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Abstract. Upcoming cosmic microwave background (CMB) lensing measurements and to-
mographic galaxy surveys are expected to provide us with high-precision data sets in the
coming years, thus paving the way for fruitful cross-correlation analyses. In this paper we
study the information content of the weighted skew-spectrum, a nearly-optimal estimator of
the angular bispectrum amplitude, as a means to extract non-Gaussian information on both
bias and cosmological parameters from the bispectra of galaxies cross-correlated with CMB
lensing, while gaining significantly on speed. Our results show that for the combination of
the Planck satellite and the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI), the difference
in the constraints on bias and cosmological parameters from the skew-spectrum and the bis-
pectrum is at most 17%. We further compare and find agreement between our theoretical
skew-spectra and those estimated from N-body simulations, for which it is important to in-
clude gravitational non-linearities beyond perturbation theory and the post-Born effect for
CMB lensing. We define an algorithm to apply the skew-spectrum estimator to the data
and, as a preliminary step, we use the skew-spectra to constrain bias parameters and the
amplitude of shot noise from the simulations through a Markov chain Monte Carlo likelihood
analysis, finding that it may be possible to reach percent-level estimates for the linear bias

parameter b;.
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1 Introduction

With a variety of new cosmological data becoming available this decade, we will be
able to improve our understanding on many of the open questions that we are still facing in
fundamental physics. With galaxy surveys such as the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument
(DESI) [1] and the Vera Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) [2]
probing redshifts z > 1, the amount of information accessible to us will be drastically growing.
In addition to direct analyses of large-scale structure (LSS) surveys, it is useful to rely on
cross-correlations with alternative tracers such as the cosmic microwave background (CMB).
Through gravitational lensing, the observed CMB map can trace all intermediate matter
between the surface of last scattering and the present day and, as such, is highly correlated
with the intervening galaxy field. The Planck satellite [3] has already detected CMB lensing
to high statistical significance and upcoming CMB surveys such as CMB-Stage IV and the



Simons Observatory will improve on this by an order of magnitude [4, 5]. A cross-correlation
analysis is a useful complementary probe of the redshift evolution of LSS. Since the CMB
lensing window peaks around z =~ 1 — 3, correlation with galaxy samples in this range can
provide, for example, constraints on the nature of dark energy [6] or tests of general relativity
at the largest scales [7]. Moreover, it is a powerful tool to break degeneracies between
cosmological parameters, such as the one between the matter fraction €2, and the amplitude
of galaxy clustering measured on spheres of comoving radius R = 8/h Mpc, namely og, and
also bypass the cosmic variance limited by the survey volume [8]. Already at the power
spectrum level, cross-correlation analyses are expected to boost constraints on new physics
such as neutrino mass, primordial non-Gaussianity and shed light on existing cosmological
tensions, such as the clustering of the LSS and the value of the Hubble parameter [9-15].

Galaxy and CMB lensing maps are highly non-Gaussian due to gravitational instability
and thus contain a wealth of information in higher-point correlation functions. However,
working with higher-point statistics can be a complicated exercise since the number of con-
figurations that are necessary to estimate them drastically increases. For example, while
the power spectrum requires O(N?) pairs, the bispectrum requires O(N?) triangles, which
can easily become computationally expensive as the number of observed modes N grows.
This issue can be circumvented in practice by averaging the bispectrum appropriately so
that minimal information is lost, while effectively reducing the complexity of the analysis
to that of a power spectrum, i.e. O(N log N) time. Such an averaging procedure can be
performed in a number of ways, for example [16] computes an un-weighted skew-spectrum of
the CMB temperature field. The method we focus on in this paper is the bispectrum weighted
skew-spectrum (or simply the weighted skew-spectrum), which is derived from a minimum
variance estimator of the bispectrum amplitude [17]. This approach was first introduced in
[18] in order to expedite a non-Gaussian analysis of the CMB, and has subsequently been
applied to the LSS in [19-22]. In this work, we extend the analysis to the cross-correlation
between CMB lensing and LSS. Note that henceforth we will use the term skew-spectrum to
be concise, but our statistic should not be confused with that in [16], for example, where
they do not apply a bispectrum weight.

While this skew-spectrum was originally developed to detect a primordial bispectrum
amplitude, it can be used to measure other amplitude parameters such as the galaxy bias
parameters. As such, it is also an optimal statistic to capture physics that does not have its
roots in primordial fluctuations. However, many cosmological parameters of interest do not,
in fact, enter the bispectrum as an amplitude, e.g. the density 2 x for species of matter, or the
spectral tilt of the primordial power spectrum ns. Despite this, we can attempt to constrain
such parameters using the skew-spectrum and we investigate how the errors compare with
those from the bispectra directly. In this work, we consider a ¥ACDM cosmology, where
the neutrinos are parametrized by the total sum of neutrino masses M, = (m1 + ma + ms),
a precise measurement of which is instrumental in establishing the hierarchy of neutrino
masses'. Cross-correlations can be useful in constraining neutrino masses [24] already at the

LCurrent experiments can only measure the difference of the squares of the masses, Am%; = m3 — m?

and ‘Am2| = ‘m% — (m3 + m%)/2} Since the sign of Am? cannot be determined, the hierarchy of masses
is unknown [23]. The two contenders are the normal (m1 =~ ma < mgs) and inverted (m1 < ma = mg3)



power spectrum level [10] and can be further improved by including the bispectrum [25].

As a preliminary step to an application to actual data sets, we apply our skew-spectrum
to a simulation suite called MassiveNuS [26]. In particular, the cross-correlation between
CMB lensing and the LSS provides a valuable means of breaking degeneracies between cos-
mological amplitude parameters and galaxy bias, which is not possible using galaxy data
alone. As such, we focus on using the cross-correlated skew-spectrum to constrain bias pa-
rameters for the MassiveNuS halo catalogue, as well as the parameter Agot, which measures
the deviation from Poisson shot noise. This exercise has been performed in [19] and [27] for
the LSS alone with other simulation suites.

This paper is organized as follows: We start in Section 2 by recalling some relevant
properties of our observables in harmonic space, define the skew-spectrum estimator and
define the algorithm to be used in real data. In Section 3, we compare the bispectrum
and the skew-spectrum through Fisher forecasts for CMBXLSS, assuming DESI and the
Planck satellite [3] specifications. Finally, in Section 4, we apply the skew-spectrum to
the MassiveNuS simulations as a proof-of-concept. We compute the halo and weak-lensing
spectra, and covariance matrices from the simulated data. We further perform a Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) likelihood analysis to infer constraints on halo bias parameters
and Agnot. We conclude in Section 5.

