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1 INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

We review the methodology for measurements of two point functions of the cosmolog-
ical observables, both power spectra and correlation functions. For pseudo-Cy estima-
tors, we will argue that the window weighted overdensity field can yield more optimal
measurements as the window acts as an inverse noise weight, an effect that becomes
more important for surveys with a variable selection function. We then discuss the
impact of approximations made in the MASTER algorithm and suggest improvements,
the iMASTER algorithm, that uses the theoretical model to give unbiased results for ar-
bitrarily complex windows provided that the model satisfies weak accuracy conditions.
The methodology of {MASTER algorithm is also generalized to the correlation func-
tions to reconstruct the binned power spectra, for E/B mode separation, or to properly
convolve the correlation functions to account for the scale cuts in the Fourier space
model. We also show that the errors in the window estimation lead to both additive
and multiplicative effects on the over density field. Accurate estimation of window
power can be required up to scales of ~ 2¢,,,x or larger. Misestimation of the window
power leads to biases in the measured power spectra which scale as §Cy ~ M, ZVX Wy,
where the M}}, scales as ~ (2¢+ 1)C; leading to effects that can be important at high
£. While the notation in this paper is geared towards photometric galaxy surveys, the
discussion is equally applicable to spectroscopic galaxy, intensity mapping and CMB
surveys.

Key words: cosmology: observations — large-scale structure of Universe — gravi-
tational lensing: weak

cance level (DES Collaboration et al. 2017; Singh et al. 2020;
Heymans et al. 2021; Di Valentino et al. 2020; Lange et al.

The measurements of the large scale structure (LSS) in
the universe provide important cosmological information
about the evolution of the universe over time and also al-
low us to study the physical properties of its constituents,
namely Dark matter, Dark energy, neutrinos and baryons
(see Weinberg et al. 2013, for a review). Over the past
two decades we have successfully measured the LSS using
a number of probes, e.g. baryon acoustic oscillations and
galaxy velocities (e.g. Alam et al. 2016; Neveux et al. 2020),
weak gravitational lensing(e.g. Planck Collaboration et al.
2020; DES Collaboration et al. 2017; Singh et al. 2020; Hey-
mans et al. 2021), galaxy clusters (e.g. Abbott et al. 2020).
These measurements have yielded strong constraints on the
cosmological models with precision of order 5-10%. There
are also some tensions among the probes at 2 — 30 signifi-
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2021) that have been a source of general intrigue and excite-
ment in the community and also require us to revisit many
of the assumptions made in the analysis. With upcoming
percent level measurements from the planned surveys, e.g.
Rubin Observatory LSST-DESC (LSST Dark Energy Sci-
ence Collaboration 2012), DESI (Levi et al. 2019), Roman
space telescope (Dore et al. 2019), Simons Observatory (Ade
et al. 2019), CMB-S4 (Abazajian et al. 2016), Spherex (Doré
et al. 2014), it is going to become even more important for
us to thoroughly understand the analysis in order to derive
accurate inferences on cosmological models. In this paper
we will review the methodology for the measurements of the
two point statistics of the over density field from the LSS
surveys.

The large scale structure measurements from the cos-
mological surveys are made by turning the data from the
survey into the maps of over density field, which is the quan-



2 5. Singh

tity of interest in measuring the fluctuations in the matter
density. Correlations of mean zero overdensity field have also
been shown to be more optimal than the density field with
non-zero mean (Landy & Szalay 1993; Singh et al. 2017).
In this paper, by optimal we will usually mean minimizing
some combination of bias and variance in the inferences. The
maps of over density are then compressed using the sum-
mary statistics, especially the two point correlation func-
tions or power spectra, which are a measure of the variance
in the field. During the process of these measurements there
are several questions that one needs to address to ensure the
optimality of the measurement as well as the accuracy of the
inferences derived from these measurements.

After the data is acquired and cleaned, the analysis be-
gins with the process of map making (or making catalogs),
whereby we bin the count of galaxies (or photons in case of
intensity mapping) into pixels of a map. One of the ques-
tions that we need to address at this stage is the weighting
to be applied to the pixels to ensure optimal analysis. The
question of optimal weights for the case of gaussian random
fields has been addressed by Feldman et al. (1994) giving
us the famous FKP weights, which was later generalized by
Hamilton (1997). While FKP weights (or quadratic estima-
tor in general) has been shown to be optimal for the gaussian
field, it is computationally expensive to use such weights in
practice and instead the pseudo-C, like estimators (Wan-
delt et al. 2001) are preferred. In such estimators, it is fairly
common to adopt uniform weighting, which is usually not
optimal.

The next step in the analysis is to measure the power
spectra or the correlation functions of the over density field.
In this step, one of the major challenges is to account for
the effects of the survey window. The survey window or the
selection function depends on the survey geometry (mask)
as well as the any observational selection effects and the
weights applied on the maps as discussed earlier. The mod-
eling of window effects on the pseudo-C, power spectra has
been addressed in detail by Hivon et al. (2002) who intro-
duced the now standard MASTER algorithm to deconvolve
the effects of the window to reconstruct the power spectra of
the underlying fields. Similarly, formalism for the measure-
ment of the correlation functions was developed by Ng & Liu
(1999). The window also affects the correlation functions in
a very similar manner by acting as a weighting function
and changing the effective scale of measurement (see e.g.
appendix D of Singh et al. 2020).

Since proper modeling of the two point functions re-
quires careful modeling of the window effects, one of the
major challenges in the LSS measurements is to properly
estimate the window. Biases in the window estimation di-
rectly propagate into both the power spectra and the cor-
relation functions. The strategies to model window biases
include the mode deprojection (Slosar et al. 2004; Leistedt
et al. 2013; Elsner et al. 2017) where one can subtract out
systematics or down weight the affected modes by including
additional terms in the covariance. Similar strategies have
also been applied for the case of the correlation functions,
e.g. Ross et al. (2012).

The final step before running the inference is to im-
plement the ‘scale cuts’ on the measurements to match the
scales of the model. Typically the models we use to analyze
the data are validated under certain assumptions and can

only model a limited range of scales which is smaller than
the range of scales probed by the current data. Applying
these scale cuts carefully is necessary for the optimal anal-
ysis, i.e. to extract as much information as possible while
avoiding the biases from the model outside its range of va-
lidity. Recently this issue of scale cuts has shown up in some
apparent discrepancies between the analysis in the config-
uration space (correlation functions) and the Fourier space
(power spectra) (see Hamana et al. 2020; Doux et al. 2021).
Such issues are concerning as they complicate the interpre-
tation of the inferences drawn from the analysis and need to
be carefully addressed.

In this paper we will review the methodology described
above, study the optimality of the weights applied on the
over density field during the pseudo-C/ like analysis and also
test the assumptions made in the methods to model the win-
dow functions. Since modeling the window function is im-
portant and also very challenging, we will study the impact
of the window mis-estimation on the two point functions (
we will not discuss the methods to estimate the window,
only the methods to account for window mis-estimation).
Finally, we will generalize the MASTER algorithm to the cor-
relation functions to study the impact of the scale cuts and
devise new methods for more optimal scale cuts. We will use
the notation commonly used in the analysis of the angular
statistics. However, most of our discussion will be equally
applicable to the analysis of the spectroscopic surveys, both
galaxies and intensity mapping ones.

The simulations and power spectra calculations for win-
dow modeling are performed using the HEALPY (Gérski et al.
2005) package, the matter power spectra is obtained us-
ing CAMB! package and the computations of angular power
spectra, coupling matrices, correlation functions and any
other relevant calculations are performed using the SKYLENS
package (Singh et al. in prep).

2 MAP MAKING

We begin with a brief the discussion of turning the catalogs
of observables from the telescopes to the maps of the over
density fields. For the case of galaxy counts ( or intensity
mapping), the observed number of galaxies at a position @
can be described as

ng(®) = {ng(@)) (1 + dg()), (1)

where (ng(x)) is the ensemble average of ny(x) and can be
thought of as the expected number of galaxies to be observed
at position x ignoring the effects of noise and the over den-
sity field. d4(x) is the overdensity of galaxies at @. We will
also use the mean of ng(x) over the whole survey,

ng = ng(x). (2)

Throughout this paper, () implies the ensemble average of
the quantity inside the brackets, which implies an average
over many realizations of data and X represents the sample
mean of quantity X, where by sample mean we will usually
imply mean over the given realization of the survey. Quan-
tities with tophat, e.g. §, represent the measurements from
data.

! http://camb.info
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From eq. (1), a simple way to define windowed over
density field is

Sy (@) = 2@ (1 45 @)~ PED gy )6, (@),

9 g (3)

In the second equality, we defined the window function (or
selection function) as

W, (z) = %ﬂ _ 14 F(Ci(a)). @)
g

Wy () is the selection function which accounts for the obser-
vational effects in the survey which modulate the observed
density of the galaxies. In the second part of the equation we
wrote the window as function of underlying contaminants,
C;. In general F' can be a non-linear function and a detailed
discussion of window estimation is outside the scope of this
work (see Ross et al. 2020; Rezaie et al. 2020; Everett et al.
2020, for some recent work). We will only focus on the ef-
fects of the window on statistics of interest, namely the two
point correlations of the fields. We will discuss the effects of
window miss-estimation in section 2.2 and in later sections
on how it propagates into the two point correlations of the
fields. In this work it is also assumed that the window func-
tion and the underlying over-density field are uncorrelated.
This is in general not true as the window function is corre-
lated with the underlying field due to observational effects
such as blending and fiber collisions. Detailed discussion of
such effects is left for the future work.

A more popular choice for defining over density maps
is to remove the effects of window by dividing with (ng(x))
(or Wy(x) as discussed above), in which case we get

3 ng(x) ng(x)

W Gy T WG, ©)
which is free from the effects of window. This is not strictly
true as the mask effects are still present and typically mask
also needs to be modified to remove the pixels where Wy (x)
is small.

Many studies in the literature work with the galaxy
catalogs instead of maps (see also discussion in section 4.1).
In such a case, if we apply systematics weights on galaxies
to correct for window effects and use uniform randoms, i.e.
{nr(x))/ng = 1, where ng is the number of randoms, we
get the estimator in eq. (5) (e.g. Ross et al. 2012; Alam et al.
2016; Elvin-Poole et al. 2018), i.e.,

3 ng(@)/Wy(x) — nr(e) _  nye(x)

% () = (@) = Wy, (©)

On the other hand, if the systematics weights are applied on
the randoms, i.e. (nr(x))/ng = Wy(x), then we obtain the
estimator from eq. (3), i.e.,

Sg,w(w) _ M

(7)

Ng

In eq. (3), Window (W,) acts as weight on the pixels
in the map and turns out to be a nearly optimal way to
apply the weights. In general, optimal weights for the power
spectra estimation of a gaussian random field are (Feldman
et al. 1994; Hamilton 1997)

Wrrp(x)c(Cr + Ne(x)) ™, (8)

MNRAS 000, 1-7? (2021)

tMASTER 3

where C is the power spectra of the mode of interest and
N¢(x) = 1/ng(x) is the noise power spectra. This is the in-
verse variance weighting where Cy accounts for the sample
(cosmic) variance and N, accounts for variance contributed
by the noise. Note that the FKP weights are sometimes writ-
ten as, wocl/(1+ n(x)Cy). This definition of weights is valid
when the weights are applied to galaxies, while the weights
we define in eq. (8) are applied to the pixels of the over
density maps.

