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ABSTRACT
We investigate how well a simple leading order perturbation theory model of the bispectrum can fit the BAO feature in the
measured bispectrum monopole of galaxies. Previous works showed that perturbative models of the galaxy bispectrum start
failing at the wavenumbers of 𝑘 ∼ 0.1ℎ Mpc−1. We show that when the BAO feature in the bispectrum is separated it can be
successfully modeled up to much higher wavenumbers. We validate our modeling on GLAM simulations that were run with and
without the BAO feature in the initial conditions. We also quantify the amount of systematic error due to BAO template being
offset from the true cosmology. We find that the systematic errors do not exceed 0.3 per cent for reasonable deviations of up to 3
per cent from the true value of the sound horizon.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) signal is a statistical feature
imprinted into the spatial distribution of galaxies. Small overdensi-
ties in the initial distribution of dark matter serve as seeds for acoustic
wave propagation in the early baryon-photon fluid. The propagation
of these waves freezes at later times and results in a slightly over-
dense spherical shell of a radius of about 𝑟d ∼ 100ℎ−1 Mpc around
each primordial overdensity. From the observational point of view,
this means that every galaxy created around the initial overdensity
has a slightly higher chance of having a neighboring galaxy on this
spherical shell. Later this feature manifests itself as a local maxi-
mum (peak) at 𝑟d in the two-point correlation function of galaxies
and as a decaying oscillatory feature of frequency 2𝜋/𝑟d in the power
spectrum. The BAO scale has been measured from the two-point cor-
relation function with a sub-percent precision. Theoretical modeling
and interpretation of the measured BAO scale in the two-point corre-
lation function are relatively straightforward. The measurements in
conjunction with the theory can be used to determine the distance-
redshift relationship and therefore to constrain cosmological models.
The same feature must also be present in other measures of galaxy
clustering but it may not be as easy to model. The main goal of our
paper is to explore the possibility of modeling the BAO feature in
the Fourier space measurements of the galaxy three-point correlation
function.

Many methods for measuring the BAO peak position (or fre-
quency) have been proposed in recent years. They all follow the
same schematic idea proposed in Eisenstein et al. (2007).

• Theoretically computed two-point correlation function (or the
power spectrum) is split into “smooth” and “wiggly” components,

★ E-mail: jayashreeb@phys.ksu.edu

𝜉 = 𝜉s𝜉w or 𝑃 = 𝑃s𝑃w. This can be done in many different ways
but the final result is not sensitive to details of the decomposition.
With proper decomposition, 𝑃w ends up being a decaying oscillation
around unity (Baldauf et al. 2015; Vlah et al. 2015; Fonseca de la
Bella et al. 2017).

• The wiggly component is separated from the measurements in
a similar way.

• The leading order effect of non-linear evolution on the wig-
gly part of the power spectrum is scale-dependent damping of
the oscillations, 𝑃w → (𝑃w − 1)𝐷 (𝑘) + 1. The simplest model
𝐷 (𝑘) = exp(−Σ2𝑘2), where Σ is a nuisance parameter, works rea-
sonably well (Nomura et al. 2008; Crocce et al. 2012; Prada et al.
2016; Seo et al. 2016; Hoffmann et al. 2018; Chen et al. 2019; Hin-
ton et al. 2020; Valageas & Nishimichi 2020; Sugiyama et al. 2021;
Babić et al. 2022).

• The damped model is supplemented by nuisance parameters to
account for small inaccuracies in separating the smooth part. These
nuisance parameters are usually polynomials in 𝑘 and they are smooth
in the sense that they have little effect on the frequency of the os-
cillatory signal (Ross et al. 2017; Ata et al. 2018; Hou et al. 2021;
Raichoor et al. 2021).

• The model is then dilated 𝑃w → 𝐴𝑃w (𝛼𝑘) to align its oscilla-
tions with the ones in the measurements.

In the simplest version of this analysis (when the fit is performed
on the angularly averaged power spectrum), the dilation parameter 𝛼
depends on the distance redshift relationship,

𝛼 ≡ 𝛼V =
𝐷v (𝑧)𝑟 tmp

d

𝐷fid
v (𝑧)𝑟d

, (1)
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where 𝐷v is the distance to the galaxies,

𝐷v (𝑧) =
[
𝑐𝑧𝐷A (𝑧)2

𝐻 (𝑧)

] 1
3

, (2)