2 Skew-Spectrum

To begin our discussion, we first note that any generic (local) quadratic field in harmonic
space Dy, is defined as a convolution of fields ds,, with a kernel Ky, ¢,¢,:

by by /
ng = Z Z (ml m2 m) KgléQE 6€1m16€2m2; (21)

limy Lama

where the Wigner 3-j symbol here is necessary to ensure that it is composed of a local product
of density fields.

Given the minimum variance (MV) estimator of the bispectrum amplitude, one can ask
for the choice of kernels which minimizes loss of information when cross-correlated with a
single density fluctuation from the full bispectrum. Namely, we are interested in the quantity,

<ng52</m/> - (5&/(527”/65, (22)

where we call C; the skew-spectrum and 6 is the Kronecker delta function. In the case of
LSS, one such natural choice of kernels is the Legendre polynomials P, for ¢ = 0, 1, 22. This
is because in galaxy bispectra, Fourier modes of density fluctuations couple with each other
via the standard perturbation theory (SPT) kernels, which are composed of such orthogonal
set of polynomials [19, 20]. For example, F5 is the lowest-order SPT kernel to enter the

hierarchies.
2This is strictly true only for tree-level bispectra.



picture and is given by [28§]
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In the following section, we will show a pedagogical derivation of the skew-spectrum in
harmonic space and consider cross-correlations between two tracers, that is, galaxy surveys
and CMB lensing in our case.

2.1 Power Spectrum and Bispectrum in Harmonic Space

We will begin by spelling out the power spectrum and bispectrum of the projected
galaxy and CMB lensing convergence fields used in our analysis and in particular we will
emphasize properties of the bispectrum that are crucial for a fast implementation of the
skew-spectrum.

The CMB weak lensing convergence field x(n), which is a projection of matter fluctua-
tions from the surface of last scattering to the present, is given by [29, 30]

w(h) = /0 A W (008, ), (2.4)
WK(X) = ;QmOHg ! 1—-;(?;((;() X(X;S_ X)H(XS - X)v (25)

where x; is the comoving distance to the last scattering surface, Hy is the Hubble parameter
today, Q0 is the fraction of matter density today, and 6(x) is the Heaviside theta function.
Note that the matter density d,, includes cold dark matter (CDM), baryons and massive
neutrinos. Since gravitational lensing traces matter down to the lowest redshift and to small
scales, the CMB lensing convergence field encodes non-Gaussian information.

On the other hand, galaxy samples populate a wide redshift coverage and have to be
projected into several tomographic bins in order to be cross-correlated with CMB lensing.
We define the projected galaxy density field as®

&y () :/0 dx Wi (x)6g(x, 1) , (2.6)
' 1 dn; < dny
LL ¢ = — _7: = d 5 2

where i labels the tomographic bin and dn;/dy is the number density of galaxies determined
by the specification of the survey.

We are interested in the auto- and cross-correlated power spectra and bispectra of these
two fields. Denoting {a, b, ¢} € {k, g}, the power spectrum can be written as

(68 obr ) = okio% Cgb (2.8)

3Gravitational lensing can also modify the observed distribution of galaxies through magnification bias [31,
32]. We do not include this effect here, but it should be taken into account in actual data analysis.



and

o = /0 dx Wa(x) /0 AW IE (0, X) (2.9)
I (x,) = dr /0 dk k2o (k) ek ) P (s X5 ) (2.10)

where j, is the spherical Bessel function. Note that according to our convention, Cfg contains
P9 which should be understood as P™9. Similarly, the bispectrum is expressed as

a b c _ ~mimamsiabe
<5flm16€2m25€3m3> — JUlylals bflfgég, ) (211)

where th}:g;m3 is the Gaunt integral defined as
_ b by L
gZ%:Z;mS = Gt10905 (ml My M3 y (2.12)
(201 +1)(202 +1)(203+ 1) [ £1 45 L3
= . 2.13
The bispectrum can be schematically organized as follows [25, 33]:
o0
Viiat, = D Chrans / dr 2 I5 (ryna) I3 (15 m2) I, (r5n3) (2.14)
ninang 0

where the factorized terms I, » are
i) = dn [ Wa(0Da () [ AR i )PP, (215)
0 0

I&(r;n) 5477/000 dx Wa(x)D3.(x) /Ooo dk k25 (kr) jo(kr) . (2.16)

Here, D is the growth function normalized at z = 0 and the coefficients 02%2”3 are numeric
coeflicients from the bias expansion and the SPT kernels. Despite the highly oscillatory
spherical Bessel functions in the integrals Igb, fgb and INg, they can be computed efficiently
with the use of the Limber approximation [34] and the FFTLog algorithm [25, 33, 35, 36].
Note that this separable form of the bispectrum based on I; is crucial for a fast estimation
of the skew-spectrum from actual data and we will see how it works in Section 2.4. To be
complete, we note that in the presence of massive neutrinos, the effective fluid description
formally breaks down [37]. However, it has been demonstrated in [38, 39] that it is sufficient
to account for the neutrino free-streaming by including a non-trivial scale dependence in the

growth function D, which is set by the free-streaming scale [40]

M, 2 Qo) 1
~ 0.2 M 2.1
s = 0.23 (0.1 ev> (1 e o.23> hMpe (2.17)

below which neutrinos do not contribute to the clustering of structures. Using the Limber

approximation, we can still preserve the separable form in the presence of a scale-dependent
growth function (modulo some reorganizations), while with the FFTLog algorithm, we can
make use of the expansion D (x,k) = >, wp(k)x” to still maintain the desired form [25],
where p =0, 1,2, ..., and wy(k) are the coefficients of the polynomial expansion of the growth
factor at each k.



2.2 Skew-Spectrum Estimator

We will briefly review the derivation of the skew-spectrum in this section. We follow a
similar procedure as in [19, 20|, but modified for more than one field and in harmonic space.
For the moment, let us consider a single observed field §y,. Under the regime of weak
non-Gaussianity, the MV estimator for the amplitude fni, of the bispectrum is given as [17]

70bs
fNL _ Z gé s Z152431)514253
4 14243
fsky iints Cr,C, C,
Z Gmimams Ehé , 5€1m1642m25€3m3 (2 18)
E E , .
47Tfsk (47 fey)? hbals 12 Oy, Cp,Cyy

Limy Lama £3ms3

where o2 is the inverse variance of the estimator, bzlgges is the theoretical template, and
32}’;2 ¢, is the observed bispectrum. While we denote the estimator as fNL, it can be applied
to estimate the bispectrum amplitude of any non-Gaussian field. For example, when applied
to the halo bispectrum, it may be used to infer the halo bias parameters.

