
    
      Fig. 3. 
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        Constraints on parameters where the same model is used to create the synthetic data and perform the fitting such that the input parameters are reproduced. Left panel: WL optimistic case. Right panel: WL pessimistic case.

      

    

  
    
      Table 6. 

      Mean, standard deviation, and 68.3% upper and lower limit of log10|fR0| for the WL optimistic setting

      
        


	WL optimistic





	
	Mean
	S.d.
	Lower
	Upper



	fitting
	−5.264
	0.116
	−5.397
	−5.160



	e-Mantis
	−5.301
	0.088
	−5.388
	−5.214



	FORGE
	−5.280
	0.127
	−5.419
	−5.167



	fitting (Fisher)
	−5.301
	0.111
	−5.412
	−5.190





      

      
Notes. The same prediction is used to create the data and the model.



    

  
    
      Fig. 5. 
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        Constraints from 3 × 2 pt analysis in the pessimistic setting. In the left panel, the same nonlinear model is used for the data and the fitting while in the right panel, the data are generated by FORGE.

      

    

  
    
      Table 10. 

      Additional parameters that are varied in the 3 × 2 pt analysis.

      
        


	ns
	b1
	b2
	b3
	b4
	b5
	b6
	b7
	b8
	b9
	b10





	Fiducial



	0.96
	1.0998
	1.2202
	1.2724
	1.3166
	1.3581
	1.3998
	1.4446
	1.4965
	1.5652
	1.7430



	




	Prior



	[0.8, 1.2]
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.
	N.A.





      

    

  
    
      Table 11. 

      Mean, standard deviation, and 68.3% lower and upper limit of log10|fR0| for the 3 × 2 pt pessimistic setting.

      
        


	
3 × 2 pt pessimistic





	
	Mean
	S.d.
	Lower
	Upper



	fitting
	−5.297
	0.107
	−5.404
	−5.191



	e-Mantis
	−5.309
	0.107
	−5.405
	−5.198



	FORGE
	−5.308
	0.087
	−5.389
	−5.215



	fitting Fisher
	−5.301
	0.112
	−5.413
	−5.189





      

      
Notes. The same prediction is used to create the data and the model.



    

  
    
      Table 12. 

      Mean, standard deviation, and 68.3% lower and upper limit of log10|fR0| for the 3 × 2 pt pessimistic setting

      
        


	
3 × 2 pt pessimistic



	
	Mean
	S.d.
	Lower
	Upper
	B1D





	Data = FORGE



	fitting
	−5.362
	0.091
	−5.451
	−5.271
	0.667



	e-Mantis
	−5.294
	0.099
	−5.382
	−5.187
	0.151





      

      
Notes. The data are generated by FORGE and it is fitted by different nonlinear models.



    

  
    
      Fig. 7. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Constraints on parameters from the WL optimistic setting with baryons. We show the case where e-Mantis is used to create both the data and fitting and the case where FORGE is used to create the data and it is fitted by e-Mantis. We also include the case where we impose a Gaussian prior on log10 Mc with the width of 0.2 in the case of FORGE fiducial data. Left panel: Constraints on baryonic parameters. Right panel: Constraints on cosmological parameters.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 10. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Constraints on parameters from the WL pessimistic setting with baryons where the data are created in ΛCDM and it is fitted by e-Mantis. Left panel: Constraints on baryonic parameters. Right panel: Constraints on cosmological parameters.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 11. 
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        Same as in Fig. 10, but we show the constraint on the derived quantity Ωm.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 12. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Effect of adding theoretical errors. Left panel: Data are created by FORGE in the WL pessimistic setting and fitted by ReACT corrected by FORGE for fiducial cosmology, Eq. (41), with and without theoretical errors. Right panel: Data are created by e-Mantis in this case.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. 13. 
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        Effect of adding theoretical errors in the presence of baryonic effects. Data are created by e-Mantis and fitted by ReACT corrected by FORGE for the fiducial cosmology with theoretical errors. For a comparison, we also show the result obtained by using e-Mantis to fit the same data.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.2. 

      
        [image: thumbnail]
      

      
        Bias due to different nonlinear modelling. The synthetic data are created by e-Mantis and fitted by two different models in the WL pessimistic case with baryons.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. A.1. 
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        Bias due to different nonlinear modelling. The synthetic data are created by e-Mantis and fitted by two different models in the WL pessimistic case without baryons.

      

    

  
    
      Fig. B.1. 
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        Relative difference between the power spectra from FORGE and ReACT. We show the relative deviation as the lines and the 68.3% confidence level as the shaded area. The boosts were all computed at the fiducial cosmology.
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