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Abstract

We explore the information content of 21cm intensity maps in redshift space using the 1-loop
Effective Field Theory power spectrum model and the bispectrum at tree level. The 21cm signal
contains signatures of dark matter, dark energy and the growth of large-scale structure in the
Universe. These signatures are typically analyzed via the 2-point correlation function or power
spectrum. However, adding the information from the 3-point correlation function or bispectrum
will be crucial to exploiting next-generation intensity mapping experiments. The bispectrum
could offer a unique opportunity to break key parameter degeneracies that hinder the measure-
ment of cosmological parameters and improve on the precision. We use a Fisher forecast analysis
to estimate the constraining power of the HIRAX survey on cosmological parameters, dark en-
ergy and modified gravity.
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1. Introduction

The effective field theory of large-scale structure (EFTofLSS) is a formalism developed to
accurately and reliably predict the clustering of cosmological large-scale structure in the mildly
nonlinear regime [1–5]. EFTofLSS differs significantly from the widely used standard perturba-
tion theory (SPT) formalism [6]. The fundamental difference arises from the fact that EFTofLSS
considers the impact of nonlinearities on scales that are only mildly nonlinear by introducing ef-
fective stresses into the equations of motion. As a result, the 1-loop power spectrum is modified
by adding ultra-violet counterterms that account for the influence of short-distance physics on
long-distance scales.

EFTofLSS provides a means to perform analytical computations of LSS observables with
the required precision in the mildly nonlinear regime. [7] develop efficient implementations of
these computations that explore their dependence on cosmological parameters. [8] investigate
the possibility of constraining parameters of the EFT of inflation with upcoming LSS surveys.
[9] perform the first early dark energy analysis using the full-shape power spectrum likelihood
from the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS), based on EFTofLSS. [4] analyses the
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cosmological parameters in the DR12 BOSS dataset after validating the approach with various
numerical simulations.

EFTofLSS requires several new bias coefficients that contribute to multiple observables. A
set of seven bias parameters adequately characterizes the manifold statistical properties [10–
12]. EFTofLSS has provided a robust framework to describe large-scale galaxy distributions
without requiring detailed knowledge of galaxy formation physics. It overcomes the limitations
of the pressureless perfect fluid representation by treating dark matter as an effective non-ideal
fluid. This theory is based on time-sliced perturbation theory, a non-equilibrium field theory
approach that allows consistent renormalization of cosmological correlation functions and sys-
tematic resummation of large infrared effects. The equations of motion within the EFTofLSS
are derived through a perturbative series expansion of matter fields in density contrast. The
expansion parameter is the ratio of the scale of interest to the nonlinear scale of matter distri-
bution. EFTofLSS strategically uses only the relevant degrees of freedom for large-scale dy-
namics, effectively parametrizing the impact of unknown short-scale physics. The framework
has undergone extensive validation against data [13, 14], demonstrating excellent agreement on
mildly-nonlinear scales.

The EFTofLSS equations of motion form a set of nonlinear and non-local partial differen-
tial equations, effectively describing the evolution of density and velocity fields on large scales.
This versatile framework facilitates the prediction of large-scale structure in the Universe and en-
ables the study of various physical processes, such as baryons, neutrinos, and dark energy. The
EFTofLSS framework has become useful for figuring out the mysteries of large-scale structure
in cosmology. It does this by consistently including short-scale physics, allowing quantifiable
comparisons with real-world data or simulations, and allowing for additional physical processes
or modified gravity models.

In this paper, we apply the EFT model developed by [15] (see also [16]) to intensity mapping
surveys, which measure the emission signal of neutral hydrogen in galaxies, in order to trace
large-scale structure. Then we combine it with the tree-level bispectrum of 21 intensity mapping,
as in [17–20]. The survey that we consider is similar to that proposed for HIRAX (see below for
details).

The layout of this paper is as follows. Section 2 presents an overview of the theoretical mod-
els used for the summary statistics considered here, i.e. the power spectrum and the bispectrum.
In section 3 we present the methodology employed for implementing parameter constraints. Sub-
sequently, the results are presented and elucidated in section 4 and we conclude in section 5.

