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Whilst current observational evidence favors a close-to-Gaussian spectrum of primordial perturbations,
there exist many models of the early Universe that predict this distribution to have exponentially
enhanced or suppressed tails. In this work, we generate realizations of the primordial potential with
non-Gaussian tails via a phenomenological model; these are then evolved numerically to obtain maps
of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) and large-scale structure (LSS). In the CMB maps, our
added non-Gaussianity manifests as a localized enhancement of hot and cold spots, which would be
expected to contribute to N -point functions up to large N . Such models are indirectly constrained by
Planck trispectrum bounds, which restrict the changes in the temperature fluctuations to O(10µK).
In the late-time Universe, we find that tailed cosmologies lead to a halo mass function enhanced
at high masses, as expected. Furthermore, significant scale-dependent bias in the halo-halo and
halo-matter power spectrum is also sourced, which arises from the squeezed limit of large N -point
functions that are implicitly generated through the enhancement of the tails. These results underscore
that a detection of scale-dependent bias alone cannot be used to rule out single field inflation, but
can be used together with other statistics to probe a wide range of primordial processes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Primordial non-Gaussianity (PNG) represents a pivotal
probe of the early Universe. Extensive theoretical investi-
gations have shown that the degree and form of deviation
from Gaussianity can encode information about the micro-
physics of the early Universe model [e.g. 1–4], which can
be uniquely accessed through studies of the Gaussianity
of the early Universe. As such, PNG is one of the most
promising means to extract new information about the
physics governing inflation and beyond.

Constraints on primordial non-Gaussianity have primar-
ily been wrought from the cosmic microwave background
(CMB; [e.g., 5–7]) and large scale structure (LSS; [e.g.,
8–11]) datasets. These searches can be divided into blind
searches for any non-Gaussianity [e.g., 12–15] and tar-
geted searches [e.g., 16, 17], with the latter providing
constraints that are an order of magnitude more strin-
gent, though restricted to a subset of the model space.
Most targeted searches have constrained perturbative
non-Gaussianity – i.e. constraints on the amplitudes of
primordial bispectra and trispectra (higher-dimensional
analogs of the skewness and kurtosis). Interesting ex-
ception are [18, 19], which performed searches for non-
Gaussianity from large N -point functions in WMAP data,
albeit optimized for particular physical signatures.

Recent theoretical work has highlighted that many mod-
els of inflation can source a non-perturbative spectrum of
non-Gaussianities. Mechanisms generating this include
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non-attractor phases of inflation [e.g., 20–23], inflationary
preheating [e.g., 24, 25], multifield inflation [e.g., 26–28]
including heavy particles with time dependent masses
[e.g., 29], features in the inflationary potential landscape
[e.g., 30] including light scalar fields and infrared dynam-
ics [e.g., 31, 32], non-perturbative inflation treatments
including quantum diffusion [e.g., 33, 34], dissipation [e.g.,
35, 36], and eternal inflation from self-interactions [e.g.,
37], as well as slow reheating phenomena [e.g., 38]. A key
focus of many of these investigations has been how heavy
tails impact the formation of primordial black holes. If
such processes (which we hereafter refer to as “tail non-
Gaussianity”) are at play, however, they could also (or
instead) give impacts on larger scales, including those
observed in the CMB and LSS datasets. This naturally
raises the question: how are the CMB and late-time
structures impacted by modifications to the tails of the
primordial distribution?

[18, 19] explored the signatures of inflationary heavy
particle production on the CMB (described in [29]) and
showed that the principal effect was to source spherically
symmetric point-source-like features in the primordial
fluctuation field. Our work builds on this both by ex-
ploring other tailed models and by exploring their effects
on the LSS, thus providing the first tailed N -body sim-
ulations. [39] used the Press-Schechter [40] formalism
to perform the first study of how tail non-Gaussianity
changes the halo mass function. This paper develops
these ideas further: we complement these analytical meth-
ods with N-body simulations and extend the analysis to
encompass a broad range of cosmological observables.

In this work, we implement a phenomenological model
that exponentially enhances the tails of the primordial po-
tential probability density function (hereafter PDF). This
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model can reproduce features of commonly considered
non-perturbative PNG models, for example, exponential
tails. Notably, we assume a symmetric model, which
identically modifies positive and negative tails, and thus
cannot generate N -point functions with odd N . Further-
more, the model is constructed such that the bulk of the
PDF remains Gaussian, which is required to reproduce
CMB and LSS observations.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: in
Section II we consider the construction of non-Gaussian
primordial perturbations and discuss the key properties
of our model. In Section III we describe how to gener-
ate realizations of the CMB and LSS from non-Gaussian
initial conditions, before presenting the impacts of tail
non-Gaussianity on CMB and LSS observables in Sec-
tion IV&Section V. We present our conclusions in Sec-
tion VI.

II. INITIAL CONDITIONS

Theories of the early Universe provide predictions for the
statistics of the primordial potential, Φ(x). Whilst there
are many models that predict exponentially enhanced
tails, the specific form of the primordial potential PDF
depends strongly on the detailed microphysics. That said,
some features are fairly generic; for example, many models
exhibit tails that scale as exp[−CΦN ] for some N > 0.
Thusly, we here consider the following phenomenological
model for the real-space primordial PDF:

Φ(x) ∼

{
A exp{−CΦN} if |Φ| > ασ,

B exp{− Φ2

2σ2 } if |Φ| ≤ ασ.
(1)

Near the center of the distribution Φ follows a Gaussian
PDF with a variance σ2, which enforces consistency with
observations (that usually do not probe the distribution
tails). The tails are modified such that, beyond ασ, they
exhibit a new power-law scaling with exponent N . The
constants A, B and C normalize the distribution, with
A and C set by assuming the PDF and its derivative to
be continuous at the switch point. For N < 2 the tails
of the distribution are enhanced relative to a Gaussian,
whilst for N > 2 they are suppressed. As discussed in
Section IIA, we enforce that different locations, x and x′,
are spatially correlated so that the power spectrum of the
primordial potential matches observations.