In the noise dominated regime, (N; » C¢), the FKP
weights reduce to Wy in eq. (4). In general the FKP weights
depend on the power spectra mode being measured and for
a tomographic survey with multiple redshift and ¢ bins, the
proper use of FKP weight for optimal analysis can be com-
putationally expensive. Hence pseudo-C, estimators with a
single weighting scheme are usually preferred in practice.
For such a case, FKP like weights can be defined by fixing
C¢ = Cy, where Cy is power spectra at some fixed chosen /.
The overdensity field from eq. (3) is then modified to

N _Ang(®)) 1+nyCo
0g,FK Py (IB) = fig 1t <ng(m)> o g($)7 (9)

These weights are similar to those in eq. (4), except that Co
here modulates the weights at the higher end to prevent few
pixels from having very large weights which can increase the
cosmic variance.

The maps for other observables such as galaxy shear
can be defined analogously to eq. (3) as

~ ng(x

3u3(@) = "1y (@) = Wi @) (@), (10)
g

where the window W,,(x) depends on the observed number

of galaxies in the pixel (as opposed the expected number of

galaxies in Wy)

W, (z) = y =1+ F(Ci()) + b,(). (11)
g

W, (z) is relatively easier to estimate compared to W since
it is determined by the position of the source galaxies. That
being said, the effects of varying photometry on the shear
estimation can be thought of as part of the window and
hence the problems associated with the window estimation
we discuss later in this paper are applicable to galaxy shear
estimation as well. The FKP like weights can also be de-
fined for shear noting that shape noise scales as o2/ng(x),
resulting in

ng(x) o2 +nyCo N
g 02 +ng(x)Co T

Yigrxp(T) = (). (12)

For the case of intensity mapping surveys, the window,
W (), is same as the mean intensity term, I (up to a con-
stant), that is sometimes used (e.g. Schaan & White 2021).
In fact W (zx) is a generalization of the T term in Schaan &
White (2021) as we allow for the effects such as foregrounds,
detector calibration, etc. to vary over the positions . While
Schaan & White (2021) suggested that cross correlations
may be useful in determining I under certain assumptions,
unfortunately the cross correlations in a general case may
not be of much help with the window modeling. This is
because different tracers/surveys have (at least partially)
uncorrelated windows and hence the sensitivity of cross cor-
relations to the window is very different from the sensitivity
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of the auto correlations. We will see an example of such an
effect in section 3.

In this work, we will restrict ourselves to the pseudo-C;
like analysis and will use the weighting scheme of eq. (4) and
(10), which is more optimal in most cases than no weight-
ing in (5) (see also discussion in section 2.1). It should be
remembered that this weighting scheme increases the cos-
mic variance and in many practical applications weighting
of eq. (9) and (12) can be more optimal.

2.1 Shot noise

Under the assumption that the sampling of the discreet trac-
ers follow Poisson distribution, the noise in observed number
of galaxies in each pixel is given by

(ng(@)) = (ng()). (13)

When the galaxies are assigned weights, w, the noise changes
to (Bohm & Zech 2014, we assume weights are determinis-
tic)

(ngw(@)) = (ng(@) w(=)”. (14)

The over density field of eq. (3) assigns weights of 1/ng
to each galaxy, in which case the noise is given by

ng(x 1
(o) @) = L2y L (15)
n2 Ng
Averaging over the whole survey, we get

By = Wola)-. (16)

Notice that in eq. (15), two powers of noise, d%, depend
on a single power of Wy. Therefore the noise is effectively
multiplied by the window given by /Wy (x) (Feldman et al.
1994; Li et al. 2019), i.e.,

\/m(w) = Wg(w)\/%- (17)

Similarly for the over density field in eq. (5), noise is
given by

1 1 1
Sa () = = —. 18
) = @) ~ Wow) 7 (%)
Averaging over the whole survey, we get
5~ 1 1
525 = [7] 1 19
< N> Wg(d:) Ng ( )

With W, (z) = 1 and W,(x) € [0, 00) by construction, it can
be shown via Jensen’s inequality that (see also appendix A
for an alternate proof)

[ij)] =W, (x). (20)

Thus the estimator in eq. (3) is in general has lower noise
than the estimator of eq. (5). Both estimator give very sim-
ilar signal when W, (x) = 1. Qualitatively, this is because
the power spectra measurement, pseudo-Cy, depends on the
window power spectra which is the second power of window
while the noise depends on the first power of window. Hence
the choice of estimator has stronger effect on noise than on
signal. We will also compute the response of the pseudo-
Cy power spectra estimator to the window power spectra in

section 3.4 and show that the response is positive, implying
that the estimator in eq. (3) will give larger signal in pseudo-
Cy since it will in general have higher window power. This
further increases the signal to noise ratio of the estimator in
eq. (3) with respect to the estimator in eq. (5).

The inequality in eq. (20) will get worse as the win-
dow becomes more complex (Wy(x) distribution get wider).
Some times arguments are made in favor of using eq. (5) to
simplify the window modeling but instead it becomes more
important to use eq. (3) (or eq. (9)) for more complex win-
dows.

A corollary to eq. (20) is that with the estimator of
eq. (5), using 1/n, to model the noise effects in the covari-
ance (analytical or mocks with overly simplified window)
will lead to under estimation of the such effects during the
analysis, unless the window effects are properly modeled.
One simple method is to modify the effective number den-
sity of galaxies, but it can still leads to biases in the cross
covariance terms of the form N,Cy, where Ny is the noise
power spectra.

Also, we only considered the galaxy shot noise as source
of variance in this section. In appendix B, we derive similar
expression in presence of additional source of noise as well
as weighting applied to galaxies. For the main part of this
paper, we will continue using the galaxy shot noise only ver-
sion of equations to keep the notation and discussion sim-
pler. The results of the paper do not change for the case
considered in appendix B.

While in this paper we only consider noise correlated at
zero lag, it is worth remembering that in the general case
correlated noise will also depend upon the window and the
window for noise is different from the window for the under-
lying over density field. Thus window effects on noise need
to be modeled separately, both for mean noise subtraction
from the power spectra measurement as well as in the covari-
ance of both power spectra and correlation functions. The
code, SKYLENS, used in this paper is able to handle noise
with any user input power spectra and window function.

2.2 Window bias

In eq (4), we defined window as a function of some underly-
ing contaminants. Even if those contaminants are known, we
still need to estimate the response of the selection function
to these contaminants in order to estimate the window. This
is a non-trivial task and usually there will be some errors in
estimating these responses, in which case our estimates of
window can be biased. Without the loss of generality, we
can write the estimated window as

Wo(z) = (1 + m(z)) W,(z), (21)

where Wy () is the true underlying window and m(x) de-
notes the relative error in the estimated window.
With the erroneous window defined in eq. (21), our es-

timate of the over-density fields become
5 ny(@) _ (ny(@)
Sgwom(z) =22 _ AT/ 22

R e (22)
where <7;(\m)> is the biased estimate of the expected number
of galaxies. Writing the observed number of galaxies, ng(x)
in terms of the true window and the over density field, we

MNRAS 000, 1-?? (2021)
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8g.wom (&) =W (2)3g(2) — SWy ()
_ W@ s
T () 2@~ Wa@). (23)

Where in the second step we wrote the true window in terms
of the biased estimate, since that is the window we use in
modeling. When m is small, the multiplicative bias can be
estimated as ~ —Wy(z)m(z).

For the over density field defined in eq. (5), we can write
the effects of bias as

N dg(x) — m(x)

Both estimators, 3g,w,m and Sg contain the multiplicative
bias of O(md) and an additive bias of O(m).

If mW, is a bias (as opposed to random noise) and is
small, we can assume the bias in the window is a linear
combination of the underlying contaminants (e.g Leistedt
et al. 2013), C;,

SWy(z) = m(z)Wy(z) ~ Y. 0 Ci(a). (25)

Where «; are the unknown amplitudes. It is important to
stress here that we are only ‘assuming’ the biases in the win-
dow function as linear function of contaminants and we do
not assume the window function itself to be a linear func-
tion of the underlying contaminants. The additive biases can
sometimes be constrained by cross-correlating the over den-
sity maps with the maps of systematics (Ross et al. 2012;
Leistedt et al. 2013). We will study the effects of multiplica-
tive bias in the section 3.4.

Finally it is worth mentioning that the multiplicative
and additive biases in the shear estimation can also be
thought of as part of the window in a similar vein as above
and our discussion of the window systematics here and in
later sections is applicable to all tracers.

3 POWER SPECTRA

Once the over density maps are generated, the next step
in the standard two point analysis is to compute the power
spectra or the correlation functions of the maps. In this sec-
tion we will discuss the power spectra of the windowed maps,
the algorithm to model the window effects and the methods
to account for the uncertainties in the window estimation.

3.1 Pseudo-C; power spectra

Since the observed over density field is multiplied by the
window, its Fourier transform? is convolved with the Fourier
transform of the window. Computing the power spectra of
this windowed field results in the pseudo-C; estimator (D;),
whose expected value is related to the true power spectra
via a coupling matrix (Hivon et al. 2002),

Dy = My Cyp + MY/ Ny, (26)

2 We will use Fourier transform to describe both flat sky Fourier
transform and the spherical harmonics transform in curved sky

MNRAS 000, 1-7? (2021)
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where My, is the coupling matrix for the signal part and
M}, is the coupling matrix for the noise in the observed field
(as discussed in section 2.1 noise and signal have a different
window). Here summation over £ is implied and throughout
the paper we will use the Einstein summation convention to
imply sum over repeated indices. To keep notation simpler,
we will omit the the noise term from the equations. This will
not affect our discussion since it is easy to generalize to the
noise case.
The coupling matrices is given by

(20 +1) . ¢ ¢
My = TZWZN(% +1)

Iz S1 —S1 0

é 6/ E//

X (82 —S82 0) ’ (27)
where where ¢, ¢’ are as defined in eq. (26), Wy~ is the power
spectra (pseudo-C;) of the window defined at £” (cross power
spectra of two windows for cross correlations), s1, s2 are the
spins of the two tracers being correlated to obtain the ﬁg.