2. HI intensity power spectrum and bispectrum

21cm intensity mapping, also known as neutral hydrogen (HI) intensity mapping (IM), is
emerging as a potentially powerful new way to probe the large-scale structure of the post-
reionization Universe. By measuring the integrated brightness temperature of the 21cm emis-
sion line of HI trapped in galaxies, this technique evades the need to detect individual galaxies
and thus offers a way to rapidly survey huge volumes of the Universe, with exquisite redshift
accuracy. A major cosmological survey is in preparation by the Square Kilometre Array Obser-
vatory (SKAO) mid-frequency dish array [21]. There are complicated observational systematics,
in particular major foreground contamination, which are being tackled in initial simulations and
observations by precursor experiments (see e.g. [22–24]).

The SKAO survey will be conducted in single-dish mode, in which the signals from individ-
ual dishes are simply added. An alternative is interferometer mode, in which the dish signals are
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correlated, allowing for the measurement of smaller scales than those accessed by single-dish
mode. The HIRAX experiment is being constructed for cosmological surveys in interferometer
mode (see [25]) and in this paper we will consider a survey that is similar to that planned for
HIRAX. Further details are given in Table 1.

2.1. HI IM bias

We follow the bias prescription and models in [17–20]. The HI IM clustering bias describes
the relation between its distribution and that of the dark matter. The i-th order bias is given by:

bHI
i (z) =

1
ρHI(z)

∫ ∞

0
dM nh(M, z)bh

i (M, z)MHI(M, z), (1)

where ρHI(z) is the HI density [26], nh and bh
i are the halo mass function and bias respectively,

given by the best-fit results of [27, 28]. MHI is the average HI mass inside a halo of total mass
M at redshift z and it is given via the halo occupation distribution (HOD) approach [29] and the
model of [30]:

MHI(M, z) = C(z)(1 − Yp)
Ωb

Ωm
e−Mmin(z)/M Mq(z). (2)

Details of the HOD parameters are given in [18].
The HI IM overdensity is then given by

δHI(x, τ) = b1(τ)δm(x, τ) + ε(x, τ) +
b2(τ)

2
δm(x, τ)2 +

bs2 (τ)
2

s(x, τ)2 + εδ(x, τ) δm(x, τ), (3)

where we dropped label ‘HI’ from bi for brevity. Here δm is the matter overdensity and the ε’s
are stochastic terms (see [17] for details). The first-order and quadratic biases are computed from
Equation 1. In the redshift range 0.7 ≲ z ≲ 2.6, we find the fitting formulas

b1(z) = 1.333 + 0.1809 z + 0.05302 z2 − 0.0008822 z3 , (4)

b2(z) = 0.1802 + 0.1711 z + 0.02161 z2 + 0.03136 z3 . (5)

The tidal field bias is modelled as bs2 = −4(b1 − 1)/7, following [31]. Note that we marginalise
over the bias parameters in each redshift bin: the fitting formulas, based on a halo model frame-
work, are used only to set the fiducial values of the bias parameters.

2.2. HI IM power spectrum

The HI temperature contrast is δHI = δTHI/T̄HI, where THI is the HI brightness temperature
and its background value is related to the background HI number density ΩHI by [32]

T̄HI(z) = 188 hΩHI(z)
H0

H(z)
µK . (6)

The background number density is currently poorly constrained and we use the model ΩHI(z) =
4 × 10−4(1 + z)0.6, which is consistent with observations [21]. We follow the common practice
of not marginalising over T̄HI, assuming that future observations will determine ΩHI. Given that
T̄HI is degenerate with the bias parameters, this degrades the constraints on those parameters and
on As [15, 16].
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Figure 1: HI IM power spectrum, PHI/T̄ 2
HI, for tree-level and 1-loop EFT models, at z = 0.8.

The redshift space HI IM power spectrum is given by

PHI(k, z) = T̄HI(z)2[P(k, z) + PSN(z)
]
+ PN(k, z) . (7)

At linear order P(k, z) = P11(k, z), where

P11(k, z) = Z1(k, z)2PL
m(k, z) with (8)

Z1(k, z) = b1(z) + f (z)µ2 . (9)

Here µ = k̂ · n̂ = k∥/k and n̂ is the line of sight; f = −d ln δLm/d ln(1 + z) is the linear growth
rate; PSN is the shot noise term and PN is the instrumental noise (see below). The linear matter
power spectrum PL

m is computed using the numerical Boltzmann code Cosmic Linear Anisotropy
Solving System CLASS [33].