We consider three different models in this work:

• N = 1.0 and α = 2.5. This model has tails ∼
exp{−CΦ}, which are a feature of many models
[e.g., 21, 22, 33, 41, 42].

• N = 1.5 and α = 2. This type of tail non-
Gaussianity is seen in [43].

• N = 2.5 and α = 2. Unlike the previous models,
this model has suppressed tails compared with a
Gaussian. Whilst suppressed tails are less common
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FIG. 1. Histograms of a realization of the primordial potential
for Gaussian initial conditions (blue), canonical local fNL

and gNL non-Gaussianity (green and red), and one of the
enhanced tail models considered in this work (orange), here
with N = 1. This illustrates the qualitative difference between
the different types of non-Gaussianity; even though our model
closely matches that of gNL at small Φ, we find significant
deviations in the tails.

than thicker tails, they can be produced by a range
of mechanisms [e.g. 20, 44] and represent an inter-
esting phenomenological case to explore.

We refer to each model by the value of N . The value
of α was chosen to generate approximately similar levels
of non-Gaussianity in each model, as measured via the
distribution’s kurtosis. As discussed in Section IV, the
above PDFs are already ruled out via CMB trispectrum
constraints; however, we adopt these levels to allow clear
exploration of observable signatures without the need
for enormous and computationally expensive suites of
simulations.

Finally, our model for the primordial tails is symmetric,
thus equally impacting positive and negative tails, with
a vanishing skewness (as discussed above). Whilst many
models predict asymmetric tails, choosing a symmetric
distribution allows us to separate effects caused by the
tails from effects induced by the skewness (for example
from the local fNL parametrization). As such, the lead-
ing order impact of the tails will be on the primordial
trispectrum, with contributions also expected in all higher
N -point functions with even N .

A. Generation Methodology

We require our initial conditions to have two properties:
(1) the one-point PDF should be given by Eq. (1); (2) the
simulations should have a power spectrum that matches
observations, i.e.PΦ(k) ∝ kns−4 where ns is the spectral
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FIG. 2. A comparison of the trispectrum of the primordial
potential for a model with gNL = 1.64 × 106 and two of the
enhanced tail models considered here. The squeezed trispec-
trum configuration, denoted by the stars, are highly similar
between the tails and gNL models; however, larger differences
are seen in the other configurations. The transparent regions
denote the 1− σ error bars.

index. To achieve this, we use a two-step procedure.
First, we generate a real-space Gaussian random field
using an input power spectrum, Pα(k), where the specific
functional form is detailed below. Second, we convert
the PDF to the form in Eq. (1) via inverse transform
sampling. Specifically, for Φ(x) at pixel x, we use the
cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the Gaussian
distribution to compute the probability of having a Φ
value smaller than or equal to the observed value. Next,
we use the inverse CDF of the tails distribution, computed
from Eq. (1), to map this probability onto a Φ value
under our new PDF. This operation is performed point-
wise across the simulation box. The second operation will
enforce the correct PDF, however, it will distort the power
spectrum from Pα(k). In our approach, we choose Pα(k)
such that after the inverse sampling transform, the power
spectrum is given by PΦ ∝ kns−4, recovering property (2)
above. As the level of non-Gaussianity we use is small, the
distortions to the power spectrum induced by the inverse
sampling transform are also small, thus we can compute
the desired Pα(k) in an iterative manner. For this, we
start from a guessed power spectrum of P0 ∝ kns−4,
then generate a Gaussian realization, perform the inverse
sampling transform, and measure the power spectrum.
The ratio of this power spectrum to the input gives a
transfer function, t0(k), which sets the power spectrum of
the next iteration; P1(k) = P0(k)/t0(k). The procedure
is repeated n times, stopping when the resulting transfer
function, tn, is consistent with unity.

B. Theoretical Expectations

In Eq. (1), we construct a non-Gaussian distribution for
the primordial potential, Φ, by performing a spatially-
local transformation ΦG(x) → Φ[ΦG(x)], where ΦG is a
Gaussian random field. Assuming the effect of tails to
be relatively small, this can be represented by its Taylor
expansion, i.e. our formalism is equivalent to rewriting

Φ(x) = ΦG(x)

[
1 +

∞∑
n=1

X
(n+1)
NL Φn

G(x)

]
(2)

(ignoring effects arising from the renormalization of the

power spectrum). Here, X
(2)
NL and X

(3)
NL are the usual local

fNL and gNL amplitudes1, and, since our PDF is symmet-

ric, all X
(n+1)
NL with odd n vanish. As such, our tail model

can be thought of as a (possibly non-perturbative) exten-
sion to local non-Gaussianity, which sources all higher
cumulants.

The transformation described above sources a number
of non-trivial polyspectra: for example, X

(n)
NLΦ

n
G(x) gives

rise to the following connected (n+ 1)-point function at
leading order

⟨Φ(k1) · · ·Φ(kn+1)⟩′c = n!X
(n)
NL [PΦ(k1) · · ·PΦ(kn)]

+n perms. (3)

dropping the Dirac delta for brevity. This implies that our
model will source a primordial trispectrum, pentaspec-
trum, quintaspectrum, nonaspectrum, and beyond. As-
suming approximate scale-invariance, these spectra have
non-trivial squeezed limits:

lim
q→0

⟨Φ(k1) · · ·Φ(kn)Φ(q)⟩′c
Pϕ(q)

(4)

= n!X
(n)
NLPϕ(k2) · · ·Pϕ(kn) + (n− 1) perms.,

which is a manifestation of the broken cosmological con-
sistency relations.

