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ABSTRACT
We present the first cosmological constraints from analyzing higher-order galaxy clustering on non-

linear scales. We use SimBIG, a forward modeling framework for galaxy clustering analyses that
employs simulation-based inference to perform highly efficient cosmological inference using normal-
izing flows. It leverages the predictive power of high-fidelity simulations and robustly extracts cos-
mological information from regimes inaccessible with current standard analyses. In this work, we
apply SimBIG to a subset of the BOSS galaxy sample and analyze the redshift-space bispectrum
monopole, B0(k1, k2, k3), to kmax = 0.5h/Mpc. We achieve 1σ constraints of Ωm = 0.293+0.027

−0.027 and
σ8 = 0.783+0.040

−0.038, which are more than 1.2 and 2.4× tighter than constraints from standard power
spectrum analyses of the same dataset. We also derive 1.4, 1.4, 1.7× tighter constraints on Ωb, h,
ns. This improvement comes from additional cosmological information in higher-order clustering on
non-linear scales and, for σ8, is equivalent to the gain expected from a standard analysis on a ∼4×
larger galaxy sample. Even with our BOSS subsample, which only spans 10% of the full BOSS volume,
we derive competitive constraints on the growth of structure: S8 = 0.774+0.056

−0.053. Our constraint is
consistent with results from both cosmic microwave background and weak lensing. Combined with a
ωb prior from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, we also derive a constraint on H0 = 67.6+2.2

−1.8 km s−1 Mpc−1

that is consistent with early universe constraints.

Keywords: cosmological parameters from LSS — Machine learning — cosmological simulations —
galaxy surveys

1. INTRODUCTION

The three-dimensional spatial distribution of galax-
ies enables us to constrain the nature of dark matter
and dark energy and measure the contents of the Uni-
verse. Along with other cosmological probes, it provides
one of the most stringent tests of the standard ΛCDM
cosmological model that can lead to discoveries of new
physics. With this aim, spectroscopic galaxy surveys
of the next decade, the Dark Energy Spectroscopic In-
strument (DESI; Collaboration et al. 2016a,b; Abareshi

∗ changhoon.hahn@princeton.edu.com

et al. 2022), Subaru Prime Focus Spectrograph (PFS;
Takada et al. 2014; Tamura et al. 2016), the ESA Euclid
satellite mission (Laureijs et al. 2011), and the Nancy
Grace Roman Space Telescope (Roman; Spergel et al.
2015; Wang et al. 2022a), will probe galaxies over un-
precedented cosmic volumes out to z ∼ 3.

Current analyses of galaxy clustering focus on the
power spectrum, the Fourier counterpart to the two-
point correlation function, as the primary measurement
of galaxy clustering (e.g. Beutler et al. 2017; Ivanov et al.
2020; Chen et al. 2022; Kobayashi et al. 2022). These
standard analyses model the power spectrum using the
perturbation theory (PT) of large-scale structure (see
Bernardeau et al. 2002; Desjacques et al. 2016, for a re-
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view). As a result, they focus on large, mostly linear,
scales (kmax ∼ 0.2h/Mpc) where deviations from linear
theory are small and PT remains valid. Accurate mod-
eling of higher-order clustering statistics (e.g. bispec-
trum) with PT is progressively more complex and chal-
lenging. Furthermore, there are currently no PT-based
models that describe new promising summary statis-
tics (e.g. Banerjee & Abel 2021; Eickenberg et al. 2022;
Valogiannis & Dvorkin 2022; Naidoo et al. 2022).

Meanwhile, recent studies have now established that
there is additional cosmological information in higher-
order statistics (e.g. Gil-Marín et al. 2017; D’Amico
et al. 2022; Philcox & Ivanov 2022). Forecasts have also
long suggested that there may be even more informa-
tion on small scales (e.g. Sefusatti & Scoccimarro 2005).
Recently, Hahn et al. (2020) and Hahn & Villaescusa-
Navarro (2021) showed that constraints on ΛCDM cos-
mological parameters, Ωm,Ωb, h, ns, σ8, improve by a
factor of ∼2 by analyzing the bispectrum down to non-
linear scales (kmax = 0.5h/Mpc). Massara et al. (2020);
Gualdi et al. (2021); Massara et al. (2022); Wang et al.
(2022b); Hou et al. (2022); Eickenberg et al. (2022); Val-
ogiannis & Dvorkin (2022); Porth et al. (2023) found
consistent improvements from forecasts of other sum-
mary statistics that extract non-Gaussian cosmological
information from non-linear scales. These improvements
are further corroborated by recent small-scale clustering
analyses using emulators (Storey-Fisher et al. 2022; Zhai
et al. 2022).

