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Deep surveys of the CMB polarization have more information on the lensing signal than the
quadratic estimators (QE) can capture. We showed in a recent work that a CMB lensing power
spectrum built from a single optimized CMB lensing mass map, working in close analogy to state-
of-the-art QE techniques, can result in an essentially optimal spectrum estimator at reasonable
numerical cost. We extend this analysis here to account for real-life non-idealities including mask-
ing and realistic instrumental noise maps. As in the QE case, it is necessary to include small
corrections to account for the estimator response to these anisotropies, which we demonstrate can
be estimated easily from simulations. The realization-dependent debiasing of the spectrum remains
robust, allowing unbiased recovery of the band powers even in cases where the statistical model used
for the lensing map reconstruction is grossly wrong. This allows robust and optimal CMB lensing
constraints from CMB data, on all scales relevant for the inference of the neutrino mass, or other
parameters of our cosmological model.

I. INTRODUCTION

The gravitational lensing of the Cosmic Microwave
Background is a comparatively clean and robust probe of
the large scale structures of our Universe [1]. Accurate
and precise measurement of this signal is a key target for
most upcoming CMB surveys such as SPT-3G, Simons
Observatory and CMB-S4 [2–4]. On the one hand, CMB
lensing mass maps must be used to reduce the sample
variance of the observed polarization B modes in order to
constrain inflation [5–7], can serve to calibrate the mass
of galaxy clusters at high redshifts [8–11], and will cross-
correlate to other probes of large-scale structure such as
galaxy surveys. On the other hand, the CMB lensing
power spectrum promises tight constraints on the sum of
neutrino masses [12–14].

The quadratic estimator (QE) [15–17] has been the
standard tool to reconstruct the CMB lensing potential
until now [18–20]. CMB lensing creates anisotropies in
the two point function of the observed CMB fields. The
QE reconstructs the lensing field by using the mode cou-
pling created by lensing in pairs of CMB maps. However,
the QE will not be optimal for next generation CMB
surveys, as its variance is limited by the lensed CMB
spectra. Surveys such as CMB-S4 will have instrumental
sensitivity well below the lensing induced B mode power
of ∼ 5µK arcmin over wide areas of the sky. At the
small scales relevant for lensing reconstruction, we can
neglect the primordial B modes, sourced by the gravita-
tional waves from inflation. Likelihood-based estimators
[21] can then reconstruct optimally the lensing field from
the observed lensed E and B modes map. This allows to
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greatly decrease the lensing reconstruction variance, by
being limited by the delensed data spectra instead of the
lensed spectra.

Several methods have been proposed to reconstruct the
lensing power spectrum [21–26] beyond the QE. In a pre-
vious work [27], we showed that proper characterization
of the response and biases to the maximum-a-posteriori
lensing map [21, 22] spectrum gives an unbiased lens-
ing power spectrum in a manner that closely follows the
standard procedure for QEs. We see three advantages
to that approach. First, the approach requires the re-
construction of a single lensing map, and is thus very
economical compared to other possibilities such as sam-
pling [24], or iterative spectrum reconstruction [21, 25].
This allows spectrum reconstruction on large sky frac-
tions at moderate numerical cost. Second, this approach
achieves the expected best possible signal to noise on the
lensing spectrum, as calculated first by Ref. [28], hence
is also essentially optimal. Third, in analogy to the QE,
the spectrum can be cleaned of the leading noise bias
term in a realization-dependent manner, hence is robust
to mischaracterization of the data statistical properties,
which is quite important in practice.

The analysis of [27] was performed on idealized, full-
sky simulations, with isotropic Gaussian noise. In order
to use the optimal lensing estimator for an actual data-
analysis, we need to evaluate and mitigate the impact of
real-life non-idealities, such as the mask of the survey, or
the presence of anisotropic and non-Gaussian noise. This
is the scope of the present paper: we estimate the differ-
ent corrections on the iterative lensing responses due to
the mask, and show that they essentially depend only on
fiducial ingredients. Hence they can be calibrated, simi-
larly to the procedure applied for the QE. We also show
that we recover unbiased lensing power spectrum in the
presence of non-Gaussian anisotropic noise.

We start in Sec. II by reviewing iterative, maximum-
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a-posteriori lensing reconstruction. We then discuss in
Sec. III the mean-field contamination to the iterative
lensing map created by the mask and our way of treating
it. We then estimate corrections on the lensing power
spectrum normalization in Sec IV. We adapt in Sec. V
the realization-dependent noise debiaser to these realis-
tic cases. Finally, in Sec. VI we perform a series of test
spectrum reconstructions with varying inputs skies and
non-idealities and show that we recover the expected sig-
nal.

We follow the standard convention and denote lensing
multipoles with (L,M) and CMB multipoles with (l,m).

II. LENSING RECONSTRUCTION

We perform lensing reconstruction based on the po-
larization maps only, neglecting the signal that can be
extracted from the temperature map. For CMB-S4, the
polarization only estimator will dominate the lensing re-
construction signal [4]. Moreover, the polarized CMB
maps have the advantage of being less contaminated by
foreground signals compared to the temperature maps
[29–31].

The curved sky polarization is expressed with the spin-
2 polarization field, defined from the Stokes parameters
Q and U , which can be related to the spherical harmonics
decomposition E and B modes

±2P (n) ≡ Q(n)±iU(n) = −
∑
lm

(Elm±iBlm)±2Ylm(n) ,

(2.1)
We will use a compact notation for the spherical har-

monic transformation of the unlensed fields 2P
unl =

2YEunl. We neglect the unlensed B modes. In the small
scale regime relevant for the lensing reconstruction, the
potential primordialB modes created by primordial grav-
itational waves would be dominated by the lensing in-
duced B modes.
Let Dα be the deflection operator which maps the un-

lensed polarization field 2P
unl into its lensed components.