For the case of spin-2 quatities, e.g. galaxy shear or
CMB polarization, the power spectra of £ and B modes is
given by,

DPE = MtCFE + M—CP® (28)
DPP = MYCPP + M CPE. (29)

In the second equality we wrote E/B pseudo-power spectra
in terms of true E/B power spectra using spin-2 coupling
matrices, given by

20 + 1 14 (=1
M, :% N Wer (26" + 1) (—(2)
[//

e gl ZN Z gl e//

X(z -2 o) (2 —2 o)' (30)
In this section we will assume that the B—mode power
spectra is zero, i.e. CPZ = 0 and will therefore only use
DFF = MTCFF and DFP = M~CFP. We will discuss the
more general case in section 4.2.1. Hereafter, we will also
drop the superscripts +, EE, BB on the M and power spec-
tra unless necessary for clarity.

In general M, is a rectangular matrix with
Lraxs bmax > fmax. In practice, the modern survey windows
are large enough (narrow in Fourier space) such that with
Linax ~ O(1000 — 5000) and Cyocl ™2 Liax ~ fmax APProxi-
mation is sufficient for accuracy of up to few percent near
fmax (the examples shown later in this section satisfy this
assumption). With such an approximation, we need to es-
timate the window up to £’ ~ 2fyax. These approximation
however may not work if the window has large enough power
out to very high £” or in the case when the power spectra
does not fall fast enough with ¢ (e.g. noise spectrum). In
such a case £, » fmax Maybe necessary or one may have
to resort to trickery such as apodizing the window in order
to tame the coupling matrix. We will discuss an example
of such effects in a later section when we reconstruct power
spectra from correlation functions.

3.2 MASTER algorithm

As discussed in the previous section, one of the challenges
in the pseudo-C¢ analysis is that M,y is an O(£2,,,) matrix
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where lmax ~ 1000 — 5000 or even larger. While compu-
tation of My, can be easily handled on the modern day
computers, it is still desirable to reduce the dimensionality
of the My, for the purpose of sampling during the inference.
De-convolving unbinned D, to reconstruct C; by inverting
eq. (26) is also not straight forward in the presence of large
noise (remember noise has a different coupling matrix and
noise contributions scale as M~ [M™(N;) — (M™ (Ng))]).
Thus it is generally desirable to bin the noisy D, mea-
surements to reduce noise effects. Hivon et al. (2002) pre-
sented the MASTER algorithm which allows us to work with
binned quantities, reducing the complexity of the problem
to O(NE), where Ny is the number of bins.

In the MASTER algorithm, we simply write the eq. (26)
in terms of the binned quantities,

ng = MZngCZ;J + Ngg (31)
The binned Mgb% is given by
My, = Poy oMoy Qe ey, (32)

where P, , and QW’% are binning and inverse binning op-
erations respectively and can be analytically written under
the assumption that £(¢ 4+ 1)Cy ~ constant,

LD ey
P — 2w Al , 33
bt {O otherwise (33)

27
L =N
_ ) wery 7 34
Qe {0 otherwise (34)

where ¢ € b is true when ¢ belongs to the bin centered on
fy and A/l is the bin size. In some implementations of the
MASTER algorithm, C; is assumed to be constant within the
bin (e.g. Alonso et al. 2019), in which case P and @ take
values of 0 or 1. We will refer to such approximation as
CMASTER.

The eq. (31) can be inverted to reconstruct the power
spectra from the pseudo-Cy

Co, = My} Dy, (35)

where we have taken the pseudo-inverse of the binned cou-
pling matrix.

In fig. 1, we see the comparison of the D, predictions us-
ing both MASTER and CMASTER algorithms. In fig. 1 as well
as in most other demonstrations later in the paper, we will
imploy two choices of the window, Wi and Ws5. W is cho-
sen to be a more realistic and is similar to the galaxy shear
window where the sampling is determined by galaxy posi-
tions and hence window power spectra is similar to galaxy
power spectra. For Wa, we increase the complexity of win-
dow further by raising the power spectra of window further
at some scales (see appendix F for further details). W» acts
as a stress tests for our methodology and comparison with
Wi also allows us to see where and how the biases are in-
troduced by different methods.

In fig. 1 we observe that as the complexity of the win-
dow increases, both algorithms result in biased predictions.
This is because coupling matrix becomes broader with more
complex window and since Dy, is effectively a weighted sum
of Cy, a broader coupling matrix increases the impact of
biases introduced by the approximations made in the defini-
tion of binning operators P and (). Furthermore, CMASTER

Solid lines: Master
Dashed lines: cMaster

T O W |
102 103 102 103
! !

Figure 1. Comparison of binned pseudo-C, power spectra, Dy,
obtained from 1000 gaussian simulations (solid points with er-
rorbars) and predictions obtained using MASTER (Hivon et al.
2002) and CMASTER (e.g. Alonso et al. 2019) algorithms, for auto
and cross correlations between shear and galaxies. Left and Right
panels show result from two different window functions, where
Wy is similar to the expected galaxy shear window while Wy is
more complex. Lower panel on each side shows the ratio between
the simulations and the predictions, with horizontal dashed lines
marking +1% bias regions. Both MASTER and CMASTER in gen-
eral give biased results and the magnitude of the bias increases
with the complexity of the window.

has larger biases since it makes worse approximations in P
and ). These biases also propagate to the deconvolved
power spectra (see fig. 2) and necessitate that some cor-
rections be applied to the theory power spectrum before it
can be compared with the biased estimators of either Dy or
denconvolved power spectra (see discussion in Alonso et al.
2019), i.e. we define:

-1
CCMaSteT!Zb - McMaster,Zh

o, Bo My Con = Mentaster,gy,,07 Cor-
(36)

Bp is the binning operator similar to P and is de-
fined in next section. In the second equality we defined
McMaster,le,[" = M;h/}aster,lb,lzBDleell' Using such an es-
timator is not strictly necessary, as one can simply work

with the binned pseudo power spectra instead, i.e.
Dy, = My, ¢ Cyr, (37)

where M, = BpMys. This is a simple convolu-
tion+binning operation and will not be branded as MASTER
algorithm in this paper.

In the next section we discuss the proper expression for
P and @ which lead to recovery of unbiased results which
can be compared directly with theory power spectra.

3.3 iMASTER

As discussed in the previous section, the biases in the MAs-
TER algorithm are sourced by the assumptions made in im-
plementing the effects of binning. Now we derive the MAs-
TER algorithm without making such assumptions.
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The binned version of eq. (26) can be written as
Bp ey eDe = BD,zb,eMMBg}z,%ch%wC@/+
N -1
BD,eb,zMez/BN,y,yb By gt o Ners (38)

where B is the binning operator. We introduced sepa-
rate binning operators, Bc, Bp and By, which operate
on O, Dy, N} since the coupling matrix is not symmetric
in general and ¢, ¢’ can have different range. For examples
shown throughout this work we will make the approxima-
tion that fmax ~ fmax, (coupling matrix is not too wide) in
which case Bp = B¢ can be used. We will simply assume
Bp = Bc = B and omit the subscripts hereafter unless re-
quired for clarity. Furthermore we assume noise is estimated
and subtracted before binning and will neglect the effects of
By as well. We will not assume any particular form for the
binning operator and will keep our discussion general so that
our method does not depend on the binning operator unlike
the standard MASTER algorithm. We will discuss some par-
ticular forms of binning operator later in this section and
the form of the binning operator used in examples of this
paper is defined in eq. (45).

Binning data in general leads to loss of information and
hence the binning operation can not be inverted. Thus B~*
in general is not defined. However, if we have good model
for the underlying signal, then it is possible to obtain B~*.
In Hivon et al. (2002), model for C; was assumed to be
£(¢ + 1)C¢ ~ constant which allowed for an analytical ex-
pression for @, which is the inverse of binning operator
Py, . However, since we hopefully have a better model for
power spectra, the assumptions about Cy are not necessary
and we can simply write the inverse of binning operator as

Ce yep
Bgh, =4 %’ , (39)
@bh {O otherwise

where Cy, = BCy is obtained after binning the model C; and
can be described as power spectra at some effective center
of the bin, ¢,. The proper choice of ¢, is the effective ¢ at
which the binned C, is measured and is given by

Bee,,elCl
O = —br 40
b Bee, e Co (40)

The i{MASTER binned coupling matrix is then

My, = BD,gb,gMu,Bg}e,,%. (41)

Fig. 2a shows the comparison of D, obtained using the
tMASTER algorithm with that of 1000 gaussian simulations,
similar to fig. 1. The model predictions are consistent with
those of simulations to well within 1%, even for the case
of more complex window Ws. Figs. 2b-2d show the com-
parison of the C; reconstructed from the D, of simulations
by convolving with the (pseudo) inverse of binned coupling
matrix as described in eq. (35). Here again we observe that
the iMASTER yield unbiased results to within 1% while both
MASTER and CMASTER yield biased results as in the case of
D, predictions in fig. 1.

It is important to stress here that the C; from the
iMASTER algorithm can be directly compared with the un-
binned theory computed at £, i.e. the binning is performed
analytically. This algorithm also does not require any addi-
tional correction to be applied unlike the method in eq. (36)

MNRAS 000, 1-?? (2021)

t1MASTER 7

(Alonso et al. 2019). Furthermore, since the algorithm al-
lows for cleaner reconstruction of Cy, it is also more optimal
in the analysis with scale cuts as it prevents the mixing
of information between different scales in a much cleaner
way. For example, in eq. (38) if we have scale cuts of form of
¥ < 0 ax, IMASTER prevents the information from ¢ > £,
modes leaking into our analysis. At the same time the algo-
rithm also captures the information about ¢ < /..., modes
which had leaked into high £ modes (¢ > #1,,x) of the pseudo-
C¢ estimator ( this requires fmax > .y in eq. (38) and also
using different binning operators Bp and Bc¢). These are
the primary advantages of the iMASTER algorithm.

Due to B™!, the estimator is now dependent on the un-
derlying theoretical model. If one feels uncomfortable with
such dependence, a half binned version, My, = Bp Mgy
(see eq. (37)) can be used, with larger computational costs
(both time and system memory). As discussed earlier,
iMASTER is also more optimal in terms of scale cuts and
preventing mixing of information between different scales.
It may be advantageous to use iMASTER in the form similar
to eq. (36), i.e.,

-1
CiMASTER,,lb = MiMaster,éb

o, Bo Moo Cor = Mintaster, ey, Cer-
(42)

where Mnaster 18 computed at fiducial cosmology and is
kept fixed. To reiterate, one of the advantages of iMASTER
is that Cimasrer,e, = Cp, and we can use the un-binned the-
ory to compare with the measurements. Only in the case
where the model varies strongly enough such that varia-
tions in {MASTER are significant compared to noise (while
such variations are found to be small in our examples, simi-
lar tests should be performed at the time of analysis), using
the form of eq. (42) will be necessary, where theory is prop-
erly binned using a fixed Mzasrer computed with fiducial
model. It should also be noted that the model dependence
of iMASTER is weak, as B~ is only sensitive to the slope
of the power spectra within the bin. As long as the ratio
does not vary significantly the model dependence should not
introduce any significant biases. In fig. 2, the x* per bin
for different curves obtained using iMASTER is always less
than 2/25 and for noiseless simulations (not shown) is less
than 0.5/25. Therefore the model dependence introduced by
iMASTER is not much different from the model dependence
from other components in the analysis, e.g. converting dis-
tances to redshifts or computing covariance matrices at fixed
cosmology. If the model dependence of iMASTER does mat-
ter in the inference problem, i.e. the bias due to assumptions
in B~ is larger than the uncertainties, it is also likely to be
an indicative of a problem with binning, namely that bins
are too wide and it maybe better to move to narrower bins
to capture more information. It is not optimal to use overly
broad bins with iMASTER. If using narrow bins is not possi-
ble, then obtaining model using eq. (42) may be necessary.