𝐷A is the angular diameter distance, and 𝐻 is the Hubble parameter.
The superscript fid denotes values in “fiducial” cosmology assumed
when converting redshifts of galaxies to distances and the superscript
tmp is used to denote the BAO scale in the BAO template which may
be (but does not have to be) identical to the fiducial cosmology.
Quantities without superscripts are the real values corresponding to
the data. The fiducial values assumed in the theoretical model and
the BAO peak position in the template are known exactly. Thus,
measuring 𝛼 allows us to infer the ratio of the distance at a given
redshift to the BAO scale, a quantity that is extremely sensitive to
the properties of dark energy. The exact procedure used in high-
precision data analysis is more involved and requires great care in
every small detail. The fit is performed to both the angular monopole
and the quadrupole of the correlation function, which enables us to
also measure the anisotropic dilation parameter 𝜖 = 𝐻fid𝑟

tmp
d /(𝐻𝑟d)

(Padmanabhan & White 2008; Reid et al. 2012; Blazek et al. 2014;
Ross et al. 2015; Beutler et al. 2017b; Zhu et al. 2018; Hou et al.
2018, 2021), but the general idea remains the same. These scalings
have been shown to be robust for a wide variety of cosmological
models (Vargas Magaña et al. 2013; Thepsuriya & Lewis 2015; Ding
et al. 2018; Vargas-Magaña et al. 2014).

This procedure for extracting the BAO signal from the power spec-
trum has been successfully used on many galaxy samples (Neveux
et al. 2020; Bautista et al. 2021; de Mattia et al. 2021; Gil-Marín et al.
2020; Raichoor et al. 2021). The resulting distance measurements are
leading sources of dark energy parameter constraints (Betoule et al.
2014; Aubourg et al. 2015; Alam et al. 2017; Grieb et al. 2017;
Sánchez et al. 2017; Abbott et al. 2018; Alestas et al. 2020; d’Amico
et al. 2020; Di Valentino et al. 2020; Ivanov et al. 2020; Planck
Collaboration et al. 2020; Tröster et al. 2020; Escamilla et al. 2023).

The physics governing the production of Baryon Acoustic Oscilla-
tions (BAOs) in the matter power spectrum is well understood (Silk
1968; Peebles & Yu 1970; Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1970; Bond & Ef-
stathiou 1984, 1987; Holtzman 1989). In the very early universe,
the matter distribution was highly uniform. Small overdensities in
this uniform distribution were growing in time with gravity, forming
dark matter halos and later galaxies. Pulling matter into overdensi-
ties raised the temperature of matter, thereby creating an outward
radiation pressure that pushed the matter apart again. As it expanded
though, it cooled and gravity started to pull it back again. This in-
teractivity between gravity and pressure set up an oscillation that
created the equivalent of spherical sound waves that spread outward
like bubbles. When the Universe reached the age of around 380,000
years, atoms formed for the first time. This allowed the matter to
cool more efficiently, and gravity started to dominate over pressure.
With no resistance from pressure, large-scale structures started to
form. The wrinkles due to the bubbles of matter created by those
acoustic waves are visible today as the baryon acoustic oscillations.
The size of the oscillations is determined by the properties of the
early Universe and its components: the baryonic matter, the dark
matter, and the dark energy. Thus, they can be used to constrain the
properties of these components. The imprint of the BAO is left in
overdensity peaks at 𝑟𝑑 ∼ 100 Mpc in the two-point statistics of the
matter field. Basically, these oscillatory features occur on relatively
large scales, which are still predominantly in the linear regime; it
is therefore expected that BAOs should also be seen in the galaxy

distribution (Meiksin et al. 1999; Springel et al. 2005; White 2005;
Seo & Eisenstein 2005; Eisenstein et al. 2007).

The same BAO feature is also present in other clustering mea-
sures e.g. the three-point correlation function, or its Fourier image,
the bispectrum. In general, the bispectrum is more difficult to model
compared to the power spectrum. Recent studies showed that the
perturbation theory based models fail to accurately predict bispec-
trum measurements at surprisingly large scales (Lazanu et al. 2016;
Baldauf et al. 2021; Ivanov et al. 2022; Philcox et al. 2022; Alkhan-
ishvili et al. 2022; Rizzo et al. 2023; Karandikar et al. 2023; Guidi
et al. 2023). Several recent works managed to measure the distance
scale from the BAO feature in the bispectrum despite these dif-
ficulties (Pearson & Samushia 2018; Philcox & Ivanov 2022). A
number of recent works (Slepian & Eisenstein 2015; Slepian et al.
2017; Pearson & Samushia 2018) measured the BAO peak also in
the galaxy three-point statistics. More works have studied different
aspects of modeling the full bispectrum (Byun et al. 2015, 2017;
Gil-Marín et al. 2017, 2018; Gualdi et al. 2019; Philcox & Ivanov
2022; Sugiyama et al. 2019, 2020, 2021, 2023a,b) and by comparing
theoretical models of increasing difficulty with simulations (Oddo
et al. 2020; Colavincenzo et al. 2019; Bose & Taruya 2018).