This deflection operation can be expressed as a remap-
ping of the polarization fields, under the deflection vector
α, with a slight phase shift (see [22, 32] for the full expres-
sion). The deflection spin-1 vector field can be expressed
as the sum of a gradient and curl components.

1α(n̂) = −ðϕ(n̂)− iðΩ(n̂) , (2.2)

where ð is the spin raising operator [33]. We will neglect
the small curl component here [21, 34].

The observed Stokes fields can be expressed as

Xdat ≡
(
Qdat

Udat

)
= BDα 2P

unl + noise (2.3)

where B is the operator containing the instrument beam
and transfer functions, as well as the projection of the
lensed polarization spin-2 field into its Q and U compo-
nents.

The covariance of the observed CMB fields, under a
fixed lensing field α, is given by

Covα ≡
〈
XdatXdat,†〉

α

= BDα 2Y CEE,unl
2Y†D†

αB† +N .
(2.4)

where CEE,unl is the fiducial unlensed E modes spectra.
We assume that the polarization noise is independent
from the signal and is described by the pixel covariance
matrix N .
The likelihood of the lensing field given the observa-

tions is

lnL(Xdat|α) = −1

2
Xdat†Cov−1

α Xdat − 1

2
ln detCovα .

(2.5)
Putting a Gaussian prior on the lensing field, we can
write the posterior

lnP(α|Xdat) = lnL(Xdat|α)− 1

2

∑
LM

ϕLMϕ†
LM

Cϕϕ,fid
L

. (2.6)

The maximum a posteriori (MAP) lensing field ϕMAP

is found by maximizing Eq. 2.6. In practice, following
[22], this MAP is found with a Newton-Raphson itera-
tive procedure. At each iteration, the next lensing field
estimate is obtained by computing the gradient of the
posterior with respect to the lensing field. This gradient
is a spin-1 field, and can be decomposed into three terms

±1g
tot
α (n) = ea±

δ

δαa(n)

[
lnP(α|Xdat)

]
= ±1g

QD
α (n)− ±1g

MF
α (n) + ±1g

PR
α (n) ,

(2.7)

with ea± the spin basis associated to the spherical coor-
dinates basis vectors [33].
The quadratic piece of the likelihood gradient can be

written in real space as the product of two maps (each leg
of the estimator), one is inverse variance filtered (IVF)
P̄α and the other Wiener-filtered (WF) PWF

α

1g
QD
α (n) = −

∑
s=±2

−sP̄α(n)
[
Dα ðsPWF

α

]
(n) , (2.8)

The expressions of the IVF and WF fields are given by
(see [22, 32] for a complete derivation)

2P̄α(n) ≡
[
B†Cov−1

α Xdat
]
(n)

=
[
B†N−1

(
Xdat − BDα 2YEWF

α,ℓm

)]
(n)

(2.9)

The WF E mode is

EWF
α ≡

[
CEE,unl,−1 +N−1

α

]−1
2Y†D†

αB†N−1Xdat

(2.10)
where Nα is the delensed E-noise covariance matrix,

N−1
α ≡ 2Y†D†

αB†N−1BDα 2Y. (2.11)
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Because we assume there are no primordial B modes,
there are no Wiener-filtered B modes either.

The inversion inside the brackets of Eq. 2.10 is per-
formed with a conjugate gradient descent. The noise
matrix N has a diagonal component in pixel space, cor-
responding to the fiducial noise statistical model. The
pixels that fall in the mask are given an infinite variance.

The gradient of the determinant term of the likelihood
is analogous to a mean-field. It can be expressed as
the average of the quadratic gradients over realization
of the data statistical model, for fixed deflection field
α: 1g

MF
α (n) =

〈
1g

QD
α (n)

〉
α
. Part of this mean-field is

sourced by the delensed noise matrix of Eq. 2.11. In-
deed, even if the observed noise matrix were isotropic,
the delensing of the noise will create anisotropies by com-
pressing or dilating the noise according to the local con-
vergence. This leaves a mean-field signal when averaging
fixing the deflection field. As such this component is still
present even for a full-sky reconstruction, in contrast to
the QE case. However, this delensing induced mean-field
is small, and can be neglected in the full-sky reconstruc-
tion.

It would be too computationally expensive to run a
set of Monte-Carlo (MC) simulations at each iteration
in order to estimate the full mean-field. We discuss our
treatment in more detail in Section III.

The quadratic gradient of Eq. 2.8 is the analogous of
the standard QE written in real space, which we also
calculate for comparison. The main difference is that the
QE does not express the estimate of the lensing operation
in terms of the covariance matrix of the CMB fields

Cov ≡
〈
XdatXdat,†〉

= B 2YCfid
2Y†B† +N .

(2.12)

where Cfid is a matrix containing the fiducial lensed CMB
spectra EE and BB. We can write the standard polar-
ization only QE as

1g
QE(n) = −

∑
s=±2

−sP̄ (n)
[
ðsPWF

]
(n) , (2.13)

where the two legs are

2P̄ (n) ≡
[
B†Cov−1Xdat

]
(n)

2P
WF(n) ≡

[
Cfid

2Y†B†Cov−1Xdat
]
(n)

(2.14)

The inversion of the covariance matrix is performed with
a conjugate gradient descent as well, similarly to the
MAP expression.
In both cases we reconstruct the lensing potential fields

for 2 ≤ L ≤ 4000 1 using the CMB multipoles in the
range 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ 3000. Reconstruction of the delensed E-
mode in Eq. (2.10) occurs for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ 4000. We consider

1 Our reasoning to omit L = 1 is as follows: in the early stages
of this work, we found that our curved-sky lensing reconstruc-
tion algorithm had some convergence issues at the lowest lensing

0.08 5µKarcmin

FIG. 1. Map of a simulated anisotropic noise in polariza-
tion, given as the residual signal contained in one of the
Planck FFP10 simulations after subtraction of the estimated
CMB and foregrounds signals. We plot here

√
Q2 + U2 in

µK arcmin. We have multiplied the polarization maps by a
constant to obtain a full-sky variance of

√
2µK arcmin. A

small amount of pixels are below or above the threshold of
the colorbar, which shows the dynamical range of crudely one
order of magnitude. The grey area corresponds to the Planck
lensing mask, which we use as test case for our masked recon-
structions.

a full-sky polarization survey, with a fiducial isotropic
CMB-S4 like noise level of

√
2µK arcmin, and a beam

full width at half maximum of 1 arcmin.

