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ABSTRACT

We present an improved analysis of the final dataset from thalexperiment. Using an improved tech-
nigue to remove ground contamination, we double the effesky area and hence increase the precision of our
CMB power spectrum measurementsbB0% versus that previously reported. In addition, we hayeawved
our modeling of the instrument beams and have reduced oohabgalibration uncertainty from 5% to 3.5%
in temperature. The robustness of our results is confirmadigh extensive jackknife tests and by way of the
agreement we find between our two fully independent anapypelines. For the standard 6-paramet@DM
model, the addition of QUaD data marginally improves thest@ints on a number of cosmological parameters
over those obtained from the WMAP experiment alone. The ohpbQUaD data is significantly greater for a
model extended to include either a running in the scalartsgdédex, or a possible tensor component, or both.
Adding both the QUaD data and the results from the ACBAR exrpent, the uncertainty in the spectral index
running is reduced by 25% compared to WMAP alone, while the upper limit on the tetgescalar ratio is
reduced fronmr < 0.48 tor < 0.33 (95% c.l). This is the strongest limit on tensors to datenfthe CMB alone.
We also use our polarization measurements to place camsti@i parity violating interactions to the surface
of last scattering, constraining the energy scale of Lareitlating interactions to< 1.5 x 1072 GeV (68%
c.l.). Finally, we place a robust upper limit on the strengftthe lensing3-mode signal. Assuming a single flat
band power betweef= 200 and = 2000, we constrain the amplitude®imodes to be< 0.57.:K? (95% c.l.).

Subject headings<CMB, anisotropy, polarization, cosmology

1. INTRODUCTION

Observations of the polarization of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) represent one of the most powerful probes
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available for investigating the physics of the early undeer
(see e.g. Challinor & Peiris 2009 for a review). The CMB
polarization field can be decomposed into two independent
modes: even paritif-modes are generated, at the time of last
scattering, by both scalar and tensor (gravitational weneg}
ric perturbations. In contrast, odd parBymodes are gener-
ated at last scattering only by gravitational waves, a gener
prediction of inflation models. On small scal&modes are
also expected to arise from gravitational lensing of Hie
mode signal by intervening large-scale structures. A dietec
of B-mode polarization (on any scale) has yet to be made.
After the initial detection of the much strong&rmode
polarization |[(Kovac et al. 2002), steady improvements have
been made in measuring tHe-mode signal by a num-
ber of experiments_(Leitch etlal. 2005; Barkats et al. 2005;
Readhead et all._2004; _Montroy et al. 2006; Sieverslet al.
2007; | Page et al. 2007; Wu et al. 2007; Ade etlal. 2008;
Bischoff et al.| 2008| Nolta et al. 2009). Recently, a major
step forward in precision CMB polarization measurements
was achieved with the high-significance detection of a char-
acteristic series of acoustic peaks in the E-mode polavizat
power spectrum with our initial analysis of the final QUaD
dataset! (Pryke et al. 2009; hereafter Paper II). For ouryanal
sis presented in Paper Il, in order to mitigate against angtro
polarized ground contaminant, we employed the technique of
lead-trail differencing. Although this technique is extrely
successful, it does have one major disadvantage — the effec-
tive sky area is halved (while the signal-to-noise is kept th
same) resulting in a corresponding increase-af0% in the
uncertainties on the final power spectrum estimates. The ma-
jor improvement which we implement in this new analysis is a
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technique to remove the ground contamination while preserv  Once de-glitched and calibrated, the data were downsam-
ing the full sky area. Our analysis thus yields constraimts o pled to 20 Hz. For the analysis presented in this paper, we
all six possible CMB power spectra which are approximately have retained the exact same data cuts for bad weather, moon
30% stronger than those presented in Paper I contamination and badly behaved detectors as were used in
We have also refined our modeling of the QUaD beams. Paper Il. Out of a total of 289 days of observations during
For our previous analysis, we modeled the beams as ellipti-2006 and 2007, after applying these data-cuts, 143 remained
cal Gaussian functions. In addition to the main lobe, there for the science analysis. Although fully code independent,
is a small sidelobe component — with our increased sensi-the low level parts of our two analysis pipelines are algporit
tivity, we now find it necessary to explicitly model this side  mically similar.
lobe component. Accounting for the sidelobes results in a
small (~ 10%) increase in the amplitude of our power spec- 3. MAP-MAKING USING GROUND TEMPLATE REMOVAL

trum measurements on small scales (multipdes,700). Our improved technique for removing the ground signal re-
Note that in this paper, we present the results obtained fromjies on redundancies in the scan strategy so before describ-

noted Pipeline 1 and Pipeline 2 and are derived from the twostrategy and examining the redundancies present within it.
pipelines used to analyze the data from our first year of ebser

vations (Ade et al. 2008). The analysis presented in Paper |I 3.1. QUaD observing strategy
was performed using Pipeline 2.

The paper is organized as follows. In Secfidn 2, we briefly QUaD observed a 100 square degree area of sky, centered
summarize the QUaD observations and low-level processingon RA 5.5h, Dec-50°. The field is fully contained within the
which are unchanged for this analysis. In Secfidon 3, we shallow field observed by the 2003 flight of the Boomerang
present our new technique for mitigating against contatnina experiment (hereafter referred to as B03, Masi et al. 2006).
ing ground pick-up and describe the details of our map mak-The QUaD field also partially overlaps with BO3's deep
ing procedure. A description of our improved beam modeling field. The QUaD observations employed a lead-trail scheme,
is given in Sectiofi4 and our treatment of the uncertainties whereby each hour of observations were split equally betwee
is given in AppendiXZA. The absolute calibration of QUaD two adjoining subfields, separated in RA by 0.5 h — the lead
is briefly described in Sectidd 5 with an error analysis given field, centered on RA 5.25 h, and the trail field, centered on
in AppendixB. The results from our two independent power RA5.75 h.
spectrum analyses are presented in Se€fion 6. In Sddtion 7, The scanning strategy consisted of constant-elevatiorssca
we combine the QUaD results with data from the WMAP, back and forth over a 7.5 deg throw in azimuth, applied as
ACBAR and SDSS experiments to place constraints on thea modulation on top of sidereal tracking of the field center.
parameters of a number of cosmological models. Our conclu-Each hour of observation was equally split between the lead
sions are presented in Sectidn 8. and trail fields. These half-hour sessions were furtheddii
into four "scan-sets", consisting of ten "half-scans" eactd
the telescope was stepped in elevation by 0.02 degs between

2. OBSERVATIONS AND LOW-LEVEL PROCESSING scan-sets. After a half hour scanning the lead field, the tele

The QUaD experiment and its performance are describedscope pointing returned to its starting position in azimarh
inHinderks et al.[(2009), hereafter referred to as Papelné. T elevation, and repeated the same scan pattern with respect t
low-level data processing is described in Paper II. Théahit the ground, but now scanning the trail CMB field. The trall
low-level processing of the raw data has not changed for thefield's scan pattern was thus a replica (in azimuth/elewatio
analysis presented in this paper so here we give only a briefcoordinates) of the lead field's. After an hour the pointing
summary and refer the reader to Paper Il for a detailed de-moved on to a fresh part of sky and the process repeated. This
scription. scan pattern was designed to facilitate the lead-tragdiffic-