Another major limitation of current analyses is ro-
bustly accounting for observational systematics in e.g.
targeting, imaging, completeness that significantly im-
pact clustering measurements (Ross et al. 2012, 2017).
Fiber collisions, for example, prevent galaxy surveys
that use fiber-fed spectrographs (e.g. DESI, PFS) from
successfully measuring redshifts from galaxies within
some angular scale of one another (Yoon et al. 2008).
They significantly bias the power spectrum measure-
ment on scales smaller than k > 0.1h/Mpc (Guo et al.
2012; Hahn et al. 2017; Bianchi et al. 2018). While im-
proved correction schemes for fiber collisions may be suf-
ficient for power spectrum analyses (Hahn et al. 2017;
Pinol et al. 2017; Bianchi et al. 2018; Smith et al. 2019),
no correction scheme has yet been designed or demon-
strated for other summary statistics.

Recently, Hahn et al. (2022) and Hahn et al. (2023b)1

presented the SIMulation-Based Inference of Galaxies
(SimBIG), a forward modeling framework for analyzing
galaxy clustering. SimBIG uses simulation-based infer-

1 hereafter H22a and H23

ence2 (SBI; see Cranmer et al. 2020, for a review) to
perform highly efficient cosmological parameter infer-
ence using neural density estimation (NDE) from ma-
chine learning (e.g. Germain et al. 2015; Papamakar-
ios et al. 2017). This enables SimBIG to use high-
fidelity simulations that model the details and realism
of the observations. In particular, the SimBIG forward
model is based on cosmological N -body simulations that
can more accurately model non-linear structure forma-
tion to smaller scales than PT. It also includes obser-
vational systematics (e.g. survey geometry, masking,
fiber collisions). With this approach, H22a analyzed the
galaxy power spectrum from the Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey (SDSS)-III Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Sur-
vey (BOSS; Eisenstein et al. 2011; Dawson et al. 2013).
This work demonstrated that they can rigorously an-
alyze the power spectrum down to smaller scales than
ever before, kmax = 0.5h/Mpc.

In this work, we extend the SimBIG analysis to the
first higher-order statistic: the bispectrum. For a near-
Gaussian galaxy distribution, the bispectrum extracts
nearly all of its cosmological information (e.g. Fry 1994;
Matarrese et al. 1997; Scoccimarro 2000). We present
the first robust cosmological constraints from an anal-
ysis that exploits clustering information on both non-
linear scales and in higher-order statistics. We begin in
Section 2 by describing the observational galaxy sample
that we analyze. We then briefly summarize the details
of the SimBIG approach in Section 3. We present and
discuss our cosmological results in Section 4 and com-
pare them to constraints in the literature.

2. OBSERVATIONS: BOSS CMASS GALAXIES

We apply our SimBIG bispectrum analysis to the
same observed galaxy sample as H22a, which is derived
from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS)-III Baryon
Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) Data Release
12 (Eisenstein et al. 2011; Dawson et al. 2013). More
specifically, the sample consists of galaxies in the South-
ern Galactic Cap (SGC) of BOSS CMASS galaxy sample
that are within the redshift range 0.45 < z < 0.6 and
have Dec > −6 deg. and −25 < RA < 28 deg. Over-
all, the galaxy sample covers ∼3,600 deg2 and includes
109,636 galaxies. This corresponds to 70% of the SGC
footprint and ∼10% of the full BOSS volume. We re-
fer readers to H22a and H23 for further details on the
observed galaxy sample.

3. SimBIG WITH THE GALAXY BISPECTRUM

2 also known as “likelihood-free inference” (LFI) or “implicit likeli-
hood inference” (ILI)
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The SimBIG approach uses SBI to infer posteriors
of ΛCDM cosmological parameters with only a forward
model that can generate mock observations, i.e. the 3D
galaxy distribution. In this section, we briefly describe
the forward model, the SBI methodology, the bispec-
trum, and our posterior validation.

3.1. Forward Model

The Simbig forward model constructs simulated
galaxy catalogs from Quijote N -body simulations run
at different cosmologies in a Latin-hypercube configura-
tion (Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2020). Each simulation
has a volume of 1 (h−1Gpc)3 and is constructed using
10243 cold dark matter (CDM) particles gravitationally
evolved from z = 127 to z = 0.5. From the N -body
simulations, halos are identified using the phase-space
information of dark matter particles with the Rock-
star halo finder (Behroozi et al. 2013). Afterwards,
the halos are populated using the halo occupation dis-
tribution (HOD; Berlind & Weinberg 2002; Zheng et al.
2007) framework, which provides a flexible statistical
prescription for determining the number of galaxies as
well as their positions and velocities within halos. Sim-
BIG uses a state-of-the-art HOD model with 9 parame-
ters that supplements the standard Zheng et al. (2007)
model with assembly, concentration, and velocity biases.