When it comes to the BAO peak position, studies tend to focus
on two-point statistics (Anderson et al. 2012, 2014; Cuesta et al.
2016; Gil-Marín et al. 2016; Ross et al. 2017; Beutler et al. 2017a).
This is justified by the fact that the reconstruction of the galaxy field
(Eisenstein et al. 2007; Noh et al. 2009) moves some of the informa-
tion from the three-point statistics – e.g. the three-point correlation
function or the bispectrum – into the two-point statistics. However,
measuring the BAO peak position from the bispectrum directly – or
the combination of the non-reconstructed power spectrum and bis-
pectrum – is still useful as the effect of the reconstruction on the
information content of the higher-order statistics is, at the moment,
not completely clear (Samushia et al. 2021).

In this work, we explore the possibility of isolating the BAO fea-
ture in the galaxy bispectrum and modeling it with a simple model
supplemented by enough nuisance parameters to account for inaccu-
racies in modeling its overall shape. The BAO feature in the Fourier
space extends to high wavenumbers, but the quantity of interest is
not the exact profile of the feature as a function of a wavenumber but
its frequency, which is set by large-scale physics. The hope is that,
if the BAO feature in the bispectrum is isolated, it will be possible
to model it effectively even if the modeling of the full bispectrum is
difficult. Our results are encouraging and suggest that surprisingly
simple models of the BAO feature in the bispectrum are able to repro-
duce the BAO frequency with minimal bias. This is not surprising as
the BAO signal is imprinted by linear physics in the early Universe.
While the exact amount of power at high wavenumbers is difficult to
theoretically compute, the quantity of interest in the BAO analysis is
the beat frequency of the feature, and this quantity turns out to be
more robust.

We use a simple, linear-theory-based model to describe the BAO
feature in the bispectrum, in which the effect of nonlinear evolution is
modeled by a wavenumber-dependent Gaussian damping term. (see
section 3). We use GLAM simulations (see section 2) to validate this
model. These simulations were run in pairs with and without the
BAO feature in the initial conditions but otherwise identical. These
simulations provide us with the “empirical” data for the smooth and
wiggly bispectra. When fitting our model to simulations, we find that
the extracted BAO scale is unbiased even when the fiducial template
for the BAO is constructed in a slightly offset cosmological model
(see section 4). The recovered values of 𝛼 are within 0.3 per cent
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Figure 1. Initial power spectrum of GLAM withBAO and noBAO simulations
and it’s BAO signature.

of the true values even when the BAO feature in the fitting template
deviates from the true value by as much as 3 per cent.

2 BAO SIGNAL IN SIMULATIONS

2.1 GLAM simulations

We use GLAM-PMILL simulations (Hernández-Aguayo et al. 2021) to
test methods for BAO feature separation and theoretical modeling.
The GLAM-PMILL catalogs used in this work are publicly available
in the Skies & Universes website1.

The GLAM simulations (Klypin & Prada 2018) are 𝑁-body cos-
mological simulations that, in the case of the PMILL series, follow
the evolution of 2, 0003 dark matter particles. Each particle has a
mass of 1.065 × 1010 ℎ−1M⊙ in a comoving periodic box of size
𝐿 = 1 ℎ−1Gpc, with 𝑁s = 136 time-steps and a mesh of 𝑁g = 4, 000
cells per side. This results in a spatial resolution of 0.250 ℎ−1Mpc.

The simulations were produced in a flatΛCDM cosmology, adopt-
ing the cosmological parameters assumed in the Planck Millennium
simulation (PMILL; Baugh et al. 2019). PMILL uses the best-fitting
parameters from the first Planck 2013 data release (Planck Collabo-
ration et al. 2014). Each instance of the simulation was run with two
initial conditions, starting at 𝑧ini = 100: one with the BAO signal
imprinted in the initial conditions, and one without. The pairs of
simulations are otherwise identical, i.e. they had matching random
phases in the initial conditions. The GLAM-PMILL simulations used
in this work consist of 1,000 realizations with and another 1,000
without BAO. Figure 1 shows the power spectrum used for the initial
conditions of the GLAM simulations. The initial power for the pair
of simulations was identical, except the “withBAO” instances had

1 https://www.skiesanduniverses.org/Products/
MockCatalogues/GLAMDESILRG/

Figure 2. BAO signature in the power spectrum of GLAM simulations at
different redshifts.

periodic BAO wiggles in them, and the “noBAO” instances didn’t
have the feature.