C. Properties of the simulated initial conditions

For a simple validation of our procedure, we can examine
the PDF of the primordial potential, which is shown in
Fig. 1. For comparison, we plot the PDF obtained from
Gaussian initial conditions, as well as those corresponding
to quadratic and cubic local-type non-Gaussianity, fNL

and gNL (which source a particular primordial bispectrum
/ skewness and trispectrum / kurtosis). It can be clearly
seen that our approach primarily alters the tails of this
distribution, somewhat akin to gNL, but with a different

1 Throughout this paper we use fNL and gNL to refer to the ampli-
tude of the local bispectrum and trispectrum, respectively.
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asymptotic behavior. Note that, by construction, the
generation procedure generates a standard primordial
power spectrum PΦ(k) ∝ kns−4.
In Fig. 2 we show measurements of the primordial

trispectrum. This is computed using modes between
k = 0.01hMpc−1, and k = 0.15hMpc−1 with six equally
spaced bins per axis and is estimated from 80 sets of
simulated initial conditions, using the same estimators
and analysis tools as [45]. Matching our theoretical expec-
tations, we find that the induced primordial trispectrum
exhibits a strong squeezed limit similar to gNL-type local
PNG, which is similar for all choices of tail index N . This
arises in inflationary models with cubic non-linearities,
such as Φ(x) = ΦG(x)+gNLΦ

3
G(x), and produces a primor-

dial trispectrum that has a large squeezed configuration
(when one of the k modes is small and the others are large),
and a PDF shown in Fig. 1. Notably, the shape of the
trispectrum outside the squeezed limit is quite different.
That the tails model produces a squeezed trispectrum
(and beyond) is of particular observational consequence,
since this will lead to scale-dependent bias in late-time
observables. We return to this later in the paper.

III. SIMULATIONS

Once we have generated non-Gaussian initial conditions,
we use established methods to create realizations of the
CMB [46, 47] and LSS [48–50]. In this section, we briefly
review these methods.

A. CMB simulations

Our method to generate CMB maps is a small modifi-
cation to the method developed in [46] and [47]. This
method has three steps: first we generate Gaussian real-
izations of the primordial potential in a spherical-radial
basis, Φℓm(r). Then we transform the Gaussian realiza-
tions into realizations with tail non-Gaussianity, via the
method described in Section IIA. Finally, the radial shells
are combined with appropriate weights to obtain a CMB
map. These steps are described in detail below.
The spherical harmonic coefficients of the CMB

anisotropies, aℓm, can be related to the primordial poten-
tial by

aXℓm = 4π(−i)ℓ
∫

d3k

(2π)3
Φ(k)∆X

ℓ (k)Y ∗
ℓm(k̂), (5)

where ∆X
ℓ (k) are the CMB transfer functions for X ∈

{T,E} (assuming vanishing B-modes, given the scalar
initial conditions). The challenge with simulating CMB
realizations is the large range of scales that contribute
to the integral in Eq. (5). To avoid simulating very
dense and memory-intensive grids, [46] suggested the
following approach. First, one expresses the potential in

the spherical harmonic basis as

Φℓm(k) =

∫
d2k̂Φ(k)Yℓm(k̂) (6)

and then utilize the Rayleigh expansion to transform these
to real space

Φℓm(r) =

∫ ∞

0

dk k2Φℓm(k)jℓ(kr), (7)

where jℓ(x) is the spherical Bessel function of order ℓ.
Generating Gaussian realizations of Φℓm(r) is as straight-
forward as generating realizations of Φ(k), since the pri-
mordial power spectrum is isotropic and homogeneous.
The number of grid points is now set by the number of
radial points (r) and resolution of the output maps, which
sets the ℓ,m ranges. Note that it is necessary to simulate
the ℓ = 1 modes to correctly reproduce the PDF with the
non-Gaussian transform, described below.

Given a Gaussian realization of Φℓm(r), the real-space
field Φ(x) can be obtained via a spherical harmonic trans-
form. We can then apply the transform, described in
Section IIA, to generate the non-Gaussian field. To ob-
tain a CMB map from this field, we can either invert the
steps above or, more simply, use the following relationship

aXℓm =

∫ ∞

0

dr r2Φℓm(r)∆X
ℓ (r), (8)

where

∆X
ℓ (r) =

2

π

∫ ∞

0

dk k2∆X
ℓ (k)jℓ(kr). (9)

As detailed in [46] and [47], there is a range of optimiza-
tions to this algorithm that we make use of to efficiently
generate high-resolution (Nside = 2048) healpix maps
[51].

B. Large scale structure simulations

Our procedure for generating N -body simulations follows
closely that of the quijote simulations [45, 50, 52]. First,
we evolve the initial conditions to z = 0 using the lin-
ear transfer functions from CAMB [53], then rescaling
to z = 127 using the linear growth factors (without ra-
diation). The fields at z = 127 are used to compute
the 2LPT displacements from which the initial particle
positions are defined. We use the TreePM code gadget-
3 [54] to evolve these positions and velocities down to
z = 0, saving snapshots at z = 1.0 and z = 0.0. Halos
are identified with both the Friends-of-Friends (FoF) [55]
and rockstar [56] algorithms. The seeds of the initial
conditions are chosen to also match the fiducial-cosmology
quijote simulations (with simulation indices of 0−100),
and we adopt the same (standard-resolution) gadget
settings. Both of these choices enable seamless compari-
son between talled simulations and the other cosmologies
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within the quijote suite. Many estimators of summary
statistics required gridded fields; to compute these, we
use the Cloud-in-Cell [57] grid assignment scheme, decon-
volving the window function from our power spectrum
and bispectrum measurements [58].