III. MEAN-FIELD

We use the Planck lensing mask, shown in Fig. 1, to
perform reconstructions on masked data. One reason for
this choice is that the QE reconstructions on this mask
have been intensively studied through the series of Planck
lensing releases [18, 38–40], inclusive of the origin of the
spectrum Monte-Carlo correction [41], which cannot be
modelled analytically. The full mask consists mainly of a
mixture of a galactic mask with selected point source and
cluster masks, with an unmasked sky fraction of 67%, a
number crudely in line with the CMB-S4 wide survey
current specification.

multipoles. This problem worsened in the presence of aberration,
the very large, essentially pure dipole, lensing signature resulting
from our motion with respect to the CMB frame [35]. This issue
is due to the necessity of precise lensing and delensing remap-
ping implementations to reconstruct the lowest L’s, and this was
difficult to achieve at a reasonable numerical cost. For this rea-
son we used in early stages of this work simulations without any
lensing signal at L = 1. This issue was completely resolved in
the meantime, thanks to major improvements in accuracy and
efficiency of our lensing codes [36, 37]. However, for the sake of
self-consistency we continued to employ these lensing dipole-free
simulations while finalizing this paper.
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In [27], we used a perturbative approximation intro-
duced in [22] to estimate the variation of the lensing in-
duced mean-field between two iterations. This perturba-
tive approach was found to be accurate in the absence of
non-idealities, i.e. when the only source of the mean-field
is the delensed noise anisotropy. However, we found that
in the presence of masking, this perturbative approxi-
mation (valid only away from the mask boundaries) was
having an adverse effect near the mask causing difficulties
in the MAP search.

In practice we found that it is satisfactory to neglect
the mean-field term that is induced by lensing when per-
forming the iterations. We take gMF

α = gQE,MF, the QE

mean-field at all iterations. Once the ϕ̂MAP is converged,
we estimate the residual mean-field. To estimate this
residual mean-field we proceed as for a standard QE. We
use a set of simulations, with independent CMB and lens-
ing field realization, but with the same mask. We recon-

struct ϕ̂MAP on each of them. The residual mean-field is

then estimated as the average of these ϕ̂MAP estimates.
This neglects the delensed-noise mean-field. As shown
below, we found that this approximation is satisfactory.

At convergence the total gradient of Eq. 2.7 is nulled,
which gives a consistency relation between the different
gradient terms

ϕ̂MAP
LM = Cϕϕ,fid

L

(
gQD
α,LM − gMF

α,LM

)∣∣∣
α=α̂MAP

(3.1)

where the gradients are evaluated at α = α̂MAP. In
Fig. 2 we compare the power spectra of the gradients after
50 iterations, from one CMB realization, where again the
mean-field gradient is taken as the QE mean-field.

In both cases we see that the convergence equality 3.1
is reached, except for very large scales (L < 10). We will
in the following consider only modes above L > 30, as
a conservative lower limit. In practice we found that on
average the lensing spectra do not change by more than
0.5% between the iteration 20 and 50 for L > 30, so we
will use only 20 iterations for our tests with non-fiducial
cases in the Section VI.

We see in the bottom panel of Fig. 2 that in the masked

reconstruction the shape of ϕ̂MAP at low L is similar to
a residual mean-field. In Fig. 3 we show an estimate of
this residual mean-field using our set of simulations as
introduced above. We see that subtracting this resid-

ual mean-field from the ϕ̂MAP estimatd from one masked
CMB realization, gives an estimation that is close to the

ϕ̂MAP reconstructed from the same realization but with-
out the mask (full-sky). It then appears that it is safe to
neglect the mean field sourced by the lensing field itself,
and that most of the mean-field can be subtracted with
these MC simulations.

IV. NORMALIZATION OF THE ESTIMATOR

Our iterative lensing field estimate ϕit is defined by
subtracting the residual mean-field from the MAP lensing
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FIG. 2. Power spectra of the gradient terms entering the like-
lihood, after 50 iterations for one simulation. Top panel shows
the idealized full-sky reconstruction, bottom panel shows the
masked reconstruction. The blue line shows the MAP lensing
estimate, the olive line is the quadratic gradient term given in
Eq.2.8, the green line is the mean-field term, here taken as the
QE mean-field, estimated from a set of 320 simulations, and
the red line is the difference between the quadratic and the
mean-field terms, which should converge towards the MAP
estimate. We see that the MAP estimate in blue contains a
residual mean-field term. The black line shows the fiducial
Cϕϕ,fid

L .

field and normalizing it

ϕ̂it
LM =

ϕ̂MAP
LM −

〈
ϕ̂MAP
LM

〉
Wfid

L

, (4.1)

where ϕ̂MAP
LM is the unormalized MAP lensing potential.