The QUaD experiment was a 2.6m Cassegrain radio tele-ing analysis presented in Paper II, whereby each pair of lead
scope which observed from the South Pole for three seasonsrail partner scans are point by point differenced. Any gibu
from 2005 to 2007. The QUaD receiver consisted of 31 pairs signal, which is stable in time over the half hour which sep-
of (orthogonal) polarization sensitive bolometers (PSB&) arates the lead and trail observations, will be completely r
at 100 GHz and 19 at 150 GHz. These PSB pairs were ar-moved by this differencing, at the expense of a reduction in
ranged on the focal plane in two orientation angle groups sep the effective sky area by a factor of two.
arated by 45. The raw time-ordered data (TOD), whichwere  In addition to the lead-trail scheme, a further redundascy i
sampled at 100 Hz, were first deconvolved to correct for the fi- present in the scan-strategy due to the movement of the CMB
nite response times of the PSBs and electronics used tatdetedield across the sky during each scan-set. The time elapsed
the incoming signal. The time-constants used for each detecfrom when a given sky pixel is first visited on the first half
tor were measured using an external Gunn oscillator sourcescan of a set, to when it is last visited on the tenth half-scan
as described in Paper |. After deconvolution, the detectad is ~ 6 minutes. During this time the sky rotates by 1.5 de-
were low-pass filtered tec 5 Hz! The data were then de- grees. Using only data from a single scan-set, there is-there
glitched to remove cosmic rays and other events. A relativefore scope for separating signals originating on the ground
calibration was then applied to each detector using th@dele from those originating on the sky, on scales smaller than 1.5

tion nod" technique described in Paper | and Paper II.
2 For a Gaussian field, such as the CMB, neglecting corretimween
1 QuUaD’s CMB observations emp|oyed a relative|y slow scaredm the Signal in the lead and trail fields, the fluctuations indifierenced field
0.25°/ sec. For our observing declinatior (-50°), the sky signal for multi- will be amplified by a factor of/2 and the power spectrum will increase by
poles,¢ < 2000, appears in the time-stream<al Hz. The low-pass filtering a factor of 2. The noise is amplified in a similar manner anchecstgnal-to-
therefore removes none of the sky signal (for 2000) but it does remove noise ratio in the differenced field remains unchanged frioat &chieved in
high frequency noise introduced by the deconvolution pitace. the non-differenced field.
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degrees, corresponding fo~ 250 in multipole space. One by making the substitutions,

can achieve further separation of ground from sky by com-

bining the data from lead and trail partner observations. Fo m—m+g

this work we have made use of both the lead-trail and sky A — (ASMB AC), 4)
rotation redundancies to separate the ground and sky signal

and to reconstruct the CMB fields over the full sky area. wherem is the reconstructed CMB magis the reconstructed

ground signal and\“MB and A® are the "pointing matrices"
associated with the CMB and ground signals respectively. Fo
3.2. Ground template removal a highly redundant scan strategy, equatidn (3) should he sol
Field differencing is a sub-optimal use of the redundancy in ble exactly and the CMB and ground signals should be com-
the scan strategy to mitigate against ground pickup. One carpletely separable. However, for a scan strategy such as that
retain more of the sky information by constructing and remov used for QUaD with limited revisiting of the same sky pixels
ing estimates of the ground signal. To facilitate the rerhova at different azimuths, this complete separation betwegn sk

of ground signal, we can model the TOD as and ground is not possible. In this case, one can still separa
the ground and sky signals on smaller scales but one loses all
di = S(0) +9() + N+ Oscan, (1) information on the largest scales where the separation-is de
) ] generate. For QUaD, we find that beldw 200 our tem-
where§ () is the sky signal, plate removal procedure offers essentially no improvement

1 over field-differencing and that the separation is nearquerf
0) = Z[1(9) +Q(h) cos(2) +U () sin(24)] . (2 by ¢ ~ 1000.
S0 2[ (0)+ Q0 cos(@n) +U(O) sin(0)] @ Attempting to simultaneously solve for the sky and ground
signals in the QUaD data by applying equatibh (3), we find
that large scale (ground signal) gradients are introduoed t
the resulting CMB maps due to the degeneracy between the
CMB and the ground signal on the largest scales. One could
certainly modify the procedure (e.g. by marginalizing over
the large-scale CMB and ground-signal modes) to solve this

: ; problem. For the analysis presented here, we adopt a sim-
and removing estimates gfa) for each QUaD detector and pler approach and simply solve for the ground signal inde-

for each pair of lead and trail scan-sets independenthhiwit endently, subtract this from the TOD, and then construet th

these subsets of the data, the elevation is constant an@ so ttﬁ
; i i wm. CMB maps from the ground-cleaned TOD. We account for
ground signal estimates (which we refer to as ground 'tem the resulting filtering of the CMB signal in our Monte-Carlo

plates”) are constructed as a function of azimuth only. How- analysis. Our analysis assumes that the ground signal does

:}/]Zrbitr\ﬁgewnﬁ gggm;mesfamnilge;;i?sd'{;egfai%%eqhdaeg%m not change between the start of the lead scan set and the end
signal which we remove from the data does depend on eleva2f the corresponding trail scan set 86 mins). This is only a
tion also. Moreover, since templates are constructed foin ea slight relaxation of the assumption that was made for our pre
detector individually, our model also allows the groundsig vious analysis where we assumed that the ground signal was
to depend on frequéncy constant over a 30 minute timescale.

The resolution with which to construct the ground tem- i;rs(z E\J/l\I/DepIgsiihrﬁaizrgﬂgtre)erforcgvtﬁé ‘;Vtemggo‘;ee%dt g?fsgotléows.
plates, in general, needs to be determined through trial and: y : P >

0scanfrom each half scan. To estimate the offsets, we simply

error. In practice, we find that the effect of changes in this e
' ; ; ; : take the mean of the data within each scan. Note however
parameter on the resulting maps are imperceptible. This SUY that we restrict the azimuth range over which we calculate th

gests that the ground signal varies smoothly in azimuth andof'fsets to the central azimuth range where all the scansrwith

that a fairly coarse resolution is sufficient to characteitz a scan-set overlap. This ensures that our estimated ground
For this analysis, we have used a resolutiolhaf=0.1 degs, templates will be unbiased over the full azimuth range.

midway between the minimum and maximum resolutions we After removing the offsets, templates of the ground signal

have investigated. . = ; i
In equatio% (L), we have split the noise component into g are constructed by simple binning of the timestream data in

random partif;, which we model as a Gaussian random vari- at2|m;1th. That s, for each ground template “pixel’, we con-
able; see Sectidn 8.2) and an offsa.{y) which we model as struc 1

a constant for each half-scan. We have found that it is essen- 0(a) = Z d, (5)

tial to remove these offsets before constructing ground tem Nhits icAa

plates from the data. Otherwise the resulting templated ten
to be dominated by the long-timescale part of thié Atmo-
spheric noise (i.e. the offsets) rather than the groundasign
which we are attempting to characterize.