We generate 100 simulations for each of the three tailed
models: N = 1, N = 1.5, and N = 2.5. As seen in Fig. 2,
these models produce an non-trivial primordial trispec-
trum. To elucidate which effects arise from the primordial
trispectrum and which effects are unique to the tails, we
also simulate 100 simulations with gNL = 1.64×106. This
is chosen since (a) gNL is a commonly-adopted model of
primordial non-Gaussianity that produces squeezed fea-
tures similar to those of our tails models; (b) the value of
gNL approximately matches the squeezed limit of the tails
models (whose importance is discussed in Section VB).

IV. IMPACT ON THE COSMIC MICROWAVE
BACKGROUND

First, we assess the impact of tail non-Gaussianity on the
CMB. The goal of this investigation is both to understand
the phenomenology of tails, and to understand whether
they are already highly constrained by observations of
CMB non-Gaussianity. For this purpose, we focus on a
single model: N = 1 and α = 2.5.

In Fig. 3, we show how the noiseless CMB responds to
injected tails in the primordial PDF. As our phenomeno-
logical model does not change the bulk of the distribution
(only rare events with |Φ| > ασ), many parts of the
CMB map are unaltered; however, some localized fea-
tures emerge, primarily near hot and cold spots. If one
increases the value of α such effects become rarer, as
expected.

Given the large changes to the primordial PDF with tail
non-Gaussianity, one may expect to see large changes in
the CMB PDF. As seen in Fig. 4, this is not the case. This
arises as the CMB is an integrated quantity and combines
modes across the surface of last scattering, cf. Eq. (5),
which washes out the signals visible in the 3D potential
PDF.

Despite the limited visibility in the one-point function,
the tailed cosmology in question can be well-constrained
from higher-order non-Gaussianity. As shown in Sec-
tion IIC, the enhanced tail non-Gaussianity produces a
trispectrum with a squeezed limit similar to the cubic
local trispectrum, parametrized by gNL. The Planck satel-
lite constrained gNL = −5.8±6.5×104 [59], whilst for the
parameters considered here, we obtain a non-Gaussianity
parameter ĝNL = 1.1× 106 (see the discussion below), us-
ing the methods described in [60, 61], adapted to perform
a template analysis. As such, the models considered here
are already ruled out at the ∼ 20σ level. As discussed in
Section II, we choose these levels such that the impact
of enhanced tail non-Gaussianity is visible in LSS with a
reasonable number of N -body simulations. This is similar
to investigations of other types of non-Gaussianity, e.g.,

-497.251 464.373K

(a) Gaussian, noiseless CMB realization

-70 70K

(b) ∆T from tail non-Gaussianity with N = 1 and α = 2.5

-20 20K

(c) ∆T from tail non-Gaussianity with N = 1 and α = 3.5

FIG. 3. Modifications to the CMB temperature maps induced
by primordial tails, as parametrized by Eq. (1) with two
values of α. Here, the tail scales as p(Φ) ∼ e−CΦ, for |Φ| > ασ,
following a Gaussian distribution in the central region. We
clearly observe localized structures in the CMB map, which
will not be captured by low-order correlation functions. The
first set of parameters, N = 1 and α = 2.5, correspond to the
models analysed in detail here. As discussed in the text, this
model is not compatible with CMB trispectrum constraints.
The second set, N = 1 and α = 3.5, show the impacts on the
CMB of a weaker tails model that is not ruled out by past
CMB non-Gaussianity measurements.
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FIG. 4. Impact of enhanced tail non-Gaussianity on the CMB
PDF, here shown with parameters N = 1 and α = 2.5. Whilst
large changes are induced in the 3D primordial PDF, cf. Fig. 1,
this deviation is mostly washed out in the CMB PDF, due
to projection effects. A similar conclusion holds for fNL and
gNL non-Gaussianity: observationally allowed values give no
visible impact on the CMB PDF.

[50] simulated (local) fNL = 100, which can be compared
to the leading constraint fNL = −0.9 ± 5.1. From the
trispectrum constraint, a slightly modified model with
N = 1.0 and α = 3.5 is consistent with the data, how-
ever, and yields rare features in the temperature maps,
as shown in Fig. 3c.

Note that the reference gNL simulations described above
have a different value from that measured from the tailed
simulations (grefNL = 1.64 × 106 versus ĝNL = 1.1 × 106).
This arises since the measured value is obtained by fitting
the full gNL trispectrum template, whilst the reference
value is set by matching the amplitude of the squeezed
limits. The former takes a lower value since, outside of the
squeezed limit, the tailed and gNL-type trispectra have
different shapes.

It is also interesting to compare our model to that
considered in [18] (see also [19]). Here, we chose a dis-
tribution with symmetric tails, which imply vanishing
N -point functions with odd N . As such, the structure
of the non-Gaussianity is very distinct from that of [18],
which generates both even and odd N -point functions
with correlated amplitudes. Despite these differences, the
features in the CMB are heuristically similar. This arises
as our modifications to the primordial potential are fully
local, leading to changes that are similar to the spherical
profiles seen in [18]. However, the lack of odd N -point
functions means our model is likely poorly constrained by
the method of [18], which sums over both odd and even
correlators with a common template, practically perform-
ing an optimal matched-filter analysis in pixel-space.

In the literature, there exist a number of works which
claim hints of anomalies in the CMB (see [62] for a review).

The features seen in our maps, Fig. 3b, are relatively large-
scale features, and thus mechanisms such as the above
could potentially source explanations for features like the
“southern cold spot”. The large scales are most affected
due to the “averaging” of modes over the surface of last
scattering for small scales [63, 64]. Whilst we leave a
quantitative analysis of these ideas to future work, the
tails models considered herein would likely not explain
these anomalies due to the trispectrum constraints.

V. IMPACT ON LARGE-SCALE STRUCTURE
STATISTICS

Next, we explore the impact of tails on statistics of the
late-time matter (Section VA) and halo (Section VB)
density field statistics.