The MAP mean-field
〈
ϕ̂MAP
LM

〉
is estimated as the average

MAP reconstructed from a set of 40 simulations. In a first
step we assume that the normalization is isotropic and is
given by the Wiener-filter

Wfid
L =

Cϕϕ,fid
L

Cϕϕ,fid
L + 1/RMAP,fid

L

. (4.2)

The response RMAP,fid
L is estimated iteratively following

the recipe of [27]. Similarly, the QE lensing potential

ϕ̂QE
LM is defined by subtracting the mean-field from the QE

gradient, and normalizing with the fiducial QE response

RQE,fid
L . Obtaining QE’s is cheap numerically speaking,

and our QE mean-field is estimated as the average of 320
simulations.

ϕ̂QE
LM =

ĝQE
LM −

〈
ĝQE
LM

〉
RQE,fid

L

, (4.3)
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φ̂MAP
LM
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φ̂MAP
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〈
φ̂MAP
LM

〉)
/WL〈

ĝQE
LM

〉
/RQE, fid

L

φ̂MAP
LM /WL , fullsky

FIG. 3. Lensing power spectrum of the MAP estimate (blue
line) a masked reconstruction for one CMB realization. The
olive line shows the estimated residual mean-field, taken as
the average ϕ̂MAP from 40 simulations. The difference be-
tween the two is shown in red. For comparison we show the
power spectrum for the full-sky MAP reconstruction from the
same CMB realization (but without mask) in green. The QE
mean-field, estimated from 320 simulations, and which is used
as a template for the mean-field gradient term during itera-
tions, is shown in dashed cyan. All these lensing fields are
normalized with their respective response, corrected with the
set of simulations as described in the Section IV. The power
spectra of the mean-field terms are estimated by taking the
cross-correlation between two different batches of simulations
to decrease the Monte-Carlo noise.

The QE response is computed using the grad-Cℓ, which
provide the most accurate non-perturbative estimate of
the response of the CMB spectra to lensing (see Ap-
pendix C. of [42] and [43]). We used the very slightly
sub-optimal lensed Cℓ in the gQE weights.

Anisotropies such as the mask will make the true lens-
ing response anisotropic. This will bias the lensing field
normalization. To estimate the correction on the nor-
malization of our estimators, we generate pairs of simu-
lations with the same lensing field but different realiza-
tions of the primary CMB and instrumental noise, noted

i1, i2. For all pairs of simulations we estimate ϕ̂it and

ϕ̂QE as in Eqs. 4.1 and 4.3. We compute the cross cor-
relation power spectrum between the lensing field esti-
mated on the pairs i1, i2. For the masked reconstruction
we compute the pseudo power spectrum, rescaled by the
unmasked sky fraction fsky. This cross correlation does
not contain the contractions of the CMB fields which are
responsible for the N

(0)
L and N

(1)
L biases: they only con-

tains the Cϕϕ
L part, and the mean field which we have

subtracted already. This allows us to get an estimate of
the true estimator normalization. In reality the true lens-
ing response would be a matrix RLM,L′M ′ , but we make
the assumption that the correction can be captured as an
isotropic rescaling. In the case of the QE, this assump-
tion was recently confirmed in detail by Ref. [41]. We
estimate the isotropic corrections on the normalization

with

Rtrue
L

Rfid
L

=

〈√√√√Cϕ̂i1 ,ϕ̂i2

L

Cϕϕ,in
L

〉
(4.4)

where we average over the pairs of simulations (i1, i2)
with same lensing field ϕin, and Rfid

L refers to both the

QE response RQE,fid
L and to the MAP Wiener-filter Wfid

L ,
depending on the estimator considered.
We show on Fig. 4 the resulting normalization bias.

On the full-sky reconstruction we see that the QE has a
small bias at L < 1000, of the order of ∼ 0.2%. For the
MAP full-sky reconstruction, we find a correction with a
maximum of ∼ 3%, with a similar shape as the one in
our previous work [27]. However, compared to our previ-
ous work, we see a different behavior at the large scales,
for L < 500. In this previous work the correction was
positive at low L ≤ 250, while here it is negative for all
multipoles. This is due to the fact that we now consider
the mean-field as constant between iterations, while we
previously used a perturbative mean-field approximation

to estimate the ϕ̂-induced mean-field for each iteration.
This does modify slightly the normalization of the esti-
mator, but has no impact on the quality of the recon-
struction.
On the masked sky, we recover a QE normalization

correction which is similar to the one estimated for the
Planck experiment [18, 41], i.e. a negative 2.5% bias at
low multipoles, and then a correction slowing increasing
(but still negative) up to around −1% for L > 500. The
masked sky MAP correction has a similar shape as the
MAP on the full-sky, except for the low lensing multi-
poles.

V. LENSING POWER SPECTRUM

For a standard QE, the power spectrum of ϕ̂QE is a
four point function of the CMB fields. It contains the

signal we want to measure Cϕϕ
L as well as bias terms that

have to be estimated and subtracted. At first order in

Cϕϕ
L , the spectrum results in

〈
Cϕ̂ϕ̂

L

〉
= Cϕϕ

L +N
(0)
L +N

(1)
L ,

where N
(0)
L is given by the disconnected part of the CMB

four point function, and Cϕϕ
L +N

(1)
L is the connected part

at first order in Cϕϕ
L . We neglect higher order terms in

this analysis, such as the N
(3/2)
L bias due to both the

non-Gaussian statistics of the density field and the post-
Born lensing [43, 44], which is tiny for the QE in po-
larization. The estimated iterative power spectrum may
also be written with the above equation, with the differ-
ence that the exact correspondence of the bias terms to

pieces of the CMB four-point function is lost. The N
(0)
L

and N
(1)
L biases are obtained from the iterative recipe

described in [27].
Our lensing power spectrum estimate of the QE follows
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FIG. 4. Corrections (in percent) on the lensing potential nor-
malization, for both the QE (green circles and purple trian-
gles) and the MAP (red squares and blue triangles). Circles
and squares are for the full-sky reconstruction, while the tri-
angles are for the masked reconstruction. This normalization
bias is estimated from pairs of simulations with the same in-
put lensing field but with different CMB realization. We show
the binned average of 40 simulations, in 20 multipole bins, the
error bars show the standard deviation of the simulation set
in each bin. The abscisa are slightly offset for clarity.

very closely the Planck reconstructions[18, 40]

Ĉϕϕ,QE
L = Cϕ̂QE,ϕ̂QE

L − RD-N
(0)
L −MC-N

(1)
L . (5.1)

which we review briefly now for completeness.