Regardless of the technique employed to reconstruct map
of the Stokes parameters (naive, maximum-likelihood getc.)
one can re-cast the well known map-making equation (e.g.
Stompor et al. 2002 and references therein), 1

= + — + .
ATN-Am = ATNLd. . (0(0) = 90+ [Z SO+ n.] . ®

icAa icAa

Here,l,Q andU are the Stokes parameters in the directibn,
on the sky and; is the polarization sensitivity angle (a combi-
nation of detector orientation on the focal plane and bgtgsi
rotation) of each detector.

In equation[{ll)g(c) represents the ground signal as a func-
tion of azimuth,«. In what follows, we will be constructing

where the sum is over all data from the lead scan set and its
partner trail scan set which falls in the azimuth ranje,

Although they will be unbiased estimates of the ground sig-
dal, the templates constructed using equatidn (5) will also
contain CMB signal and noise. The expectation value of the
constructed templates is

to reconstruct both the sky signal and the ground signallgimp where S§(6),9(«) and n; are the quantities defined in equa-
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FiG. 1.— Demonstration of the performance of the ground termggirocedure described in the text. The figure shows mapggedbtoked) polarization over
the full QUaD sky area at 150 GHz, smoothed with a 5 arcmin €ansernel. The map on the left is that obtained without rénmgpground templates and
is heavily contaminated by ground pickup. Note the sintijanf the contamination between the lead and trail halvefiefhap. The map on the right is that
obtained when we include our templating procedure. Cledyast majority of the ground signal is successfully reaabby this process. For the purposes of
this illustration, in order to highlight the success of tamplate removal, in both cases, only the mean of each scaremased from the TOD before mapping.
However, for our cosmological analysis, we use maps whiele had third-order polynomials removed from each scan (&redf2).

tion (T). In the limit of a highly redundant scan strategy and wherex denotes the fractional position within the scan, is an
uncorrelated noise, the terms in brackets will averagetto ze apodization (the same for each scan) which we use to down-
and the templates will contain only ground sighdtor a re- weight the scan ends. We apply this apodization to reduce
alistic scan strategy and correlated noise, these termhbeavil  the tiling effects seen in our previous analysis (see Sectio
non-zero and so removing the templates will have the effect6.3 and Figure 15 in Paper Il) whereby the interaction of the
of filtering both large-scale CMB signal and long-timescale polynomial filtering with different sky coverage for diffemt
noise. We correct for this filtering by including the tem- detectors produced visible step features in the final maps. T
plate removal procedure in our Monte-Carlo simulationg{Se exact form used for the apodization is not important.
tion[6.2). We construct maps of the Stokes polarization parameters,
Finally, to obtain estimates of the TOD which are free of QandU as
ground pickup, the templates are subtracted from the aigin

TOD: _ N W L
clean ; Q\_[ (cos(2p)) (cos(2y)sin(2h))
der=d-Ag, () <U> - <<COS(225i)5in(2¢i)> (sin(2¢1)) >
whereA°C is the pointing matrix associated with the ground (cos(2p)d;)
signal andj is the estimated ground signal constructed using ((Sin(Zrbi)di> > ) 9)

equation[(b). This will result in TOD which is, in principle,

free of ground contamination and can thus be modeled as inyhere the angled brackets denote an average taken over all
equation[(lL) but now without thg{«) term. Once the ground 445 falling within each map pixel and the angleis a com-
contamination has been removed, our map-making proceedsnation of the polarization sensitivity direction of eagh-

as described in Paper Il. Explicitly, we perform the follow- actor on the focal plane and the "deck angle” (rotation abou
ing operations. For each azimuth scan the best-fit thirdrorde ¢ glescope boresight) of the observation. Note thatie co
polynomial is subtracted to remove the long timescale dart o gyt the averages (e.gcos(25)d)) on the right-hand side

the atmospheric If noise. For each PSB pair, the datais then ot equation [[D), we also use inverse-variance weights as in
summed and differenced to yield temperatigg &nd polar- equation[(8).

ization () TOD. Maps of the temperature (or StoOk¢EMB ~ ~ Note that the only difference between the approaches of

field are then constru<.:ted from the summed data using a simy ¢ two pipelines in applying the above operations is during
ple weighted average: the final coaddition of the template-subtracted data intd8CM
1 maps: Pipeline 1 uses HEALPixo pixelize the sky at a res-
T==— Zwis , (8) olution of ~ 1.7 arcmin (sige = 2048). Pipeline 2 works un-

W i der the flat sky approximation and pixelizes the sky into a 2D

cartesian grid with a spacing of2ZLarcmin. Figuréll shows

v;/]here the Weig]!h:]s a(;e given by =XV(X)/VS°a"hHEre’V50a“iS ._an example of the performance of the template removal pro-
;[j e varlan((:je ort E data acgoss.t % pazjent a 'SC&Q— NOISYedure (for Pipeline 1) for the 150 GHz Stoképolarization
ata (e.g. due to bad weather) is thus down-weighteck), map. Note that, in order to highlight the success of the tem-

plate removal, for this demonstration we have not applied th

3 For an experiment sensitive to absolute temperature, tietéirm in third order polynomial removal mentioned above to the TOD

brackets in equatiori6) would, in fact, average to the CMBopmle for a
highly redundant scan strategy. For an experiment seegiitemperature
differences only (such as QUaD), this term would averageto.z 4 Seé http://healpix.jpl.nasa.gov/index.shtml| Bnd Goeskl. (2005).
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and have only removed the mean from each Scan. azimuthally symmetric sidelobe template. This sidelolpe-te
In Figure[2, we present the full set of mapg Q andU plate is then added to the original Gaussian elliptical n&de
at 100 and 150 GHz; again for Pipeline 1) over the full sky to produce a fully empirical beam model.
area as estimated using the template removal procedure (now Figure[4 shows the radially averaged profiles measured
including the third order polynomial removal). For the pur- from the QSO data along with the profiles as predicted us-
poses of visual illustration only, we have smoothed each ofing our old elliptical Gaussian beam model and as predicted
the maps with a 5 arcmin Gaussian kernel in order to bring using our current beam models. Our revised beam models
out the CMB structure. are clearly a superior description of the true beams and are
We can quickly (and crudely) assess the relative amountsin good agreement — in terms of the resulting beam trans-
of E- andB-mode power in the polarization maps by decom- fer functions, the two beam models agree to within 4% at
posing theQ andU maps intoE andB modes. We do this 100 GHz and to within 2% at 150 GHz fér< 2000. A de-
under the flat-sky approximation. To minimize the impact of scription of how we account for the remaining uncertainties
the noisy edge regions of the maps, and to reduce the effecten our beams is given in Appendix A.
of E/B mixing due to the finite survey geometry, we apply an
apodization to our maps before Fourier transforming/g 5. ABSOLUTE CALIBRATION
mixing is fully accounted for during our power spectrum es-  We derive the absolute calibration of QUaD by cross-
timation described in Sectidn 6.) The resultiB@ndB maps correlating our temperature maps with maps from B03
at 150 GHz, are shown in Figuré 3. We clearly detect sig- (Masi et al. 2006). This analysis is done in spherical har-
nificantly moreE-mode thanB-mode structure. The recon- monic (a,m) space following the calibration technique used by
structedB-mode map shows similar levels of fluctuations to Boomerang which, in turn, was calibrated against the WMAP
our polarization jackknife maps (see Secfiod 6.5) and is con 1st-year maps_(Bennett ef al. 2063)Ve apply a correction
sistent with noise. to the BO3 maps to account for the change in calibration
. . . L analyses| (Hinshaw etlal. 2009). The B03 maps (which are
Our main set of observations for investigating the QUaD ggsentially unfiltered) are first passed through the QUab sim
beam shapes are a series of single day observations of th§jation pipelines to ensure that they are filtered in an idaht
QSO PKS0537-441. In Paper Il, our beam model consistedmanner to the QUaD maps. Taking the spherical harmonic
of elliptical Gaussian fits to these QSO observations foheac {ansforms of the maps, the absolute calibration factors fo

channel. i
Given our increased sensitivity, we now include an addi- QUab are then given by
tional sidelobe component in our beam model. In order to Bquad<ab0}xa* b03-Yy
measure the sidelobes from the QSO data, we apply a 6th- ged= Ze_Fm__Fim —, (10)
order polynomial filter to the TOD before mapping (with the BEO3<a?n2Haen? d)