A. Statistics of the matter field

1. Empirical Results

All types of tail non-Gaussianity lead to strong impacts
on the late-time PDF of matter overdensities, as shown in
Fig. 5. As is clear from Fig. 5a, non-linear evolution from
the initial conditions generates a highly asymmetric and
non-Gaussian matter PDF even for Gaussian initial con-
ditions. Tail PNG most strongly impacts the extremely
underdense and extremely overdense regions (voids and
collapsed objects); given that these correspond to the
regions of the primordial PDF most impacted by tail
non-Gaussianity, this matches expectations. The effect of
suppressed tails is almost the mirror opposite, in fractional
terms, of the effect of heavier tails, with a suppression at
extreme-densities, and an enhancement of densities near
the peak of the PDF. In the lowest density regimes, which
probe the interior of the voids, the PDF traces the initial
conditions and so the suppressed tail model has signifi-
cantly lower density than the Gaussian case. These results
suggest that measurements of the central densities of voids,
which are sensitive to the enhancement/suppression of the
tails of the primordial PDF, could be a powerful probe of
these types of non-Gaussianity.
Changes to the matter power spectrum are shown in

Fig. 6. On large-scales, the matter power spectrum is
largely unchanged; this is as expected, since the primor-
dial power spectrum is fixed to that of ΛCDM, and any
contributions from small non-linear scales are parametri-
cally suppressed at low-k. The residual low-k differences
arise from the imperfect matching of the primordial power
spectrum with our iterative procedure (discussed in Sec-
tion IIA). On small scales, where the perturbations are
no longer linearly related to the primordial anisotropies,
we find O(1%) modifications. Models that enhance the
tails lead to heavier-than-Gaussian tails have enhanced
power, whilst lighter tails have suppressed power.
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FIG. 5. The matter PDF (left) and the fractional change of the matter PDF from tailed PNG (right), both at redshift zero. For
comparison, we show the impact of cubic local non-Gaussianity, with amplitude gNL = 1.64× 106. The error bars denote the
error on the mean of 100 realizations (with significant sample variance cancellation in the right plot). The non-linear evolution
of density perturbations generates a highly skewed matter PDF, even for Gaussian initial conditions. However, primordial tail
non-Gaussianity still strongly impacts the underdense and overdense regions of the matter field.
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FIG. 6. As Fig. 5 but showing the impact on the matter power
spectrum at z = 0.0. The large scale matter power spectrum
is essentially unaffected by the addition of primordial tails.
This occurs by construction since our primordial tails model
has an unchanged primordial power spectrum and thus an
unchange linear power spectrum at late-times. On small scales
we see that enhanced (suppressed) tails lead to an enhancement
(suppression) of the matter power spectrum. The error bars
are the error on the mean of the ratio from 100 realizations.

In Fig. 7a and Fig. 7b we examine the effect of tail
non-Gaussianity on the late-time matter bispectrum and
trispectrum. The bispectrum is estimated with ten
linearly spaced bins between k = 0.01 hMpc−1 and
k = 0.20 hMpc−1, whilst for the trispectrum we use

six equally spaced bins between k = 0.01 hMpc−1 and
k = 0.15 hMpc−1. These are estimated with the standard
bispectrum and trispectrum algorithms as implemented in
[45, 50, 65]. As with the power spectrum, these statistics
are enhanced for models with heavier tails and suppressed
for models with lighter tails. Generally we find that small
scales are impacted strongly. In particular, the squeezed
limits of the bispectrum and trispectrum are amongst the
most significantly impacted, and we find similar squeezed
behavior in both the heavy-tailed cosmologies and the
gNL reference simulations.

2. Theoretical Expectations

Before continuing to discuss halos, we briefly pause to
understand the above results theoretically. To begin,
note that the matter overdensity field δ depends non-
linearly on the primordial potential Φ in the late Universe.
Writing the linear field as δL(k) ≡ MΦ(k)Φ(k) for transfer
function MΦ(k) (scaling as k2 on large-scales), the non-
linear field can be written as a formal (but not necessarily
convergent) perturbative expansion

δ(k) =

∞∑
n=1

∫
p1+···pn=k

Fn(p1, · · · ,pn) (10)

× δL(p1) · · · δL(pn),

where Fn encode the equations of motion and are equal to
the Standard Perturbation Theory forms (up to renormal-
ization) on sufficiently large scales. For Gaussian initial
conditions, the correlators of δ(k) can be obtained from
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(a) Matter Bispectrum
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(b) Matter Trispectrum

FIG. 7. As Fig. 5 but considering the modification to the matter bispectrum and trispectrum. For the bispectrum, we plot the
ratio to the ΛCDM statistic, whilst we show the difference for the trispectrum, to avoid excess noise. We see find the matter
bispectra and trispectra are significantly altered by tail non-Gaussianity. The strongest effects are seen on small scales and in
the squeezed limits (when one side corresponds to a large scale mode and the others correspond to small scale modes), which are
marked with stars. The error bars on the left hand plot are the error on the mean of the ratio and on the right (semi transparent
due the density of points) are the error on the mean of the difference.

Eq. (10) and Wick’s theorem; for example, the power
spectrum is given by

Pδ(k) =

∞∑
n=1

∞∑
n+m=odd

∫
p1+···pn=k

∫
pn+1+···pn+m=−k

(11)

×Fn(p1, · · · ,pn)Fm(pn+1, · · · ,pn+m)

× ⟨δL(p1) · · · δL(pn)δL(pn+1) · · · δL(pn+m)⟩ ,

where the last line can be written in terms of (n+m)/2
power spectra, contracting each combination of pairs of
fields.