Now we want to recast equation 2.18 as a sum over estimators of two-point statistics

ég. Schematically, we want
fNL X Zég (2.19)
l

It is straightforward to verify that this reorganization is possible by identifying the quadratic
field:

1) 0
. mima( pth 9¢1my Ylamg
Lo
fimq bomo
The odd factor (—1)™ is simply a choice of phase which allows the skew-spectrum estimator
to assume the canonical form of an estimator of a two-point function. Thus, we see that
the requisite kernel to obtain the quadratic field is simply the theoretical template. Upon

cross-correlating this quadratic field with a filtered field we obtain

0% K K gz? 050 bzhe eb?bes ‘ K K A
Dy 20 = 6K, 6K 188 TRl 0fl _ 5K 6K . Cy, 2.21
< /m Cgl > oY% mm e%; 20+ 1 CZ10Z2C€ 00 Omm! 1l ( )

and we call this statistic the skew-spectrum. Consequently, the estimator for the skew-
spectrum can be directly given as

2 1 O

For multiple fields, this statistic can be generalized straightforwardly. For simplicity, let us
define 63 /C¢ = 67 .. The quadratic field then becomes

b,th %
Dijm = Z Z gZLt};? b?fege 6€1m16£2m27 (2.23)

£1m1 Lamo



where we always assume that the quadratic field comes from only one field. We may cross-
correlate this quadratic field with another field to obtain the skew-spectrum, which is defined
as follows:

<Dgfn<§b7‘m,> = oK,6K  Cab (2.24)

mm/

and

aab,thbaab,obs

2
~ NN N RN
C’E‘bzz 142 162 1£2 ) (2_25)
b
s 2041 C’gngQC’g

This quantity can also be readily estimated using standard power spectrum techniques,

1 -
b _ b $bx
Cg BETES Em ngdzm. (2.26)

2.3 Legendre Polynomial Decomposition of Skew-Spectrum

Motivated by [19, 20], we follow a decomposition of the skew-spectrum based on Leg-
endre polynomials and we analyze each of the terms as separate observables. In this section,
we provide its details and specify its analytical covariance. We will compare the full and de-
composed skew-spectra and conclude that the decomposition in Legendre polynomials helps
the agreement with constraints from the full bispectrum.

At leading order in perturbation theory, the matter bispectrum is written as

Bmmm(kl’ kg, kg) = 2F2(k1, kg)P(kl)P(k‘Q) + 2 perms. , (227)

where the kernel Fy is the SPT kernel defined in equation 2.3. Going from matter overdensities
to galaxy overdensities through a perturbative bias expansion? (see [42] for a review), we can
write down the galaxy bispectrum (decomposed into Legendre polynomials Py) as

17
B999(ky, kg, k3) = 2 (mbi’ +b

by 2 7. 1.
gg _ 3b$bg2> Po(k1 - ko) P (k1) P(k2)

+ Qb‘;’l (kl + k2> Py (k1 - ko) P(k1)P (k)
2 \ky ki

2

3

+ 2 perms. (2.28)

1 L
12 (216? + b%bg2> Py (ki - ko) P (k1) P(k2)

We can do the same decomposition for the angular galaxy bispectrum by simply projecting,

b3, = (2151 + blE - gblbgz M nes + O1PYE 10, + ﬁbl + §b1bgz RS ey » (2:29)

4We assume a simple co-evolution halo bias model here as described in Appendix A. This is a simplified
scenario and in practice we need to consider an additional halo occupation distribution model [41] for the
galaxy density field.



where each of the 22 i 01050, tETms comes from different Legendre polynomials:
1€2

6% 2, = Polkr - k) P(k1) P(ky) + 2 perms.

1/k k A s
Wt = 5 <k; - kj) Pi(ky - k2) P (k1) P(kz) + 2 perms.

h3% 1,0, — Palky - ko) P(ki)P(ks) + 2 perms. . (2.30)

Since the redshift evolution of the bias parameters are all absorbed into hl st due to the
projection, the biases here just enter as amplitude parameters. Following this terminology,
we can also get the kernels for cross-correlated bispectra of ggr, kkg and kkk from the three
Legendre polynomials. Thus the skew-spectrum can now be written as

1 haab aab,obs

~(Lb,i _ 2 Z’,ZlZQE £11€2€

C,7 = 21 ngge—a e b (2.31)
{145 01"l 4

where gy, 4,0 is the geometric factor defined in equation 2.13. There is a difference between
these kernels and the ones from [19, 20]. They consider unsymmetrized kernels over k;’s with
j =1, 2, 3, while we impose symmetry in hM tp05 OVET 7S,

Assuming a Gaussian covariance (i.e., we only consider the disconnected pieces), we can
write down the diagonal and off-diagonal terms for the covariance matrix as

ab,i a’v’ ,
1Pt ot
20+1 Cbe/

{ ”gb,i éfa/’le Voo =

4 Cba Cab’ Caa’ , oy
+ (26 =+ 1)2 CbCa CaCb/ Zg[lff Ca Ca hg%lf[h?,ﬁfﬂ 9 (232)
22 gy s 4 Cbacab’ a’ o
ab,i ~a’b , b
tOL O , = ; y—L—hIY B 2.33
{ 14 l >€# (20 +1)(2¢0 +1) C’gC’g cv delez ;1 Z 101007 5 0100 ( )
where
Dab’ina/b, g @1 gza aab v
C[ = 2£ +1 Zgh@zf a o hz elbfhj 01050+ (234)

Lo~y 22

With the above equations in hand, we make a preliminary forecast to monitor the
performance using only the first tomographic bin of DESI ELG, z = [0.65, 0.9]. To begin,
we vary only galaxy bias parameters and Agno [19, 27|, which measures the deviation from
Poisson shot noise (see Section 3 and Appendix A & B for the full details).

In Figure 1, we show the covariance matrix of the decomposed skew-spectrum. Even
though the diagonal components contribute the most in the covariance matrix, simply neglect-
ing off-diagonal pieces can overestimate the constraints on parameters of interests (see [20]).
Therefore, in all the forecasts shown henceforth we include the off-diagonal terms as well.