The GLAM simulations are only capable of correctly resolv-
ing distinct halos (not subhalos), with virial masses greater than
∼ 1012 ℎ−1M⊙ for the case of the GLAM-PMILL suite. The result-
ing dark matter halos were populated by galaxies using GALFORM
semi-analytical model of galaxy formation (Hernández-Aguayo et al.
2021), but in this work we only use the halo catalogs, both for BAO
and noBAO realizations.

We will treat the measurements from these simulations as the
ground truth for the rest of our work. The theoretical models will be
evaluated based on how well they recover the measurements of GLAM
simulations.

2.2 BAO in the power spectrum

We measure the power spectrum from both the withBAO and noBAO
simulations, 𝑃w and 𝑃s respectively (see Appendix A for the details).
The power spectrum measurements are averaged in bins of width
Δ𝑘 = 0.01ℎMpc−1 starting from 𝑘min = 0.005ℎMpc−1 up to 𝑘max =

0.3ℎ Mpc−1, resulting in 30 bins. This wavenumber range contains
most of the linear and semi-linear modes of galaxy overdensity. There
is very little BAO signal above our maximum wavenumber.

Figure 2 shows the ratio of 𝑃w to 𝑃s measured from GLAM at differ-
ent redshifts. This is by definition the BAO signal in the power spec-
trum. The BAO signal looks exactly as expected. The amplitude of
wiggles decays with redshift. The decay is wavenumber-dependent.
BAO in high wavenumber modes decays faster with redshift as ex-
pected.

2.3 BAO in the bispectrum

We define the BAO feature in the bispectrum similarly to that of
the power spectrum. We measure the angularly averaged bispectrum
- 𝐵(𝑘1, 𝑘2, 𝑘3) - from withBAO and noBAO GLAM simulations, 𝐵w
and 𝐵s respectively (see Appendix A for the details). We bin each
wavevector in 30 bins similar to how we did it for the power spectrum.
This results in a total of 2600 bins for the (𝑘1, 𝑘2, 𝑘3) triplet. To
map the 3D configuration space of triangles into a 1D index for
analysis, we employ a “triangle index” that orders the triangles so
that 𝑘1 ≤ 𝑘2 ≤ 𝑘3. This ensures each unique triplet is only counted

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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Figure 3. BAO signature in the bispectrum of GLAM simulations at different
redshifts. Labels All (top panel), Equ (middle panel), and Iso (lower panel)
refer to averages over all, equilateral, and isosceles configurations respectively.

once without duplication since the bispectrum is invariant to any
permutation of the indices.

Figure 3 shows the ratio of 𝐵w to 𝐵s at different redshifts. For
better visualization, the measurements are averaged over 𝑘2 and 𝑘3
for different triangular configurations. We look at three different
averages. In 𝐵all (𝑘) the value of 𝑘1 is kept within a certain bin
while all other values of 𝑘2 and 𝑘3 are averaged over. In 𝐵iso (𝑘) we
average over bispectra that have the value of 𝑘1 within a certain bin
and 𝑘2 = 𝑘3. In 𝐵equ (𝑘) we average over all bispectra that have all
three wavenumbers within a certain bin.

𝐵all (𝑘) =
∑︁
𝑘2 ,𝑘3

𝐵(𝑘, 𝑘2, 𝑘3)
𝑁𝑘

(3)

𝐵iso (𝑘) =
∑︁
𝑘2 ,𝑘3

𝐵(𝑘, 𝑘2, 𝑘3)𝑘≠𝑘2=𝑘3

𝑁𝑘≠𝑘2=𝑘3

(4)

𝐵equ (𝑘) =
∑︁
𝑘2 ,𝑘3

𝐵(𝑘, 𝑘2, 𝑘3)𝑘=𝑘2=𝑘3

𝑁𝑘=𝑘2=𝑘3

, (5)

where, 𝑁𝑘 , 𝑁𝑘≠𝑘2=𝑘3 and 𝑁𝑘=𝑘2=𝑘3 are the number of triangles that
fall into the relevant configurations. We only do this to make the
comprehansion of the plots easier. All our analysis are performed on
the original (pre-averaged) 2600 bispectrum measurements.

