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Abstract
The ability to differentiate between different models of inflation through the imprint of primordial non-Gaussianity (PNG) requires a

tight constraint on the local PNG parameter ff oc Future large scale structure surveys like Euclid, Vera C. Rubin Observatory, and the
Spectro-Photometer for the History of the Unlverse Epoch of Reionization, and Ices Explorer (SPHEREx) will play a crucial role in advancing
our understanding of the inflationary epoch. In this light, we present forecasts on PNG with tomographic angular power spectrum from
simulations of SPHEREx. We put forward the effects of redshift bin mismatch of galaxies as a source of systematic error when estimating

fll?f and galaxy linear halo bias. We simulate 500 SPHEREx-like galaxy density fields, and divide the galaxies into 13 redshift bins assuming

Gaussian photometric redshift errors. We show that the misclassification of galaxies in redshift bins can result in strong apparent tensions on

19¢ 4p to ~ 30 and up to ~ 90 on galaxy bias. We propose a scattering matrix formalism to mitigate bin mismatch of galaxies and to obtain

unblased estimates of cosmological parameters from tomographic angular clustering measurements.
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1. Introduction

Inflation is a widely accepted solution to the horizon and flat-
ness problems, and provides a mechanism for the origin of
the density perturbations required for the large scale struc-
ture (LSS) formation in the Universe (Starobinsky, [1980; Sato,
1981; |Guthl [1981; |Linde} 1982} [1983). The exact dynamics of
the inflationary epoch, though, still remain a mystery at large.
The current observations can be fit with a large number of
models for inflation, with different predictions for the inflaton
field. Earlier analyses of cosmic microwave background (CMB)
and LSS pointed toward a spectrum of nearly Gaussian and
scale-invariant primordial fluctuations (Komatsu et al., 2003;
Tegmark et al., [2004). However, many alternative models
predict non-Gaussian behaviour of the primordial fluctuations.
Primordial non-Gaussianity (PNG) describes deviation from
the Gaussian initial density field present after inflation. Most
inflationary models suggest that non-Gaussianity depends on
the local gravitational potential, and is parameterised by the

ll?]f parameter:

(1)

where @ is the primordial gravitational potential and ¢ is a
Gaussian random field (Komatsu & Spergel, 2001).
In general, single field slow roll inflation models predict

fl\?cl < 1 (Maldacena, |2003; (Creminelli & Zaldarriaga, 2004),
whereas multi-field 1nﬂat10nary models can result in stronger
non-Gaussianity with f | > 1 (Lyth et al.,[2003; Zaldarriaga,
2004; Bartolo et al., 2004) Thus, to differentiate between

single and multi-field inflationary models, a tight constraint

11\IL with at least o

+ (92 (x) - (0)2] + O(9),

loc

on ) ~ 1 is required.

The current best constraint on f3gf loc -omes from Planck bis-

pectrum measurements foc =-0.945.1 (Planck Collaboration
et al., 2020a). Next generation cosmic microwave background
(CMB) experiments like CMB-S4 are only expected to im-
prove the Planck constraints by a factor of ~ 2 (Abazajian et al.|
2016). In parallel, tracers of large scale structure (LSS) can be
used to constraint PNG in the three-dimensional matter distri-
bution. The current most robust LSS constraints on f N come

from eBOSS quasars with 0'(/[ =21 (Mueller et al., |2022),
or from BOSS LRGs with o loc) = 28 (Cabass et al.l [2022)

and o ll\‘ff) = 31 (D’Amico et al., 2022). Similar precision

on_ 11\}’TC have also been obtained with photometric galaxy sur-

veys (Giannantonio et al., 2014; Rezaie et al.| 2024). However,
systematic errors have been a challenge when estimating fll\?f
with photometric surveys (Pullen & Hiratal [2013; Leistedt &
Peiris, [2014) or even with spectroscopic surveys (Rezaie et al.
2021).