In this work we will model the HI IM power spectrum using SPT at next-to-leading (1-loop)
order

P1-loop(k, z) = P11(k, z) + P22(k, z) + P13(k, z), (10)

corrected by EFT counterterms [15, 16]:

PEFT(k, z) = P1-loop(k, z) +
(
α0 + α2µ

2 + α4µ
4)( k

k∗

)2
PZel

cb (k, z)

+ N0 + N2(µk)2 + N4(µk)4 , (11)

where we substitute P(k, z) with PEFT(k, z) in Equation 7 and PSN is replaced by the N0 term.
Moreover, αa represent the counter-terms, while N2 and N4 encapsulate small-scale velocities.
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Following [34], the Zeldovich approximation of the matter power spectrum to linear order is
defined as

PZel
cb (k, z) = (1 + fµ2)2PL

m(k, z) . (12)

The difference between the linear and EFT power spectra is illustrated in Figure 1. A compre-
hensive review of the redshift-space counterterms and the free parameters associated with the
EFT 1-loop power spectrum is given in [5].

2.3. HI IM bispectrum
For the HI bispectrum, i.e. the Fourier transform of the three-point function, we use a tree-

level model with a phenomenological model of nonlinear RSD, following e.g. [18, 35]:

BHI(k1, k2, k3, z) = T̄HI(z)3
{
DB

fog(k1, k2, k3, z)

×

[
2Z1(k1, z)Z1(k2, z)Z2(k1, k2, z)PL

m(k1, z)PL
m(k2, z) + 2 perm

]
+ 2Pεεδ (z)

[
Z1(k1, z)PL

m(k1, z) + 2 perm
]
+ Bε(z)

}
, (13)

where the second-order redshift space kernels is given by:

Z2(ki, k j) = b1F2(ki, k j) + fµ2
i jG2(ki, k j) +

b2

2
+

bs2

2
S 2(ki, k j)

+
1
2

fµi jki j

[
µi

ki
Z1(k j) +

µ j

k j
Z1(ki)

]
, (14)

where µi j = (µiki + µ jk j)ki j, k2
i j = (k2

i + k2
j )

2; F2 and G2 are the SPT kernels [6]; and the tidal
kernel is S 2(k1, k2) = ( k̂1 · k̂2)2 − 1/3 [31, 36]. The RSD ‘fingers of god’ damping factor is
[37, 38]

DB
fog(k1, k2, k3, z) = exp

[
−

(
k2

1µ
2
1 + k2

2µ
2
2 + k2

3µ
2
3
)
σB(z)2

]
, (15)

where σB characterizes the damping scale, with fiducial value given by the linear velocity dis-
persion συ. Note that we do not apply an ‘fog’ damping factor to the power spectrum since
nonlinear RSD are treated by the EFT counter terms. Finally, the fiducial values of the stochastic
terms in Equation 13 are [18]:

Pεεδ =
b1

2neff
, Bε =

1

n2
eff

, (16)

where neff is the effective number density and its is given by the HOD formalism used to derive
the HI bias, as in [30].

2.4. Alcock-Paczynski effect
The Alcock-Paczynski (AP) effect relates the observed angular and redshift separations of

objects to the actual cosmological distances, providing a means to investigate the large-scale
structure of the Universe. The AP effect is particularly significant in cosmological surveys and
clustering analysis, as it allows us to infer information about the cosmological model and geom-
etry of the Universe. To implement this, we need a rescaling factor in the HI power spectrum and
bispectrum.
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The fiducial cosmology wavevector kfid is related to the true wavevector k by kfid = k∥α∥(z)+
k⊥α⊥(z), where α∥ = Hfid(z)/Htrue(z) and α⊥ as α⊥ = DA,true(z)/DA,fid(z). The correlation func-
tion, being a dimensionless quantity, is left unchanged by this rescaling [15]. Thus Pobs

HI (kfid, z) d3 kfid =

Ptrue
HI (k, z) d3 k leading to:

Pobs
HI (k, µ, z) =

(
Htrue

Hfid

) (
DA,fid

DA,true

)2

PHI (q, ν, z) . (17)

The fiducial Fourier coordinates (k, µ) are related to the true values as

q(k, µ) = β(µ) k , ν(k, µ) =
µ

β(µ)
Htrue

Hfid
where (18)

β(µ)2 =

(
Htrue

Hfid

)2

µ2 +

(
DA,fid

DA,true

)2 (
1 − µ2

)
. (19)

Extending Equation 18 and Equation 19 to 3 dimensions, we find that [39]:

Bobs
HI (k1, k2, k3, µ1, ϕ, z) =

(
Htrue

Hfid

)2 (
DA,fid

DA,true

)4

BHI (q1, q2, q3, ν1, ϕ, z) . (20)

This establishes the relationship between the observed and fiducial bispectra, accounting for the
AP effect by considering the true and fiducial values of the Hubble parameter H and angular
diameter distance DA. Such a formalism is important for making precise measurements and
extracting cosmological information from observations of large-scale structure.

