inflation — even if the individual coefficients in Eq. (1.1) were undetermined. The chal-
lenge is that B(z) depends on both the primordial non-Gaussian parameters and the tracer
populations. An individual measurement of B from one redshift and tracer population will
have much lower signal-to-noise than a measurement of LPnG that combines data from all
redshift bins and tracer populations. Indeed, Fisher matrix computations for the most con-
straining galaxy sample of SPHEREx performed using our likelihood pipeline indicate that
a non-trivial LPnG (with fxp, ~ 1, gnL ~ 10%) cannot be ruled out with any significance by
fitting for the individual B(z;) when these parameters are free to vary independently at each
redshift z;. Consequently, one needs a model for B(z) — for instance, a model relating B(z)
to the galaxy bias bg(z) or a parameterization of the redshift dependence of B(z) — to be
able to harness the full power of the data to unambiguously detect LPnG at these threshold
amplitudes.

Despite the challenge of forecasting simultaneous constraints on fyi, and gnr, (and other
higher-order non-Gaussian parameters) with more conservative modelling assumptions, one
can move forward with the simpler fnr, 7~nL scenario. In this case, we consider gng to
be small in comparison to ~ 10%, so that we can neglect that contribution to Abyg and
proceed with forecasting constraints on fyr, and 7wy, alone with relaxed assumptions about
the form of 3;. To assess the impact of modelling ambiguities on our joint forecasts of fn,
and 7n1,, we obtained Fisher forecasts'?® for the single LPnG parameter fyy, as well as joint
fisher forecasts for the pair of parameters (fnr,, 7n1,) under a more conservative modelling
assumption whereby §y = d.(bg—p) with p now being a free parameter for each galaxy sample
of SPHEREx. This is still a more restrictive choice than allowing 8¢ (or nearly equivalently,

12Note that in principle, it is possible for fxr and gt to be of opposite signs and be tuned such that their
respective contributions to the scale-dependent bias are (nearly) equal and of opposite signs — this could reduce
the detectability of LPnG through the scale-dependent bias, though the cancellation between the parameters
would vary with the values of 8y and 4, and thereby vary with the tracer population.

13 Although an MCMC analysis is more precise than a Fisher matrix analysis, we find (throughout our
analysis) that the results of MCMC runs are in good agreement with the results of Fisher forecasts.
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p) for each galaxy sample and redshift to be a free parameter, but is supported by evidence
from separate universe hydrodynamical simulations [43, 44]. Moreover, this introduces only
five additional parameters (one for each galaxy sample of SPHEREx). For simplicity, we
assumed the same fiducial values for each galaxy sample (namely p = 1 and p = 0.5) and
obtained joint Fisher forecasts for fyr, and 7y, (around the fiducial values assumed in this
paper) using our SPHEREx likelihood with varying priors on p. This approach illustrates
the impact of modelling choices on joint constraints on fyr, and 7nr,. While the fiducial
values of p may in general different for the different galaxy samples, we note that SPHEREx
power spectrum constraints on fi, are dominated by a single galaxy sample [46]. This simple
exercise should therefore help us understand how the forecasts obtained with the modelling
choices in this paper could change under more conservative modelling assumptions.

Figure 3 shows the joint Fisher forecasts for fnr and 7nr as function of the prior
uncertainty on p around the fiducial values fxr, = 1.0, 7w, = 1.3 x 10% (left panel of Figure 3)
and fxr, = 1.0 mng, = 1.3 x 103 (right panel of Figure 3). Note that these Fisher forecasts are
obtained with an independent Gaussian prior on each p (i.e. one for each galaxy population
of SPHEREx) whose width goes from o(p) = 0 to o(p) = 10. From both Figure 3, we
see that imposing more and more liberal priors on p (and thus making the modelling of 5
more ambiguous) does indeed worsen Fisher forecasts. However, their difference from Fisher
forecasts obtained with a fixed value of p (i.e. o(p) =0) is < 20%. The point at which o,
ceases to grow, and the value at which the degradation of constraints on oy, saturates, is
dependent on the tracer population through fiducial values of 8. In Figure 3 this is evident
from the slight differences between the shapes of curves with different values of p. Since
we observe a close agreement (within a few percent) between our MCMC analysis and the
corresponding Fisher forecasts (both for fixed p), Figure 3 shows that our MCMC results
(presented in Tables 3 and Figure 2) give a good quantitative idea of how well SPHEREx
can jointly constrain fyr, and 7y, under more conservative modelling assumptions for the
nuisance parameter J¢. Finally, we note again that from Eq. (2.46) and Eq. (2.41), the ratio
of 7ny, to f2; is independent of By (or B.) and should therefore, in principle, be measurable
even with weak (or no) assumptions about those parameters. While a detection of £2 could
only be achieved if £2 were very large (we estimate O(10%)) it would, independently, represent
a detection of additional light degrees of freedom during inflation.