We first perform a comparison of forecasts with and without the decomposed kernels
in the skew-spectrum® (see Figure 2). We can see that with the decomposition in Legendre

5To obtain the covariance matrix for the case without the decomposition, we may simply replace hi9? 010004
in equations 2.32-2.34 by the leading-order theoretical b7’] ,  in equation 2.29.
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Figure 1. Covariance matrix of the skew-spectrum with decomposition into Legendre polynomials
for the first tomographic bin of DESI ELG, z = [0.65, 0.9]. The kernels h; (see equation 2.30) here
correspond to the different Legendre polynomials, as discussed in Section 2.3. The range of multipoles
is £ € [20, 305] and is in increasing order within each submatrix.

polynomials, constraints from the skew-spectrum agree well with that from the bispectrum
within 7%. On the other hand, skew-spectra without decomposition show worse constraints
and degeneracy directions of the contours are tilted. Therefore, hereafter we only consider
the spectra with the decomposed kernels.

In order to understand why we see an improvement when the skew-spectra are decom-
posed into Legendre polynomials, let us consider an example in 3D k-space for simplicity. As
shown in equation 2.28, we can decompose the bispectrum as

Bk, ko, 1) =Y Bu(kn, k2) Pe(p), (2.35)
0

with p = ki - ko. One thing to note here is that the relationship between B(kq, ko, )
and By(k1, k2) is invertible since the Legendre polynomials Py(u) form an orthonormal and
complete basis. However, in the case of the skew-spectrum ﬁ’(kz),

- [ d*¢ B™k—q,q,—k)B°>(k —q,q, k)
P(k) = / 23 P(jk — q|)P(q)P(k) ’

(2.36)

when we insert equation 2.35 in the above expression we obtain,

P(k)=>_Py(k), (2.37)
l

where Pg(k) is the skew-spectrum obtained using the redshift-space Legendre polynomial ker-
nels (see the RHS of equation 2.30). Note that this expression is different from equation 2.35
above, namely that there is no decomposition of the skew-spectrum itself occurring in an
orthonormal basis. This implies that equation 2.37 is not invertible, unlike the case of the



bispectrum. Nevertheless, we see that knowing the Py(k) terms still allows us to determine
P(k) exactly. This implies that the decomposed spectra contain at least as much informa-
tion as the full skew-spectrum. The lack of invertibility of equation 2.37 means that the
decomposed spectra must contain more information.

Moreover, there is a physical reason behind the improvement we observe. Recall that
in Ref. [19] the Legendre polynomial kernels were used to construct the quadratic field.
It was pointed out that the skew-spectra computed with each Legendre polynomial kernel
were mostly sensitive to the combination of bias parameters appearing as their pre-factors in
the tree-level bispectrum (equation 2.28), therefore improving the constraints on each bias

parameter overall.

| DESI ELG, = = [0.65,0.9] |
—— Skew-Spectrum (w/ decomp.)
Skew-Spectrum (w/o decomp.)
Bispectrum
20( -
< OF & A s
—20f .
2(]-I § I__ T T |
s )]
_2(]-1 E I__ ] l§ ] i 1 ]
LN SN S &
0 i P R I R A (R 5610
b b bg, Ashot

Figure 2. Forecasted 1o and 20 constraints on the bias parameters and Agpet for the first tomographic
bin of DESI ELG, z = [0.65, 0.9]. Here we compare the constraints with and without applying a kernel
decomposition on the skew-spectrum. For the case with decomposition, we analyze each kernel term as
a separable observable given by equation 2.31, while for the case without decomposition, equation 2.25
is used. We vary only bias parameters and Agot and do not marginalize over the vACDM parameters
here.

We then study what happens when, in addition, we marginalize over the seven vACDM
parameters with the same DESI redshift bin. We see that constraints on galaxy biases from
skew-spectra now becomes at most 1.3 times worse than those from the bispectrum, but

~10 -



still preserve the degeneracy lines. For the rest of the parameters, the degradation factors
vary between 1.2 and 1.6, which are slightly worse than the biases, but also preserve the
degeneracy directions. As we will see later in Section 3, this can be further improved with
the combination of more tomographic bins and cross-correlations with CMB lensing.

2.4 Data Application Algorithm

While the bispectrum of Fourier modes benefits from factorization due to momentum
conservation, the same is not true for the angular bispectrum. Namely, it is possible to write
the bispectrum in momentum space into a separable form,

B(ky, ko, ks) =Y _ fi(k1)gi(k2)hi(ks) (2.38)

for some functions f;, g; and h;, but not for the one in harmonic space because of the
line-of-sight projection. This factorizability in momentum space is crucial to recast the
quadratic field as a convolution and thus improve the computational speed of the skew-
spectrum estimation using fast Fourier transform algorithms [19, 20]. In order to achieve the
same for angular bispectra, recall that the kernel can be expressed as

Wi = 2 s [ AT ) i) T (i) (2:39

ninans

Thus, we can organize the quadratic field as follows,

b b
ng = (_1)m Z c?z?ngng

ninans
x / drr? 3757 g (b, )58 ) (T80 1)) 2, )
0 l1mq Lamo
m ~
=(-n)" Z C?L‘f%ns/ drr2DZ,l7’1(r;n1,n2)Ig(r,n3), (2.40)

ninans 0
where

D (7 iy, mg) = / i Y7, () A (72 7, 11) A (s 7, 1) (2.41)

and A% is defined as the field in position space with harmonic coefficients being
A (r,n) = I8 (r,n)dy,, . (2.42)

Similar to the skew-spectrum in Fourier space, in order to get D% | instead of summing over

tm>
all the spherical harmonic coefficients as in equation 2.40, we can directly multiply the two
A fields in position space. Finally, we only need to cross-correlate the quadratic field Dgﬂb1

with 5é’m in harmonic space. We summarize the roadmap as follows:

- 11 —



Skew-Spectrum Estimation Algorithm

1. Obtain fields §%(n) and §°(n).

2. Compute the filtered harmonic coefficients, S?m and ng

3. Pointwise product between & - and I b(r,n;) to obtain A%;L (rym;).
4. Return to position space to obtain A (7; 7, n;).