Now we discuss some particular forms of the binning
operators. It should be remembered that in deriving the
iMASTER algorithm we did not assume any particular form
of the binning operators and any sensible choice of binning
will work.

For noisy measurements with a given covariance, the
binning operator can be defined using the optimal estimator
of the mean D, within the bin (assuming gaussian distribu-
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Figure 2. Comparisons of Dy and Cy of different observables, obtained using two different window functions, Wy and Ws (see appendix F).
In the upper panel of each figure, the solid lines show the model predictions while the points represent the mean and the error on the mean
from 1000 gaussian simulations. The lower panel show the ratio of simulations to the model predictions. a) Pseudo-C; power spectra,
Dy, for auto and cross correlations of galaxy positions and galaxy shear obtained using :MASTER algorithm. Model predictions agree
with the simulations to better 1% after subtracting the noise. b-d) Cy obtained by deconvolving power spectra using standard MASTER
algorithm, {MASTER algorithm and the CMASTER algorithm. {MASTER gives unbiased power spectra (within 1% error) while MASTER
and CMASTER algorithm gives biased results on scales where window has large power. The biases become worse as the complexity of the
window increases. In g7, where the window power spectra is small (window of galaxies and shear are uncorrelated) the biases in MASTER
and CMASTER are small. The biases are largest in auto correlation with W5 window which has large power out to high ¢ (see appendix F).
As mentioned in Alonso et al. (2019), the CMASTER like results require convolving the theory power spectra with a coupling matrix in
order to perform an unbiased comparison between theory and data (see also eq. (36)). The :MASTER requires no such corrections and the
measurements can directly be compared with underlying binned theoretical model or the equivalent unbinned power spectra computed

only at the effective scale ¢}, of each bin.

tion),

UTCov!
B=———1—, 43
UTCov™ iU (43)
where Cov is the covariance of the unbinned Dy. U is npins X
ne matrix given by

1,4eb

Uepo =
v 0 otherwise.

(44)
The optimal binning operator in eq. (43) depends on the un-
binned covariance of the power spectra. While estimation of
this covariance is expensive, it is naturally obtained in the
intermediate steps when computing the analytical covari-

ances of binned power spectra. The binning operator can
be obtained at the same time as computing covariance with
little additional computing cost. B also depends on the par-
ticular power spectra being considered and hence each cross
and auto correlation in a tomographic analysis will require
different B. If such properties of B are not desirable, an ap-
proximation to B can be used where each ¢ is weighted by
the effective number of modes (ignoring the effects of noise)

20+1
@i tna e

. (45)
0 otherwise.

By, ec
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Simulations and theory calculations shown in this work use
the binning operators from eq. (45).

3.4 Window bias

In this section we discuss the response of the pseudo-C; esti-
mator to the errors in estimating the window functions. We
begin by noticing that the D, is symmetric in response to the
window and the underlying over density field and therefore
we can write (see appendix C):

D,g = MXE// WZ” 5 (46)

where M, t’%” is the response of Dy to the window and depends
on the Cy. Relative error in D, due to errors in window power
spectra can be written as

dlog Dy _ i

= = MY 47
W D, M.t (47)

DLEMX‘Z,,, can be used to define the upper limits on the bias
in window power spectra dW,» given an upper limit on the
percentage bias D, that is acceptable.

Given the multiplicative and additive errors in the win-
dow as defined in section 2.2, we can also write the bias in
Dy as

0D, = M@sz”mgu + ag, (48)

where my» is the power spectra of the multiplicative bias
(m(x)W(x)) and a¢ is the power spectra of the additive
bias. It is important to note that multiplicative and additive
biases do not necessarily have to be present together. For
example, from eq. (21), it is possible that the estimated and
true windows have the very similar power spectra but the
two window are not very correlated. In such a case, window
errors will behave like noise, resulting in additive bias a; but
negligible multiplicative bias. Efficacy of window weighting
will also be lost in such a case.

For window biases which may be described by eq. (25),
under the assumption that the contaminant maps are not
correlated, we can write (Ross et al. 2012; Leistedt et al.
2013; Elsner et al. 2017)

ag = Z i Diy, (49)

D;  is the power spectra of the contaminant maps. a; can
be estimated by cross correlating the estimated over density
map (which includes systematics) with contaminant map
as

l)%-,gCOV_1 <397WOZ->
o = — £, (50)
Di,[COV Di,[

1
Di,gCOV_lDi,z ’

(dg,wC4), is the cross power spectra between the over den-
sity map and the contaminant map. Cov is the joint covari-
ance of the auto and cross correlations and eq. (51) denotes
the variance of «;. The method is only valid under the as-
sumptions of linear expansion in eq. (25) and that the con-
taminant maps are independent. If the contaminant maps
are not independent, one can use a PCA like method to
project the contaminant maps into maps of orthogonal lin-
ear combinations which are uncorrelated and then define o
and cross correlations over the new set of maps.

Var(ay) = (51)
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The cross correlation in eq. (50) is not sensitive to the
my as it shows up in the third order term, whose expectation
is zero when window and the underlying overdensity field are
uncorrelated. If the corrections from the above procedure are
reliable and are applied to the window, it may reduce the
effects of multiplicative bias as well.

For the case of multiplicative bias, fig. 3a shows the
ﬁ,Mm// matrix. At low ¢ the matrix has nearly scale inde-
pendent effects along the column, especially at £ = 0. This
accounts for the effects of the misestimation of the largest
scales of the window, primarily sourced by the mask, and
includes the effects of the mean of window or the fq, fac-
tor. The diagonal of the matrix is sub-dominant at low ¢
but it increases as ~ 2¢ + 1, becoming large at high ¢. Typi-
cally when modeling the window in power spectra such high
¢ effects are ignored. However, in fig. 3b, we see that this
effect leads to rapidly increasing biases at higher ¢, which
dominate the information during the cosmological inference.
Thus it is important to carefully model window out to high
¢ and properly account for any uncertainties in such mod-
eling. Current modeling, e.g. Ross et al. (2012, 2020), uses
HEALPIX maps with resolution of order Ngige = 512, which
may not be enough in the case of moderately complex win-
dows even for £max ~ 1000 (roughly similar to scale cuts in
current weak lensing 3 x 2 analysis) and in the upcoming
analysis such with LSST where we may wish to extend the
analysis to fmax = 5000, a much more careful characteriza-
tion of the window will be needed.

To account for uncertainties in window effects, one can
use some parametric function for m, which can be added
to the D, model using eq. (48) and its parameters can be
marginalized over. We can also use the analytical marginal-
ization (Bridle et al. 2002), in which case the the contri-
butions from window uncertainties can be added to the co-
variance of the Dy, and the additional contribution to the
covariance can be written as

Cov" (D, D) ~ MY memi M™'T + apaf (52)

where a, and its uncertainty can be obtained from egs. (49)—
(51). In general, if we have an estimation of the covariance
of the window power spectra, Wy, we can write

Cov™ (D¢, Dyr) ~ M"Y Cov(We, W )M™T + Cov(We, Wy).
(53)

This expression is an approximation since a full covariance
with the window and the over density field will require an
expansion of 8-point function, which is tedious and compu-
tationally expensive even for the case of gaussian field. A
detailed study of the window uncertainties in a realistic set-
ting of LSS windows for the case of DESI survey will be
presented in an upcoming work (Karim, Rezai & Singh in
prep).

There are also cases where the window is well estimated
but the multiplicative error can still have significant contri-
butions to the covariance. One such case is when estimating
the jackknife covariance, where each jackknife sample has a
slightly different window and these seemingly minor differ-
ences can bias the covariance (Yu, Singh et al. in prep).

Finally, as discussed in section 2, it is also tempting to
conclude that we can use cross correlations between differ-
ent tracer/surveys to ‘self calibrate’ the effects of window.
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Figure 3. a) The matrix defined in eq. (47), which relates the errors in the window power spectra, 6W; to the relative errors in the Dy,
ie. (SDAZ = <%gMW> 0Wy. Note that £ values are shifted by 1 to show the £ = 0 column which relates the fsi, error to errors in D,. At

high ¢ the matrix has strong values around the diagonal which increases the relative sensitivity of Dy to the window power spectra. b)
Demonstration of the multiplicative bias introduced in Dy by errors in W, (there is no additive bias in this figure). In the upper panel,
solid orange line shows the default window while blue line shows the perturbed window. Green circles and red triangles show the Dy
obtained using these windows and the lower panel shows the fractional bias introduced in D;. Here the window was perturbed by simply
adding a white noise with Ny ~ W;_s59¢ power spectra (Ny<19 = 0 and 6 fsy = 0 by construction). Wy refers to the realistic galaxy
shear like window (see appendix F).

However, this in general does not work unless the windows can be truncated at £ ~ aw /0, where a ~ 5—10 is a suitably
between tracer/surveys are perfectly correlated. An example chosen constant. We will see in section 4.2 that one can also
of such an effect can be observed on figs. 1 and 2, where work with the binned quantities similar to the discussion for
galaxies and shear have uncorrelated window by design and the pseudo-C; to further speed up the calculation. But first
hence the cross correlation, g, is almost completely free we discuss the estimator used to measure the correlation
of the window effects except for the very large scales (low functions.

{), where windows are partially correlated due to the mask
effects. Thus it is in general not possible to use the cross
correlation, g7, to understand the window effects in auto 4.1 Landy-Szalay estimator

correlations, gg and 7y in our case. The correlation functions measure the excess probability of

finding galaxies around other galaxies at a given separation.
These are measured by counting the excess number of pairs
of galaxies at a given separation relative to a distribution of
In this section we discuss the two point function measure- randoms. The commonly employed Landy-Szalay estimator
ments in the configuration space, namely the correlation (Landy & Szalay 1993) is given by
functions. We begin with brief introduction of correlation By(DD — DR — RD + RR)
functions and will discuss the estimators, effects of windows, £(0) = BoRR ) (55)
the methods to apply scale cuts and the generalization of the
tMASTER algorithm to reconstruct the power spectra from
the correlation functions.