From the HOD galaxy catalog, SimBIG adds a full
BOSS survey realism by applying the exact survey ge-
ometry and observational systematics. The forward
modeled catalogs have the same redshift range and an-
gular footprint of the CMASS sample, including mask-
ing for bright stars, centerpost, bad field, and collision
priority. Furthermore, SimBIG also includes fiber col-
lisions, which systematically removes galaxies in galaxy
pairs within an angular scale of 62′′. We forward model
fiber collisions because the standard correction schemes
do not accurately correct for them (Hahn et al. 2017).
In summary, the SimBIG forward model aims to gen-
erate mock galaxy catalogs that are statistically indis-
tinguishable from the observations. For more details on
the forward model, we refer readers to H22a and H23.

3.2. Simulation-Based Inference

From the forward modeled galaxy catalogs, we use
the SimBIG SBI framework to infer posterior distribu-
tions of cosmological parameters, θ, for a given sum-
mary statistic, x , of the observations: p(θ |x ). The
SimBIG SBI framework enables cosmological inference
with a limited number of forward modeled simulations.
This in turn enables us to exploit cosmological infor-
mation on small, non-linear, scales and in higher-order
statistics that is inaccessible with standard cosmological
analyses.

The SBI in SimBIG is based on NDE and uses “nor-
malizing flow” models (Tabak & Vanden-Eijnden 2010;
Tabak & Turner 2013; Jimenez Rezende & Mohamed
2015). Normalizing flows use neural networks to learn
an extremely flexible and bijective transformation, f :

x 7→ z, that maps a complex target distribution to a
simple base distribution, π(z ), that is fast to evaluate.
f is defined to be invertible and have a tractable Ja-
cobian so that the target distribution can be evaluated
from π(z ) by change of variables. Since π(z ) is easy
to evaluate, this enables us to also easily evaluate the
target distribution. In our case, the target distribution
is the posterior and the base distribution is a multi-
variate Gaussian. Among various normalizing flow ar-
chitectures, we use Masked Autoregressive Flow (MAF;
Papamakarios et al. 2017) models.3.

Our goal is to train a normalizing flow with hyper-
parameters, ϕ, that best approximates the posterior,
qϕ(θ |x ) ≈ p(θ |x ). We do this by minimizing the
forward KL divergence between p(θ,x ) = p(θ |x )p(x )
and qϕ(θ |x )p(x ). In practice, we first split the forward
modeled catalogs into a training and validation set with
a 90/10 split. Then we maximize the total log-likelihood∑

i log qϕ(θi |x i) over the training set, {(θi,x i)} This
is equivalent to minizmizing the forward KL divergence.
We use the Adam optimizer (Kingma & Ba 2017) with
a batch size of 50. To prevent overfitting, we evaluate
the total log-likelihood on the validation data at every
training epoch and stop the training when the validation
log-likelihood fails to increase after 20 epochs.

We determine the architecture of our normalizing flow,
i.e. number of blocks, transforms, hidden features, and
dropout probability, through experimentation. We train
a large number of flows with architectures and learning
rates determined using the Optuna hyperparameter op-
timization framework (Akiba et al. 2019). Afterwards,
we select five normalizing flows with the lowest valida-
tion losses. Our final flow is an equally weighted ensem-
ble of the flows: qϕ(θ |x ) = ∑5

j=1 q
j
ϕ(θ |x )/5. We find

that ensembling flows with different initializations and
architectures generally improves the robustness of our
normalizing flow (Lakshminarayanan et al. 2016; Alsing
et al. 2019). For the bispectrum, the posteriors pre-
dicted by each individual flow in the ensemble are in
good agreement.

In qϕ(θ |x ), θ represents the 5 cosmological and 9
HOD parameters. The prior of our posterior estimate
is set by the parameter distribution of our training set.

3 We use the MAF implementation in sbi Python package (Green-
berg et al. 2019; Tejero-Cantero et al. 2020), which is based on
the nflows Python package (Durkan et al. 2019, 2020).
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Figure 1. The bispectrum monopole (B0; top panel) and reduced bispectrum monopole (Q0; bottom panel) of a subset of
simulated galaxy catalogs in our training set. The catalogs are constructed using the SimBIG forward model from the Quijote
N -body simulations and include BOSS survey realism. We randomly select 200 out of the 20,000 catalogs. We present a subset
of 1,354 triangle configurations with k1, k2, k3 < kmax = 0.25h/Mpc,for clarity. The configurations are ordered by looping
through k3 in the inner most loop and k1 in the outer most loop with k1 ≤ k2 ≤ k3. For reference, we include B0 measured
from the observed BOSS CMASS sample (black) with errorbars estimated from the TEST0 simulations. The observed B0 is well
within our training dataset.

Since the N -body simulations used for our forward mod-
eled catalogs are evaluated over a Latin-Hypercube, we
use uniform priors over the cosmological parameters,
{Ωm,Ωb, h, ns, σ8}. The prior ranges fully encompass
the Planck priors. For the HOD parameters, we use the
same conservative priors from H22a and H23. Next, we
describe our summary statistic x .