5. Compute harmonic transform of A% (7;r, n1) A% (7;7,ns).

6. Product with I?(r, n3) and integrate over 7 to obtain the quadratic field.

7. Cross-correlate with ng to obtain C’gb.

3 Forecast

In this section we will compare the constraining power between the bispectrum and the
skew-spectrum through a Fisher information analysis [43], as the first step to demonstrate
its utility before proceeding to apply it on simulations. As shown in the previous section, it
is necessary to decompose the kernels appropriately so as to achieve the optimal agreement
with the bispectrum. After outlining our methodology, we will show a forecast using DESI
ELG and Planck specifications as our reference. The survey specifications are described in
Appendix B.

3.1 Methodology

We perform a Fisher forecast to study the information content of skew-spectra and full
bispectra. The data vector for the skew-spectrum consists of the three kernels and cross-
correlations with CMB lensing, so it can be expressed as

d— {Cfé)jgjfi’ égjﬁfi’ C«Zgj,i’ é;n,i}’ (3.1)

where ¢ indicates the order of Legendre polynomials and j labels the tomographic bins.
Note that the data vector should include all ¢, 7 and /s at the same time because there are
correlations between most of them. The theoretical covariance matrix, C, is computed using
equations 2.32 and 2.33. Therefore, given parameters A of interests, we can write down the

Fisher matrix Fskew

as
od ,0d"
Mo~ Org

For the bispectrum, we consider the correlations g;g;g;, gjgjk, KKkg; and KKk to match the

Fog™ = (3.2)

data vector of the skew-spectrum. Assuming only Gaussian contributions in the covariance,
the Fisher matrix FPP can be written as [17, 44]

fr LSS S st (), (e),, (0), T oo

abe a’b/c! 014243
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where (Cy),., = Z“/ + (5}fa,N lf“/, Ny is the noise power spectrum, and g, ¢,¢, is the geometric
factor defined in equation 2.13. With the Fisher matrix in hand, we can obtain lower bounds

of the errors for each A, via the Cramér-Rao inequality:

Var(\a) > (F71) (3.4)

aa ’

We use the best-fit Planck 2018 cosmological parameters as our fiducial cosmology [3]
and set the total sum of the neutrino mass M, to be 60 meV. Besides the three galaxy bias
parameters in each tomographic bin, we also include Ayt to measure the deviation from the
Poisson shot noise. That is, the parameters considered in our analysis are

Nbin

A= {Ho, Wh, We, A87 Ns, T, Ml/} U U {5117 _37 _82} U {AShOt}? (35)
=1

where Ny, = 4 and ¢ labels the tomographic bin. Also note that B’b parametrizes the
amplitude of the bias parameters by b,bi,(2) with b,(z) being the fiducial redshift evolution
of bias parameters, so the fiducial values for 529 are all set to be 1. Further, in our modelling of
the galaxy power and bispectrum, we will assume a non-Poisson shot noise. It was shown in
[45, 46] that the Poisson prediction should receive corrections due to clustering and exclusion
effects of halos, especially on large scales. We will model the deviation of shot noise from the
Poisson prediction through a phenomenological parameter Agot. We provide details of our
model in Appendix A.

To model the non-linear matter power spectrum, we implement Halofit [47, 48] using
CAMB. For the modelling of the observed bispectrum, we go beyond the discussion in Sec-
tion 2.3. First, we include the fitting formula from simulations for the SPT kernel F» to ac-
count for the bispectrum beyond the linear regime as it is accurate for scales k < 0.4 hMpc ™!
and z < 1.5. In this fitting formula, F5 is modified as [49]
ki ko

a(ky)a(ks) + % (12:1 : 1%2) (,{2 + k1> b(k1)b(k2)

+ % (k- 12:2)2 &(k)E(ks), (3.6)

5
Fit(ky, ko) = =

where functions @, b and ¢ are determined by interpolation of simulations®. We also include
post-Born corrections for all bispectra that include CMB lensing, an effect which has been
shown to be important [51, 52]. The inclusion of both the non-linear fitting function and the
post-Born corrections to the theoretical bispectrum are needed to achieve a better agreement
of the theoretical matter and weak lensing skew-spectra with those estimated from simulations
(as we will show in Section 4).

Even though we apply the fitting formula in the SPT kernel for our analysis, to be
conservative we still restrict ourselves to the regime kpax ~ 0.1 hMpc~!. We set the range of
multipoles to be £ = 20— 305 for all tomographic bins. In order to facilitate the computation,
we also set Al = 2 and rescale the Fisher matrix by notal/Nsample i the end, where ngotal

5While more precise fitting functions for the bispectrum are available [50], we choose to use this one for
simplicity.
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is the total number of possible non-vanishing configurations and ngample is the number of
configurations sampled. Furthermore, we do not include redshift-space distortions (RSD)
since the effect was determined to affect the forecast only at the percent level [25]. We also
note that the inclusion of RSD is more straightforward in harmonic space. In redshift space
it is necessary to fix a LOS and therefore break isotropy, and this amounts to a modification
of the skew-spectrum estimator [21] and the inclusion of a larger number of spectra. In
harmonic space, it is only necessary to include extra terms in the theoretical bispectrum [53],
but the estimator remains the same.

3.2 CMBXLSS Forecast

We present in Figure 3 a comparison between the 1o forecasted constraints from DESI
ELG x Planck lensing bispectrum and skew-spectrum. We do not put any prior on A in this
case because the cross-correlation between galaxies and CMB lensing can already break the
degeneracies between Ag and galaxy biases. Compared to the simple forecast in Section 2.3,
we find that adding the cross-correlation and including more tomographic bins enable a
better agreement between the constraints from the skew-spectrum and the ones from the full
bispectrum when we marginalize over the vACDM parameters. Discrepancies for galaxy bias
parameters display less than 12% differences and at most 17% for cosmological parameters.
The largest discrepancy is seen for the parameter Agnot (50%), due to the impact from
cosmological parameters. This suggests that the skew-spectrum can be a robust estimator
on non-amplitude parameters without direct estimation of the full bispectrum from the data.
It is therefore also expected that the two approaches for Cy 4+ By, ¢,e, and Cp + C, should be
competitive with each other, but this is not the focus of this paper.

We note that from a joint analysis of CMB lensing and LSS we expect tight constraints
mainly on w,,, og, M,, along with the galaxy bias parameters. However, we choose to vary
the full cosmology in order to achieve a more complete sense of the non-Gaussian information
content of the skew-spectra.