In the presence of non-Gaussian initial conditions, the
late-time statistics are altered, since the expectation in
Eq. (11) can also include higher-order contractions, made
possible by the non-trivial N -point functions shown in
Eq. (3). Firstly, late-Universe N -point functions can mir-

ror the primordial correlators; for example X
(3)
NL ≡ gNL

sources a trispectrum:

⟨δ(k1) · · · δ(k4)⟩′c ⊃ 6X
(3)
NL

Mϕ(k4)

MΦ(k1)MΦ(k2)MΦ(k3)
(12)

×PL(k1)PL(k2)PL(k3) + 3 perms.,

where the MΦ transfer functions appear due due to the
conversion of Φ to δ and we write PL ≡ ⟨δLδ∗L⟩. In the
squeezed limit, this takes the form

lim
q→0

⟨δ(k1) · · · δ(q)⟩′c
PL(q)

⊃ 6X
(3)
NL

MΦ(k3)

MΦ(k1)MΦ(k2)M(q)
(13)

×PL(k1)PL(k2) + 2 perms.,

with the asymptotic scaling 1/q2. This is common to the
squeezed limits of all local polyspectra, i.e. the squeezed

(n+ 1)-point function scales as X
(n)
NL /q

2 if (n+ 1) is even,
as observed in the right panel of Fig. 7 for n = 3.
Secondly, we may source new polyspectra from a cou-

pling of inflationary and late-time non-Gaussianity. For
the power spectrum, the lowest-order contribution takes
the form

Pδ(k) ⊃ 6X
(3)
NLM

2
Φ(k)

∫
pq

F2(p,k− p)F2(q,−k− q)

× [Pϕ(p)Pϕ(q)Pϕ(|k− p|) + 3 perms.] (14)

and

Pδ(k) ⊃ 12X
(3)
NLM

2
Φ(k)

∫
pq

F3(p,q,k− p− q)

× [Pϕ(p)Pϕ(q)Pϕ(k) + 3 perms.] . (15)

Similar expressions can be wrought for higher-order X
(n)
NL

contributions, which require Fn factors with larger n.
The low-k limits of the SPT kernels imply that, on large

scales, the first term scales asX
(3)
NLk

4M2
Φ(k) whilst the sec-

ond is asymptotically X
(3)
NLM2

Φ(k)k
2Pϕ(k), which can be

compared to the Gaussian scaling M2
Φ(k)PΦ(k). Within

ΛCDM, the second term dominates, thus the fractional
corrections to the power spectrum start at O(k2). This
matches Fig. 6. A similar conclusion can be wrought
at higher-orders: large-scale modifications to the power
spectrum are always suppressed by factors of k2.
Due to our symmetric primordial PDF, we expect no

contributions to the primordial bispectrum. At late-times,
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however, this can be broken due to late-time corrections,
as above. Considering the lowest-order correction to Gaus-

sianity, X
(3)
NL ≡ gNL, we can form the late-time bispectrum

Bδ(k1,k2,k3) ⊃ 6X
(3)
NLMΦ(k1)MΦ(k2)MΦ(k3)

×
∫
p

F2(p,k1 − p)PΦ(p)PΦ(|k1 − p|)PΦ(k2)

+ 11 perms., (16)

with permutations appearing due to both the choice of
quadratic leg (carrying F2) and in the trispectrum of
Eq. (3). The squeezed limit of this can be derived straight-
forwardly:

lim
q→0

Bδ(k1,k2,q)

PL(q)
∼ X

(3)
NL

MΦ(k1)MΦ(k2)

MΦ(q)
f({ki}),(17)

for some scalar function f ; importantly this scales as 1/q2

just as for the primordially-sourced poles. The implication
of this is that, in the presence of non-linear structure
formation and primordial Gaussianities (e.g., from tails),
the squeezed limit of the bispectrum will show distinct
enhancements, with the same shape as even correlators,
but with suppressed amplitudes, since they are generated
only by loops (and thus heavily suppressed on large-scales).
This matches the conclusion of Fig. 7.

B. Statistics of dark matter halos

1. Empirical Results

Intuitively, one expects that increasing (decreasing) the
tails of the primordial PDF will lead to more (less) massive
halos. This is trivially seen in the Press-Schechter [40]
formalism which relates the number of halos per unit mass
(dn/dM , hereafter the halo mass function or HMF) to
the matter probability distribution by

dn

dM
= − Ωmρc

Mσ(M)

d

dM

 ∞∫
δc

dδP (δ,M)

 , (18)

where ρc is the critical density, σ(M) is the variance
smoothed by a top hat sphere that encloses mass, M , and
P (δ,M) is the probability distribution for matter pertur-
bations, δ, smoothed by the same sphere. Increasing the
tails increases the integrand for high mass objects thus
increasing the number of massive objects.
To explore this, we plot the halo mass functions of

the tail simulations in Fig. 8. In general, the trend is
as expected; however, the pattern reverses for low-mass
halos. This arises from mass conservation: given the finite
amount of matter in the Universe, increasing (decreasing)
the number of massive halos must lead to a decrease
(increase) in low-mass halos. We find that the changes on
the HMF are stronger at higher redshifts, Fig. 8b, which
also matches expectations. Interestingly, whilst at z = 0

the impact of the two enhanced tail models (N = 1 and
N = 1.5) are very similar, differences begin to appear at
higher redshift, though the effect is small and noisy. To
understand this, we note that perturbations in the matter
field grow and collapse into halos once they cross a critical
threshold. The altered tails mean that there are more (or
fewer for suppressed tails) large deviations in the density
field, and these cross the collapse threshold earlier than
their Gaussian equivalents. See [39] for a derivation of
this effect in the Press-Schechter formalism.
Next, we examine the halo power spectrum monopole.

This is shown in Fig. 9a, considering all dark matter
halos with Mh > 3.2 × 1013h−1M⊙ at redshift zero. In-
terestingly, on large scales, we see a departure from the
Gaussian spectrum that scales as ∼ 1/k2. This form is
similar to the scale dependence expected from local fNL

or gNL (also plotted) [66–68], however, the amplitude is
larger. The sign and size of the scale-dependent bias
change for different halo samples and different redshifts,
as seen in Fig. 9b. Equivalent features are also seen in
the halo-matter cross-power spectrum (shown in Fig. 10),
and the halo quadrupole and hexadecapole.