3.3. Summary Statistic: the Galaxy Bispectrum

With SimBIG we can derive robust cosmological
constraints using any summary statistic of the galaxy
distribution that we can accurately forward model.
In this work, we apply SimBIG to the first higher-
order statistic: the galaxy bispectrum. The bispec-
trum, B(k1, k2, k3), is the three-point correlation func-
tion in Fourier space and measures the excess prob-
ability of different triangle configurations (k1, k2, k3)

over a random distribution. In this work, we focus
solely on the monopole of the redshift-space bispectrum,
B0(k1, k2, k3).

To measure B0, for both observed and forward mod-
eled galaxy samples, we use the Scoccimarro (2015)
redshift-space bispectrum estimator, implemented in the

pySpectrum python package4. The estimator uses Fast
Fourier Transforms with grid size Ngrid = 360 and box
size (1800h−1Mpc)3. The estimator accounts for the
survey geometry using a random catalog that has the
same radial and angular selection functions as the ob-
served catalog but with a much larger number of objects
(>4,000,000). When measuring B0, we include the same
Feldman et al. (1994) weights as in H22a. For the ob-
served galaxy sample, we also include angular system-
atic weights to account for stellar density and seeing
conditions as well as redshift failure weights. We do not
include weights for fiber collisions, since this effect is
included in the SimBIG forward model.

We measure B0 in triangle configurations defined by
(k1, k2, k3) bins of width ∆k = 0.0105h/Mpc, three
times the fundamental mode kf = 2π/(1800h−1Mpc).
For kmax = 0.5h/Mpc, B0 has 10,052 total triangle con-
figurations. In practice, we use the reduced bispectrum
instead of the bispectrum to reduce the dynamic range

4 https://github.com/changhoonhahn/pySpectrum

https://github.com/changhoonhahn/pySpectrum
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of the summary statistic5:

Q0(k1, k2, k3) =

B0(k1, k2, k3)

P0(k1)P0(k2) + P0(k1)P0(k3) + P0(k2)P0(k3)
, (1)

where P0(k) represents the monopole of the power spec-
trum.

We present B0(k1, k2, k3) and Q0(k1, k2, k3) for 200
out of 20,000 randomly selected subset of the training
set in Figure 1. We only show a subset of 1,354 triangle
configurations with k1, k2, k3 ≤ kmax = 0.25h/Mpc for
clarity. We order the triangles by looping through k3 in
the inner most loop and k1 in the outer most loop satis-
fying k1 ≥ k2 ≥ k3. For reference, we include B0 of the
observed CMASS sample (black) with uncertainties es-
timated using the TEST0 simulations, which we describe
in the next section. The B0 of the training dataset has
a broad range that fully encompasses the observed B0.

3.4. Posterior Validation

Before applying our SimBIG B0 posterior estimator,
qϕ(θ |x ), to observations, we validate that it can ro-
bustly infer unbiased posteriors of the ΛCDM cosmolog-
ical parameters. First, we assess whether qϕ accurately
estimate the posterior across the parameter space of the
prior. We call this the “NDE accuracy test”. In princi-
ple, with a sufficiently large training set and successful
minimization, qϕ is guaranteed to accurately estimate
the true posterior, since we train it by minimizing the
KL divergence with the true posterior. In our case, how-
ever, we have a limited number of simulations.

We use the 2,000 validation simulations that were ex-
cluded from the training of our posterior estimate (Sec-
tion 3.2). In Figure 2, we present the simulation-based
calibration (SBC; Talts et al. 2020) for the ΛCDM cos-
mological parameters. For each validation simulation,
we apply qϕ to its Q0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc) measurement
to infer the posterior. Then for each cosmological pa-
rameter, we calculate the rank of the true parameter
value within the marginalized 1D posterior estimate. A
uniform rank distribution indicates that we accurately
estimate the true posterior (black dashed). Overall, the
rank distributions are close to uniform for all of the
ΛCDM cosmological parameters. For Ωm and σ8, the
distributions have a slight ∩-shape, which indicate that
our Ωm and σ8 posterior estimates are slightly broader
than the true posterior (i.e. underconfident). Since this
means that our cosmological constraints will be conser-
vative, we conclude that qϕ is sufficiently accurate.

5 For simplicity, we will refer use B0 to refer to both the bispectrum
and reduced bispectrum.

Next, we verify the robustness of our B0 posterior with
the SimBIG “mock challenge.” The SimBIG forward
model, or any forward model, makes modeling choices
and assumptions that, in detail, do not reflect the actual
Universe. To account for this, SimBIG is designed to
be highly flexible so that we can robustly marginalize
over the complex physical processes that govern galaxy
formation and the galaxy-halo connection. Neverthe-
less, a summary statistic may be sensitive to the specific
choices made in the forward model. More importantly,
this can bias the inferred cosmological parameters. We,
therefore, assess whether this is the case for B0 and val-
idate that we can derive unbiased cosmological parame-
ter constraints.