QSO masked) and coadd these data over all channels and OV&lhere the superscripts, X andY denote two noise-indepgnden
three days of observations. The radially averaged beam pro- ’

myquad b03
files measured from these maps reveal the presence of sider4® GHz BO3 maps anl,™""andB,;"" are the beam transfer
lobe structure at just below the -20 dB level, as predicted by functions of the two experiments. This process produces an
the physical optics (PO) simulations of QUaD presented in 2Psolute calibration factor (inK/V) as a function of multi-
O'Sullivan etal. (2008). Our two analysis pipelines model pole,?. We take our final absolute calibration factors to be the

these observations in slightly different ways though bath a Mean of this value in the range 2@0¢ < 800, corresponding
matched to the QSO data. to the overlapping scale range of the two experiments. The

Pipeline 1 rescales the PO models. The beam profiles whicHargest contributors to our calibration error are the qd@e3
directly result from the PO simulations are not a perfecmat  Uncertainty of 2% and a relative pointing uncertainty b@wg
to the QSO observations. In particular, the predicted main QUaPb and B03. Our final calibration uncertainty is 3.4%.
lobe widths are smaller than observed while the predicted le  Further details on how we estimate this uncertainty arergive
els of sidelobes are somewhat larger than observed. To matcH’ AppendixB.
the PO models to the QSO data, we parametrize the models 6. POWER SPECTRUM ANALYSIS
using two parameters, one which scales the main lobe width i i
and one which varies the amplitude of the sidelobes. We then T0 estimate the CMB power spectra, as in Paper Il, we
use the observed QSO radial profiles to fit for these param-2dopt @ Monte-Carlo (MC) based technique whereby we rely
eters. The resulting best-fit re-scaled PO models are used t@n accurate simulations of the experiment to correct foethe
model the beam. fects of noise, beams, timestream filtering and the remdval o

Pipeline 2 models the beams in a fully empirical manner the ground templates. Before describing the MC simulations
and is an extension of the model used in Paper II. Using we first describe the differences between our two pipelines i
the existing elliptical Gaussian fits to the quasar data,ra pu_ their approach to power spectrum estimation.

Gaussian simulated beam coadded across channels and obser- L

vation dates is generated and subtracted from the measured 6.1. Power spectrum estimation

QSO maps. The residual after subtraction is the sidelobe com Both of our pipelines broadly follow the so-called pseudo-
ponent of the beams. This residual is too noisy to be used di-C, technique [(Hivon et al. 2002), extended to polarization
rectly and so it is radially averaged to produce an (assumed)Brown et al. 2005). Note that, for both pipelines, in order t

5 In fact, the polynomial fitting procedure does remove thesgfeatures 6 We have also performed the calibration against the WMAP rdapstly
of the ground signal from the data although much remains Hiéltl maps and we find consistent results. However, calibrating usheyB03 maps
which have not been subjected to template removal fail jaid&kests at high produces a more accurate result due to the larger overlapginar scale of

significance regardless of whether we apply polynomial rethor not. B03 and QUaD.
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slight reduction in the amplitude of fluctuations towards tentral RA of the field is due to the application of the apaifiim mask which down-weights the
“seam” between the lead and trail halves of the map.

In equation[ZIIl)@ are the pseud@; spectra estimated from

Paper I ] the data maps an@N,)vc are the noise power spectra as mea-
SE iiﬁiﬁﬁi ; 100 GHz 4 sured from simulations. o _
sz ] Py is a binning opgrator_whmh bins the raw p_selﬁiﬂnto
=1 band powers an@yy, is the inverse operator which “unfolds”

a band power into individual,s. For this analysis, we use
“flat” band powers for which the quantity(¢ + 1)C,/2r is
constant within each band. That is, the binning operator we

10720

use is
s 1o e+l (b) (b+1)
~ R,={ Zn &0 if2 < ligy < € <lyq, (13)
2 o ow ow .
g 0, otherwise,
2 with the corresponding inverse operator given by

(e+1)> low low (14)

20 _ [ s, if2 <O <o
Qe = { 0, otherwise,

6 (arcmin)

FIG. 4.— QUaD beam profiles at 100 GHz (top panel) and 150 GHz (bot-

tom panel) as measured from the QSO PKS0537-441. The radidkp as (b) ;
predicted using our new beam models for both pipelines aee-plotted as Whereélow denotes the nominal lower edge of band

the red and blue curves and show good agreement with the QBOAlao0 The coupling matrixM ., describes the mode-mixing ef-
shown for comparison is the elliptical Gaussian beam modetiifor our fects of the apodization mask and sky cut and is given in
previous analysis in Paper II. Brown et al. (2005) for the full set of six possible CMB spec-

o ] ) tra. Note that théM ;- matrix fully encode<€ /B leakage ef-
minimize edge effects, the, Q andU maps are first apodized  fects due to the finite survey geometry and so our Pipeline 1
with an inverse-variance mask as described in Section 6.1 Ofestimator exp||c|t|y corrects thEE and BB Spectra for this
Paper II. _ leakage in the mean.

Pipeline 1 works on the curved sky and uses fast spherical F, s a transfer function which we use to describe the com-
harmonic transforms to estimate the pse@jspectra. These  pined effects of timestream filtering, beam suppression and
spectra are then corrected for the effects of the sky cusenoi filtering of the sky signal due to the removal of the ground

and filtering, and binned into band powers according to templates. This function will also encode any other signal
4 ~ o~ suppression effects which are present in our simulatiogs (e
Po=> Koy > Pre(Co=(Nehmc). (11)  pixelization effects). We estimate, from our signal-only
b/ ¢ simulations as described in Sectfon]6.3.

In this equation and throughout this section, we use bate-fa _ Pipeline 2 works in the flat sky approximation and uses 2D
to denote six-spectrum quantities, eRy.is a BNpang VECLOT, FFTs to estimate power spectra. This pipeline is described i
Py, = {PTT,PEE PBB PTE PTB PEBL "andKy is @ 6Npand X detail in Paper II. The power spectrum estimator for Piggelin
BNpangMatrix, given by 2 can effectively be written as

Koy :ZPDZZMM’FZ’QZ’U . (12) Pp= Fb_lz Poe (6E_<NZ>MC)7 (15)
4 14 4
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whereR, is the binned equivalent of the per-multipole trans- for the ground signal which, in some cases, is a very signif-
fer function,F, and we have implicitly made the connection icant component in the timestream, particularly in pokariz
between the flat sky and curved sky power spe@ray P(K) tion. The data must therefore be cleaned of the ground com-
for ¢ =~ 27k. ponent before measuring the noise power spectra.