2. Theoretical Expectations

We now explain the above phenomena mathematically.
The transform to generate the modified tails, Eq. (1),
is a local operation and, as long as the injected non-
Gaussianity is small, can be expressed as a power series
of the input Gaussian field at that point, i.e. terms of
the form ΦN (x) for integer N . Furthermore, such local
modifications to the primordial field generate squeezed
non-Gaussianity in the (N+1)-point function. As derived
in [69, 70], large-scale scale-dependent bias is generated
from any primordial non-Gaussianity associated with a
squeezed N -point function, with a leading contribution
proportional to ∼ 1/k2. Explicitly they show that

Phalo−halo(k) = Pδ(k)

[
b(M)2 + 2b(M)

∑
n

αnκ1,n(k,M)

+
∑
m,n

βm,nκn,m(k,M)

]
(19)

where b(M) is the (Gaussian) halo bias of halos with mass,
M ; αn and βn,m are dimensionless coefficients. Finally,
κm,n(k,M) is defined as

κm,n(k,M) ∝
∫

dx eik · (x−x′)⟨δmM (x)δnM (x′)⟩, (20)

and encodes squeezed and collapsed N -point functions,
given a matter density field δM (x) smoothed on the mass
scale, M .
The outcome of the above is a 1/k2 feature in auto-

and cross-spectra, which physically arises since the tracer
density depends not only on the matter overdensity but
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FIG. 8. As Fig. 5, but showing the fractional change to the halo mass function at z = 0 (left) and z = 1 (right). Matching
theoretical expectations, an increase (decrease) in the chance of large primordial fluctuations, such as that provided by enhanced
(suppressed) tail models, leads to an enhancement (reduction) in the number of massive objects. The size of this enhancement is
larger at higher redshift.
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(a) Mhalo > 3.2× 1013h−1M⊙, z = 0
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(b) Mass and redshift evolution

FIG. 9. As Fig. 5 but showing the effect of tails on the halo power spectrum monopole for both a fiducial mass sample (left) and
for a range of masses and redshifts (right). All the tails models considered here produce large scale-dependent bias features. This
is an interesting result as scale-dependent bias is often considered a “smoking-gun” of multi-field inflationary models, but tail
non-Gaussianity can arise in many single-field models. Notably, the level of scale-dependent bias is larger than for the reference
gNL case, despite the fact that they have the same (primordial) squeezed-limit trispectra. This implies that higher-order squeezed
N -point functions contribute to the scale-dependent bias effect. The mass and redshift evolution of this effect would provide one
means of differentiating the effect from observational systematics.

also the primordial potential. The latter dependence can
be expressed in terms of the matter overdensity and a
transfer function that has a 1/k2 large scale limit. The
same effect arises also in gNL-cosmologies; despite the fact
that the gNL simulations used were chosen to have the
same squeezed limit as the tails models (and thus the
same trispectrum-induced contribution to scale-dependent

bias), we find a large scale-dependent bias effect in the
tail models. This can arises due to contributions from
higher-order squeezed primordial N -point functions, i.e.
higher values of n in the summation in Eq. (19).

We see very similar features for the two enhanced tail
models. The level of non-Gaussianity from the two mod-
els was chosen to be approximately similar so it is ex-
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FIG. 10. As Fig. 5 but considering the response of the halo-
matter cross-spectrum to tail non-Gaussianity. As in the
halo auto-power spectrum, we see a clear signature of scale-
dependent bias. This allows the effect to be differentiated from
primordial processes with collapsed (as opposed to squeezed)
N -point functions as they would produce scale-dependent bias
only in the auto-spectrum.

pected to see qualitatively similar effects, especially as
the squeezed trispectra of these models are similar. The
small differences seen in these models are almost sta-
tistically significant (∼ 3 − 4σ) and may arise due the
difference in higher N -point functions. The suppressed
tail model shows the opposite behavior, as one would
expect. Quantitatively, the effect of the suppressed tails
is smaller than the enhanced tails. Given our choice of
parameters, the squeezed trispectrum from the suppressed
model is slightly smaller than for the enhanced models,
which likely explains much of this difference.

An important conclusion of this exercise is that, if a
signal of scale-dependent bias were to be detected, it would
not be possible to differentiate altered primordial tails
from a fNL or a gNL model using the power spectrum
alone or its cross-correlation with (for example) CMB
lensing. To differentiate such scenarios, measurements of
higher-order N -point functions would be needed.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have examined the impact of exponen-
tially enhancing or suppressing the tails of the primordial
potential PDF, motivated by the recent interest in models
of the early Universe with heavy tails. This form of non-
Gaussianity contrasts with most previously studied cases
that are characterized only by (scale-dependent) skew-
ness and kurtosis (i.e. 3- and 4- point functions). Our
study is primarily phenomenological: we have modified
the primordial PDF via a heuristic model that captures
the enhanced tails whilst leaving the bulk of the PDF

unchanged.

We first investigated the impact of these models on the
primary CMB anisotropies, finding that localized large-
scale features are generated, as small-scale changes are
partially erased by the “averaging” of anisotropies across
the surface of last scattering. Currently, constraints from
the Planck satellite on the amplitude of the local primor-
dial trispectrum provide the most stringent limit on the
tail-induced non-Gaussianities generated in our model [59];
however, direct searches for heavy tails, possible via model-
specific approaches such as [18], can place more stringent
constraints on such models, including non-perturbative
information leaking into the tower of higher-point func-
tions. Whilst some of the most significant changes to the
CMB maps are large-scale features, the models here are
unlikely to provide a consistent explanation for potential
large-scale CMB anomalies seen in WMAP and Planck
data as the size of such effects is practically limited by
the CMB gNL bounds.