We use 2,000 test simulations in the three test sets
described in H23: TEST0, TEST1, and TEST2. TEST0

consists of 500 “in distribution” simulations built us-
ing the same forward model as the training set: Qui-
jote N -body, Rockstar halo finder, and the full Sim-
BIG HOD. TEST1 and TEST2 are “out of distribution”
simulations. TEST1 are constructed using Quijote N -
body, the Friend-of-Friend halo finder (FoF; Davis et al.
1985), and a simpler HOD model. Lastly, TEST2 con-
sists of 1,000 “out of distribution” simulations built using
AbacusSummit N -body simulations (Maksimova et al.
2021), CompaSO halo finder (Hadzhiyska et al. 2022),
and the full SimBIG HOD. Each test set is constructed
using a different forward model. Hence, they serve as a
stringent test sets for the robustness of the SimBIG B0

analysis.
We run qϕ on the B0 of all of the test sets and derive

a posterior for each simulation. In Figure 3, we present
the (Ωm, σ8) posteriors for a randomly selected subset of
the test simulations. We present posteriors for TEST0,
TEST1, and TEST2 simulations in the top, center, and
bottom panels, respectively. The contours represent the
68 and 95 percentiles of the posteriors. In each panel,
we mark the true (Ωm, σ8) value of the test simulation
(black x). Each test simulation is a unique realization of
a CMASS-like galaxy catalog subject to cosmic variance.
We, therefore, do not expect the true (Ωm, σ8) value to
lie at the center of each of the posteriors. Instead, we
note that for the majority of the randomly selected test
simulations, the true parameter values lie within the 68
and 95 percentiles SimBIG posteriors.

Next, we assess the robustness more quantitatively. In
H23, we used SBC, or coverage, to assess the robustness
of the posterior estimates. This assessment, however, re-
quires that the parameters of the test simulations sample
the full prior distribution. Otherwise, the distribution
of the rank statistic is not guaranteed to be uniform,
even for the true posterior. The test simulations are
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Ωm Ωb

rank statistic

h ns σ8

Figure 2. The NDE accuracy test that shows the SBC validation of the SimBIG B0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc) posterior estimate.
We present the distribution of the rank statistics, which are derived by comparing the true parameter values to the inferred
marginalized 1D posteriors. The rank statistics are calculated using 2,000 validation simulations that were excluded from
training the posterior estimate. For an accurate estimate of the true posterior, the rank statistic would be uniformly distributed
(black dashed). Overall, we estimate unbiased posteriors of all of the ΛCDM cosmological parameters.

0.4

0.8

1.2
TEST0

0.4

0.8

1.2

σ
8

TEST1

0.2 0.4

0.4

0.8

1.2
TEST2

0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4

Ωm

0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4

True
(Ωm, σ8)

0.2 0.4

SimBIG

Figure 3. Posteriors of (Ωm, σ8) inferred using the SimBIG bispectrum analysis for a random subset of the TEST0 (top),
TEST1 (center), and TEST2 (bottom) simulations. We mark the 68 and 84 percentiles of the posteriors with the contours. We
also include the true (Ωm, σ8) of the test simulations in each panel (black ×). The comparison between the posteriors and the
true parameter values qualitatively show good agreement for each test simulations.

evaluated at fiducial values of the cosmological param-
eters. Consequently, we use a different approach and
assess the robustness by comparing the B0 likelihoods
of the different test sets. If B0 is sensitive to variations
in the forward model, there will be significant discrep-
ancies among the likelihoods of the test sets.

In practice, comparing the B0 likelihoods is challeng-
ing since B0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc) is 10,052-dimensional.
We instead compare the likelihoods of the compressed
B0, B

(c)
0 , as show in Figure 4 for TEST0 (blue), TEST1

(orange), and TEST2. For the compression, we use
the mean of the marginalized 1D SimBIG B0 poste-
rior for the ΛCDM cosmological parameters: B

(c)
0 =∑N

j=1 θj/N where θj ∼ qϕ(θ |B0). We use N = 10, 000

samples to estimate the mean. Each panel represents a

dimension of B(c)
0 that corresponds to one of the ΛCDM

parameters. This is a near-optimal compression of the
cosmological information in B0, since qϕ accurately es-
timates the true posterior.

We present the distribution of B(c)
0 −B

(c)
0 , where B

(c)
0

is the average B
(c)
0 instead of B(c)

0 . This is because the
TEST2 simulations are constructed using a different set
of fiducial parameter values than the TEST0 and TEST1

simulations. Overall, we find excellent agreement among
the B

(c)
0 likelihoods with no significant discrepancies.