The constraints on fll(l)f can be significantly improved by
combining information from different LSS tracers (Fonseca
et al., 2017, 20185 |Schmitttull & Seljaky 2018; [Jolicoeur et al.,
2023; [Sullivan et alJ, 2023) . One of the avenues to reduce
systematic errors is to perform tomographic cross-correlations
with surveys like Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI;
DESI Collaboration et al.[2016), Euclid (Euclid Collaboration
et al., 2024), Vera C. Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of
Space and Time (LSST; LSST Science Collaboration et al.
2009; |Ivezi¢ et al.[2019), and Spectro-Photometer for the His-
tory of the Universe, Epoch of Reionization, and Ices Explorer
(SPHEREx; Doré et al[2014). However, tomographic correla-
tions are inherently plagued by misclassified galaxies in redshift



bins due to photometric redshift errors (hereafter, photo-z
errors). We identified the impact and mitigation strategy for
this redshift bin mismatch of galaxies with simulations of LSST
survey in [Shekhar Saraf & Bielewicz (2024) (hereafter, C24).
The main goal of this paper is to forecast the effects of redshift

bin mismatch when estimating f ¢ from tomographic galaxy
angular power spectra with SPHEREX

SPHERExﬂ is a NASA medium class space-based observa-
tory that will conduct the first near-infrared spectro-photometric
all-sky survey in the wavelength range 0.75 < A < 5.0 pm. Dur-
ing its nominal 25 months mission, SPHEREx will measure the
large scale three-dimensional distribution of galaxies. Redshifts
for these galaxies will be photometrically determined by fitting
templates to spectra, leveraging the nearly-universal 1.6 pm
bump. With launch scheduled for February 2025, SPHEREx
will be the next major experiment to test the theories of infla-
tion. This paper is, then, a timely addition to address the PNG
systematics from redshift bin mismatch with SPHEREXx.

The paper is arranged as follows: Section [2| outlines the
theoretical background for modelling the angular power spec-
trum, Section [3] I 3| describes the simulation setup, methodology
for propagation of photo-z errors and estimation of f{o¢ from
power spectra. Our results are presented in Sect1onl. and
Sect10nlsummar1zes our findings and future prospects.

2. Theory

Local PNG will increase the amplitude of the halo power
spectrum on large scales, resulting in a scale dependent halo
bias given by (Slosar et al.,[2008; Dalal et al.| 2008)

3Q,,H?

by,(k, 2) = br (=) +f11\?f[bL(z) - 118 W @

where by (2) is the linear halo bias and 8.(= 1.686) is the critical
over-density for spherical collapse at z = 0. Q,, and Hj are
the matter density parameter and Hubble parameter at z = 0,
T (k) is the linear matter transfer function normalised to 1 at
low k, and D(z) is the growth factor. The f; l"f parameter can
be measured directly from galaxy angular power spectrum or
bispectrum when spectroscopic redshifts are available (Ross
et al.| 2013; Gomes et al., 2020} [Moradinezhad Dizgah et al.,
2021). However, when spectroscopic data is not available, the
galaxy bispectrum cannot be computed reliably. In this case, a
tomographic analysis with galaxy auto-power spectra can be
used to estimate fll\?f

For tomographic analysis, the galaxy angular power spec-
trum between bins i and j is given by

cl-2 [aewimwinrn o)
where P(k) is the matter power spectrum at redshift z = 0

computed using CAMB (Lewis et al.,[2000). 1} (k) is the galaxy
window function in the ith tomographlc bin
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https://spherex.caltech.edu

Chandra Shekhar Saraf et al.

where 4 @ is the redshift distribution of galaxies and jg (k)
are spherical Bessel functions. For the range of scales in-
cluded in the forecast, we used ki, = 0.001 //Mpc and kmax =
0.25 h/Mpc. Except 11\?f, the rest of the cosmological parame-
ters were assumed fixed with values quoted in Table

Table 1. List of cosmological parameters assumed fixed in our simulations
(taken from|Planck Collaboration et al.2020b).

Qc,()
0.265

Q0  H® o g
0.049 67.32 0.811 0.9645

a inkms™! Mpc!