We use the realization-dependent estimate of the N
(0)
L

bias, noted RD-N
(0)
L [18]. This combines QE estimated

from the data map and from simulations, and is robust
at first order in the mismatch between the fiducial (as-
sumed for the reconstruction) and the true CMB spectra.
Let us consider a CMB map, noted d, with unknown cos-
mology and unknown noise. We reconstruct the lensing
field with a QE, using fiducial ingredients in the filtering

and weights. The RD-N
(0)
L corresponding to this map is

estimated from a set of simulations si, generated using
the fiducial CMB spectra. We reconstruct the QE with a
different map on each leg of Eq. 2.13. The first combina-
tion has one leg on the data map d, and another leg on a
simulated fiducial map si. The auto power spectrum of
this QE is noted Ĉdsi

L . We then compute QE where each
leg is on a different simulation si and sj , with i ̸= j. The

auto power spectrum of this QE is noted Ĉ
sisj
L . In case

of masking we compute the pseudo spectra, rescaled by
fsky. Because the CMB and lensing field realizations are
independent, there is no mean-field contribution to sub-

tract. The RD-N
(0)
L is given by combining the average of

these spectra over the set of simulations

RD-N
(0)
L =

1(
RQE

L

)2

〈
4Ĉdsi

L − 2Ĉ
sisj
L

〉
i ̸=j

, (5.2)

with RQE
L the QE response, which has been corrected as

described in the Section IV. This combination of data
and simulations is insensitive at first order in the mis-
match between the true ingredients and the fiducial as-
sumptions.

The MC-N
(1)
L [45] is estimated from pairs of simula-

tions with different CMB fields but with the same lensing
potential, which we denote si and s′i. We reconstruct the
QE lensing field with one leg on each simulation of the

pair, and the auto power spectrum is noted Ĉ
sis

′
i

L . The

MC-N
(1)
L is given by

MC-N
(1)
L =

2(
RQE

L

)2

〈
Ĉ

sis
′
i

L − Ĉ
sisj
L

〉
i ̸=j

. (5.3)

Finally, to cancel the Monte-Carlo noise due to the finite
number of simulations, we split our mean-field estimate
in two different batches, thus obtaining two mean-field
estimates ϕMF,1 and ϕMF,2. On the RHS of (5.1) we
subtract a different mean-field estimate on each leg of
the power spectrum.
We now turn to the power spectrum built from the

iterative, optimal lensing map. It is given by

Ĉϕϕ,it
L = Cϕ̂it,ϕ̂it

L − RD-N
(0)
L −N

(1)
L . (5.4)

Similarly to the QE, we split the mean-field estimate in
two batches and subtract a different estimate on each leg
of the power spectrum to reduce the Monte-Carlo noise.

The MAP RD-N
(0)
L is defined as follows: from a CMB

map with unknown cosmology and noise level, noted d

we estimate the MAP lensing potential ϕ̂MAP. We then
generate a set of simulations noted si, with independent
unlensed CMB realization and instrumental noise but all
lensed by our lensing estimate ϕ̂MAP. We then compute
the quadratic gradient term from Eq. 2.8, evaluated at
α = α̂MAP, where one leg is the simulation si and on
another leg a simulation sj , with i ̸= j. The auto power

spectrum of this gradient is noted Ĉ
sisj
L . We also esti-

mate the gradient with one leg on the map d and another
leg on the simulation si, and its auto power spectum is

noted Ĉdsi
L . The MAP RD-N

(0)
L is then estimated by

combining the average of these power spectra over the
set of simulations

RD-N
(0)
L =

1(
RMAP

L

)2 〈
4Ĉdsi

L − 2Ĉ
sisj
L

〉
i ̸=j

, (5.5)

where RMAP
L is the fiducial MAP response.

Note that this RD-N
(0)
L construction is done only once,

at the final step of the iteration process. We do not
attempt estimation of the lensing power spectrum from
partially converged MAP lensing reconstructions.

As we see here, the MAP RD-N
(0)
L and N

(1)
L are nor-

malized with the fiducial MAP response RMAP
L , while

the normalization of ϕ̂it is the Wiener-filter WL (see
Eq. 4.1). Both normalizations are subject to modelling
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FIG. 5. Correction on the response of the RD-N
(0)
L and N

(1)
L

bias of the MAP. Red squares show the full-sky reconstruc-
tion and blue triangles show the masked reconstruction. This
correction is estimated from a set of 40 simulations, the error
bars show the variance in each bin. The bins abscissa are
slightly offset for clarity. The lines show the interpolated val-
ues that we use as the response correction. The abscisa are
slightly offset for clarity.

errors. Hence we must estimate a second correction for
the MAP response of the bias terms, which is different to
the correction we estimated already for the Wiener-filter.
We estimate this correction response from a set of fidu-

cial simulations. We estimate ϕ̂it and the corresponding

RD-N
(0)
L for each simulation. The iterative lensing spec-

trum ϕ̂it is normalized with the corrected Wiener-filter as

described in Section IV, and the RD-N
(0)
L and N

(1)
L bi-

ases are normalized with the fiducial response. We then
estimate the response correction of the bias terms with(

Rfid
L

Rtrue
L

)2

=

〈
Cϕ̂itϕ̂it

L − Cϕϕ,in
L

RD-N
(0)
L +N

(1)
L

〉
. (5.6)

We show this correction on Fig. 5, for both the full-sky
and the masked sky reconstructions. We see that this
correction is almost constant, especially for the full-sky
case. For the masked reconstruction, we see the impact of
the mask for multipoles L < 500, similarly as the impact
we saw on the Wiener-filter in Fig. 4. We perform a cubic
spline interpolation on the binned averaged points to get
the effective correction that we use in the following.