2.5. HI IM window

The observational window of HI IM surveys is constrained by strong foreground contam-
ination. We apply foreground avoidance filters in the (k⊥, k∥) plane [15, 17, 20]: (a) a cutoff
to excise contaminated long-wavelength radial modes: k∥,min = 0.01 h/Mpc; and (b) avoidance
of the foreground wedge, where spectrally smooth foregrounds leak into small-scale transverse
modes:

k∥ ≥ Awedge k⊥ where Awedge =
χ(z) H(z)
c(1 + z)

sin
[
0.61 Nw θb(z)

]
. (21)

Here χ is the comoving line-of-sight distance, Nw is the number of primary beams away from the
beam centre that contaminate the signal, and θb(z) = 1.2λ21(1 + z)/Ddish is the beam, with Ddish
the dish diameter. We consider Nw = 1 [20].

The minimum wavenumber, which corresponds to the largest scales probed by a survey of
volume V(z) within a redshift bin, is kmin(z) = kf(z), where kf(z) = 2π/V(z)1/3 being the fun-
damental frequency of the survey. The maximum wavenumber (corresponding to the smallest
scale) is chosen for the tree-level bispectrum as [17]

kB
max(z) = 0.75 kNL(z) , (22)

where kNL is the nonlinear scale set by the RMS displacement in the Zel’dovich approximation:

kNL(z)−2 =
1

6π2

∫ ∞

0
dk PL

m(k, z). (23)
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Figure 2: The smallest scale (largest k) assumed to be accessible as a function of redshift, using Equation 24 and
Equation 25 for the power spectrum and Equation 22 for the bispectrum.

The EFT power spectrum probes mildly nonlinear scales with a higher kmax. We assume that the
maximum scale evolves as [40, 41]

kP
max(z) = kmax,0 D(z)−4/3.3 , (24)

where D(z) is the linear growth factor, normalised to unity at present (i.e. D(0) = 1). Following
[5, 42, 43], we use

kmax,0 = 0.25h (pessimistic), 0.3h (optimistic) Mpc−1 . (25)

The small-scale cuts are shown in Figure 2.

3. Fisher forecast formalism

We use the Fisher information matrix [44, 45] to forecast precision on model parameters
attainable by a HIRAX-like survey. The Fisher matrix for the power spectrum is (e.g. [17, 20])

FP
αβ(zi) =

1
2

∑
k

∫ 1

−1
dµ
∂Pobs

HI (k,i )
∂θα

∂Pobs
HI (k,i )
∂θβ

1
∆P2(k,i )

(26)

where the sum is over kmin ≤ k ≤ kmax. For the bispectrum it is:

FB
αβ(zi) =

1
4π

∑
k1,k2,k3

∫ 1

−1
dµ1

∫ 2π

0
dϕ
∂Bobs

HI (k1, k2, k3, zi)
∂θα

∂Bobs
HI (k1, k2, k3, zi)
∂θβ

1
∆B2(k1, k2, k3, zi)

,

(27)
where the above sum is over all the triangles formed by the wavevectors k1, k2, k3, while satisfying
kmin ≤ k3 ≤ k2 ≤ k1 ≤ kmax. The derivatives are performed over the model parameters θα.
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Property HIRAX
redshift z 0.775 − 2.55
Ndish 1024
Ddish [m] 6
Dmax [km] 0.25
S area [deg2] 15, 000
tsurvey [hrs] 17, 500
efficiency η 0.7

Table 1: Specifications for HIRAX interferometer-mode survey (from [25]).

We assume that the covariances in the Fisher matrix formalism are Gaussian and diagonal.
Then the variances for the two correlators are [46, 47]

∆P2(k, z) =
4π2

V(z) k2 ∆k(z)
Pobs

HI (k, z)2 , (28)

∆B2(k1, k2, k3, z) = s123 π kf(z)3 Pobs
HI (k1, z) Pobs

HI (k2, z) Pobs
HI (k3, z)

k1 k2 k3 [∆k(z)]3 , (29)

where the bin size is chosen as ∆k = kf and s123 = 6, 2, 1 for equilateral, isosceles and non-
isosceles triangles, respectively. In the case of the bispectrum, for degenerate configurations,
ki = k j+km, we multiply the variance by a factor of 2 [48, 49]. Note that higher kP

max,0 values than
those shown in Figure 2 may still give a reasonably accurate estimate of the power spectrum – but
at the cost of increasingly non-Gaussian contributions to the power spectrum variance [50]. Non-
Guassian contributions to the bispectrum occur more readily than in the power spectrum case.
For this reason, even with our conservative choice of kB

max,0, we include higher-order corrections
to the variance, as well as taking account of theoretical errors (see [18] for a discussion).