The curved sky correlation function can be written as
the Hankel transform of the power spectra,

4 CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

where By is the binning operator, D denotes the galaxies,
R denotes the randoms that correspond to the galaxy sam-
ple and different two points, e.g. Bo DD, denote the count
of auto and cross pairs of galaxies and randoms with sepa-
ration 6 that falls within the bin 6. It can be shown that
£(0) = 24;131 di.er (0)Cr = Mo 0Ch, (54) when randoms follow the window function, LS is an optimal
T A estimator to compute the two point correlation functions
(Landy & Szalay 1993; Singh et al. 2017).

We now show that the LS estimator is equivalent to
correlating the over density maps as defined in section 2.
The pairs counts can be written as integral over the galaxy
density field, i.e.

where 4, dg s, is the wigner-d matrix, with si,s2 being the
spins of tracers being correlated and in the second equality
we have written the sum as a matrix multiplication, with H
being the Hankel transform operator. The sum is over all ¢
and therefore computing £ to an arbitrary accuracy can be
expensive. Fortunately, Cy drops with £, Cy ~ £72, therefore
very high ¢ modes contribute very little and the summation

DD(0) = L , ng(0)ng(8' + 6). (56)
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§or = § d¢’df’ sin(0') is the integral over the volume element
in @’. From this we can show that the eq. (55) is equivalent
to

_ Bo§g(ng(0") —nr(6)(ng(6" +6) —nr(6 +6))
Bg Sg, TLR(G/))TLR(BI +9) '

£(6h)
(57)
Using the definition of § from eq. (3) and (7), we get

B[, W(0')5,(0")W (0" +0)d,(68" + 0)
a Bo&w (6) ’

where £w () is the correlation function of window. From
eq. (58), the LS estimator is same as correlating the over-
density field, as long as the pixel size of the map is small
enough to measure the minimum scale of interest. Comput-
ing correlation functions via pixels can be cheaper when we
have more than one galaxy (or more accurately, one random
point) per pixel on average. Further gains can also be made
by taking advantage of the regularized nature of the pixel
grid. Since use of randoms is simply a monte-carlo method
to account for window effects in the estimator, direct corre-
lation of maps will also be free from additional noise intro-
duced by the randoms.

As discussed in section 2, when computing correlation
functions from galaxy catalogs, usually one of following two
approaches is adopted. In the first case, randoms are uni-
formly distributed on the sky and the galaxies are weighted
by 1/W(6"). This approach is commonly used (e.g. Ross
et al. 2012, 2020; Alam et al. 2016; Elvin-Poole et al. 2018)
and is equivalent to using the over density map as defined in
eq. (5). In the second method, the random are weighted by
the window, i.e. nr(0’) = ngW(0’) and galaxies are assigned
uniform weight. This approach is equivalent to correlating
the maps as defined in eq. (3). In terms of optimality, same
arguments as presented in section 2 applies to the question
of weighing galaxies vs randoms, i.e. in general it is better
to apply weights to randoms.

It is also worth noting that the By&w (0) term (the RR
term) in the denominator is not strictly necessary if the
window effects are properly accounted for in the modeling.
The use of this term in the estimator can also lead to the
sub-optimal results as it up-weights the noisy modes where
Byp&w (0) is low. It can be more optimal to instead use a
simple normailization constant, e.g. Aw = fay (or Aw =
1). In such a case, it can be easily shown using the equations
in appendix E1 (replace w(0) with £w) that the correlation
function and the pseudo-C, estimators are identical when
the measurements are performed over the full range of scales,
0 € [0,7] and £ € [0,0]. In the following section we relax
this condition and study the relations between correlation
functions and power spectra over a limited range of scales.

£(6s) (58)

4.2 iMASTER for correlation functions

In the previous section, we have studied the correlation func-
tion estimators and showed their equivalence to the power
spectra estimators. Now we will study the relations be-
tween correlation functions and power spectra for the prac-
tical cases where the measurements and the models are de-
fined over a limited range of scales. We will generalize the
iMASTER algorithm to reconstruct power spectra from the
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correlation function measurements done over a limited 6
range and will also derive the expressions for properly im-
plementing scale cuts on the correlation functions when the
model is defined in Fourier space.

From eq. (58) and appendix D, the correlation function
for a windowed field is given by

Bo&w (0)Ho,0Co
Op) = ——F—2>—. 59
€)= g (59)
We can use the trick from section 3.3 and bin both &

and C,

£(0,) = mBGEW(G)HG)lBElBCCb (60)

where By is binning operator in 6, acting on £ and B¢ is
the binning operator in /¢, acting on C}. Therefore we can
write the operation in terms of binned quantities, where the
binned Hankel transform is given by

1 -1
H%,lb = mBG&W(@)HGlBC . (61)
As discussed in previous section 4.1, the Bo&w (0) term in
the denominator of eq. (59) can be replaced with a constant
Aw, in which case the binned Hankel transform changes to,

b

Hoy 0, = s

Bo&w (0)Ho o B5". (62)

0y is the effective 6 at which the correlation function is
measured and is given by

o, B (08w (0)6(0))
By (§w (0)£(0))
An aside, Ho, ¢, can be used to transform C to binned
correlation function in O(NZ,) time instead of O(N¢Ny),
where Ny » Np;, thereby speeding up the calculations with-
out compromising the accuracy.
Finally, we can invert Hankel transform to reconstruct
the binned power spectra as

Cu, = Hy,.0,(00)- (64)

In general, in the presence of scale cuts in 6, the inversion
of Hy, 6, can be unstable. It is better to define inverse of
He, .0, from the definition of the inverse transform, where

(63)

Co = or J d0sin(0),, ds.o, (0)E(0). (65)

Replacing the integral with sum over discrete values of 6, we
can write

Hy g = 2mA0sin(0)s, de.s, (0), (66)
which can then be binned to obtain
Moo, = BoMeoBy (67)

Notice that in this process we are reconstructing the true
power spectra and not the pseudo-C; as long as the corre-
lation functions are measured over the full range, 6 € [0, 7].
The effects of the survey window are absorbed in the Hz_,,l,e,,
via the B, ' operation. B ' is defined similar to eq. (39)
using the ratio £(0)/£(6s).

In practice, the correlation functions are usually mea-
sured over a limited range of scales, in which case we define

Eeur (0) = £(O)w(0), (68)
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Figure 4. Pseudo-C; power spectra obtained after inverse Hankel
transform of the correlation function, £. £ was computed over the
range [0.01,600] arcminutes. For blue and green points, I apply
a hard cut on xi and 0.1 and 10 arcminutes respectively. Solid
lines show the CIIZ converted using coupling matrix, M, ;. Orange
and Red point show the attempt to reduce the complexity of the
coupling matrix by apodizing the w(#) by multiplying its Hankel
transform w, with a function that smoothly goes from one to
zero in the range, ¢ € [100,1000]. While apodization helps, it
does so by including information from lower 6 than the original
Ocut and in practice one may need fairly strong apodization if £
is computed over narrow 6 range.

where w(6) is a weight function (usually a top hat function
with the limits of Omin,Omax) that applies the scale cuts.
Inverting &cu:, we will get

My 0,Ecut(8) = My, Cy (69)

where Mebeg is the coupling matrix as defined in eq. (27)
and eq (41), this time with w(#) acting as window ( see ap-
pendix E for derivation). Note that when 6 range is small,
the coupling matrix can be rather broad in which case sep-
arate binning operators on Bp and B¢ may be required
similar to eq (41).

In figure 4, we see the D, obtained by the inverse Han-
kel transform of the correlation function. For a wide range,
6 € [0.1,600] arcminutes, the D, from inverse Hankel trans-
form of correlation function and from convolving Cy are con-
sistent. However, for larger 0,,:;n» = 10 arcminutes, the re-
sults from convolving C, are biased. This is because the cou-
pling matrix M, is very broad and the range ¢ € [0, 3000]
used here for Cy calculations is not enough. This is demon-
stration of the case where we require £, £ » £ when comput-
ing the coupling matrix (see discussion after eq. (27)). The
figure also shows an attempt to reduce the complexity of the
coupling matrix by apodizing the scale cut window w(6).
Here a simple procedure was adopted where the wy is multi-
plied with a cosine function which goes from one to zero for
£ € [100,1000] and then w, is transformed back into w(6).
This apodized window effectively brings back some power
from 6 < 10 arcminutes and helps in partially reducing the
bias. In practical applications, one will have to experiment
with a few different apodization schemes depending on the
measurements being performed and scales being used to ob-
tain good results.

From eq. (69), the power spectra can be reconstructed

from correlation functions as

—1 4,-1
Cuy = My, Hey0,6cut(06) = My o, Ecur(0), (70)
where we defined

—1 4,-1

Mé;,,ﬂb = Megszlb,Gb' (71)
The covariance of reconstructed power spectra is
Cov(Cey, Coy) = My 0, COV(5917£92)MZ,@2' (72)

Note that unlike existing methods in the literature, e.g.
Joachimi et al. (2021), the iMASTER method we discuss here
returns the unbiased Cy; power spectra at the effective bin
centers, ¢, and removes any effects of mode mixing from
the correlation function measurements done over a limited
range of scales. The method also accounts for the window
effects which has not been done before in literature to the
best of my knowledge. As in section 3.3, the results from
eq. (70) and (78) can directly be compared with the model
Cy predictions and do not require any additional operations
such as binning or any corrections to be applied.