VI. NON FIDUCIAL SCENARIOS

A. Simulations

We now test the validity of our lensing power spectrum
estimation by performing reconstructions on simulations
whose signal or noise inputs are strongly different to the
fiducial ingredients used in the reconstruction pipeline.
Two cases we discuss in this section tweak the lensing
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C
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ALens = 0.9A fid
Lens wiggles Cφφ

L

FIG. 6. Non fiducial lensing power spectrum with 10% lower
amplitude (thick red line) and with the wiggles (thick brown
line). The dashed purple lines show the Gaussian covariance,
for the sky fraction of 67% considered here.
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FIG. 7. Polarization noise spectrum for the fiducial scenario
(thick blue line), for the large atmospheric noise (thick green
line) and for the anisotropic noise maps (thick magenta line).
For comparison we show the lensed EE and BB spectra as the
plain and dashed black lines.

signal: one where the lensing power spectrum contains
non-physical wiggles, and one where the lensing power
spectrum amplitude is lowered by 10%. Both test cases
show deviations deliberately exaggerated compared to
current constraints or expectations. The former tests the
importance of the non-diagonal mode-coupling on the re-
construction (which are encapsulated in a diagonal mul-
tiplicative correction, as for current QE analyses), while
the later takes its motivations in the main science case of
the lensing spectrum being a precise measure of the am-
plitude of large-scale structure formation. We simulate
the wiggles by multiplying the lensing power spectrum
by (1 + 0.1 sin(2π L

500 )). The input lensing spectra, used
to generate the simulations, are shown in Fig. 6.
We also test in two ways mischaracterization of the

data noise maps. In one case, we add large atmospheric
noise to the data, but do not account for it in any way
in the fiducial model used for the reconstruction. We
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FIG. 8. Residual bias on the MAP lensing power spectrum, reconstructed on the masked sky, in 10 multipole bins. Dashed

lines show the residual when debiasing with the fiducial N
(0)
L bias while points with error bars are obtained with the RD-N

(0)
L

debiaser. In all cases the residuals are compared to the lensing spectrum used to generate the simulations, noted Cϕϕ,true
L . We

debias using the true N
(1)
L , computed with Cϕϕ,true

L and the true lensed CMB spectra and noise levels. We show three non-
fiducial cases: when the simulation contains a strong atmospheric noise (green), when the noise is highly anisotropic (magenta),
when the true lensing amplitude is ten percent lower than the fiducial (red), and when the lensing power spectrum contains
non-physical wiggles (brown). Error bars show the variance of the spectra in the bin, while blue boxes show the Gaussian
covariance (including the cosmic variance) in each bin, estimated with the fiducial lensing spectrum. The thin dotted blue lines
show the diagonal of the covariance estimated from our set of 40 fiducial simulations. Vertical dashed lines show the bins edges.

0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500
L

0.10

0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

Ĉ
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FIG. 9. Ratio of the debiased iterative lensing power spec-
trum over the fiducial lensing power spectrum, reconstructed
for the the simulation with the wiggles. Brown dots show this
residual in 15 multipole bins, the error bars are the variance
in each bin. The fiducial wiggles are shown in orange, and
the blue boxes show the mean and Gaussian covariance of the
wiggles power spectrum in each bin.

model the atmospheric noise as Gaussian, multiplying

the white noise EE and BB spectra by
(
1 +

(
ℓ+1
700

)−1.4
)
,

which results in a noise spectrum crudely in line with
expectations for the CMB-S4 large aperture telescopes.
In the second case, we introduce non-isotropies and non-
Gaussianities in the data maps. To do this we use a
noise map from the FFP10 Planck simulation suite. This

noise map is taken from a full end-to-end simulation2,
from which the estimated CMB and foreground signals
have been subtracted. We take the 143 GHz channel
polarization maps, and rescale them by a constant factor
so that their variance is equal to

√
2µK arcmin. This

rescaled map is shown in Fig. 1. The spectra of these
simulations are shown in Fig. 7.
We also generate a simulation in the fiducial cosmol-

ogy, independent from the simulations used to estimate
the mean-field and the response corrections, for compar-
ison.
In all those non-fiducial simulations we assume the

same fiducial cosmology and noise statistical model to
reconstruct the lensing potential. We apply the correc-
tions on the Wiener-filter and on the response that we
estimated from our set of 40 fiducial simulations as de-
scribed in the previous sections. The iterative mean-field
residual is also estimated from our set of fiducial simula-
tions. For each simulation we estimate the correspond-

ing RD-N
(0)
L bias, and correct its normalization with the

bias estimated previously from the set of fiducial simu-

lations. We debias the iterative either with the RD-N
(0)
L

or for comparison purposes with the fiducial analytical

N
(0)
L , which will be somewhat wrong by construction of

the tests. For a fair comparison, the N
(0)
L response is

also recalibrated such that it gives unbiased result on the

2 https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/

index.php/Simulation_data

https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/index.php/Simulation_data
https://wiki.cosmos.esa.int/planck-legacy-archive/index.php/Simulation_data
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Simulation χ2 N
(0)
L RD-N

(0)
L true N

(1)
L Ĉov

Fiducial 0.89 0.96 0.96 1.02

Cϕϕ
L wiggles 0.79 0.70 0.70 0.36

Alens = 0.9Afid
lens 4.66 1.04 0.86 1.41

Atmospheric noise 2510 2.56 1.32 1.50
Anisotropic noise 16.6 0.95 0.93 1.68

TABLE I. Values of the reduced χ2 of the estimated iterative
lensing power spectrum Cϕϕ,it

L , for our set of simulations, for
20 bins in the range L ∈ [30, 1500]. The expected value of
the reduced χ2 is 1, with a standard deviation of 0.32. These
values are obtained by debiasing the iterative power spectrum

either with the fiducial N
(0)
L or with the RD-N

(0)
L . We apply

the fiducial correction of the response as described in the text.