Note that (in addition to the flat sky approximation), the pri One might think that the best way to achieve this would be
mary difference between the two pipelines is that Pipeline 1to measure the noise spectra from data which has been tem-
performs the correction for the mode-mixing effects indlice plate subtracted using equatién (7). Such a procedure could
by the sky cut whereas Pipeline 2 does not perform this cor-in principle, be iterated and is similar to procedures sstgge
rection. Because of this difference, neither the recoveredfor measuring the noise properties of CMB data when the sig-
band powers nor their uncertainties are directly comparabl nal component is non-negligible (e.g. Ferreira & Jaffe 2000
between the two pipelines. A proper comparison of the two However, as noted in Sectibn B.2, our template removal proce
analyses requires the use of the associated band power windure filters the noise in a non-trivial fashion. In particulze-
dow functions (Sectioh 6.3) which fully encode the relation cause of the non-uniform azimuth coverage of the scan strat-
between underlying true sky power and observed power foregy, the ground templates are noisier at each end than they ar
both pipelines. in the central regions. The result is that after subtractireg

In both analyses, we estimate the covariance matrix of ourtemplates, the noise is no longer uniform and this prohitsits
power spectrum estimates from the scatter found in the powercharacterization through simple FFT-based power spectrum
spectra measured from simulations containing both sigrhl a estimators — since the noise is no longer a stationary Gaus-
noise: B B sian random process, a power spectrum description will fail

(APyAPy ) = ((Pp = Pp)(Py =Py ))mc, (16) To avoid these complications, we have measured the noise

_ properties of the TOD from data which has been lead-trail
whereP, denotes the average of each band power over allgifferenced. The differencing efficiently removes the grou
power spectra estimates are dependent on whether the-corregyer 3 30 minute timescale, the power spectra ofihdiffer-
tion for mode-mixing induced by the sky cutis applied or not. encedTOD are simply the spectra measured from the differ-
We return to this issue in Sectin B.6 where we compare thegnced TOD divided by 2. For each pair of lead-trail observa-
results from our two analyses. tions, we therefore assign the power spectra measured from
the differenced data, appropriately normalized, to eadhef
] . ] lead and trail scan-sets. Simulated noise-only timestseam

In simulating QUaD, we follow the procedure described then generated exactly as described in Section 5.2 of Paper |
in Section 5 of Paper Il with some important differences, Examining the QUaD data and comparing it to simu-
which we now discuss. Algorithmically both of our analy- |ated data obtained using the above process, there are occa-
sis pipelines adopt the same approach to creating simulatedions where our assumption of stationarity over a 30 minute
timestreams and only differ in the final map-making stage astimescale is not satisfied. However, for the majority of the
described in Sectidn 3.2. data the assumption is good and it is only ever a poor one for
our temperature analysis. Moreover, a thorough comparison
of the statistics of the simulated and real data indicates th

To create the signal component in the simulations, we first our procedure provides an excellent description of theenois
generate model T,EE, TE andBB CMB power spectra us-  properties of the undifferenced data when averaged ovér eac
ing CAMB (Lewis et all 2000). The input cosmology consists day for both temperature and polarization. Further averag-
of the best-fitting\ CDM model to the 5-year WMAP data set ing over tens of pixels and hundreds of observation datds wil
(Dunkley et all 2009). Note that the model spectra used in-result in these rare failures of our noise model having aineg|
clude the effects of CMB lensing and so the in@iimode gible impact on the results.
power is non-zero. (For comparison, in Paper I, our input  Once generated, both the signal-only and noise-only simu-
model was the best-fit to the 3-year WMAP data set and ourlated TOD are processed infoQ andU maps in an identical
inputB-mode power was set to zero.) manner to that used for the real data. In particular, note tha

Realizations of CMB skies are then generated from theseboth the ground template subtraction and polynomial fitigeri
model spectra using a modified version of the HEALPix soft- are applied also to the simulated data and so the effects of fil
ware. These maps are generated at a resolution of 0.4 arcmitering on both the signal and on the noise are fully accounted
(Nsige = 8192). The simulated maps are then projected ontoFinally, to obtain simulated maps containing both signal an
a 2D cartesian grid and convolved with the beam model for noise, we simply add the signal-only and noise-only maps.
each detector channel. The resolution used for this interme Since all of our data processing steps are linear operations
diate map is 0.6 arcmin. The generation of the sky maps forthis final step results in simulated maps no different to ¢hos
each detector and deck angle and interpolation to simulatedyhich would have been obtained if we had instead summed
TOD then proceeds exactly as described in Section 5.1 of Pathe signal-only and noise-only TODs, and is computatignall
per Il. more efficient.

6.2. Simulations

6.2.1. Signal simulations

6.2.2. Noise simulations 6.3. Transfer functions and band power window functions

We estimate the transfer function from our suite of signal-
only simulations. In the absence of noise, the mean of the
recovered pseud@; spectra will equal their expectation val-
ues,

In order to simulate realistic noise, we must first measure
the noise properties from the real data. However, the usrdiff
enced data contains not only noise but also CMB signal and
ground signal (see equatibh 1). The instantaneous signal-t
noise in the timestream is negligible and so the CMB com-

ponent can be safely ignored. However, the same is not true (Co)me = Z Mo FeCor, (17)
l/
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FiG. 5.— Total transfer functionfF, (black curve) as measured in our multipole,
Pipeline 1 analysis for the 150 GHz channel. Also shown agetrttinsfer '
functions for timestream filtering (green), ground-tenpleemoval (blue) FiG. 6.— Band power window functions for Pipeline 1 (top paneiay
and beam suppression (red) inisolation. The dashed cuovesshe suppres- Pipeline 2 (bottom panels) for tH@® power spectrum. The blue curves
sion of signal due to map pixelization for a HEALPix resaunjNsige = 2048. show the response to tri&B power and the red lines show the response to
The total transfer function is the product of these fourvrdiial curves. EE power.

. , Figure[® shows the band power window functions (BP-
wh_erng are the input model spectra used to create the SIMU-WFs), plotted as\b,/¢, for C}BB from both our pipelines for
lations. For a small-area survey such as QUaD, the unbinnedne 150 GHz channel. These functions describe the response
coupling matrix,M ., is singular and so equation {17) can- of our band power measurements to the true sky signal at each
not be solved directly. In Pipeline 1, we iteratively solést  mytipole. The negative wings in the BPWFs of Pipeline 1 are
equation to provide an estimatefof With a reasonable start- 3 direct result of the application of the correction for mode
ing guess, convergence is typically reached in just a fena-ite mixing effects as described in Sectlonl6.1.

tions. For Pipeline 1,cthe band power window functiong,, The expectation values for oE band powers assuming
defined byl(Knox 1999), the best-fit CDM model to the WMAP 5-year data are shown
Wie £(£+1) in Figure[T. Note that the apparent improvement in going
(Pp) = ~ 3 (Co), (18) from Pipeline 2 to Pipeline 1 in terms of the agreement be-
7 4 tween the true sky power and the band power expectation val-

ues does not come without a price — as a result of applying

the mode-mixing correction, the error bars for Pipelined. ar

W 2 ~ enhanced with respect to the Pipeline 2 errors. The covagian

TM o 1)':@ Z Koy Z PyeMyrg. (19)  properties also change between the two analyses suchéhat th
b v total information content is preserved.