In fig. 5, we see the comparison of the reconstructed
power spectra from both correlation function and the di-
rect pseudo-Cy power spectra (all calculations are analyti-
cal). Correlation functions are computed over a wide range,
6 € [0.01,1200] arcminutes, to lower the complexity of the
coupling matrix. Both correlation functions and pseudo-C;
give consistent results to well within 1%. The right panel of
the figure also shows the comparison of the signal to noise
ratio (S/N) as function of max. To obtain S/N of recon-
structed Cy, we inverted the analytical gaussian covariances
of pseudo-C; (Efstathiou 2004) and correlation functions
(see appendix A of Singh et al. 2017) using the relation
in eq. (72). The S/N is defined as

S/N =1/ CyCov™1Cy. (73)

Recently there has been some discussion about the apparent
discrepancies or low correlation in the cosmological analy-
sis from correlation functions and power spectra (e.g. Doux
et al. 2021; Hamana et al. 2020). These discrepancies are
known to be caused primarily by effects of the scale cuts
imposed on the estimators, in addition to some small effects
caused by approximations made in covariances and the esti-
mators (see section 4.1). From eq. (D9) and appendix E1, it
can be shown that when full range of scales is used, the cor-
relation function and power spectra have same information,
i.e. up to the normalization factor of window in correlation
functions (the RR term in the denominator), the correla-
tion function and pseudo-C; are the same. Because of the
impact of scale cuts, it is sometimes claimed that correlation
functions and power spectra provide complementary infor-
mation. This is true in the technical sense as the coupling
matrix becomes complex with scale cuts in 0 (see fig. 4),
leading to mixing of information from larger ¢ range and
the information from different ¢ modes is complementary
(assuming they are independent). However, such ‘comple-
mentarity’ is not desirable if we do not have a good model
for the subset of ¢ modes (which is usually the motivation
for scale cuts). Mixing of information from such scales only
complicates the interpretation of the full posteriors from the
analysis, even if the analysis is shown to be ‘unbiased’ un-
der some tests. To further understand the potential implica-
tions, consider the fact that the size of scatter shown in fig.
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Figure 5. a) Power spectra reconstructed from binned correlation function (blue points) with 6 € [0.01,1200] arcminutes and the
pseudo-Cy power spectra from section 3.3. This plot uses Wi window (see appendix F). Lower panel shows the ratio with the input Cy,
with errorbars from the analytical covariance and one percent deviations marked by dashed black lines. Note that the Cp reconstructed
from £ and D, are not perfectly correlated due to the impact of limited € range and the window correction term in the correlation
function estimator (see discussion in section 4.1 ). Different assumptions made in covariance calculations and the numerical noise in
converting them also have some impact on the errorbars shown and thus this comparison should be taken as approximate. b) Signal to
noise ratio (S/N) as function of #max cut off for the reconstructed power spectra in a). Also shown in the S/N for C, with a diagonal
covariance with same fsky~ For ¢max > 100, all three curves agree to within ~ +5%.

17 of Hamana et al. (2020) and fig. 9 of Doux et al. (2021)
is comparable to the statistical uncertainties on parameters
and to the magnitude of tensions observed between some
of the weak lensing measurements and the predictions from
Planck cosmology.

In general, if possible, one should keep data and model
in the same space to avoid the complexities of transforming
to the Fourier counterpart. Fig. 5 shows that when treated
consistently, the correlation functions and power spectra
carry similar information and the differences are primarily
driven by scale cuts, which we need to implement carefully.
We have addressed the implications of scale cuts imposed on
correlation functions when reconstructing the power spectra
and we will address the inverse of this process, namely the
impact on correlation function when the scale cuts are im-
posed on the model in the Fourier space in section 4.2.2. Be-
fore that, we now address the issue of reconstructing lensing
E/B modes from the cosmic shear correlation functions.

4.2.1 E/B mode reconstruction

For cosmic shear measurements, we typically measure two
sets of correlation functions, £+ and £_, which can be written
in terms of the underlying EE and BB power spectra as

§i(9b) = Hi!ebvéb(CZEE + CZBB)v (74)

where H+ g, ¢, are Hankel transform operators as defined in
eq (67) with spin-2 wigner-d matrices, 2de,+2.

Using eq. (70) we can also do a clean E/B mode sep-
aration for the case of cosmic shear, by converting £+ to

MNRAS 000, 1-?? (2021)

pseudo-Cy as
Dy, =M, 0,6+ (0).

Here we assume that the £+ are measured over the same 6
range. Now we can obtain E/B pseudo-power spectra as

(75)

1 _
DiF = i(D;b +Dy,) (76)
1 _
DiP = E(DZb —Dy,). (77)
DZ BB and the coupling matrices are defined in section 3.1.

From DZE’BB7 we can reconstruct the underlying E/B
power spectra as

~ -1 A -1
CEP = (M;EE) D - (M;EE) M;PECEP (18)
~ -1 A -1
cpP = (M;BB) D - (M;BB) My EECEE. (79)

My, are binned coupling matrices, with the superscript, e.g.
+EE, referring to the power spectra used in defining the
B! operator. In eq. (78) and (79), we have also made a
distinction between the quantities measured from data, de-
noted with”, and the ones estimated from theory. We are
using the model Cf; EBB ¢4 subtract out the leakage contri-
bution of the form, M~ C¢,. This is likely to be sufficient for
most applications as (M) M_ is typically small (< 1072)
for broad windows. When noise is sub-dominant, it may be
desirable to replace the C; from model with the ones from
data in order to cancel sample variance, e.g. in the case
where we are attempting to detect and reconstruct small B
mode power spectra. Under such a scenario, we can use an
iterative method where the initial estimates of Cf; E:BB from
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Figure 6. Demonstration of shear EE and BB power spectra
reconstruction from £+ correlation functions via the iMASTER al-
gorithm. Upper panel: Solid lines show the true underlying power
spectra, where we assumed CfB = O.leE for this demonstra-
tion. Dotted lines show the pseudo-power spectra constructed via
inverse Hankel transform, solid points show reconstructed power
spectra from D, while setting leakage terms M*C’ZEE’BB =0
(see eq. (78) and (79)) and open points show the results when
correct M~C, E.BB is used. Lower panel: Fractional errors in
different curves with respect to the true CfE’BB. Both leakage
and the window effects lead to errors of order few percent which
are removed when using correct expressions in eq. (78) and (79).
The residuals errors are primarily from the limited 6 and ¢ range
used in the tests and can be reduced further by expanding these
ranges.

eq. (78) and (79) can be used to replace theory CZL;E’BB in

the next iteration. Only few such iteration will be required
as the excess sample variance effects from leakage (C¢ — Cy)
scale down as [(M ) ™' M_]. We have also neglected the pos-
sibility of reconstructing power spectra from terms involving
M~ terms, i.e., reconstructing CA’[EbE’BB from ﬁZB‘EE (EE
from BB and BB from EE). In such reconstruction the noise
scales as [(M™)"'M.], which is very large (% 10?) when
window is broad (narrow in ¢ space) and thus we do not
expect to gain much in terms of signal to noise of the overall
éZE‘E,BB

Fig. 6 demonstrates the reconstruction of the EE and
BB power spectra reconstructed from £+ correlation func-
tion. Here we assumed CPP = 0.1CFF to demonstrate the
steps in the reconstruction (we assume CZP = 0 in rest
of the paper). The pseudo-C, obtained by inverse Hankel
transform of correlation functions are biased by few percent
as expected. Reconstructing the power spectra without the
correction for leakage, i.e. we set M_CfE’BB = 0, also leads
to biased results, especially for the B mode power spectra
which is smaller and hence more sensitive to these biases.
Using expressions in eq. (78) and (79) allow us to obtain
unbiased results to better 1% accuracy (note that this ac-
curacy depends on the choice of scale cuts on £+ and the
Umax of coupling matrix. Smaller 6 range in correlation func-
tions will require larger ¢max for same accuracy). Setting
MfoE’BB = 0 initially and then adopting the iterative
procedure as discussed above converges to same unbiased
results in two iterations after which there are no further im-
provement (not shown).

4.2.2  Model cuts in Fourier space

Many of the cosmological models are written and validated
in the Fourier space and thus have a well defined cuts in the
Fourier space based on their scales of validity. This implies
truncation in the summation in eq. (54). Similar to the issues
we addressed in the case of power spectra, the truncation in
the Fourier counterpart should result in a convolution on
the correlation functions of the form (see appendix E for
derivation),

Eo—cut(0) = Ho,eCobe = b(0,0") ® £(0"), (80)

where by is the truncation function in the Fourier space and
in the second equation we wrote the computed correlation
function as a convolution between true underlying correla-
tion function and the Hankel transform of b,, given by (see
appendix E)

20+ 1
b(avel) = ZbZTMYZ,Sz (9)511/15752(0/)' (81)
4

Therefore in the case of a theory cut off defined in Fourier
space, we can simply convolve the measured correlation
function with the b(6,6’) to impose the ‘scale cuts’ before
running the inference chain. Using our binning trick from
previous sections, we can define the binned version of the
coupling matrix,

b(0y,0,) = Bab(0,0')B, . (82)

Also note that by is operationally same as an isotropic
pixel/beam smoothing applied on over density maps with
the beam function given by +/b,. Thus this method can be
used to account for such smoothing effects as well. We can
also account for correct factors of by, in the covariance and
cross covariance calculations by considering each tracer to
be smoothened by its own ‘beam’ given by 4/be, which can be
different for different tracers (also remember that shot noise
in covariance will no longer scale as 1/Npairs after smooth-
ing).

While by is typically chosen to be top hat function, it
can lead to convolution over rather large scales in 6. A choice
of with more compact b(6,6") can be given by a function that
drops more smoothly from one to zero, such as

1, { <= Zcut,min

£—Lcut,min )
)

bé,cos = Ccos (g Zcut,min <l< écut,max 5

ecut,max 7£cut,1nin
0 E >= gcut,max
(83)

where by,cos use a cosine function to smoothly truncate the
power spectra to zero between feut,max — fout,min. A larger
separation between £cut, max and Leus, min Will lead to narrower
convolution in 6 space.

More frequently, the cutoff in theoretical models are
defined in the comoving (k) space, in which case the b; can
be written as

Cf,k»cut

o/
where C kcut is computed with cut off in k£ and Cf is true
underlying power spectra without any cutoff. This requires
us to have some estimate of Cy and in practice it will likely
be better to use some combination of by x.cus and be,cos, i.€.
be,cos X be k-cut, for more accurate results.

be,k-cut = (84)

MNRAS 000, 1-?? (2021)
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Figure 7. Comparison of correlation functions obtained with
different ¢ cuts for auto and cross correlations of galaxies and
shear. Dotted lines show ¢ obtained with fmax = 10%, while
solid lines show the case with a theory cut applied using by, with
fmax = 3000. The open points show the results obtained by con-
volving ¢ obtained using £max = 10% with the b(6, ") to reproduce
the & with £max = 3000 cut. The lower panel shows the fractional
differences. Dashed lines are for the ratio of £s with fmax = 104
and fmax = 3000 while dashed lines with open markers show the
same, using & with £max = 10% and convolved with b(0,06").

Fig. 7 shows the effects of convolving the correlation
function with b(0,0’) to account for the effects of the scale
scale cuts imposed on the model. After convolution, the cor-
relation function with high ¢max agrees to much better than
1% with the correlation function with lower ¢, cut.

For the case of galaxy-shear cross correlations, it is also
worth comparing the effects of eq. (80) to the T estimator
suggested by Baldauf et al. (2010). The T estimator is rele-
vant for applying scale cuts when the model and hence the
scale cuts are described in the real space. Eq. (80) should
be used when the model and its cuts are described in the
Fourier space.