We also find similar levels of agreement when we use
other summaries of the marginalized SimBIG B0 pos-
terior (e.g. standard deviation, 16th percentile) for the
compression. Given the good agreement of B

(c)
0 like-

lihoods among the test sets, we conclude that our B0
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−0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

p(
B

(c
)

0
|θ

fid
)

Ωm

−0.02 −0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02

Ωb

−0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

B
(c)
0 − B

(c)
0

h TEST0

−0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

ns TEST1

−0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

σ8 TEST2

Figure 4. Comparison of the compressed bispectrum likelihood, p(B(c)
0 | θfid), computed on the three sets of test simulations:

TEST0 (blue), TEST1 (orange), and TEST2 (green). B
(c)
0 is derived by taking the mean of the marginalized 1D SimBIG B0(k123 <

0.5h/Mpc) posterior for the ΛCDM parameters, an optimal compression of the cosmological information in B0. In each panel,
we mark the corresponding ΛCDM parameters. The likelihoods are at the fixed fiducial cosmologies and parameter values of the
test sets. We present the distribution of B(c)

0 −B
(c)
0 because TEST2 simulations are constructed using different fiducial parameter

values than the TEST0 and TEST1 simulations. Overall, we find excellent agreement among the likelihoods of the different test
simulations and conclude that our B0 analysis is robust to modeling choices in our forward model.

analysis is sufficiently robust to the modeling choices in
our forward model.

4. RESULTS

In Figure 5, we present the posterior distribution of
all parameters inferred from the CMASS bispectrum
monopole with kmax < 0.5h/Mpc using SimBIG. The
top and bottom sets of panels present the posterior of the
cosmological and halo occupation parameters, respec-
tively. The diagonal panels present the 1D marginalized
posteriors; the rest of the panels present marginalized
2D posteriors of different parameter pairs. The con-
tours represent the 68 and 95 percentiles and the ranges
of the panels match the prior. We also list the 50, 16,
and 84th percentile constraints on the parameters above
the diagonal panels.

Focusing on the ΛCDM cosmological parameters (Fig-
ure 6), we find that the SimBIG B0 analysis tightly
constrains all of them. This is without relying on any
priors from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) or cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) experiments that are
typically used in galaxy clustering analyses (e.g. Ivanov
et al. 2020; Philcox & Ivanov 2021; Kobayashi et al.
2022). We derive Ωb = 0.059+0.005

−0.005, h = 0.756+0.040
−0.039,

and ns = 0.954+0.033
−0.040. For the growth of structure pa-

rameters (right panels) we derive: Ωm = 0.293+0.027
−0.027 and

σ8 = 0.783+0.040
−0.038.

Our B0 analysis places significantly tighter constraints
than Pℓ(k) for the same BOSS SGC sample from pre-
vious works. Compared to the H22a SimBIG Pℓ(k <

kmax=0.5) analysis, our Ωm and σ8 constraints are both
1.7× tighter. This Pℓ analysis, however, goes beyond
standard analyses and includes cosmological informa-
tion on non-linear scales. If we compare to a standard
PT Pℓ(k < kmax=0.25h/Mpc) analysis (Ivanov et al.

2020, Ωm = 0.317+0.031
−0.032 and σ8 = 0.719+0.100

−0.085; orange),
our Ωm and σ8 constraints are 1.2 and 2.5× tighter.
Our constraints are also 1.1 and 2.0× tighter than the
Pℓ(k < 0.25h/Mpc) constraints from Kobayashi et al.
(2022) (Ωm = 0.314+0.031

−0.030 and σ8 = 0.790+0.083
−0.072; green).

They use a theoretical model based on a halo power
spectrum emulator and a halo occupation framework.
These comparisons clearly illustrate that the cosmologi-
cal information in both higher-order statistics and non-
linear scales is substantial.

Next, we analyze B0 to kmax = 0.3h/Mpc to exam-
ine how much of the improvement in our B0 constraints
comes from the non-linear scales alone. In Figure 7,
we present the SimBIG B0(k123<0.3h/Mpc) posterior
(red dashed) on Ωm and σ8. We include posteriors
from Ivanov et al. (2020) (orange), Kobayashi et al.
(2022) (green), and SimBIG B0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc)