The first two columns use the fiducial N
(1)
L , while the third

colum shows the χ2 values when using the RD-N
(0)
L and the

true N
(1)
L , estimated with the true spectra of the CMB maps,

as shown in Fig. 8. Finally the last column shows the χ2

estimated using the (noisy) covariance matrix estimate from

our set of 40 simulations, with the RD-N
(0)
L and true N

(1)
L .

fiducial model. This correction is estimated as in Eq. 5.6,

where we use the fiducial N
(0)
L instead of RD-N

(0)
L in the

denominator. The RD-N
(0)
L is estimated using a set of

16 simulations, following the procedure defined in Sec-

tion V. This RD-N
(0)
L estimate still contains some level

of MC noise, which is however sufficiently low for our
purposes.

B. Results

We show on Fig. 8 the residual biases on the iterative
lensing power spectrum

∆Ĉϕϕ
L = Ĉϕϕ,it

L − Cϕϕ,true
L , (6.1)

where Cϕϕ,true
L is the lensing power spectrum used to gen-

erate the simulation considered. We debias with the true
N

(1)
L bias, i.e. the one estimated with the true lensing

and CMB spectra of the map.
We show the residual bias up to Lmax = 1500. As

showed in [27], the signal to noise ratio of the CMB
lensing power spectrum saturates above this value for
a CMB-S4 survey. We also found that the MC noise of
the normalization and response correction for the MAP
was high above this threshold, owing to the small sig-
nal. The analysis could be extended to higher multipoles
by performing a larger set of MC simulations, but the
improvement in terms of signal is expected to be small.

We show in Table. I the reduced χ2 values of our debi-
ased power spectra, Eq. (6.1), which gives an estimate of

the goodness of fit of the true input cosmology to Ĉϕϕ,it
L .

This reduced χ2 is defined as

χ2 =
1

Nbin

∑
LiLj

∆Ĉϕϕ
Li

Cov−1
LiLj

∆Ĉϕϕ
Lj

, (6.2)

with Nbin the number of bins considered and Li, Lj the
binned multipole indices. We estimate the χ2 with a
Gaussian analytical covariance, computed in the fiducial
settings, given by

CovLL′ = δLL′
2

(2L+ 1)fsky

(
Cϕϕ,fid

L +N
(0)
L

)2

. (6.3)

We also estimate the binned covariance matrix from our
set of 40 fiducial simulations. The empirical covariance
matrix is noisy, and we correct for the bias in the inverse
covariance estimate following [46]. We consider 20 bins
between 30 and 1500 to compute the reduced χ2, this
gives an expected standard deviation of σχ2 = 0.32, for
an expected value of 1. We compare the goodness of fit

when debiasing with the fiducial N
(0)
L and N

(1)
L , when

using the RD-N
(0)
L , and when using the true N

(1)
L bias as

well.
We detail below the results for each scenario.

Fiducial: The fiducial simulation is used for comparison:
it is independent from our set of 40 simulations used
to estimate the response corrections. We see that

theN
(0)
L debiasing is already a good fit (as expected

in this case), and the RD-N
(0)
L debiasing is similarly

consistent.

Wiggles: Using the fiducial N
(0)
L bias in the scenario

with the wiggles in the lensing power spectrum also

gives a good fit, and the RD-N
(0)
L does not improve.

We found that the N
(0)
L bias computed with the

true lensing power spectrum is in fact almost iden-
tical (a relative difference less than 0.1%) to the

fiducial N
(0)
L , and similarly for the N

(1)
L bias. The

wiggles do not give a strong bias in the N
(0)
L and

N
(1)
L bias of the iterative estimator. We conclude

that this scenario is mainly a test of the accuracy of
the signal reconstruction rather than a test of the

RD-N
(0)
L bias. In particular, this shows that the

lensing power spectrum used as a prior does not
bias the reconstructed power spectrum in this test
case (which is fairly specific, as has roughly same in-
tegrated total power). We show the ratio of the re-
constructed lensing spectrum over the fiducial one
in the Fig. 9. We see that the reconstructed lensing
power spectrum consistently recovers the shape of
the wiggles contained in the true lensing spectrum.

Lensing amplitude: The scenario with the 10% lower
lensing amplitude gives however a biased spectrum

when we consider the fiducial N
(0)
L , with a 11σ ten-

sion in the χ2 value. Indeed, the lower amplitude
of lensing power results in a lower B-mode power
and lower reconstruction noise on the predicted de-

lensed spectra, and the fiducial N
(0)
L is biased high

by around ∼ 3% compared to the N
(0)
L computed

with the true lensing spectrum. Using the RD-N
(0)
L
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recovers a much more consistent residual lensing

power spectrum. Debiasing with the true N
(1)
L , as

one would do when performing a cosmological anal-
ysis close to the best-fit, further decreases the χ2

value.

Atmospheric noise: For the simulation with atmo-

spheric noise we see that the fiducial N
(0)
L would

be totally off, and the RD-N
(0)
L debiaser greatly

reduces it. But even when using the RD-N
(0)
L de-

biaser, the χ2 has a high deviation of 5σ from the

expected value. This is due to a bias in the N
(1)
L

estimate. As we already noted in our previous work

[27], the iterative N
(1)
L , unlike the QE N

(1)
L , has a

dependency on the data noise, since the amount of
noise impacts the achievable amount of delensing.