We can also write convolution operators for the case of
flat-sky approximation, for both projected and three dimen-
sional (spectroscopic) statistics (Baddour 2014)

b(0, 0 )iat sy = f delbyJ, (€60)J,(¢6"), (85)

b(r,r’) = f dkk?b(k) jn (kr)jn (kr'). (86)

4.2.8 Hybrid cuts

In practice, both model and data may have scale cuts applied
which may complicate the analysis when data and model are
in separate spaces. For example, we may have correlation
function measurements, with some scale cuts due to sys-
tematics such as blending or fiber collisions while the model
is defined in the fourier counterpart, i.e. power spectra. In
such a case, eq. (80) modifies to

Ee,0—cut(0) = b(0,0") ® (0 )w(0") = Heo,eDebe, (87)

where in the second part of the equation we now have
pseudo-C; instead of Cl.
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In such a case, it is easiest to work with the recon-
structed power spectra via i{MASTER, as in eq. (70) or in
eq. (35) (with M from eq. (41)) if one is working with the
pseudo-Cy measurements. For E/B power spectra, the pro-
cedure in section 4.2.1 should be followed.

It can also be computationally efficient to combine the
correlation function and pseudo-C, estimators for the re-
construction of power spectra on all scales. The pair count-
ing correlation functions estimators are fast to implement
at small scales (total number of pairs is small) while the
pseudo-C, estimators are faster at large scales (Fourier
transforms can be computed on coarser grids/maps). Re-
constructing Cy from both estimators and then combining
them with minimum variance weighting can result in faster
reconstruction of Cy over a broad range of modes.

4.3 Window errors

As discussed in section 4.1, the correlation function mea-
sured using the LS estimator is given by

_ Bo&w (0)¢(6)
£(Oy) ~ " Botw (0)

where &w () is the correlation function of the window. Note
that the binning operation is applied separately to the nu-
merator and the denominator. If £y (0) has a strong gradient
within the bin, it can introduce a bias, namely that the effec-
tive scale of the measurement 6, (eq. (63)) will be different
from the bin center computed without accounting for the
window effect.

Since the Landy-Szalay estimator uses the estimated
window (randoms follow the estimated window function),
which maybe different from the true underlying window,
correlation functions also suffer from the window bias. The
numerator of eq. (88) has the correlation function of the
true window (W) while the denominator has the correlation

—~

(88)

function of the estimated window(W). In presence of these
biases we get

_ Botw(0)£(0)
£(6y) = Bo(1 + me(0))&w (0)

where a(6) is the correlation function of the additive bias
and we introduced myg to refer to the multiplicative bias in
the correlation function of the window. As in the power spec-
tra, a(6y) is easily accounted for by using the correlations
method (e.g. Ross et al. 2012), but m(#) is usually harder
to estimate and can introduce significant biases, especially
if it has a strong scale dependence. Since correlation func-
tions and pseudo-C) are same, we can use the same methods
as described in section 3.4 to understand these window bi-
ases and add corrections terms to the data/model or to the
covariance.

+ a(6), (89)

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper we reviewed the formalism for the measure-
ment and modeling of two point functions of the cosmolog-
ical tracers, starting from the process of making maps from
the catalogs to the measurements of the power spectra and
the correlation functions and addressed several of the issues
related to the importance of survey window, biases in its
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Algorithm 1 {MASTER for power spectra

Input: Measured power spectra ﬁg; Window power spec-
tra Wy; Model power spectra Cy, N¢; Binning operators
Bp, Bc.

1. Subtaact the noise from ].34, i*e. 134 = ﬁg — N,.

2. Bin Dy, to obtain Deb = BpD,.

3. Bin Cy, to obtain C’% = BcClr.

4. Obtain £, eq. (40).

5. Obtain Bgl, eq. (39).

6. Compute the coupling matrices, M, ,, eq. (27).

7. Bin the coupling matrices to obtain My, ., eq. (41).

8. Compute the pseudo-inverse of Meb’% and obtain CA'% =
—1 A

M o, 0o, Dty

For E/B mode separation, use eq. (78) and (79) as dis-
cussed in section 4.2.1. Use iterative method if needed.
Output: Binned power spectra Ce'b and the effective £
values for the bin £;.

Algorithm 2 {MASTER for correlation functions

Input: Measured correlation functions £(6); Window
correlation functions, éw(e) and {AW(Gb); Model power
spectra C¢; Binning operators By, Bc (Bp if required);
w(0) defining the scale cuts. R

Output: Binned power spectra Cp, .

1. Compute the Hankel transform operator and its inverse.
2. Compute the binned theory £(6) using eq. (59) and
obtain B, .

3. Bin the inverse Hankel transform operator, eq. (67).

4. Obtain pseudo-Cy power spectra, eq. (69).

For cosmic shear E/B power spectra, use eq. (76) and (77).
5. Obtain W, using inverse Hankel transform of w(#).

6. Go to step 3. of the algorithm 1: {MASTER for power
spectra.

modeling as well as the issues relevant to imposing scale
cuts.

In section 2, we derived the expressions for the over den-
sity field and the expressions for shot noise contributions to
the two different estimators. We showed that the window ef-
fectively acts as the inverse noise weight and hence window
weighted estimator has in general lower noise compared to
the estimator in which the window is removed. In the noise
dominated regime, this estimator is nearly equivalent to the
quadratic estimator (FKP) for the gaussian field and thus
for many LSS surveys, which are still noise dominated on
most scales, is close to optimal. While the focus of discus-
sion was using maps, in sections 2 and 4.1, we also discussed
that applying systematics weights on galaxies, as is com-
monly done, is equivalent of the suboptimal estimator and
it is better to apply such weights on the randoms. It is also
worth remembering that the arguments we presented are
equally valid along the line of sight (redshift) direction and
in fact most of the studies in the literature apply the win-
dow weighting along the redshift direction. The ‘é—: weights
that enter the Cy model calculations are the redshift window
weights and in the spectroscopic analysis BOSS collabora-
tion (e.g. Ross et al. 2020; Alam et al. 2016) applied the
FKP weights along the redshift space.

We also discussed the impact of the window estimation
on the various estimators. In terms of the over density field,
both estimators we discussed in section 2 are affected simi-
larly by the biases in window estimation and using the sub-
optimal estimator does not in any way help with the problem
of window modeling (even in the absence of biases, one still
need to model the mask which is not much easier). In sec-
tion 3.4 we studied the impact of these window biases on the
estimation of the pseudo-C; power spectra. Window biases
lead to both additive and multiplicative biases in the power
spectra. Additive biases have received some attention in the
literature (e.g. Ross et al. 2012; Leistedt et al. 2013). Multi-
plicative biases while higher order, can be equally concern-
ing for measurements with O(1%) precision requirements.
We also saw that these biases can be more important at
smaller scales (high ¢) which contribute a large fraction of
the cosmological information.

It is also worth stressing that these issues are equally
applicable to tracers such as galaxy shear. In the case of
shear, we normally think of multiplicative and additive bi-
ases on the ensemble bases. However, if these biases vary
with the photometric conditions of the survey, then they
can also be thought of as the part of the window and can
be modeled using the methods in this paper and elsewhere
in the literature.

In section 3 we studied the estimator for the measure-
ment of the power spectra, namely the pseudo-Cy estimator
and the algorithms used in the modeling. We discussed the
pesky issues involved in estimating the coupling matrices
which can get quite complex for a non trivial window or for
a power spectra that falls slowly or is nearly flat. For such
cases the window needs to be estimated accurately out to
very high ¢, consistent with our discussion on systematics. In
terms of algorithms, we saw that the standard M ASTER algo-
rithm can be biased due to incorrect assumptions about the
scaling of the power spectra and our improved iMASTER al-
gorithm corrects for those biases by using the correct power
spectra from the model. This algorithm is more powerful
than the existing algorithms (e.g. Alonso et al. 2019) as it
allows direct comparison with unbinned theoretical models
computed at effective bin centers, ¢, (i.e. binning is per-
formed analytically) and does not require any corrections to
be applied. Furthermore, the algorithm is also more optimal
as it allows for cleaner extraction of information for a given
set of scales by undoing the effects of mode mixing in the
pseudo-CY estimator. We list the steps involved in i{MASTER
computation in the algorithm 1.

In section 4, we generalized the {MASTER algorithm to
the correlation functions. Using this algorithm it is possi-
ble to reconstruct the power spectra from the correlation
functions, including the E/B mode separation, though it
can be hard (coupling matrix is complex) if the range of
scales at which correlation function is measured is limited.
Similar to the case of pseudo-C; mentioned earlier, power
spectra modes reconstructed from correlation functions via
iMASTER can be directly compared with unbinned theo-
retical models computed at effective bin centers (i.e. bin-
ning+window corrections are performed within the algo-
rithm) and do not require any corrections to be applied.
Steps involved in reconstruction of power spectra from cor-
relation functions are listed in the algorithm 2. We also de-
veloped the proper method to convolve the correlation func-
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tions in order to account for the scale cuts on the model
in the Fourier space. This method prevents the leakage of
information from the scales in Fourier space that are not
properly modeled.

The iMASTER algorithm is also useful in speeding up the
computations (during sampling) as after the initial setup,
the computational complexity is reduced to O(N3,) in-
stead of O(é?nax). That being said, the performance of these
algorithms becomes even more important in the memory
management during a large analysis, such as an LSST like
3 x 2 analysis, where the amount of peak memory require-
ment for the analysis decreases from O(Neorr X £2.) tO
O(Neorr % Ngin), where Ncorr ~ O(100) is the number of
correlation pairs. For these large analysis, it will become im-
perative to use such an algorithm for computationally fast
and efficient sampling of the large parameter spaces.

AVAILABILITY OF DATA & CODE

No new data were generated or analyzed in support of this
research.

The code used for the computations in this paper
is available at https://github.com/sukhdeep2/Skylens_
public/tree/imaster_paper/.
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APPENDIX A: COMPARISON OF WINDOW WEIGHTING ON NOISE

In this appendix we prove the claim from section 2.1 that [ﬁ] > W(x).

We begin by noting that by W (z) € [0,00) and W (x) = 1. For the case W (x) € [0, ), proof is trivial as [W%m)] — 0.

Hence we will focus on the case W (x) € (0,0) (i.e. 0 is excluded).
We can write W (x) in terms of a mean zero variable as

W(z) =1+ w(x), (A1)
where
W(z) =1+ w(z) =1, w(zx) = 0. (A2)
The mean of 1/W () is then

1 1
| e | (49
Defining y = w(x) and rewriting we get

1 © v ©
[7‘%(3})] = Ll mP(y)dy = ﬁl mP(y)dy + L mP(y)dy (A4)

P(y) is the probability distribution and in the second step we split the integral into two ranges, y € (—1,1) and y € [1, ).
Using the Taylor series in the first integral, we get

1 ' i @©
[W] = Ll [1 +Zi:(—1) y' | P(y)dy +£ mP(y)dy (45)
= fl dyP(y)(1 —y) + fl dyP)([y° =1+ [y" —v°]...) + LOO %yp(y)dy_ (A6)
(A7)

Now we use the fact that (y) = 0 and Siol P(y) =1, to change the limits of the first integral from y € (—=1,1) to y € [1, )

1 0 1 , \ »
[W] :1+£ dyP(y)(ny)+LdyP(y)([y P+ [y ,ys],..)+f1 mP(y)dy (A8)
=1+ J_ldyP(y)([y2 T+ =91 +£ 1Zj_yP(y)dy > 1. (A9)

Notice that the quantities inside square brackets, [], are always positive and the last integral is also non negative, thus proving

1

APPENDIX B: MORE GENERAL WEIGHTING

In this appendix we derive the window and the noise effects in estimator of eq. (3) when more general weighting schemes are
used.