We consider a HI IM survey in interferometer mode, similar to the one proposed for HI-
RAX [25, 51–53] with specifications given in Table 1. The instrumental noise term that appears
in the power spectrum of Equation 7, is assumed to be Gaussian and it is given in the case of an
interferometer by [54–56]:

PN(k⊥, z) = Tsys(z)2χ(z)2λ(z)
(1 + z)
H(z)

[
λ(z)2

Ae

]2 S area

θb(z)2

1
Npol nb(k⊥, z) tsurvey

, (30)

where tsurvey is the integration time, S area the sky area, and Ae the effective area, which is deter-
mined by the efficiency η via Ae = ηπ(Ddish/2)2. For the system temperature Tsys, we add the
receiver temperature Trx = 50 K to the sky temperature Tsky, which is obtained from Appendix
D of [57]. The baseline distribution nb(k⊥, z) presented in Appendix A of [20] is used here.

For the baseline model, we consider theΛCDM cosmological parameters, the AP parameters,
the growth rate, the bias, the amplitudes of the EFT counter terms and the noise parameters to be
free. The counter term and noise parameters are considered nuisance and are marginalised over
for each correlator. The final parameter vector then is reduced to

θ(zi) =
{
Ωb,Ωc, h, ns, As; DA(zi),H(zi), f (zi), b1(zi), b2(zi), bs2 (zi)

}
, (31)

We also consider the summed information from the power spectrum and bispectrum. In
this case we sum the two Fisher matrices, without considering the cross-Fisher between the two
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correlators, which is assumed to be small, following [35]:

FP+B
αβ (zi) = FP

αβ(zi) + FB
αβ(zi) . (32)

Finally, the total Fisher matrix is a sum over all redshift bins, assuming that the bins are inde-
pendent. Note that during the summation we have to be careful to account for the fact that the
redshift-dependent parameters change – so that they are effectively new parameters for each zi.
As a consequence, the dimension of the total Fisher matrix

FP+B,tot
αβ =

∑
i

FP+B
αβ (zi) , (33)

is much larger than the dimension of a single-bin matrix. This requires care in the marginalisa-
tion. Further details of the marginalisation and projection in parameter space may be found in
[58].

We investigate two further cosmological models that extend ΛCDM. The constant cosmo-
logical parameters for the 3 models are

ΛCDM :
{
Ωb,Ωc, h, ns, As

}
, (34)

w0waCDM :
{
Ωb,Ωc, h, ns, As,w0,wa

}
where wde(z) = w0 + wa

z
1 + z

, (35)

γCDM :
{
Ωb,Ωc, h, ns, As, γ

}
where f (z) =

[
Ωm(z)

]γ
. (36)

In order to find the final constraints on the above parameters we apply Jacobian transforma-
tions to the Fisher matrix that corresponds to the parameter space in Equation 31, after marginal-
ising over the remaining bias parameters:

F̃AB =
(
JT F tot J

)
AB =

∑
α,β

JAα F tot
αβ JβB where JAα =

∂θα

∂θ̃A
. (37)

This will provide the final parameter constraints, from each correlator and their summed signal,
in the form σ(θA) =

[(
F̃−1)

AA
]1/2 .

The fiducial values used for the cosmological parameters are drawn from Planck cosmic mi-
crowave background (CMB) measurements [59]: Ωbh2 = 0.02237, Ωch2 = 0.12, h = 0.6736,
ns = 0.9649, and 109As = 2.1. Fiducial values for the extended model parameters are γ = 0.55,
w0 = −1, and wa = 0.

The Fisher matrix results are combined with the data on cosmological parameters obtained
from the Planck satellite [59]. For this, we use the Markov chain that samples the posterior
distribution, obtained from the Planck webpage1. The covariance matrix is computed from the
chains, specifically for the subset of parameters being analyzed. This matrix is then inverted to
obtain the Planck 2018 Fisher matrix. The Fisher matrices of the power spectrum and bispectrum
and their combination are then summed with the latter. The Planck likelihood is treated as a
multivariate Gaussian, appropriate for the free cosmological parameters being studied.