The non-Gaussianity considered herein strongly im-
pacts the late-time PDF of matter. This could be indi-
rectly observed; extrema counts of weak lensing maps
[e.g., 71–74], for example, are sensitive to the full mat-
ter PDF and thus the presence of tails. The bispectrum
and trispectrum of the late-time matter fields are also
enhanced (particularly on small-scales and in squeezed
limits), with the former effect arising from a coupling of
primordial and late-time non-Gaussianity.

As expected, heavier (lighter) tails lead to more (fewer)
high-mass halos since the probability of finding a large
fluctuation is increased (decreased). As such, altered tails
lead to large changes in the halo mass function. Recent
works have claimed that James Webb Space Telescope
(JWST) observations have found high redshift galaxies
with masses larger than expected in current galaxy forma-
tion models [75–77]. Whilst this discrepancy likely arises
from the uncertainties associated with the formation and
evolution of these first galaxies [see e.g., 78, 79], many
works have explored cosmological explanations. For ex-
ample, [80] discussed whether local non-Gaussianity could
explain these results and [81–84] explored a blue-tilted
primordial power spectrum. Given the astrophysical chal-
lenges, we do not explore this dataset in detail in this
work; however, we muse that the tail model considered
herein would also lead to an enhanced number of mas-
sive, high redshift halos, and, if the primordial PDF is
symmetric, would evade fNL bounds.

In the presence of tail non-Gaussianity, the halo power
spectrum multipoles show a 1/k2 feature on large-scales,
arising from scale-dependent bias. This is similar in form
to the local fNL or gNL parametrizations and arises from
primordial N -point functions with non-trivial squeezed
limits (as previously predicted in [69, 70]). From this fea-
ture alone, it is not possible to differentiate between local
type quadratic non-Gaussianity (i.e. fNL), a primordial
trispectrum, or the tails models discussed herein. Unlike
collapsed forms of non-Gaussianity such as τNL, local mod-
els and our tail simulations also source scale-dependent
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bias in the matter-halo cross-spectrum. It would be in-
teresting to explore whether recent developments in LSS
consistency relations could be used to probe these effects
[e.g. 85].

An important caveat with the above conclusions arises
from the following question: do all microphysical tailed
models generate squeezed N -point functions, or is this
simply an artefact from our choice of phenomenological
model? Any model whose tails are sourced locally would
be expected to source such a signature (with non-attractor
phases of single field inflation and quantum diffusion pro-
viding notable examples [e.g. 33, 86]), but the conclusions
are less clear if the tails are correlated between the po-
tential at far-separated spatial locations. To completely
specify an inflationary model, we would need to not just
match the power spectrum and 1-point function, but also
all possible the N -point functions (encoding spatial varia-
tions); given the infinitude of possible inflationary models,
this represents a significant computational challenge.

It is interesting to ask whether we expect CMB or LSS-
based observations to provide better constraints on the
types of models considered above. Unfortunately, it is dif-
ficult to quantify the information content of even the CMB
(with LSS being even harder); unlike fNL and gNL, the in-
formation is not localized to a single N -point function and
thus cannot be simply enumerated. To provide a rough es-
timate of the relative constraining power of the CMB and
LSS, we can consider contrasting constraints obtainable
from CMB trispectrum measurements with those from
scale-dependent halo-bias (a key target for current and
future surveys). The tails models considered herein have
trispectra that would be detected by Planck gNL at ∼ 20σ
(or perhaps more, if one performs a targeted analysis of
the tail-induced trispectrum shape, which we find to differ
significantly from the standard gNL form). For a sample
of dark matter halos with M > 3.2×1013 h−1M⊙, we find
that the scale-dependent bias features would be detectable

at ∼ 5σ with a 1 h−3Gpc3 survey. Thus a galaxy survey
with a volume exceeding 16 h−3Gpc3 would be required
to provide tighter constraints than the CMB. This volume
is approximately equal to that of the first year of DESI
observations, and is thus an rapidly attainable goal [87].
Of course, the exact conclusions depend on the precise
galaxy sample and scale-cuts, though the use of sample
variance cancellation techniques, either through the use
of cross correlations [88] or multiple tracers [89, 90], gives
further hope for optimism.

Constraining local-type non-Gaussianity is a key science
goal of many current and upcoming experiments [e.g.
88, 91], most of which aim to measure it via the scale-
dependent bias signature. Given that many single-field
models can generate exponentially enhanced tails, this
above paper (alongside previous theoretical work) clearly
highlights that any detection of scale-dependent bias (or
of a non-zero squeezed matter N -point function) does
not necessarily imply (low-order) local primordial non-
Gaussianity, nor does it necessarily rule out single-field
inflation. Constraining inflation may thus be a little
harder than one expects.
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[33] J. M. Ezquiaga, J. Garćıa-Bellido, and V. Vennin, JCAP
2020, 029 (2020), arXiv:1912.05399 [astro-ph.CO].

[34] Y. Tada and V. Vennin, JCAP 2022, 021 (2022),
arXiv:2111.15280 [astro-ph.CO].

[35] M. Celoria, P. Creminelli, G. Tambalo, and
V. Yingcharoenrat, JCAP 06, 051 (2021),
arXiv:2103.09244 [hep-th].

[36] P. Creminelli, S. Kumar, B. Salehian, and L. Santoni,
JCAP 08, 076 (2023), arXiv:2305.07695 [hep-th].

[37] T. Cohen, D. Green, and A. Premkumar, SciPost Phys.
14, 109 (2023), arXiv:2111.09332 [hep-th].

[38] L. E. Padilla, J. C. Hidalgo, T. D. Gomez-Aguilar, K. A.
Malik, and G. German, Front. Astron. Space Sci. 11,
1361399 (2024), arXiv:2402.03542 [astro-ph.CO].
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