Typically in a LSS survey, the galaxies are assigned weights which may depend on some intrinsic property of galaxy, we
call such weights wo,; and another weight dependent on the variance, ws, i, such that the total weight is given by

W; = Wo,iWv,i (Bl)

The inverse variance weight is usually written as

w _ N __N
' Var, - C+o02)]

(B2)

where JZM- is contributed by the measurement noise and C' is the sampling noise in galaxy field. C' = 1 for galaxies and
C = 02, i.e. shape noise, for shear. N is the normalization of the weights. The observed effective number of galaxies in a pixel
are then

ng(@) = Y wi = (ng(@)) wi(@)(1 + (). (B3)
w; () is mean of weights within the pixel. The windowed overdensity field is
ng(x)  (ng(x))
=9\ N9\ B4
v () = 222 (B4)
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w; is the sample mean of all the weights and is usually normalized to be 1. The window in this case is,
ng(x)) w;(a
Wya) = a@D Ti@) ©5)
NgW;
The variance is given as

2 1 2 N 2
6N($) = @ Zwl Varl- = %;wo’i’wv’i. (BG)

Assuming that wo ; and w, ; are uncorrelated, we can write the sum as

D wd we i = (ng(@)) we,i (2)wd (), (B7)
to obtain
Gh(e)y = e D) THel®) b, (B
n2W; NgW; wo,:(x)
Averaging over the survey we get
> 2
wa .
(63 = N We  Moi (B9)
NgWy,i Wo,; Wo,4
Sometimes shot noise is described in terms of effective number density of galaxies, where
W02
1 1 w?o; (B10)

n;ff Ng Wo,;Wo,;

Notice that in the absence of wo,; eq. (B9) is equivalent to eq. (15) (in eq. (15) N = 1).

In general the additional weights do change the window as well as the dependence of noise in the window. Since we
only worked with shot noise in this paper and subtracted out the correct noise from pseudo-C; measurements, this does not
affect the results in the main part of this paper. However, these results highlight the dependence of noise on the window and
weighting and such dependencies will need to be carefully modeled both for noise modeling and covariance matrix calculations.

APPENDIX C: WINDOW COUPLING MATRIX

In this appendix we derive the response of the pseudo-C, power spectra to window power spectra.
From Hivon et al. (2002), the pseudo-C¢ power spectra is given as

20 +1 A AN
Dy =ZCZI(477T)ZWW(2Z”+1)( 0> ( o)’ (C1)
él

Iz S1 —S1 S92 —S82
Dy = My oCly, (C2)

where in second equation we used the definition of the coupling matrix from eq. (27).
In eq. (C3), we can switch the order of summation over ¢ and ¢” to write

2" 4+ 1 , ¢ ¢ eN(e ¢ 1
DZ:ZWW%ZCZ/(% +1)( O)( 0), (C3)
Z/

o S1  —S1 S22 —S82
Dg = MZV};”WWU (04)
where
w20+ 1) , ¢ 0 N[t 0
M = ~=—— ;ce/(zzz D0 Zsr 0)ls s 0) (C5)

We can also use the symmetries of wigner-3; symbols to change the ordering of £, ¢ if desired.

From eq. (C3) and (C4), we notice that the the pseudo-C¢ power spectra is symmetric in its response to the window and
the underlying density field we wish to study. This highlights the importance of modeling window properly and we used the
eq. (C4) to study the impact the multiplicative biases in window (biased W,») have on Dj.

APPENDIX D: CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

Here we derive the expressions for correlation functions in the presence of a survey window. We closely follow the expressions
in Ng & Liu (1999).

MNRAS 000, 1-7? (2021)
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We begin by writing the two point correlation function in presence of windows as

{5162) (0) =z ! (0)62(0" + O)YW1 (0 YW (0’ + 6) (D1)

1
=‘£T@ JdQOl Z 61,l1»m162712,m2 Wy (137 m3)W2(l47 m4)-91 Yeoi,m, (0/)52}/12,"0 (0/ + 0)Yl3,m3 (0/)3/14,"% (0/ + 0)7

li—a,mi_g

(D2)

where in the second equation we simply wrote the d; and W; in terms of their spherical harmonic transforms (equivalent of
Fourier Transform on a sphere).
Noting that 01,1, ,m,02,15,ms = Ce;9p(l1,12)dp (M1, m2), we get

1 ’ , /
{0102y () =€W(0) J-d20 Z Cey8p(l1,12)8p (ma, ma)Wi(ls, m3)Wa(la, ma) sy Yoy ,my (0")s5 Yig,ms (0" + 0)Yig s (0")Yiy 1, (0" + 6),
li—q,m1—4
(D3)
<5152> Cfl 241 (l37 m3)W2 (l47 m4)51 Yo, m, (0/)32 Yei,m, (0 + 0) lg,m3 (9/)}/14,”14 (0/ + 0) (D4)

l1,3, 47m1 ,3,4
Where in the second step I carried out the sums over dp. Now we use the spherical harmonics identity (Ng & Liu 1999),
Zm 1Yoy, my (0/)S2YZ1WL1 (9/ +0) = A/ 227;1(_1)31_3231 Ye,,5,(0) to obtain

1
Ew(0)

<5152> (9) = Jd20/ Z C’ngl(lg,mg)Wg(l4,m4),le}31,32 (9)K37m3 (9’)Yl4,m4 (0/ + 9), (D5)

l1,3,4,m3,4

where T omitted the (—1)*!7*2 factor since s; and sz are even numbers for the tracers we use. Rearranging the terms, we get

/2( 1
<6162> Z L —s1 Yéhsz Cel fdQ 2 W (l3’m3)W2(l47m4)YlS m3 (0 )Yl47m4 (9 + 9) (D6)

l3,4,m3,4

:€w1(0) Z\/T—Sl Yey,55(6)Ce, Ew (0). o
L1

The term inside the integral is simply the correlation function of the window, denoted by &w (0).

Using
20 +1 —1is
—s1 Yoy ,5,(0,0) = 117r —s1dey 55 (cos(0))e ?, (D8)
and carrying out the angular integrals (see discussion in Ng & Liu 1999), we obtain
Ew(0) 20+ 1
= s s . D
<6152> (0) &w (0) . Ar 1dey s (cOS 9)051 ( 9)

We used the full sky averaging expressions from eq. 7.3 of Ng & Liu (1999), to simplify the window correlation function, i.e.

201 + 1 201 + 1
= D\ T 0Yeo(O)We = D) = —odeo(cos(8)) We = &w (6). (D10)
£1 & €1 4

Wy is the pseudo-C; power spectra of the window.

While the window effect appears to cancel in eq. (D9), as discussed in section 4.1, the binning operator act separately
on numerator and denominator, hence the window effects do not fully cancel. Therefore the correlation functions are still
sensitive to the window and here we have shown that the window effects separate out from the density field such that the
estimator is only sensitive to the correlation function of the window.

APPENDIX E: SCALE CUTS
E1 D, reconstruction from ¢

Here we show that the inverse Hankel transform of correlation functions measured over limited range of scales leads to pseudo-
Cy power spectra. This proof also shows the equivalence of correlation function and pseudo-C, power spectra when window
correlation function &w (@) is used in place of w(0) in the equations below.

For scale cuts on correlation functions, we have

Dy = 27rjd0 sin(0)&(0)w(0)y /%4%_311@,52 0). (E1)
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Writing £(60) and w(0) in terms of their Fourier counterparts, we get

2[ +1 /25 +1
D, = Z Cll - 2 Jd@ ln Sln S2 (9) s1Yey,50 (9) 1w Yea,595 (0) (EQ)
£y,€2
(2f1 + 1)(2@2 + 1) 2041 (/¢ 01 123 J4 2 153

Dy = E

¢ 151212 Célwb\/; 4 4 S2  —S2 Saw) \S1 —81 Siw/)’ (E3)

. (2[1 + 1)(252 + 1) YA /1 Y2 VA a1 12

De = Z Cywey AT S2  —S2  S2w/) \S1 —S51 Siw/)’ (E4)

where in the second equation we wrote the integral over three spherical harmonics in terms of the wigner-3j function and
the last equation is very similar to eq. (C3), with s1, = s20 = 0. As stated earlier, we can replace w(6) with the correlation
function of the window &w (0) in which case w(f2) gets replaced with the window power spectra W (¢2) and we obtain the
expressions identical to eq. (C3), thus showing that the power spectra and correlation function estimators are identical when
full range of scales in ¢, 0 is used.

E2 Modeling ¢ with cuts on C,

Here we derive the expressions for convolution operator acting on the correlation functions to account for the model cuts in
the Fourier space.
We wish to derive the method to correct £ for model cuts in the ¢ space, i.e.

20+ 1
Eeur (0 szCM/ 1 Yesa (0): (E5)

be is the function that applies the cuts in £.
Following Baddour (2014), we make an ansatz that

27
et (6) = f dés f 6y sin(6:)€(61)b(0. 61), (E6)
where
D0.00) = 3102 Vs (0)01Yia (00). (E7)
l

Plugging b(0, 61) back we get

2@ + 1 [2¢ + 1
gcut Jd¢1 fd91 Sln 01 — 51 Y2,50 (0)S1YZ«82 (61)2051 ?513/21«82 (01)517 (ES)
£y

[20+1
=;WQ‘7;mW@@- (E9)

Hence showing that eq. (E6) is equivalent to eq. (E5).

APPENDIX F: SIMULATIONS

This appendix describes the simulations and the assumptions about data samples used in the examples presented in the paper.
For shear, we used a LSST shear sample properties, with ny = 26 arcminutes ™2, fsky = 0.3, shape noise 0, = 0.26 per
component. All the galaxies are assumed to be in a narrow redshift bin at z = 1. For the galaxy sample, we used ng = 10
arcminutes™2, fsx, = 0.3, by = 1. Magnification and intrinsic alignments are set to be zero.
Fig. F1 shows the two different window functions used in the examples presented in main part of the paper.
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Figure F1. Window functions used for the simulations as well as other calculations using windows in the main part of the paper. W7 is
obtained using same Cy as the galaxy sample (Cy 44) and represents a realistic window for the case galaxy shear. W2 represents a more
complex window with an additional gaussian power spectra (Cp gq + Co gaussian), Where Cp gaussian Peaks at £ ~ 200 and has the width
of o ~ 50. Both windows have constants added such that the minimum value is 0. ¢) The power spectra of two windows.
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