The cosmological parameter results from Planck data include various cosmological models
and provide results from MCMC exploration chains, best fits, and tables. Specifically, we use
the ΛCDM chains with baseline likelihoods based on plikHM_TTTEEE_lowl_lowE, which we
sample using Getdist2.

1http://pla.esac.esa.int/pla/#cosmology
2https://getdist.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
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Figure 3: Constraints on ΛCDM cosmological parameters from the combination of the EFT power spectrum and tree-
level bispectrum of a HIRAX-like survey for kmax,0 = 0.25h/Mpc in Equation 24. All three cases presented here consider
Planck priors (see section 3) and utilise the signal from the whole redshift range.

4. Results

Here we present and analyse the results derived from the Fisher matrices for the three cos-
mological models.

4.1. ΛCDM
We expect the bispectrum to provide complementary information to the power spectrum.

For ΛCDM, Figure 3 shows that bispectrum constraints on cosmological parameters are weaker
than from the EFT power spectrum. Nevertheless there are advantages from combining the 1-
loop power spectrum and tree-level bispectrum as shown in Table 2. This combination enhances
parameter constraints for the cosmological parameters Ωb, h and ns. The constraints achieved
with the combined analysis are notably more stringent than those derived from Planck 2018 CMB
data.

The 1-loop power spectrum and the tree-level bispectrum have different dependencies on
the bias and cosmological parameters. This indicates the possibility to break degeneracies and
improve constraints, which we intend to explore in follow-up work. The significant advantages
in combining the two correlators is not evident here, due to the relatively small values considered
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Figure 4: As in Figure 3, for the γCDM model.

for kB
max(z) in the tree-level bispectrum analysis, compared to those used for the power spectrum

EFT.

4.2. Modified gravity

The γCDM model provides a simple test of gravity: the fiducial value γ = 0.55 corresponds
to the ΛCDM and is a good approximation for simple non-clustering models of dark energy
in general relativity. This means that a value of γ that deviates significantly from 0.55 indicates
either a breakdown in general relativity on large scales, or a more complicated dark energy within
the Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker model (see e.g. [60]).

The 1-loop EFT power spectrum gives reasonable constraints for all considered cosmological
parameters, while the bispectrum provides notably less stringent constraints for cosmological
parameters and γ.

Constraints on the cosmological parameters in the γCDM model, are naturally weakened,
compared to ΛCDM, by the presence of a new free parameter which affects both the power
spectrum and bispectrum. The EFT power spectrum provides stronger constraints on the growth
rate f (z) = Ωm(z)γ compared to the bispectrum, as we show below in Figure 6. However the
f (z) constraints do not simply translate to γ constraints, since γ arises in different ways in the
two correlators, and since Ωm(z) involves the cosmological parameters. Figure 4 shows that in
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Figure 5: As in Figure 3, for the w0waCDM model.

fact, the EFT power spectrum gives better results than the tree-level bispectrum in constraining
γ, while their combination delivers a notable improvement as shown in Table 2.

Figure 4 reveals the possibility to break parameter degeneracies, displayed as different ori-
entation directions in the elliptical contours. Pushing the bispectrum analysis into smaller scales
would have improved constraints, once the EFT power spectrum and tree-level bispectrum are
combined.

4.3. Dynamical dark energy
The w0waCDM model is a simple model often used to test for deviations from a cosmological

constant that are due to dynamical (or evolving) dark energy (see e.g. [59]). Instead of choosing
specific dynamical dark energy models, a two-parameter dark energy equation of state w(z) is
used, providing some level of model independence.

With two additional parameters w0,wa relative to ΛCDM, we expect the constraints on cos-
mological parameters to worsen. This is confirmed by Figure 5. It is apparent that bispectrum
constraints degrade even more than those from the power spectrum, where the latter provides
more robust constraints to the dark energy parameters than the first. Despite the weakness of the
bispectrum constraints, the combination with the power spectrum breaks degeneracies and leads
to a noteworthy improvement in constraining w0,wa, as shown in Table 2.
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HIRAX

[%] P B P+B

ΛCDM

σ(Ωb)/Ωb 0.29 (0.27) 0.52 0.27 (0.25)
σ(Ωc)/Ωc 0.12 (0.11) 0.62 0.12 (0.11)
σ(h)/h 0.06 (0.05) 0.19 0.05 (0.05)
σ(ns)/ns 0.16 (0.15) 0.24 0.15 (0.13)
σ(As)/As 0.25 (0.24) 0.96 0.25 (0.24)