3. Simulations and methodology

We used the publicly available code GLASS (Tessore et al., 2023)
to create 500 Monte Carlo simulations of lognormal galaxy
density field covering 70% of the sky (excluding the galactic
plane), and galaxy redshifts z;. The photo-zs for galaxies
2z, were generated by drawing a positive random value from
Gaussian distribution N (1, 09(1 + 2)), such that the galaxy
number density follows expected SPHEREXx redshift accuracy
shown in left panel of Fig. |1} The fiducial evolution of linear
halo bias used in simulations is shown with black dashed line
in the right panel of Fig.

We divided each simulated galaxy catalogue into 13 disjoint
redshift bins, based on their photo-zs, with Az = 0.1 between
0.0 < z < 1.3. We performed simulations for three different
values of loc =1, 10, and 100.

We bu1lt galaxy over-density maps from photometric num-
ber count maps at HEALPix (G6rski et al., 2005) resolution
Ngide = 256 using

S

gli) = =——, (5)
where n(f1) is the number of galaxies at angular position 7, and
71 is the mean number of galaxies per pixel.

3.1 Estimating the power spectra

We used the MASTER algorithm (Hivon et al., [2002) imple-
mented in NaMASTER (Alonso et al., 2019) to compute the full
sky power spectra in every tomographic bin. We binned the
power spectra in bins of Al = 10 from { = 2 to £ = 80. We
computed the sample covariance matrix in each tomographic
bin from 500 simulations using

N

i = 2 (G- () (@-()- ©

. . . ~ 00,1 .
where N is the total number of simulations, G%’ is the power
spectrum estimated from the ith simulation and

N;

(6F) = 2, 0

i=1
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Figure 1. Fiducial data used in our simulations taken from|Doré et al.|(2014). Left: The comoving number density of galaxies in different redshift accuracy bins.
Right: The galaxy linear halo bias in different redshift accuracy bins. The effective galaxy bias used in our simulations is shown with black dashed line.

3.2 Propagation of photo-z errors

We accounted for photo-z uncertainties in our analysis by
convoluting the photometric redshift distribution with the
conditional probability p(z;—zplz,), which we call the photo-z
error distribution. An estimate of the true redshift distribution
for ith tomographic bin can then be given as

dN J
/ dzp dz

N(Zp)

d
where &,

( p)Pi(Z - Zplzp)a (8)

is the observed photometric redshift distribution

of galaxies, and @i(zp) is a step function defining the ith redshift
bin,
i+1

1, it me S z< <Zmin (9)

Q'(2) =
) 0, otherwise.

The true galaxy redshift distributions obtained from convo-
lution are shown in Fig. 2 The blue lines represent how the
disjoint redshift bins transform due to photo-z errors. The
dashed vertical orange lines mark the boundaries of the redshift
bins.

3.3 Parameter estimation

To forecast constraints on f loc parameter we used the maxi-
mum likelihood estimation method. The log-likelihood func-
tion takes the form

log £ = —%[de —0(0)] T (Kee) ' [de - t(0)],  (10)

where dy = {<(~]‘%g>} is the joint data vector from 13 redshift

bins, t¢(8) is the theory vector, 0 represents the free parameters
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Figure 2. Effect of photo-z scatter on tomographic redshift distributions. The
dashed orange lines mark the boundaries of redshift bins. The blue solid
curves are the redshift distributions obtained after convolution.

set (13 galaxy bias parameters + f{), and Ky is the joint

covariance matrix given by

Kg1g1 G141 Kglgl §282 Kg1g1 2813813
5222,Q1g1 fzgzgzgz ﬁzgz,glsgm
Kze/ =
g13g1%,91g1 g13g.13,g2g2 g13g13',g13g13
KE(’,’ KE(’.’ K(ZE’ :

(11)

We used ﬂat priors for parameters in the range by € [0,20]

and /& loc = [2100, 200]. We used the EMCEE package (Foreman+
Mackey et al.,[2013) to effectively sample the parameter space.