Even though this averaging is not optimal for the retention of the

BAO feature, it is still clearly visible in all configurations. The equi-
lateral configuration has the most noise since each point in the 𝑘

axis corresponds only to a single equilateral triangle. In the bispec-
trum, the BAO feature looks qualitatively similar. It is a decaying
oscillation which is more pronounced at higher redshifts.

3 BAO MODELING

3.1 Power spectrum

To model the BAO in the power spectrum we start with the linear
model 𝑃lin (𝑘) that we compute using computer code CAMB (Lewis &
Bridle 2002) in a fiducial cosmological model. We split this power
spectrum into BAO and smooth parts, 𝑃BAO

lin and 𝑃s
lin respectively,

using cosmoprimo package. cosmoprimo has many options for per-
forming this split. We use the option based on the work in Wallisch
(2018) and Hamann et al. (2010), but we verified that this choice
does not affect our results. We reduce the BAO feature by damping
it with a Gaussian term 𝐷 (𝑘, Σ) = exp(−Σ2𝑘2/2) so that our final
power spectrum template is

𝑃w (𝑘;𝛼, Σ) = 𝑃s
lin (𝑘) [(𝑃

BAO
lin (𝛼𝑘) − 1)𝐷 (𝑘, Σ) + 1] (6)

The dilation parameter 𝛼 is only applied to the BAO wiggles. The
superscript w denotes the fact that the template has BAO wiggles in
it. We use just the smooth part of the linear power spectrum as the
no-wiggle template.

𝑃nw (𝑘) = 𝑃s
lin (𝑘) (7)

Formally, this is a limit Σ → 0 of the wiggled template.

3.2 Bispectrum

Our bispectrum BAO model is inspired by the leading order pertur-
bation theory with linear local bias given by Scoccimarro (2000).

𝐵(𝒌1, 𝒌2, 𝒌3) = 2𝒁1 (𝜇1)𝒁1 (𝜇2)𝒁2𝑃(𝛼𝑘1)𝑃(𝛼𝑘2)+ (8)
cyclic terms + [𝑃(𝑘1) + 𝑃(𝑘2) + 𝑃(𝑘3)]𝑆1 + 𝑆0,

where,

𝒁1 (𝜇) = (𝑏1 + 𝑓 𝜇2
1), (9)

𝒁2 =

[
𝑏2
2

+ 𝑏1𝐹2 (𝒌1, 𝒌2) + 𝑓 𝜇2
3𝐺2 (𝒌1, 𝒌2) (10)

− 𝑓 𝜇3𝑘3
2

(
𝜇1
𝑘1

(𝑏1 + 𝑓 𝜇2
2) +

𝜇2
𝑘2

(𝑏1 + 𝑓 𝜇2
1)
)]
,

𝜇𝑖 = 𝒌𝑖 · 𝒛/𝑘𝑖 with 𝒌1 + 𝒌2 + 𝒌3 = 0 to account for the triangular
condition.

𝐹2 (𝒌1, 𝒌2) =
5
7
+ 𝒌1 · 𝒌2

2𝑘1𝑘2

(
𝑘1
𝑘2

+ 𝑘2
𝑘1

)
+ 2

7

(
𝒌1 · 𝒌2
𝑘1𝑘2

)2
, (11)

and

𝐺2 (𝒌1, 𝒌2) =
3
7
+ 𝒌1 · 𝒌2

2𝑘1𝑘2

(
𝑘1
𝑘2

+ 𝑘2
𝑘1

)
+ 4

7

(
𝒌1 · 𝒌2
𝑘1𝑘2

)2
, (12)

The cyclic terms can be derived by replacing indices 1 and 2 in

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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the first term with 2 and 3, and 1 and 3 respectively. 𝑓 , 𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑆0
and 𝑆1 are free parameters of the fit.

Gagrani & Samushia (2017) showed that most of the information
is in the azimuthal averages of the first three even multipoles with
𝑚 = 0 in the multipole expansion containing most of the informa-
tion relevant to the derivation of cosmological constraints. In this
work, we only consider the angularly averaged bispectrum (or the
monopole) defined as

𝐵0 (𝑘1, 𝑘2, 𝑘3) =
+1∫

−1

𝑑 (cos 𝜃1)
2𝜋∫

0

𝑑𝜙𝐵(𝑘1, 𝑘2, 𝑘3, 𝜃1, 𝜙). (13)

We integrate the five-dimensional bispectrum numerically to obtain
the three-dimensional bispectrum monopole.