20.0 20.0
17.51 17.51
& 15.01 15.0 1
g
% 12.54 12.51
M 10.04 10.0 A
=
g 754 7.51
8
A, 5.0 5.0 1
2.5 2.5
0.0- 0.0 —== = -
HO Wy We Mu A9 Uz T b% b% b(l_;z

Figure 3. Relative difference in the 1o forecasted constraints between DESI ELG x Planck lensing
bispectrum and skew-spectrum. In the biases, we show only the last bin to be concise, but the rest

show a relative difference of less than 12%. We also omit Agnor, which shows a relative difference of
50%.
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4 Simulations

In preparation for the application of our formalism to real data, we test it on the
MassiveNuS simulation suite’ [26]. These simulations contain 1024> CDM particles with
neutrino patches in a box of size 512 h~!Mpc and contain 67 snapshots from z = 0 up to
z = 45. We use the publicly available fiducial model of the simulation with M, = 0.1 eV. We
also utilize the halo catalogue offered by MassiveNuS obtained by a friends-of-friends-based
algorithm. For selection and analysis of the halo catalogue, we use the publicly available
code Halotools® [54].

In order to obtain the projected halo number overdensity and the CMB lensing conver-
gence field, we make use of the publicly available code LensTools”[55]. The lensing maps
produced by LensTools are obtained by ray-tracing through planes cut from the simulation
box. We modify the code to generate the projected halo number overdensity field in order
to cross-correlate with the lensing convergence field. We cut each simulation box into four
planes from each of the three normal directions with thickness 126 h~'Mpc at each sampled
redshift of MassiveNuS. Then we shoot the photons from z = 0 back to the last scattering
surface with LensTools to generate 10240 CMB lensing convergence maps from one simula-
tion box [56]. The sky coverage of the angular maps are of 3.5 x 3.5 deg? in size with 2048
pixels per side. The £, is set to be 150 with bin size A¢ = 300. To avoid non-linearities at
small scales, we put a sharp cutoff at £ = 1350.

To proceed with the cross-correlation, we select a halo sample with minimum mass
1.36x10'2 h~1 M), which corresponds to approximately 3.5x10° halos in the whole simulation
box. Our halos populate a single plane at z = 1.04. Thus in order to be consistent in our
model, we use a top-hat window function centered at z = 1.04. Since the simulation data
is at non-linear scales and further, the ray-traced lensing convergence maps go beyond the
Born approximation, we also apply the same model for the observed bispectra discussed in
Section 3, which includes the fitting formula FQﬁt and post-Born corrections in CMB lensing.
As a sanity check for our modifications of LensTools, we compare the theoretical predictions
of cross-correlated power spectra and bispectra between projected matter density and CMB
lensing convergence and find agreement with the simulation'?.

The sky coverage of the simulated maps is small, so we can safely use the flat-sky ap-
proximation. We first rewrite our skew-spectra in flat-sky coordinates in Section 4.1 and
compare with the full-sky case in the forecasted errors (including cosmological parameters),
finding agreement up to 10% in all of the parameters. Note that for this comparison, we
assume fq, = 1. Further, we do not use the Legendre polynomial kernels and use the full
bispectrum kernel instead, with the expectation that the agreement will hold when consid-
ering the decomposed kernels. Finally, we estimate the halo biases and the parameter Agot
from the simulations using an MCMC likelihood analysis. We present details of the bias
model and shot noise in Appendix A.

"http://Columbialensing.org
8h‘u:tps ://halotools.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
®https://pypi.python.org/pypi/lenstools/
10We use binned power spectrum and bispectrum estimators [57-59] to compute the spectra from simula-
tions.
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4.1 Flat-Sky Approximation

Since the sky coverage of our simulation data is small, it is sufficient to use the flat-sky
approximation here, which allows gains in speed while minimizing loss of information. To
proceed, we note the following mappings between spherical harmonic coefficients and flat-sky

Oum =\ = — 2£+1 /dW (e (4.1)

4m —m ;
D i ™ (4.2)
20+ 14

Fourier modes [60]:

Using these mappings we obtain the quadratic filtered field,
Db (L) = / / (27)20p (€ — £1 — L2)h§P (€1, £2,£)5% (£1)5(£2) . (4.3)
£l Jey
Here h¢? is analogous to the convolution kernel in full sky. While the bispectrum above
is strictly the three-point function of flat-sky modes, for scales under consideration it is
identical within a few percent to the full-sky bispectrum. Thus, we can approximate the
flat-sky theoretical bispectrum with the full-sky one:

(0(€1)0" (£2)5°(83) ) = (2m)200 (£ + £ + £)b (1, €2, 65)
~ (2m)%0p (€1 + €2 + £3)b5% . . (4.4)
The theoretical skew-spectrum then becomes
~ab 1 / hoab (01,8 — £y, —L)b* (L1, £ — £1, —£)
21

— 4.5
Cp O c? ' (4.5)

L =
My, |e—£1|

Lel
where L labels the bin and My, is the number of modes in bin L. We can straightforwardly

— Z Db (£)6°(— (4.6)

EGL

write the estimator as

.. . . . . de
We account for binning by replacing the angular integral in Fourier space as [ i
N% > ecr- Note that we can still have a fast estimation of the skew-spectrum with the
use of the FFTLog algorithm in equation 4.3, where convolution becomes a product of pixels
of two maps in position space (See Section 2.4). Finally, the theoretical covariance is

1 v
b,a’b’ b,a’b
i,L> ~j, L’> — 5LL Ia ! Jl,aj’fL, 5 (47)

C
< 47Tf sky

where I;; 1 and J;; 1 are

! bb/ C C vV
e = / <a 2 L el', heeb (1,8 — €1, —0)hY " (£1,€ — £1,—8),
Ji M3 £ Jo, CECY Cy Cty_,, CHC,

|[€—21] |[€—21]
(4.8)
Jab,a’b’ _ 4 Cg’b Cga C&a a hqab(e 0.0 7‘e)hq/a’b’ € — ) el)
ij,LL" — / 7 PRt ) ) .
? Murr e fger CoCICE Cp ClomeCle—e ’

(4.9)
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Here, Mp,;, denotes the number of modes from the combination of bins L and L’. We show a
comparison of the skew-spectrum between theoretical predictions and simulations in Figure 4
and observe a general agreement within error bars. A comparison between the theoretical
covariance and the estimated covariance from simulations is shown in Appendix C, where
we also see a general agreement. However, it also suggests a more accurate modeling of
small-scale spectra is required since the covariance coming from simulations shows a larger
amplitude for the kg, gk and kk spectra. This implies that the error bars in our Fisher
analysis are likely underestimated.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the skew-spectra of CMB weak lensing convergencexmatter fields from
theoretical predictions and simulations. The dashed lines show the theoretical predictions when using
F{i* in equation 3.6 and the inclusion of post-Born corrections. The dots show the average value of
the skew-spectra estimated from the simulation and error bars are the variance of them. We can see
agreements within the error bars in most of the comparisons.
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4.2 Bias Estimation