4. Results
4.1 Pipeline validation without redshift errors

Before discussing the effects of photo-z errors on parameters,

it is worth to validate our analysis pipeline. We did this by

estimating fll\?f and galaxy bias from simulations before adding

photo-z errors. The recovered values of fll\?f parameter are

shown in Fig. [7 We note that there are no intrinsic systematics

in our analysis pipeline. In the following sections, we present

the effects of photo-z errors on fll\?f and galaxy bias.

4.2 Constraints on [\ loc and galaxy bias

The f posteriors estimated after adding photo-z errors are
shown in Fig. Iw1th green histograms. The vertical red lines

mark the fiducial values of /¢ loc ysed for simulations. We found

1-3 0 offsets in the estimated values of ff loc even after account-
ing for photo-z errors as described in Sectlon The con-

straints on galaxy bias for f locerue _ 4 e shown in Fig. With

green circles. The dashed red line represent the evolution of
galaxy bias assumed in our simulations. The galaxy bias shows
deviations up to ~ 90 from the fiducial evolution, and follows

similar trend in simulations with f 0GIUE — 10, 100. The 1D

and 2D posteriors of parameters for ll\‘]’f’tme =1, 10, 100 are
shown in Fig. respectively.

We note that we did not use the cross-power spectra be-
tween redshift bins to refine the tomographic redshift distri-
butions in Eq. However, to assess the robustness of our
estimated parameters against the redshift distribution, we re-

placed dei;(Z) computed through convolution (Section

with one derived directly from a simulated catalogue by track-
ing individual galaxies in the simulation. This substitution
allows us to replace the estimated true redshift distribution
with its theoretical prediction. Even with this change, we ob-
served similar offsets in both fgf loc and galaxy bias parameters.
This indicates that the observed dlfferences in the parameter es-
FING) Thege
differences are instead due to systematics present in the data
which we refer to as “redshift bin mismatch”.

The observed offsets in parameters are due to the fact that
photo-z errors cause galaxies to be classified in wrong redshift
bins. The diffusion of galaxies across tomographic bins result
in significant differences from the underlying true power spec-
trum at all scales, as shown in Fig. [5| We performed a detailed
study on the impact of bin mismatch with og parameter, and
its mitigation in C24. In the following section, we briefly
describe the mitigation strategy for unbiased measurements of

timates do not stem from any biased estimates o

flo¢ parameter.

4.3 Correction for redshift bin mismatch

As mentioned above, the parameters estimated in a tomo-
graphic angular correlation analyses will be biased due to
galaxies ending up in the wrong redshift bin owing to their
photo-z errors. The redshift bin mismatch couples the power

Chandra Shekhar Saraf et al.

spectra computed from true redshifts CZ(¢) to that from
photometric redshifts ng’Ph(E) (Zhang et al., [2010):

, h r
CEP(O) pr,Py] s (0, (12)

where i, j, x, y denote tomographic bins and P;; represents the
fraction of galaxies moving from redshift bin i — j due to
photo-z errors. We can re-write Eq. [12|in the matrix form as:

ceph = pTceerp (13)

where P is now called the scattering matrix. We compute
coefhicients Py directly from the redshift distribution as the

ratio
p;= /dz // dzpdzp (14)
/

Zmin

where 4 dz is the photometric redshift distribution of the galax-
»

ies, and z/mm is the lower limit of the jth redshift bin. We
refer the readers to C24 for a more detailed explanation on the

scattering matrix formalism. The average scattering matrix

loc,true

computed from 500 simulations for fJf = 1 is shown in

Fig. [}

We show the results of parameters estimated with the scat-
tering matrix formalism in Fig. IW1th orange histograms and
Fig. IW1th orange circles. We note that the scatterlng matrix
formalism yields unbiased estimates of f{2¢ as well recovers the
correct evolution of galaxy bias. We would like to point out
that the power spectra C4P! becomes a linear combination of
G with quadratic weights Pyj. This mixing of power from
different true redshift bins may not be accurately captured by
only a precise estimate of the true redshift distribution, and
so this inaccurate prediction will result in systematic offsets
in the derive distribution of parameters. We, thus, propose to
implement our scattering matrix approach when estimating pa-
rameters from tomographic angular clustering measurements
in the future.