(black). The contours represent the 68 and 95 per-
centiles of the posteriors. We find overall good agree-
ment among the posteriors. Compared to the Pℓ con-
straints, the SimBIG B0(k123 < 0.3) analyses improves
σ8 by ∼1.33×. The improvement is more modest than
the improvement from SimBIG B0(k123 < 0.5) and
is broadly consistent with the D’Amico et al. (2022)
constraints from analyzing the B0 to kmax=0.23h/Mpc

and bispectrum quadrupole, B2, to kmax=0.08h/Mpc.
Philcox & Ivanov (2021) and Ivanov et al. (2023) re-
cently found more modest improvements from the bis-
pectrum (∼1.1×). They, however, only include the bis-
pectrum monopole and multipoles, respectively, out to
kmax=0.08h/Mpc. We refrain from a more detailed
comparison since we analyze a subsample of BOSS
galaxies. Nevertheless, the comparison illustrates that
the B0 on non-linear scales contains significant addi-
tional cosmological information.
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Figure 5. Posterior distribution of all parameters inferred using the SimBIG B0 analysis to kmax < 0.5h/Mpc from BOSS
CMASS SGC. In the top set of panels, we present the cosmological parameters. In the bottom, we present the halo occupation
parameters. The axis ranges of the panels represent the prior range. We place significant constraints on all ΛCDM parameters
and a number of the halo occupation parameters (e.g. logMmin, logM0, and ηsat).

The SimBIG B0(k123 < 0.5) produces significantly
tighter cosmological constraints than Pℓ analyses be-
cause we exploit both non-Gaussian and non-linear cos-
mological information. For σ8, the 2× improvement in
precision is roughly equivalent to analyzing a galaxy
sample with >4× the volume using the standard ap-
proach. This improvement is made possible by the Sim-
BIG forward modeling approach that is not only able to
accurately model galaxy clustering to kmax = 0.5h/Mpc

but also robustly account for observational systematics.
Interestingly, the improvements from the SimBIG B0

analysis enable us to inform recent “cosmic tensions”,

despite only using 10% of the full BOSS volume. These
tensions refer to the discrepancies between the late time
and early time measurements of S8 = σ8

√
Ωm/0.3 and

the Hubble constant, H0, that have been growing in sta-
tistical significance with recent observations (for a recent
review see Abdalla et al. 2022). They have increased
the scrutiny on ΛCDM and have led to a slew of theo-
retical works to explore modifications or alternatives to
ΛCDM (e.g. Meerburg 2014; Chudaykin et al. 2018; Di
Valentino et al. 2020).

For S8, our SimBIG B0 constraint S8 = 0.774+0.056
−0.053

lies slightly above the constraints from weak lensing
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Figure 6. Left: Posterior of cosmological parameters inferred from B0 using SimBIG. In the diagonal panels we present
the marginalized 1D posterior of each parameter. The other panels present the 2D posteriors that illustrate the degeneracies
between two parameters. The contours mark the 68 and 95 percentiles. By robustly analyzing B0 down to non-linear regimes,
kmax = 0.5h/Mpc, we place significant constraints on all ΛCDM parameters without any priors from BBN of CMB experiments.
Right: We focus on the posteriors of Ωm and σ8), the parameters that can be most significantly constrained by galaxy clustering
alone. We derive Ωm = 0.293+0.027

−0.027 and σ8 = 0.783+0.040
−0.038. Our Ωm and σ8 constraints are >10 and 50% tighter than the Pℓ(k <

kmax = 0.25h/Mpc) constraints from a PT approach (Ivanov et al. 2020, orange) and an emulator approach (Kobayashi et al.
2022, green). This improvement comes from simultaneously exploiting higher-order and non-linear cosmological information.

(WL) experiments (e.g. Asgari et al. 2021; Amon et al.
2022; Secco et al. 2022; Dalal et al. 2023; Sugiyama
et al. 2023; DES & KiDS et al. 2023). We do not find
significant tension with either the CMB or WL experi-
ments. Our SimBIG B0 analysis also places significant
constraints on H0, especially when we combine our pos-
terior with a prior on ωb = Ωb/h

2 = 0.02268 ± 0.00038

from BBN using importance sampling (Aver et al. 2015;
Cooke et al. 2018; Schöneberg et al. 2019): H0 =

67.6+2.2
−1.8. We find a lower value of H0 that is in good

agreement with CMB and other galaxy clustering con-
straints.

5. DISCUSSION

The SimBIG SBI approach relies on accurate forward
modeling of the observed galaxy distributions such that
the simulated and observed data are statistically in-
distinguishable. To achieve this, the SimBIG forward
model is designed to be highly flexible and mitigate the
impact of model misspecification. It uses N -body simu-
lations that can accurately model the non-linear matter
distribution, a halo finder that robustly determines the

position and velocities of dark matter halos, and a highly
flexible state-of-the-art HOD.

Despite these modeling choices, the SimBIG forward
model does not account for all possible effects that may
impact galaxy clustering. For example, it does not in-
clude the effect of baryons on the matter clustering. In-
stead, since it has a subpercent effect on the matter bis-
pectrum at k < 0.5h/Mpc (e.g. Foreman et al. 2019),
we rely on the HOD model to implicitly account for the
impact. Furthermore, we do not include redshift evolu-
tion and additional observational systematics (e.g. imag-
ing incompleteness). We refer readers to H23 for a more
detailed discussion on the caveats of our forward model.