5 Discussion

The simplest inflationary models that generate initial conditions with LPnG have a primordial
curvature perturbation which has non-Gaussianity predominantly characterised by a bispec-
trum (parametrised by fyr,) and which is sourced wholly by the fluctuations of a light field
separate from the inflaton. Upcoming galaxy surveys such as SPHEREx show good promise
in being able to constrain such models from observations of the galaxy power spectrum (and
bispectrum) (see Ref. [28]). In this paper, we analyse how well the upcoming SPHEREx
all-sky survey can constrain LPnG models beyond this simplest class of models. In particu-
lar, we consider a two-field inflation model in which the primordial curvature perturbations
have a non-trivial trispectrum whose squeezed limit is parameterised by gni, (in addition to
a squeezed-limit bispectrum parametrised by fni,). We also consider the scenario in which
primordial curvature fluctuations are sourced from fluctuations of both the inflaton and the
curvaton. In this case, the contribution of inflaton fluctuations to the primordial curvature
perturbations is Gaussian whereas the contribution of curvaton fluctuations shows LPnG. A
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substantial inflaton contribution to the primordial curvature perturbations decorrelates the
collapsed limit of the primordial trispectrum from the square of the primordial bispectrum
— thus introducing an additional parameter in the model (called 7n1,) which parametrises
the collapsed limit of the primordial trispectrum. Thus, the non-Gaussianity in this model
is characterised by three parameters namely fn1,, gy, and 7n. In this paper, we present
joint MCMC forecasts for the LPnG parameters fni,, gnL, 7nL from galaxy power spectra
obtained in the context of the SPHEREx all-sky survey.

In Section 2.1, we show that the squeezed limits of arbitrary higher-point correlation
functions of the primordial curvature perturbations all impart the same characteristic scale-
dependence to the bias of matter density tracers — which is an important signal targeted
by large-scale galaxy surveys that intend to constrain LPnG using galaxy power spectra.
SPHEREx galaxy power spectra could therefore constrain or detect LPnG due to arbitrarily
high-order correlation functions. In the context of the two-field inflation model assumed in
this paper, this means that we can obtain joint MCMC forecasts for the pair of parameters
fnL and gn, using the scale-dependent galaxy bias. However, it also means that fyp, and gnt,
are strongly degenerate w.r.t. their signature on the galaxy power spectrum, causing their
joint MCMC forecasts to be substantially degraded compared to MCMC forecasts for the
individual parameters fni, and gnt,. Figure 1 and Table 2 show our joint MCMC constraints
on fnp and gnr, around fiducial values compatible with state-of-the-art constraints from
CMB datasets. As expected, the joint forecasts on fyr, and gni, are degraded compared
to their single-parameter forecasts (in Table 1). The strong degeneracy between fnp and
gnL is due to the fact that their contributions to Abyg have the same k-dependence and
differ only in their dependence on the FEulerian bias, bg. This degeneracy is reflected in their
covariance, ~ —0.9, which also depends on modelling choices for Aby¢, the scale-dependent
bias (Egs. (2.24), (2.25), and (3.2).