We emphasize that, in terms of either the accuracy or the
precision of the recovery of true sky power, neither analysi
is superior. This is clear from the fact that one can tramsfor
between the band power estimates and covariances of the two
analyses via a simple and exact matrix operation. Whether to
apply the mode-mixing correction is simply a matter of pref-

are given by

Pipeline 2 calculates its band power window functions nu-
merically as described in Section 6.6 of Paper Il. In order to
calculate the transfer functions, Pipeline 2 simply takesa-
tio of the mean band powers recovered from signal-only sim-
ulations and the expectation values for each band power:

S, Pnz<6£>lv|c erence and is only relevant for visual interpretation ofrie
= P . (20) sults — one can choose to have smaller error bars or one can
(Po) choose to have band powers which better trace the underlying

Figure[% shows the derived transfer function from Pipeline true sky power but one cannot have both.
1. (The transfer function from Pipeline 2 is similar.) As
mentioned earlier, this function encapsulates all effdutsto 6.4. Power spectrum results
timestream filtering, beam suppression and the filteringdue ~ We apply the procedures described in Section] 6.1
removal of the ground templates. To demonstrate the relativ to estimate the six possible CMB power spectra
size of these effects, we also plot the transfer functioivedr (TT,TE,EE,BB,TB,EB) from the QUaD maps. In ad-
from special simulations with these three effects inclugled  dition to the 100 and 150 GHz auto-spectra, we also estimate
isolation. Of particular interest is the transfer functide- the 100-150 GHz cross-spectra as described in Paper Il. In
scribing the ground-removal procedure — this curve, in ef- the case where the noise is uncorrelated between the two
fect encapsulates the lossiness of the technique. On scaleBequency channels, the cross spectra do not require the
where this curve is> 0.5, we gain an improvement over noise-debiasing step. Although, in practice, we do apply
the field-differencing technique. We see that below 200, this correction, the correction is modest for the cross tspec
there is little gain from our template-removal techniquerov  so these measurements will be much less sensitive to the
field-differencing. The amount of signal retained then blam  details of our noise model. The power spectrum results
rapidly and is effectively unity by = 1000. from Pipeline 1 are presented in Figlife 8. We make strong
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T TABLE 1
2k e Pipeline 1 | JACKKNIFE PTEVALUES FROM X2 TESTS
¢ Pipeline 2
o Jackknife TT TE EE BB B EB
X
I8F Deck angle:
c 100 GHz 0.000 0.415 0.883 0.933 0.598 0.917
Q 150 GHz 0.008 0.295 0.963 0.988 0.258 0.423
} o Cross 0.000 0.028 0.780 0.197 0.287 0.527
-~ o [
. Scan direction:
- 100 GHz 0.008 0.017 0.122 0.812 0.478 0.518
S o [ 150 GHz 0.080 0.665 0.755 0.153 0.515 0.485
— Cross 0.000 0.608 0.155 0.783 0.487 0.263
Split season:
o R T R 100 GHz 0.743 0.287 0.350 0.655 0.840 0.413
500 1000 1500 2000 150 GHz 0.000 0.387 0.242 0.022 0.340 0.647
Cross 0.273 0.065 0.110 0.160 0.630 0.850
multipole, ¢
) Focal plane:
FIG. 7.— Expectation values for thkCDM E-mode power spectrum for 100 GHz 0.173 0872 0.690 0.813 0.703 0.672
both pipelines at 150 GHz. The mapping of true sky power t@onkesi band 150 GHz 0530 0397 0.910 0988 0.933 0.715
powers for both pipelines is fully encoded in their assatiaband power Cross 0270 0.012 0.493 0.105 0.735 0.578

window functions (Figurgl6).

. ) Frequency ~ 0.000 0.362 0.418 0.588 0.208 0.783
detections of th&@ T, TE andEE spectra which show good difference

agreement with those predicted by the best-fittthGDM
model to the 5-year WMAP results. ThH&B, TB andEB
spectra are consistent with null within the noise. The tssul
from Pipeline 2 show a similar agreement with thR€DM
model.

calculating the “probability to exceed” (PTE) the observed
value by random chance. Low numbers therefore indicate a
problem. The PTE values for each of our measured spectra
; from Pipeline 1) are presented in Table 1.
) 6-5. Jackkmf_e tests _( Examﬁﬂng thg tablg, the PTE values for all the spectra bar
We have subjected our analysis to the same set of systemati¢ T reveal no significant problems, the numbers being con-
tests as performed in Paper II. These tests involve sgittie  sjstent with a uniform distribution between zero and one. In
data into two roughly equal parts. Maps made from the two contrast, many of ouF T jackknife spectra are clearly incon-
data subsets are subtracted and the power spectra of the resisjstent with a null signal. The failure is perhaps excusable
ual maps are calculated. Any deviation of these “jackknife” in the case of the frequency difference (since there are-astr
spectra from null would indicate systematic contamination  physical reasons why this test might fail) but taken as a ehol
the data. For a detailed description of the various ways inthe statistics foff T (and to a lesser extent, some of fh&
which we split the data, we refer the reader to Section 7 of humbers) suggest that there is some degree of residual sys-
Paper II. . _ . tematics present in our temperature maps. The PTE statistic
The strongest test is the so-called “deck jackknife” test for Pipeline 2, although not identical, show the same genera
where we split the data according to the boresight rotation pattern of jackknife failures for th& T spectra. Comparing
angle (deck angle) of the observations. This test, in pdelic ~ to our previous results, there were hints of a problem with
will be strongly sensitive to any residual ground contamina the TT jackknife tests in Paper Il but to a lesser extent than
tion remaining in the data after applying the procedure de-js apparent now. This is possibly due to the fact that with
scribed in Sectiofl3. In Figufe 8, the deck jackknife spectra our increased sensitivity we can measure both the signal and
are plotted alongside the spectra measured from the undiffe systematics to greater precision. Alternatively, it coinidi-
enced maps. Itis clear from this figure that the power mea-cate that the template removal procedure is not as effeasive
sured in the deck-differenced maps is small compared to thefield-differencing in removing the ground.
measured signals i T, TE and/orEE. The other data splits These jackknife failures indicate that residual systereti
which we consider are splitting the data according to oaient fects in our temperature maps are significant with respect to
tion of the PSB pairs on the focal plane (see Se¢tlon 2), & spli the errors on the jackknife spectra. However, the jacklarife
between the forward and backward scans and a split in obserrors contain only noise whereas the errors on our measured
vation dates which roughly separates the data into the 20061 T and TE CMB power spectra also contain considerable
and 2007 observing seasons. We also take the difference o§ample variance. To assess how significant the residual sys-
the 100 and 150 GHz maps. This “frequency jackknife” test tematics are, in Figurlg 9, we plot the measufédand TE
is not strictly a test for systematic effects in the datahRatit  jackknife band powers alongside the signal band powers for
is a strong test for “foreground” (i.e. non-CMB) astroptogdi  the 150 GHz channel. Clearly, when compared to the sam-
emission. ) ] o .. plevariance dominated signal spectra, the degree of ra@sidu
The cancellation of the signal apparent in Figure 8 is Visu- gre much less significant. Repeating {feanalysis using the
ally impressive. To investigate whether the differencegtsp  gjgnal covariance matrices in place of the jackknife covari
tra are formally consistent with null, as in Paper Il, we have gnce matrices, we find that the residual contamination is neg
performedy? tests against the null model. Note that we com- |igible. In summary, although our TT jackknife tests india
pare this statistic with thg? distribution as measured from the presence of residual systematics, they also clearlpdem
our simulations rather than against the theoreticaturve, strate that these residuals are irrelevant compared totbeth
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FIG. 8.— Full set of power spectrum results from Pipeline 1 whbeequantity plotted in the y-direction &¢+1)C, /27. The red curves are the spectra
predicted by the best-fit CDM model to the WMAP 5-year data (Dunkley et[al. 2009). Theelppoints show the power spectra measured from our deck angle
differenced maps and represent a stringent test for rdsijdoand contamination — see the text of Secfiod 6.5 for tetai
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that the Pipeline 2 points appear to trace a slightly smabthe