So far we have only shown the constraining power of the skew-spectra using Fisher anal-
ysis. In this section, we aim to estimate halo bias parameters with an MCMC as a practical
application of our method. For this purpose, we use the publicly available Monte Carlo sam-
pler emcee'! [61] to estimate the posterior probability distributions of the bias parameters,
b1, be, and Bgz, and Aghot using halo catalogues from MassiveNuS. Since the redshift window
is narrow, we assume that the bias parameters are constant over redshift when analyzing the
simulations. In contrast to [19, 27], which conduct a momentum-space analysis of halo-halo
skew-spectra alone, we perform the analysis in harmonic space and include cross-correlation
with the CMB lensing convergence field. The setup for the simulation and the selection for
halos are the same as described earlier in this section. We assume a Gaussian likelihood
and use the analytically computed covariance since we have only one available independent
simulation at hand. We adopt non-informative uniform priors on all the four parameters,
as shown in Table 1. Note that Agyet is expected to lie within [—1, 1] [46] and our prior
reflects this. We present our posterior distributions in Figure 5 and show the errors of each
parameter in Table 1. We also show the corresponding estimated halo-halo skew-spectra in
Figure 6, where one can see that the qualitative shapes of the spectra are recovered in the
model within error bars. While we find that it is difficult to constrain the parameter Agot
due to the small amplitude of shot noise for our halo sample, we see that the data favour a
sub-Poissonian Agpet, i.e. the shot noise is lower than the Poisson prediction. It is possible to
model the shot noise differently. For example, we can vary two parameters «y and o which
measure the deviation of the 7~! and 772 terms respectively [19, 20]. Alternatively, one can
restrict to a single parameter and include higher-order corrections of Aghot [27] in the halo
bispectrum. However, we see that these choices do not significantly affect the constraints on
the biases.

We find that by is the best constrained halo bias parameter since it enters as an overall
amplitude in the halo x halo and halo x CMB lensing skew-spectra, and the percent error is
~ 7.5%. Qualitatively, the correlations between by, by, and 5g2 are as expected— an increase
in b; must be compensated by a decrease in the others. Finally, we compare our posterior
1o errors for the bias parameters with a Fisher forecast and find agreement at a 20% level.
Moreover, we observe 67%, 36% and 35% tighter constraints for by, by and bg,, respectively,
when including the cross-correlation of the halo density field with CMB lensing. This is
expected since our hhx and xkkh skew-spectra are sufficient to independently constrain all
the bias parameters and Agno;. Note that we expect the comparison to change when we vary
the cosmological parameters. However, our example already demonstrates how inclusion of
the cross-correlation can improve constraints.

While we are able to obtain percent level errors on by, we should keep in mind that there
are a number of complications that can impact this result. For example, we assume Gaussian
covariance and likelihood. We also consider a single-parameter scale-independent shot noise
model. Furthermore, it is possible to improve our modelling of the skew-spectra, which is
limited primarily by modelling challenges of the non-linear structure at k& > 0.4h~'Mpc.

"https://emcee.readthedocs.io/en/stable/
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Alternatively, access to data with a larger sky coverage would increase the number of modes
and this should improve our results.

Parameter by by bg, Aghot
Uniform Prior 1, 3] [—2, 12] [—5, 5] [—1, 1]
Halo + CMB Lensing 1.203 +0.091 6.068 +£1.546 1.111 +£0.562 > 0.581
Halo 1.304 +0.153 4.502 +£2.104 0.822+0.758 > 0.006

Table 1. Means and standard deviations from our MCMC likelihood analysis on the skew-spectra
for kkk, ggg, kgg, and gkk, as well as for hhh only. For Agpot, we show the 68% lower bound instead.
We use uniform priors on all the four parameters. We note that the 1o errors for the bias parameters
agree with the Fisher forecasted values (for the same configurations) at the 20% level.

I Halo
Halo + CMB Lensing
10 1
R 7
N
0_ -
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1S
vt
<
0 2 =06 00 00
ng Ashot
Figure 5. Posterior distributions of bias parameters and Aghot at z = 1.04 in the MassiveNuS

simulations from an MCMC likelihood analysis on the skew-spectra for kkk, hhh, khh, and hkxk
(brown contours). The dark and light shaded regions correspond to the 1o and 20 levels and the
dashed lines show the means of the posteriors. We also show the case for hhh skew-spectra only (blue
contours) to illustrate the improvement when combining with CMB lensing. Note that we expect the
contours to change when cosmological parameters are varied in the analysis.

5 Conclusions

We show in this paper that we can efficiently extract the cosmological information
encoded in the bispectra of the cross-correlation between CMB lensing and the galaxy /halo
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Figure 6. MCMC results for the halo-halo skew-spectra with the monopole, dipole and quadrupole
kernels. The dashed lines shows the simulation data and the points show the theoretical skew-
spectra using the mean values of the parameters from the marginalized posteriors. The error bars are
computed from the analytical covariance matrix.

field. We do so by introducing the bispectrum-weighted skew-spectrum as a proxy statistic
to compress the full cross-correlated bispectra in LSS x CMB lensing analysis. The problem
thereafter simply becomes the estimation of the cross-correlated power spectra between a
filtered quadratic field and a filtered density fields.

This procedure utilizes the separable form of the angular bispectrum given in equa-
tion 2.14 and the fact that convolution in harmonic space can be done by simple products in
position space.

To show the power of the skew-spectrum, we demonstrate through a Fisher forecast
that the information content of the bias parameters from the skew-spectrum is the same
as that from the full bispectrum within 7%. We then move a step further to include the
seven vACDM cosmological parameters in our analysis and still find satisfactory agreement.
Based on these results, we perform a forecast for DESI ELG x Planck lensing and find that
the agreement is even better when we have more tomographic bins and the cross-correlation
with CMB lensing. The differences between skew-spectra and full bispectra are less than
17% for most of the parameters we consider in our analysis, reaching at most 12% for all bias
parameters.