The model depends on wavevector lengths 𝑘1, 𝑘2 and 𝑘3, a dilation
parameter 𝛼 and nuisance parameters 𝑏1, 𝑏2, and 𝑓 . In perturbation
theory, the last three parameters have a physical meaning (e.g. 𝑓 is
interpreted as a growth rate of structure). We treat these parameters
as true nuisance parameters. Their only purpose is to give us a rea-
sonable range of bispectrum shapes to separate the BAO feature. We
do not assign to them any physical meaning.

We compute 𝐵 by using 𝑃w and 𝐵s by using the no-wiggled
template 𝑃s. The ratio 𝐵/𝐵s then gives a model for the BAO signature
in the bispectrum.

In the end, the model depends on parameters 𝛼, 𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑓 , 𝑆0, 𝑆1,
and Σ.

This single universal scaling model is not accurate at the sub-
percent precision (Khomeriki & Samushia 2023) but we ignore the
higher order effects in this work since they do not really affect any of
our main conclusions.

4 BAO FITTING

We fit the model described in section 3 to the GLAM measurements
described in section 2 by running a Monte Carlo Markov Chain
(MCMC) using the emcee Python package (Foreman-Mackey et al.
2013). The MCMC was run with 70 walkers for 2000 steps, discard-
ing the first 800 steps as burn-in to ensure convergence. The chain is
run over 𝛼 and 6 nuisance parameters ( 𝑓 , 𝑏1, 𝑏2, 𝑆0, 𝑆1, Σ). The first
three parameters in that list control the relative amplitude at different
wavenumber triplets, the next two provide wavenumber-dependent
and wavenumber-independent additive terms to remove the effect of
shot noise, and the last parameter controls how pronounced the BAO
feature is. The parameter priors are wide enough to encompass all
areas of high likelihood. We find the best-fit values by minimizing

𝜒2 =
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝑋𝑖𝑊𝑖 𝑗𝑋 𝑗 , (14)

where 𝑋 is a vector of measurements (either 𝑃w/𝑃s at different
wavenumber or 𝐵w/𝐵s at different wavenumber triplets) and𝑊𝑖 𝑗 are
weights that upweight or downweight a relative contribution from
different wavenumbers to the overall fit. The most optimal weights
are the ones given by the inverse covariance of our measurements.
Unfortunately, we don’t have a reliable way of estimating the inverse
covariance. We use the inverse of a sample variance over 1,000 GLAM
mocks as our weights. We can not use the posterior of our likelihood
to approximate the true constraining power of the BAO signal in
the bispectrum since the sample covariance computed from a small
number of mocks is a very noisy estimator of a true covariance and
the Hartlap correction factor (Hartlap et al. 2007), commonly used
to unbias the inverse of the covariance matrix, was not applied in this

case due to the insufficient number of realizations. The minimum of
the Eq. 14 is still an unbiased estimator and we can use it to estimate
the systematic offsets in our fits. Our measurements are computed
from a very large cumulative volume of 1,000ℎ−1 Gpc and we expect
the uncertainty in the systematic offset to be negligible.

𝛼 is the only parameter of interest to us, the other six are nuisance
parameters that we marginalize over. We have another hidden degree
of freedom in this fit, which is the fiducial cosmology that we choose
to produce the original 𝑃lin template. We are hoping that no matter
which template we start with, it can be made to fit the measurements
by an appropriate rescaling of the oscillation frequency with 𝛼 and
damping the amplitude of oscillations at high wavenumbers with Σ.
The dilation parameter is expected to be

𝛼 =
𝑟

tmp
d
𝑟d

. (15)

We do not have scaling with 𝐷𝑉 like in Eq. (1). This is because we
are measuring our bispectra in cubic boxes with known physical size
and we are not affected by Alcock-Patczynski scaling. We will show
the results of fitting to the redshift 𝑧 = 0.5, but we also verified that
the same conclusions hold for redshifts 𝑧 = 0 and 𝑧 = 1.198.