There are also caveats to our posterior validation for
B0. For instance, the comparison of the B

(c)
0 likelihoods

only demonstrates the robustness near the fiducial cos-
mologies of the test simulations. Furthermore, some cos-
mological information may be lost in the qϕ-based com-
pression scheme. This would then potentially underes-
timate the discrepancies in the full B0 likelihood. Ad-
dressing either of these limitations, however, requires a
substantially larger suite of simulations evaluated across
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Figure 7. (Ωm, σ8) posterior from the SimBIG B0 analysis
to kmax = 0.3h/Mpc (red dashed). For comparison, we in-
clude posteriors from Pℓ analyses (Ivanov et al. 2020, orange;
Kobayashi et al. 2022, green) and the SimBIG B0(k123 <
0.5h/Mpc) analysis (black). The contours represent the 68
and 95 percentiles. We find overall good agreement among
the posteriors. Furthermore, the improvement we find from
B0(k123 < 0.3h/Mpc) over Pℓ is consistent with the improve-
ment from B0 found in the literature (e.g. D’Amico et al.
2022). Our B0(k123 < 0.3h/Mpc) posterior is significantly
broader than our B0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc). This demonstrates
that there is additional higher-order cosmological informa-
tion in the non-linear regime, 0.3 < k < 0.5h/Mpc, that we
can robustly analyze using SimBIG.

the full prior space. We reserve developing more strin-
gent and efficient validation of the posterior and sum-
mary statistic to future work.

Significant challenges still remain when applying for-
ward modeling approaches to upcoming surveys. They
will need to be accompanied by continual improvements
to the forward model and validation. There are also
challenges in extending SimBIG to the large volumes
and the different galaxy samples of upcoming surveys.
Nevertheless, in this work we demonstrate the clear ad-
vantages of forward modeling: by extracting cosmologi-
cal information using higher-order statistics and on non-
linear scales we can double the precision of σ8 constraints
and significantly improve the constraints of all ΛCDM
parameters. In the Hahn et al. (2023a), we will present
forecasts SimBIG analyses applied to upcoming galaxy
surveys: DESI, PFS, and Euclid.

6. SUMMARY

We present the SimBIG cosmological constraints
from analyzing the galaxy bispectrum monopole,
B0(k1, k2, k3), on non-linear scales to kmax = 0.5h/Mpc.

SimBIG provides a forward modeling framework that
uses SBI to perform highly efficient cosmological infer-
ence using NDE with normalizing flows (H22a and H23).
It enables us to leverage the predictive power of N -body
simulations to accurately model higher-order clustering
on small scales, which is currently inaccessible with stan-
dard PT analyses. It also allows us to more robustly
include observational systematics that significantly im-
pact galaxy clustering measurements.

After validating the accuracy and robustness of our
analysis using 2,000 test simulations constructed using
three different forward models, we conduct the Sim-
BIG B0(k123 < 0.5h/Mpc) analysis on a subset of
CMASS galaxies in the SGC of SDSS-III BOSS. We
derive significant constraints on all ΛCDM parameters
(Ωm,Ωb, h, ns, σ8) without any external priors. Com-
pared to standard power spectrum analyses, we infer
1.2 and 2.4× tighter constraints on Ωm = 0.293+0.027

−0.027

and σ8 = 0.783+0.040
−0.038. We verify that this improve-

ment comes from higher-order cosmological information
on non-linear scales and, when restricted to larger scales,
our constraints are consistent with previous bispectrum
analyses.

In this work, we apply SimBIGto ∼10% of the full
BOSS volume due to the limited volume of our N -
body simulations. Despite the smaller volume, we de-
rive growth of structure, S8 = σ8

√
Ωm/0.3, constraints

competitive with other cosmological probes and BOSS
analyses of the full volume. Our S8 = 0.774+0.056

−0.053 con-
straint is statistically consistent with both CMB and
weak lensing experiments. We also derive a constraint
on H0 = 67.6+2.2

−1.8 km s−1 Mpc−1 by combining our pos-
terior with a ωb prior from BBN. Our H0 constraint
is consistent with early universe constraints from CMB
and other LSS analyses.

Even with the limited volume of our observations, we
derive competitive constraints on S8 and H0 by exploit-
ing additional cosmological information in higher-order
clustering on non-linear scales. Extending SimBIG to
the full BOSS volume would roughly improve the pre-
cision of our constraints by ∼3×. In an accompanying
paper Hahn et al. (2023a), we will present forecasts of
SimBIG clustering analyses of upcoming spectroscopic
galaxy surveys (e.g. DESI, PFS, Euclid) and demon-
strate that it has to be potential to produce the leading
cosmological constraints from LSS. Hahn et al. (2023a)
will also compare the B0 constraints from this work to
SimBIG constraints derived from field-level inference
using convolutional neural networks (Lemos et al. 2023)
and the wavelet scatter transform (Régaldo-Saint Blan-
card et al. 2023).
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