Unlike fni, and gnr, the parameter 7n1, parametrises the collapsed limit of a primor-
dial correlation function and leads to a stochasticity in the galaxy power spectrum which
increases at the largest scales (see Section 2.2). Figure 2 and Tables 3 show our joint MCMC
forecasts for fnr, and 7np, around fiducial values consistent with constraints obtained from
CMB datasets. In all cases, the covariance between fyr, and 7w, is ~ —0.6. This is a reflec-
tion of the fact that while fyr, and 7w1, are quite degenerate in their impact on the galaxy
power spectrum, they are not as degenerate as fyp, and gnr, owing to the fact the fyy, terms
in Abyg scale as 1/ k? while the 7y, terms scale as 1 / k%, Our results also indicate that the
SPHEREXx survey can potentially constrain a large, but CMB-consistent, value of 7, tightly
though with degraded constraints on fnr. As noted in Section 4.2, a robust measurement of
7~1, would also indicate the presence of an additional light field during inflation even if the
parameter fni, could not be distinguished from zero.

In Section 4.3, we note that the constraints on fxr,, gnr, and 7n1, obtainable from galaxy
power spectra depend on how one chooses to model the nuisance parameters 8y and [,
(see Eq. (2.24)). Modelling ambiguity in 8 as well as 3, reduces the utility of the galaxy
power spectrum in jointly constraining fnp and gnp. This is because the scale-dependent
bias effectively probes a weighted (redshift-dependent) combination of the parameters fr,
and gnr,, where the relative weights are set by 3y and ;. In a general LPnG scenario
(e.g. Eq. (1.1) to all orders in Z), scale-dependent bias measurements can conservatively
only help us ascertain the presence/absence of an additional light degree of freedom (over
and above the inflaton); modelling ambiguities in the bias expansion (Eq. (2.12) precludes
determining which non-trivial squeezed limits of higher-point functions are sourcing scale-
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dependent bias). To obtain model-independent constraints on different inflationary models
that generate LPnG we need to exploit higher-order galaxy correlation measurements, which
provide information complementary to measurements of galaxy power spectra.

Including the galaxy bispectrum (as well as higher-point galaxy correlation functions) in
addition to the galaxy power spectrum may break the perfect degeneracy between the scale-
dependent galaxy bias and the parameter 3; and can tighten the constraint on fyr,. However,
theoretically modelling galaxy bispectra introduces additional bias parameters (such as the
bes(z) parameters in [30]) over and above the parameter 3; defined in Eq. (2.24) (see for
example [30]) — this presents additional modelling challenges and may necessitate modelling
assumptions which significantly affect constraints on fxr,, gy, and 7n,'*. Moreover, con-
straints on the LPnG parameter fyr, obtained from the bispectrum really come from infor-
mation at non-linear scales unlike constraints obtained from the scale-dependent bias which
are dominated by information from linear/quasi-linear scales (see [46]). On the other hand,
as discussed previously, our joint forecasts show that galaxy power spectra alone can provide
a powerful test of single-field inflation free from such complications and more agnostic to
which statistics are sourcing the scale-dependent bias. We leave a detailed analysis of the
constraining power of the galaxy bispectrum (as well as the galaxy trispectrum and other
higher-order galaxy correlation functions) obtained by SPHEREx in constraining LPnG to
future work.

As for fxi, and 7n1,, we note in Section 4.3 that our joint forecasts are altered by < 20%
under more conservative modelling choices than the ones we have assumed in our primary
analysis. This means that the conclusion that SPHEREx can potentially measure 71, more
precisely using galaxy power spectra at the cost of degraded constraints on fyr, likely holds
true even under more conservative modelling choices. Adding galaxy bispectrum data can
only make the constraints better [32].

Since modelling ambiguities represent a big limitation in using galaxy power spectrum
data to constrain LPnG, it would be interesting to investigate optimal ways of mitigating
their impact. In particular, the fact that they are late-time parameters and encode the
non-linear physics of galaxy formation leads to the observation that they should couple to
primordial non-Gaussianities as well as non-Gaussianities generated through gravitational
non-linearities in the same way. This approach might help suggest novel ways to break their
degeneracy with LPnG parameters. We plan to investigate along these lines in the future.
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