5. Summary
The differentiation between single and multi-field inflationary
scenarios is hinged upon the measurements of local primordial
non-Gaussianity. A tight constraint of o(/ loc) ~ 1, required
to understand the dynamics of inflaton field, will be possible
with the combinations of future CMB experiments and large-
scale structure surveys. The next-generation of photometric
surveys like LSST and SPHEREx will be crucial in measuring
lof by the means of the tomographic angular clustering mea-
surements. However, as argued in Shekhar Saraf & Bielewicz
(2024) and [Saraf et al.[(2024), tomographic measurements suf-
fer from misclassification of galaxies into redshift bins due to

their photometric redshift errors. In this work, we forecast

constraints on ll\?f under the influence of redshift bin mismatch

of galaxies.
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Figure 3. The best-fit values off,b‘ic parameter estimated from the average power spectra of 500 realisations after adding photo-z errors. The vertical red line
marks the true value off,b‘l’_c parameter used in simulations. The green histograms are the posteriors obtained following the convolution method to account for
photo-z errors. The orange histograms are the posteriors obtained from the scattering matrix approach.
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b.(2)
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Figure 4. The galaxy halo bias evolution estimated from the average power
spectra of 500 realisations after adding photo-z errors. The dashed red line
marks the fiducial evolution of by (2). The green circles are best-fit values of
galaxy bias obtained from the convolution method, while the orange circles
are those estimated with the scattering matrix approach.

We prepared 500 log-normal galaxy density simulations us-
ing GLASS, having physical properties consistent with SPHEREx
specifications. We created photometric redshifts for galaxies
assuming Gaussian error distribution in three SPHEREx red-
shift accuracy bins (see Fig. We divided the galaxies into
13 redshift bins and computed the angular power spectrum in
each tomographic bin. We estimated the true redshift distribu-
tion from photometric redshift distribution by the convolution
method (section. The constraints on fll(l)f were obtained
from the measured angular power spectra by employing the
maximum likelihood estimator.

Due to diffusion of galaxies across redshift bins, the mea-
sured galaxy angular power spectra differ significantly than the

underlying true angular power spectra (Fig. . This results
in 1 -3 o offsets forfll\?f

linear halo bias. We found similar offsets in ll\?f and galaxy
halo bias with redshift distributions computed directly from
the simulated catalogue. Finally, we showed in Sectionthat
our scattering matrix formalism has the potential to mitigate

and up to ~ 90 deviations for galaxy

loc

the redshift bin mismatch of galaxies, and recover both fgf

and galaxy bias within 10 errors.

We point out that more common approaches to estimating
the true redshift distribution like convolution or deconvolu-
tion are insufficient to counter the redshift bin mismatch of
galaxies. With tomographic measurements using photomet-
ric surveys, bin mismatch can lead to apparent tensions on
parameters and biased inferences about cosmological models.
We, therefore, propose that the scattering matrix formalism be

used for future tomographic studies. This work presented the

impact of photometric redshift errors on ll\?f measured with

the angular power spectrum only. We reserve studies on the
impact of other survey systematics like catastrophic redshift
errors, photometric calibration errors, and joint forecasts using
two and three-point angular correlation for future works.
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Appendix 1. Pipeline validation results
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loc
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(a)f,\zcic,true -1 (b)f,:cic,true =10 (C)fr\lltc,true =100

Figure 7. The best-fit values 0ff,5°L° parameter estimated from the average power spectra of 500 realisations before adding photo-z errors. The vertical red line
marks the true value of f\°° parameter used in simulations.

Appendix 2. Full likelihood plots
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parameters used in simulations.
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Figure 9. Same as Fig.but for filectue = 10
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