γCDM

σ(Ωb)/Ωb 0.30 (0.28) 0.53 0.27 (0.26)
σ(Ωc)/Ωc 0.12 (0.11) 0.65 0.12 (0.11)
σ(h)/h 0.06 (0.05) 0.19 0.05 (0.05)
σ(ns)/ns 0.17 (0.16) 0.25 0.15 (0.15)
σ(As)/As 0.26 (0.25) 1.15 0.25 (0.24)
σ(γ)/γ 1.38 (1.30) 8.68 1.27 (1.22)

w0waCDM

σ(Ωb)/Ωb 0.32 (0.29) 1.79 0.27 (0.26)
σ(Ωc)/Ωc 0.31 (0.27) 2.85 0.20 (0.18)
σ(h)/h 0.11 (0.10) 0.91 0.09 (0.08)
σ(ns)/ns 0.17 (0.15) 0.80 0.15 (0.14)
σ(As)/As 0.26 (0.25) 3.36 0.25 (0.24)
σ(w0)/|w0| 1.39 (1.22) 7.53 1.02 (0.93)
σ(wa) 4.45 (3.91) 35.69 3.80 (3.41)

Table 2: For ΛCDM, γCDM and w0waCDM : 1σ constraints on cosmological parameters and model parameters, from
the whole redshift range, using the 1-loop EFT power spectrum (P) and tree-level bispectrum (B) and their combination
(P+B). We use kB

max as in Equation 22 and kP
max as in Equation 24, with kmax,0 = 0.25h (pessimistic case). Constraints in

brackets are those from the opitimistic case, where kmax,0 = 0.3h is used in Equation 24.

4.4. Summary of results on ΛCDM, γCDM and w0waCDM

Table 2 summarises the 1σ constraints on the 3 models, ΛCDM, γCDM , and w0waCDM .
It demonstrates that incorporating the bispectrum enhances the constraints on some parame-
ters compared to using the power spectrum alone. This improvement is mainly evident for the
γCDM and w0waCDM model parameters (i.e. γ, w0 and wα), while for cosmology the gain is
minimal. To improve on the latter one would require to extract the bispectrum information from
smaller scales, comparable to those used for the power spectrum analysis, by utilising the EFT
framework.

Table 2 shows that there are only small changes in the power spectrum constraints on the cos-
mological parametersΩb, Ωc, h, ns and As when moving from ΛCDM to γCDM and w0waCDM .
By contrast, there is a significant increase in error on As (by a factor 1.73) for the bispectrum con-
straints in γCDM . In the w0waCDM model, the increase in bispectrum errors is even greater, and
affects all 5 parameters. The increase in parameter uncertainties when transitioning from ΛCDM
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Figure 6: Upper panels: Forecasts of marginalized relative errors on DA, H, and f from the power spectrum (red),
bispectrum (blue), and their combination (orange), in the pessimistic case (Equation 25). Lower panels: Similarly, for
the bias parameters in Equation 3.

to γCDM and w0waCDM arises due to the additional correlations introduced among variables as
we increase the number of parameters in the model.

Table 2 shows the improvement in the power spectrum constraint when using the optimistic
case kmax,0 = 0.3h/Mpc compared to the pessimistic one (i.e. kmax,0 = 0.25/hMpc). This is due to
the information that resides within the additional small scale modes. However, this improvement
is marginal in the case of ΛCDM and γCDM , unlike the dark energy model w0waCDM , which
shows a more notable enhancement in the constraints. This is an indication that the information
from the power spectrum saturates, as we venture to smaller scales, due to the thermal noise in
the a HIRAX-like instrument.

4.5. Distance and growth rate errors

In this section, we study the constraints on the angular diameter distance DA(z) and the Hub-
ble rate H(z) via the AP effect in the standard ΛCDM model. We also compute errors on the
growth rate f (z) = −d ln D(z)/d ln(1 + z).

The constraints are derived after marginalising over the nuisance parameters for both corre-
lators, while the remaining model parameters are considered free (Equation 31). Figure 6 (upper
panels) presents the results for the marginalized relative errors as a function of redshift.