Using the true noise spectra in the N
(1)
L estimate

improves the fit, and brings the χ2 to a consistent
value.

Anisotropic noise: The simulation with the
anisotropic noise might be the most relevant

test of the RD-N
(0)
L debiaser. Indeed, in this

highly anisotropic case, the fiducial N
(0)
L is totally

off, even if the variance of the maps is equal to the
fiducial variance. The χ2 has a 48σ tension from

the expected value. However, using the RD-N
(0)
L

completely resolves the tension.

The χ2 values computed with the covariance matrix
estimated from our simulations is roughly in agreement
with the fiducial covariance matrix. As we only used 40
simulations, for 20 multipole bins, this covariance ma-
trix is noisy. Following [47], this gives a 17% error on
the uncertainty, in that case the variance of the χ2 is
of 0.32(1 ± 0.17), which reduces a bit the tension with
the χ2 computed with the estimated covariance. We
note however in Fig. 8 that the diagonal of the covari-
ance estimated from the set of simulations (dashed blue
lines) matches the Gaussian covariance (blue boxes). Be-
cause we used only 40 simulations, we cannot conclude
on the non diagonal terms of the covariance, especially
since we expect the mask to create non diagonal correla-
tions. However, as shown in [27] in the full sky case, the
MAP lensing power spectrum covariance matrix is diag-
onal. This shows that the forecasts usually performed
with the Gaussian covariance should be close to what we
will obtain from the lensing reconstruction.

These different scenarios confirm that our corrections,
estimated from the fiducial simulations, essentially de-
pends on the fiducial ingredients only, and we are able to
recover unbiased lensing power spectrum estimates even
when the true inputs vary from these in fairly extreme
ways. We have also seen that the realization-dependent

noise debiaser RD-N
(0)
L is critical in doing so for realistic

noise maps.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The efficient extraction of the CMB lensing power
spectrum signal from low noise polarization CMB data
requires more elaborated tools than quadratic estimators.
In this work, we have pursued the approach initiated
in [27], that uses the spectrum of the optimal lensing
mass map, built assuming a fiducial cosmological model,
and characterizing properly its response to the signal and
noise biases, working in close analogy to quadratic esti-
mator theory. We have investigated the response and
biases of the estimator to masking and to more realistic,
non-isotropic noise maps.

Our main conclusion is that following the QE approach
is still very satisfactory in this realistic setting. The
mean-field impacting the optimal lensing map can be es-
timated in economical manner in basically the same way.
At the level of the lensing spectrum band-powers, the
mask induces a correction of similar size than for the
QE. In both cases, it is very challenging to predict the
form of this correction analytically, but it can be cali-
brated using simulations without much difficulties. Since
the lensing power spectrum is very smooth in all realis-
tic cosmological models, the non-diagonal mixing of the
modes is of minor relevance, making a diagonal correc-
tion good enough.

Also, for the scenarios we considered in a CMB-
S4 like configuration, the realization-dependent debiaser

RD-N
(0)
L we introduced in [27] remains a very robust way

to remove the leading noise term to the spectrum esti-
mate. We see this as an important feature of the estima-
tor, since the precise statistics of the instrumental noise
are sometimes only very crudely understood. We showed

that the RD-N
(0)
L debiaser is effective on reconstructions

from maps where the noise is given by the complex end-
to-end noise simulations of the Planck satellite.

We also showed that the covariance matrix estimated
from our set of simulations is close to the naive analytical
Gaussian covariance, with the number of modes reduced

by the sky fraction, and N
(0)
L obtained with an analyt-

ical iterative procedure building upon a first proposal
from [28]. This validates the standard simple forecasts
performed with the analytical covariance. Conversely,
this supports the idea that the estimator is optimal, in
the sense of capturing all of the available signal to noise.
The CMB-S4 [4] survey is expected to provide a 4σ de-
tection of the neutrino mass (in minimal mass scenario),
when combining primary CMB with BAO and CMB lens-
ing measurements. The results presented here show that
these forecasts should be reached with our optimal lens-
ing estimator on masked maps.

From a practical point of view, the costliest step, nu-
merically speaking, is the production of the optimal lens-
ing map. All the other steps have a similar counterpart
in the QE approach. This construction is performed only
once per map or simulation to analyse, providing a mas-
sive simplification compared for example to sampling-
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based or iterative methods. In fact, we view this estima-
tor as likely the most economical, yet optimal, estimator
of the lensing spectrum. Together with the realization-
dependent debiasing, the estimator also appears reason-
ably robust, and we plan in future work to use it on actual
CMB lensing data.

Probably the main difference to a state-of-the-art QE
analysis on a masked sky is that we had to introduce
and calibrate two independent corrections, instead of one.
The Wiener-filtered nature of the optimal lensing map
(which is obtained from maximizing a posterior instead
of a likelihood function) causes in our implementation the
signal and noise part of the spectrum to react differently
to masking. The QE case is simpler, both terms sharing
the same normalization. Nevertheless, these corrections
depend essentially only on the fiducial cosmology chosen
for the lensing map reconstruction, which allows simple
calibration of both of them, and we could recover the ex-
pected results in all of our test cases. It is possible that
a more detailed understanding of the relation between
the Wiener-filter and the iterative response could pro-
vide clues to the origin of these corrections and possibly
reduce them to a single one. An analytical understanding

seems challenging at the present time however.

We neglected the impact of polarized foregrounds in
our reconstruction. We expect those to be less impor-
tant than in temperature, but a thorough analysis which
should also include foreground cleaning is beyond the
scope of this paper and left for future work. We also
neglected the non-Gaussianity of the lensing field as well
as post-Born lensing, which leave a very small signature
on the polarized quadratic estimators. This is currently
under study and will be reported elsewhere.
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