We provide a fast pipeline to estimate the skew-spectrum from real data and, as a first
step before application to real data, we apply our formalism to the MassiveNuS simulation
suite. We perform an MCMC likelihood analysis on the halo bias parameters and Agpos with
the use of cross-correlated skew-spectra for the projected halo density field and the CMB
lensing convergence field. Due to limitations in the available modes from the simulations
we obtain modest constraints, especially on Agnot, a detection of which is limited by the
amplitude of shot noise for our range of halo masses. Note that we assume a simple scenario
in this analysis. For instance, we consider only a Gaussian likelihood and covariance. We
should keep in mind that more rigorous studies on impacts from these assumptions are
required before actual data analysis.

Realistic data will be affected by RSD and at small scales will be sensitive to loop
corrections due to gravitational non-linearities and higher-order terms in the local bias ex-
pansion. A careful treatment of these effects is in place before applying our technique to real
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data. It will also be interesting to look into the kurt-spectra [62] for higher-point correlation
functions. We leave these for future work.
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A Modelling of tracers

In this appendix we lay out the mapping that we use between matter overdensities and
halo/galaxy overdensities, namely the model for bias and shot noise.

A.1 Bias

In order to compute correlation functions of tracer fluctuations, it is necessary to invoke
a bias model, i.e. a perturbative model that connects the tracer to the underlying matter
fluctuations. We consider the basis of renormalized bias expansion in Eulerian space [66],
which only requires up to quadratic terms for the tree-level bispectrum, namely,

b
8y = bides + 5 02 + bg, Ga[ @] + O(2F) (A1)

where Go[® ] = (0;0;P)? — (0*°®@g)? is the Galileon operator and @ is the gravitational
potential due to the CDM and baryons alone [67, 68]. Assuming a local Lagrangian bias
model [42] and using N-body simulations [69], it is possible to obtain fitting formulas for by
and bg, given prior knowledge of b;. The relations are given by

bi(z) = bip(2), (A2)
ba(z) = by (0.412 — 2.143 p(2) + 0.929 p(2)? + 0.008 p(2)?) , (A.3)
bg, () = bg, (0.423 — 1.000 p(2) + 0.310 p(2)* + 0.003 p(z)?) , (A.4)

where by, by and l_)g2 are parameters for the overall amplitudes with fiducial values being
equal to 1 in our forecasts. Here p(z) denotes the redshift evolution of the linear bias.

A.2 Shot Noise

The assumption that the halo catalogue is a result of a discrete Poisson sampling of
the matter density field leads to the well-known shot noise in the halo power spectrum and
bispectrum [28, 70],

1
IS oisson — — A.
P " (A.5)
1 1
Bpoisson (K1, k2, k3) = T (Prn(k1) + Prp(k2) + Pry(ks)) + —7 (A.6)
h

where 7ij, is the average number density of halos (or galaxies) in a given survey volume.
However, the Poisson prediction is not exact due to halo clustering and exclusion effects, as
shown in [45]. These effects either raise or lower the Poisson shot noise at large scales (referred
to as super- or sub-Poissonian) and can be modelled phenomenologically as in [19, 27, 46].
In these studies, a parameter Agnot was introduced to measure deviations from the Poisson
prediction. The model we use is as follows,

Pshot(k) = PPoisson(1 - Ashot) 5 (A7)
Bshot(k) - BPOisson(1 - Ashot) ) (A8)

with [Aghot| < 1. Here, Agpot simply measures whether the true shot noise is higher or lower
than the Poisson prediction, and remains scale-independent.
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B Survey Specifications

In this appendix we detail the experimental specifications for our forecasts in Section 3.
This includes DESI and Planck.

B.1 DESI

We consider the emission line galaxies (ELG) in our study [1]. The sky coverage for
DESI is 14000 deg?, which corresponds to fsky = 0.34. Table 2 shows the number density of
DESI in each redshift [1]. The galaxy bias is modelled as

bi(k,z) = 1.46 x 0.84b;D(k,2)~ ", (B.1)

where the factor 1.46 is chosen such that the linear bias agrees with simulations at z = 0
(for halo masses being 3 x 1013 h=1 M, [69]) and b; is the parameter that parametrizes the
overall amplitude used in our forecast.

We split the redshift range into four tomographic bins (equally spaced in redshift). If
we consider kp.x = 0.1 hMpc_l, then the /. for the first and last bins are 189 and 305,
respectively. But for simplicity, we choose a fixed finax = 305 for all four bins.

z 0.65 0.75 085 095 1.056 115 125 135 145 155 1.65
dN/dzddeg? 309 2269 1923 2094 1441 1353 1337 563 466 329 126

Table 2. Experimental specification for DESI ELG [1].

B.2 Planck

We model the experimental configuration of Planck as one effective frequency to ap-
proximate the complicated Planck likelihood. We take Ap = 43 uK', Ap = 81 pK' and
Opwian = 5’ as our noise model. For the multipole range, we consider ¢ € [2, 2500] for
both temperature and polarization maps. With these values, we then use the public code
quicklens'# [64] to compute the lensing reconstruction noise from the minimum variance
quadratic estimator. In order to perform the cross-correlation appropriately, we assume the
same fg, and multipole range as DESI ELG for Planck lensing convergence maps.

C Covariance in Flat Sky

As a validation of our methodology, besides the shape of skew-spectra themselves, we
show in this appendix a comparison between the covariance matrix using the theoretical
prediction and the simulations. Before presenting the comparison, let us first take a look at
Figure 7, which shows the theoretical covariance matrix using the flat-sky approximation.
Different from the full-sky covariance shown in Section 2.3, the amplitude of off-diagonal
terms is comparable to the diagonal pieces.

Yphttps://github.com/dhanson/quicklens
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We analyze the same simulation set described in Section 4 and compute the estimated
covariance by averaging over all our realizations of lensing convergence maps from one sim-
ulation box. We show our comparison for the diagonal terms in Figure 8. We see that we
can reproduce the trends of the simulation with only the Gaussian (disconnected) part of
the theoretical covariance. We also observe that for the cases including kk, km and mk, the
simulation has a larger disagreement with our theoretical modelling. This is expected since
the fitting function we use to model the matter bispectrum is insufficient at the small scales
probed by the lensing convergence.
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Figure 7. Theoretical evaluation of the flat-sky covariance matrix used in our MCMC analysis, as
discussed in Section 4.1. The h;s denotes the kernel from the i-th Legendre polynomial. The elements
in each block matrix are ordered by increasing value of L. In our MCMC analysis, we rescale each
submatrix with the corresponding power of the linear bias b; and add contributions from shot noise
(scaled by Aghot)-
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