The power spectrum delivers remarkably precise measurements, with an uncertainty of less
than 1% across all redshift bins for the angular diameter distance DA and Hubble parameter H,
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and within 1-2% for the growth rate f . The bispectrum alone shows a lower precision, yielding
relative errors within 10-20% for DA and H, while for the growth rate the precision is ∼5%, across
the redshift range. Consequently, incorporating the bispectrum into the analysis contributes a
small improvement in precision on the BAO distance scale parameters and the growth rate.

4.6. Bias parameters
Clustering biases affect both the power spectrum and the bispectrum. Here we provide the

constraints on biases as a function of redshift before marginalising them to get the cosmology
constraints of the previous sections. The results are shown in Figure 6 (lower panels).

The power spectrum provides a precision of 0.5− 1% in most of the redshift range for the HI
IM linear bias b1. The joint constraint from the two correlators is at the same level of precision
as the power spectrum, indicating the poor performance of the bispectrum. The latter provides a
∼5% precision on b1 constraints, which saturates beyond z ∼ 1.5. For the quadratic bias b2 and
the tidal bias bs2 , the bispectrum provides a precision of ∼20% and ∼50% respectively, where
the information saturates beyond z ∼ 2. The power spectrum, on the other hand, exhibits an
improvement in the constraints, reaching a precision smaller than ∼10% for b2, at high redshift
bins, while for bs2 the relative errors saturate at ∼15% for z > 1.5. Combining the two correlators
offers a significant improvement for these higher order bias parameters, reaching ∼4% and ∼5%
at high redshifts for b2 and bs2 respectively. This indicates the great potential offered by a joint
EFT power spectrum and bispectrum analysis.

5. Conclusions

This work presents an analysis to estimate the cosmological precision possible with a HIRAX-
like neutral hydrogen intensity mapping survey, using the 1-loop effective field theory power
spectrum and the tree-level bispectrum. In addition to constraints on standard cosmological
parameters, we estimate the uncertainties on modified gravity (γ) and dynamical dark energy
(w0,wa) parameters. Furthermore, we find the errors on the angular diameter distance DA(z), the
Hubble rate H(z) and on the growth rate f (z). Finally, we show the constraints on the linear and
higher order clustering biases.

In order to remain within the domain of validity of the tree-level bispectrum and 1-loop
EFT power spectrum, we have imposed appropriate scale cuts, as illustrated in Equation 22–
Equation 25. For the EFT power spectrum, our baseline is a ‘pessimistic’ kP

max cut, with errors
also computed for a more optimistic choice.

The 1σ marginalised errors of our Fisher forecasts, from the whole redshift range, are sum-
marised in Table 2. For ΛCDM, the precision from P+B is sub-percent on the cosmological
parameters Ωb, Ωc, h, ns, and As. For the extended models, γCDM and w0waCDM , these con-
straints naturally degrade, but the precision on the model parameters is high: 1.27% on the
growth index γ and (1%, 3.8%) on (w0, wa).

Previous work that uses the combination of the power spectrum and bispectrum in cosmolog-
ical constraints is mainly focused on galaxy surveys (see e.g. [61] and references cited therein).
In the case of 21cm intensity mapping, there are cosmological forecasts from the 1-loop power
spectrum [15, 16], but we are not aware of other work that combines the 1-loop power spectrum
with the bispectrum. For the 21cm tree-level power spectrum + bispectrum, the papers [18, 19]
investigate future constraints on primordial non-Guassianity. Compared to the tree-level power
spectrum + bispectrum forecasts from our previous work [20], we find that the EFT model im-
proves precision on Ωb, Ωc, and h, due to the additional information from small scales, as probed
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by the 1-loop power spectrum. However, this is not the case for As and ns, which are less sensi-
tive to this regime. The comparison with [20] also demonstrates the potential of the EFT power
spectrum in breaking parameter degeneracies. This is clearly seen in the contour plots of Fig-
ure 3–Figure 5.

Finally, for the redshift-dependent parameters, we find a sub-percent precision for most red-
shifts on DA,H, and within 1-2% for most redshifts on f (Figure 6, upper panels). The precision
on the linear clustering bias b1 is sub-percent, for most redshifts, while for the quadratic biases
it reaches ∼5% from the joint analysis at high redshifts (Figure 6, lower panels).

The results presented in this work have relied on certain simplifications that, in a subsequent
work, could be relaxed for a more comprehensive analysis. Introducing the 1-loop power spec-
trum covariance would make the constraints more realistic for future surveys, while extending the
reach of the bispectrum, by using the 1-loop Effective Field Theory model (see e.g. [62]), would
improve significantly its role in this joint analysis and subsequently the cosmological constraints.
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