2 TESTS OF THE CTQ%-I%D SPECTRA AGAINST version of the Pipeline 1 points. Both of these effects are si
THE ACDM AND NULL MODELS. ply a result of the differing band power window functions as
discussed in Sectidn 6.3. Note that neighboring band pow-
vs. ACDM vs. null ers in Pipeline 1 are- 10% anti-correlated whereas they are
> ~ 10% positively correlated in Pipeline 2. Correlations be-
x“for 23.d.o.f.: tween non-adjacent band powers are negligible for both anal
TT 15.71 1512.86 J P glig
TE 27.10 116.38 yses. . _ _
EE 24.87 413.81 Figure[I1 shows a comparison with our previous results
_‘?E %-88 3187 from Paper Il. Note that we perform this comparison using
EB 2295 _ Pipeline 2 since this pipeline is an extension of the analysi
presented in Paper Il and so is directly comparable. Two ef-
PTE values: ) o fects are apparent in this figure. First, the uncertainties o
g 8'233 < me;ghx'”fo?{sec's'on all of our power spectra have been reduced-b$0% as a
EE 0303  <machine precision result of the increase in sky area afforded by our template-
BB 0.024 0019 based ground removal technique. Second, implementing the
EE 8.‘1112 — improved beam models described in Secfiibn 4 has resulted in

a slight increase in the amplitude of our power spectrum mea-
surements for multipoled, > 700. This impacts mostly on

~

measured sky signal and its associated sample variance. Notthe high signal-to-noise measurements offfffespectrum on
this is also true for the levels of foreground contamination ~ small scales. o
our maps since our frequency difference test is sensitive to Figure.12 shows our measured power spectra from Pipeline
foregrounds. 1 in comparison with the published results from a number of
other CMB experiments.

The QUaD power spectra data, along with the associated
band power covariance matrices and band power window

6000

o~ ! —— e ngle functions (for both of our analysis pipelines) are avaisiiolr

is Scan dirn. download at http://quad.uchicago.edu/quad.

~ 3t —e— Split season o

§ - l { ; T by 6.7. Acoustic oscillations in the E-mode power spectrum

Fg% - { t ! : t . We have assessed the significance with which we detect

3 Yee g, L, ] the acoustic oscillations in thEE power spectrum by re-

R A S , RN peating the analysis of Section 9.3 in Paper Il. For this test
e — we compare oUEE measurements against both th€ DM

SOR=E } } 1 model and against a heavily smoothed version ofARE®M

2 } { ] curve. The results of this test are shown in Fidgurk 13. The

st R TR t TERRR i QUabD detection of acoustic oscillations in thenode power

85 % { ! } RS, % I8 spectrum is now beyond question — the probability that the

=l t } t ] true E-mode spectrum is a smooth curve has dropped from

SSb } { ] 0.001 with our previous analysis ta 1074, We have also

repeated our Paper Il analysis where we used “toy mod-
els” of the E-mode spectrum to fit the peak spacing, phase
multipole, and amplitude of the acoustic oscillations. With our previ-
ous measurements, we constrained the peak spacing to be
FiG. 9.— Signal and jackknif@ T (top panel) and E (bottom panel) power Als = 306+ 10, the phase to b¢ = 13° + 33° and the am-

spectra for the 150 GHz channel. The black points show thesuned signal i = i i i
spectra and the colored points are the jackknife spectra.léMels of power p“tUde to bea=0.86+0.17. Repeating the analySIS with

measured in the jackknife maps are negligible when compartite sample our new measurements, we fIMS =308+7,9=6"+22
variance driven errors on the signal spectra. anda=0.96+ 0.10. For comparison, when we perform the

analysis with the QUaD band power values replaced by their
expectation values in th&CDM model, we findA/s = 310,
6.6. Examination of final power spectra ¢ =13 anda=0.99. These results confirm that the polar-
ization peak spacing and the phase relationship between the

_Tol p][oduce a set gflfcl)%allggweeﬁ spectra, we <t:ombr;ne the te mperature and polarization acoustic oscillations arexas
single-frequency an I Z Cross spectra shown INpected in theACDM model. Passing this (non-trivial) test

Figure[8 following the procedure described in Section 9 of further strengthens the foundations of this model
Paper Il. The final estimates of the power spectra are shown '

S S S R S S
0 500 1000 1500 20

in Figure[I0 for both of our analysis pipelines. Once again, 7. COSMOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION
the model curves plotted are the best-flttl’kl@DM model to The QUaD results presented in this paper are the most pre-
the WMAP 5-year results. We have performetitests of all  cise determination of the CMB polarization, and of its cerre

spectra and both analyses show perfectly acceptable agredation with the CMB temperature, at angular scales200, to
ment with this model and with each other. Pipeling2and date. Within the standatiCDM model, given a precise mea-
PTE values are given in Tallé 2. surement of th& T power spectrum (e.g. from WMAP), the
Comparing the two sets of results presented in Figure 10 weT E andEE spectra on all but the very largest scales are de-
see that the nominal error-bars are smaller for Pipelined2 an terministically predicted. Nevertheless, sufficientlcaate
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FIG. 10.— Final power spectrum results obtained from an opticoatbination of the 100 GHz, 150 GHz and cross-frequency pepwectra. Spectra from
both pipelines (again, plotted &¢ +1)C, /27) are shown in comparison to the expected spectra in the cdaeceACDM model. Note th& T power spectrum
is plotted with a log-scale in the y-axis. For clarity, theotaets of points have been slightly offset in the horizontiaation.

measurements of these spectra can still tighten constraint  ACBAR experimentl(Reichardt etlal. 2009). We will also in-
cosmological parameters. In particular, precise measemésn  vestigate the effect of adding large-scale structure data-b

of the TE andEE acoustic peaks and valleys can help con- cluding measurements of the present-day matter power spec-
strain the cosmological parameters which determine trak pe trum, P(k) from the SDSS Luminous Red Galaxy (LRG) 4th

pattern. data release (Tegmark etlal. 2006).