4.1 Aligned Template

We first check what happens when the template is computed in the
actual cosmology of GLAM simulations. In this case, the BAOs in
the template and the measurements are aligned and the expected
value of 𝛼 is one. The results from running our MCMC chains
for the aligned template for the redshift of 𝑧 = 0.5 are shown in
Figure 4. The results for other redshifts look qualitatively similar.
The likelihood contours are reasonably close to Gaussian. While
some of the nuisance parameters are correlated with each other, the
𝛼V parameter is uncorrelated with any of the nuisance parameters,
suggesting that its maximum likelihood values are weakly affected by
possible posterior volume effects. The 𝑓 parameter is allowed to take
on negative values, under the standard interpretation of its meaning
this would be unphysical. We, however, do not interpret 𝑓 as a growth
rate of structure but rather use it as a pure nuisance parameter that
is used to help us span the range of possible shapes for the smooth
part of the bispectrum, so this is not a problem for our analysis. We
checked that restricting 𝑓 to have only positive values does not affect
constraints on 𝛼, which is not surprising since 𝑓 and 𝛼 are very
weakly correlated. Our recovered value of 𝛼 is consistent with unity
to 0.03 percent precision. It’s worth noting that since we do not have
reliable estimates of the covariance matrix, the widths of our MCMC
chains can not be interpreted as errors in the measurement. We do
not have at present a good way of estimating the variance in our
measurements but we expect it to be subdominant to the systematic
error from the fit since we are fitting the mean measurement of 1,000
one cubic Gigaparsec mocks.

Figure 5 shows the bispectrum BAOs from GLAMmeasurements at
redshifts 0.0, 0.5, and 1.198, and their corresponding best-fit models
evaluated at the best values derived from MCMC chains. The models
match the measurements well and by visual inspection successfully
recover all features in the measurements.Figure 6 shows the same
information but now as a ratio of the predicted and measured bispec-
tra. At 𝑧 = 0.0 there are some bispectrum triplets that have a large
fractional deviation between the measurement and the theory. This
is likely the failure of the simple model adopted in our work which
does capture the overall frequency of the BAO oscillations well but
fails to predict the amplitude of the BAO for some triplets.

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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Figure 4. Equipotential contours of the MCMC posterior from fitting the BAO in GLAM bispectrum at 𝑧 = 0.5. The grey dashed line shows the expected value
of 𝛼 = 1.

Figure 7 shows a similar best fit to the entire bispectrum (not the
BAO only like in the previous case). As expected the simple model
can not fit the full shape of the bispectrum well, there are obvious and
irreconcilable offsets between the measured and theoretical bispectra
at a wide range of wavenumbers and triangular configurations.

To aid visual inspection we also plot the measured and best-fit
model bispectra for averaged, isosceles, and equilateral triangles as
defined by Eqs. (3)-(5). Figure 8 shows this comparison for the bis-
pectrum measured at 𝑧 = 0.5. The top panel shows the GLAM BAOs
along with the model computed for the original templates derived

from CAMB. The middle row shows the effect of the damping param-
eter Σ on the model for the best-fit Σ from the MCMC chains. The
bottom row shows the result of stretching it by the best-fit value of
𝛼. Since our best-fit is very close to one, the best-fit BAO template
is difficult to distinguish from the “true” BAO template (evaluated
at 𝛼V = 1), which we also plot on the same figures for compari-
son. Visual inspection confirms that the best-fit template is indeed a
good fit for the harmonic feature imprinted in the measurements. The
template seems to be offset for the equilateral triangles. This can be
explained by high noise in this specific measurement. The averaged

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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Figure 5. BAO signature in the bispectrum as a function of triangle index
(see definition in Sec 2.3) at different redshifts. Measured bispectrum BAOs
from the GLAM simulations (the blue line) is compared to our best-fit model
(the orange line).

and isosceles measurements are averages over many triangular con-
figurations, while the equilateral measurement is averaged over very
few triangular configurations.

4.2 Systematic effects due to offset template

We now check whether the model performs equally well when the
template is computed in a different cosmology from the GLAM so
that the position of the BAO peak is offset. To perform this test
we generate templates in 100 different cosmologies around GLAM
cosmology in a range 0.277 ≤ Ω𝑚 ≤ 0.327. We then perform the
fitting as before. Figure 9 shows the results of this exercise. Each
point on the top panel corresponds to a template used in the fits. The
horizontal axis shows the expected value of 𝛼 and the vertical axis
shows the percentage offset of the best fit from that expectation. In
the ideal case, we want the points to be as close as possible to zero.
The bottom panel shows the same data from a different point of view.
The points are again individual templates, the horizontal axis is the
value of 𝑟d in the template and 𝛼 is the amount of dilation needed to
bring the template to be identical to the true BAO signal. Blue dots
show our expectations and the orange dots show the actual results.
We expected the systematic offset between the two to increase as
the offset between the template and the simulations increases, which

Figure 6. Fractional deviation between the measured bispectrum BAOs from
the GLAM simulations and our best-fit model as a function of triangle index
(see definition in Sec 2.3) at different redshifts.

Figure 7. Full bispectrum as a function of triangle index (see definition in
Sec 2.3) at redshift 0.5. Measured bispectrum from the GLAM simulations (the
blue line) is compared to our best-fit model (the orange line).

MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023)
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Figure 8. Measured BAO in the bispectrum compared to the model. The columns show bispectrum averaged over all (left), equilateral (middle), and isosceles
(right) configurations. The blue lines denote the measurements and are identical along the columns. The solid orange lines in the top row denote the model
computed based on a CAMB linear power spectrum. The dashed orange lines in the middle row denote the model with the BAO damping applied, which reduces
the amplitude of the BAO wiggles. The dot-dashed yellow line and the dotted green line in the bottom row denote the model stretched by the best fit and true 𝛼

values respectively.

seems to be the case. The systematic offsets are mostly within 0.3
per cent as long as the frequency of the BAO in the template does
not differ by more than 3 per cent from the frequency in the data.

5 CONCLUSIONS

We explored the possibility of modeling the BAO feature in the galaxy
bispectrum. Even though some of this information is recovered dur-
ing the reconstruction of the cosmological fields, the measurements
of the BAO in the galaxy bispectrum have the potential to strengthen
our constraints on key cosmological parameters. In the measured
bispectrum the BAO signal is visible at wavenumber as high as
𝑘 ∼ 0.3ℎ−1 Mpc at redshifts of 𝑧 = 0.5 and above. At lower redshifts,
the BAO signature at higher wavenumber is damped by nonlinear evo-
lution. We showed that even though simple perturbation-based mod-
els of bispectrum fail to model it accurately at higher wavenumbers,
they work reasonably well when the smooth component is subtracted
and only the BAO feature is modeled. We validated this on a suit
of GLAM simulations that have been run with and without the BAO
feature in the initial conditions. The ratio of the bispectra measured
from those simulations is by definition the BAO feature in the bis-
pectrum. Our six-parameter model was able to recover the unbiased
value of 𝛼 parameter when fit to the bispectrum monopole measured
from a cumulative volume of 1, 000 ℎ−3Gpc3. In real analysis, we
don’t know a priori what cosmological model to use when producing
BAO templates. It is therefore important that the procedure results in
unbiased results for a range of reasonable templates. We checked the

robustness of the model by fitting the same measurements with the
templates computed in offset cosmologies. By performing similar
validation tests we demonstrated that the bias in the recovered values
of 𝛼 is at most 0.3 per cent for deviations up to 3 per cent from the
true value of the sound horizon. This is good enough when fitting to
currently existing data but may need improvement when future more
precise data arrives (e.g. from the DESI and Euclid experiments).
Possible avenues for decreasing the bias are computing the BAO
template with more sophisticated modeling of nonlinear physics or
using simulations for calibrating the templates.
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Figure 9. Percentage systematic error in the recovered value of 𝛼 as a function
of the expected alpha.
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APPENDIX A: MEASURING POWER SPECTRUM AND
BISPECTRUM

We divide every simulation cube into a 10243 grid. We assign halos
to grid points based on the triangular shaped cloud scheme described
in (Sefusatti et al. 2016) to compute the number of particles in each
grid cell - 𝑛𝑖 𝑗𝑘 . We then compute the overdensity field

𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝑘 =
𝑛𝑖 𝑗𝑘 − 𝑛

𝑛
, (A1)

where 𝑛 is the average number density

𝑛 =
1

10243

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗𝑘

𝑛𝑖 𝑗𝑘 . (A2)

We then perform a 3D discrete Fourier transform of the overdensity
field

𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝑘 = F ℓ𝑚𝑛
𝑖 𝑗𝑘

[𝛿ℓ𝑚𝑛] . (A3)

The 𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝑘 numbers can be arranged in a 3D cube so that each measure-
ment corresponds to a certain wavevector k = (𝑘𝑖 , 𝑘 𝑗 , 𝑘𝑘) (Geçkinli
& Yavuz 1983; Ramirez 1985; Brigham 1988). The average power
spectrum within a bin (𝑘min, 𝑘max) is computed as the average
value of all 𝛿𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝛿★𝑖 𝑗𝑘 such that the length |k| =

√︃
𝑘2
𝑖
+ 𝑘2

2 + 𝑘2
3 falls

within the bin. The average bispectrum within a bin (𝑘𝑖,min, 𝑘𝑖,max),
where 𝑖 = (1, 2, 3) is similarly computed as the average of all
𝛿𝑖1 𝑗1𝑘1𝛿𝑖2 𝑗2𝑘2𝛿𝑖3 𝑗3𝑘3 such that wavevectors associated to the three
𝛿 fall within the corresponding bins and their sum is zero.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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