Beyond the standardCDM model, power spectrum mea- In this paper, we focus on what the QUaD dataset taken
surements from small-scale experiments such as QUaD carmas a whole adds to parameter constraints. In addition to
add further information. Two such extensions to tteDM investigating further extensions to theCDM model, we

model which are well-motivated in the context of singlediel will fully explore the consistency of our temperature-only
slow-roll inflation models are a possible tensor componenti and polarization-only parameter constraints in a future pa
the primordial perturbation fields and a scale dependence (o per (Gupta et al., in prep). See also Castro et al. (2009) for
“running”) in the scalar spectral index. Placing consti®in temperature-only and polarization-only constraints vtz

on tensor modes through measurements of the large-scalasing our previous power spectrum results of Paper Il.
B-mode polarization induced by a gravitational wave back-

ground from inflation is a major goal of ongoing and future 7.1. Methodology

CMB polarization experiments. Although the scales probed
by QUaD'’s polarization measurements are too small to con-
strain thisB-mode signal directly, QUaD can help through
its ability to constrain the scalar spectra indey, since this
parameter is correlated with the tensor-to-scalar ratir. &
ACDM model extended to include a runningrng measure-
ments of the high-temperature power spectrum can be usefu

n conspralnlng_ botims and the de_gree of running. 7 Note that we have used the June 2008 version of the CAMB sdtwa
In this section, we constrain cosmological models by This version included a revised model of the reionizatiostdry as com-
adding the QUaD temperature and polarization data (i.e. ourpared to previous versions of CAMB. In particular, the magpbetween
new measurements of thET, EE, TE and BB spectra) to the optical depthy and the reionization redshifte changed at the- 10%
the results of two other CMé exp,eriments — the WMAP 5- level — see Lewlis[(2008) for details. This should be borne inchwhen

- T ; comparing our results to previous analyses su¢h as Dunkky @009) and
year analysis (Nolta et al. 2009) and the final results froen th Reichardt et 21[(2009) who used pre-March 2008 versiorissEAMB soft-

To obtain our constraints, we perform a Monte-Carlo
Markov Chain (MCMC) sampling of the cosmological pa-
rameter space. To do this, we use the publicly available Cos-
moMC packagel (Lewis & Bridle 2002), which in turn uses
the CAMB codel(Lewis et al. 2000) to generate the CMB and
| matter power spectra.
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FiG. 11.— Comparison of our final power spectra from Pipeline thuhe field-differenced analysis bf Pryke et al. (2009). Theertainties on our band
power measurements have been reduceé-[80% and our new beam models result in a small increase in mmelin the measured spectra for multipoles,
£> 700. For clarity, the two sets of points have been slightfgedfin the horizontal direction.

We make use of the publicly available WMAP likelihood lution using the methods described in Tegmark et al. (2006).
software from the LAMBDA website. We marginalize over a We model the likelihood functions for the QUaD auto-
possible contribution to the temperature power spectromfr  spectra as offset log-normal distributions (Bond ét al.(300
the Sunyaev-Zel'dovich (SZ) effect following the WMAP The required noise-offsets are derived from our signajy-onl
analysisl(Dunkley et al. 2009). To do this, we use the SZ tem-and noise-only simulations. (We model th& likelihood as
plates from Komatsu & Seljak (2002) (also available from the a Gaussian distribution.) We include all covariances appar
LAMBDA website) and the known frequency dependence of ent (above the numerical noise) in our simulation-derived c
the SZ effect. In order to avoid possible contamination from variance matrix (equatidn 1L6). In addition to same-spectru
residual point sources, we exclude the ACBAR band powerscovariances, this includes non-z&rd-TE, EE-TE, TT-EE
abovel = 2000. For the same reason, we do not include our andE E-BB correlations.
ownTT measurements &> 2000 (Friedman et &l. 2009). Note that, for our main MCMC analysis, we do not include

Marginalization over the WMAP beam uncertainty is in- our measurements of the parity-violating specirB,andEB
cluded in the WMAP likelihood code and we also marginalize since these spectra are expected to vanish in stardaibiv
over the quoted ACBAR calibration and beam uncertainties. models and its usual variants. However, in Secfion 7.7, we
We take the latter to be a 2% error on a 5 arcmin (FWHM) will use these spectra to constrain possible parity-viotpin-
Gaussian beam as assumed in the ACBAR CosmoMC dataeractions to the surface of last scattering (see e.g. Lak et
file. For QUaD, we marginalize over our 3.5% calibration un- [1999) following our previous work (Wu et al. 2009).
certainty and over the uncertainty in our beam. As described Finally, in Sectior 7J8, we use our polarization measure-
in AppendixA, our beam uncertainties are dominated by un- ments to place a formal upper limit on the strength of the
certainties in the level of our sidelobes rather than in ffexe lensingB-mode signal.
tive FWHM of our main lobe beams. We therefore marginal- Our basic ACDM cosmological model is char-
ize over the fulll-dependent beam uncertainty shown in Fig- acterized by the following six parameters (where
ure[I9. Where we include the SDSS LRG data, we marginal-h = Ho/ [100 kms—lMpC—l}, Ho being Hubble's constant
ize over both the amplitude of the matter power spectrum and, units, kms!Mpc™): the physical baryon densitf2,h?;

over a correction for scale-dependent non-linear densdy e physical cold dark matter densit@ch?; the ratio of

ware. the sound horizon to the angular diameter distance at last
8 http:/lambda.gsfc.nasa.gov/ scattering,f = rs/Da; the optical depth to last scattering,
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FIG. 12.— QUaD measurements of thd, TE EE andBB power spectra compared to results from the WMAP (Nolta|2@09), ACBAR [(Reichardt et al.
2009), BICEP|[(Chiang et £I. 2009), BG3 (Piacentini et al. 2(Mdontroy et all 2006), CBI (Sievers et al. 2007), CAPMAP4®8ioff et all 2008), MAXIPOL
(Wu et all[2007) and DAS[(Leiich etlal. 2005) experimentse BB measurements are plotted as 95% upper limits. The smoatk blaves in each panel are
the power spectra expected in the bestfiDM model to the WMAP 5-year data.

o L i
<
—
o
R~
3
=
&
Qo i
NS
&)
~
-
¥
N /j
=
o { ACDM: x?=24.87/23, PTE=0.303
Smooth: x*=116.92/23, PTE=6 x 1071°
T

500 1000 1500

multipole, ¢

FiG. 13.— QUaD’s measurements of thé& spectrum (black points) com-
pared to theACDM model (red curve) and a model without peaks (green
curve). The data are incompatible with the no-peak scenartbe probabil-
ity that the smooth curve is correctis10714.

7; the scalar spectral indexy;, and the scalar amplitude,
As =1In [101°A5]. Here, As is the amplitude of the power
spectrum of primordial scalar perturbations, paramedrizge
Ps(K) = As(k/kS)™L. We discuss the choice of pivot-poik§,

and which are derived from this basic set, are the dark energy
density, Q5 (assumed here to be a simple cosmological
constant), the age of the universe, the total matter density
Qm, the amplitude of matter fluctuations irh8'Mpc spheres,

og, the redshift to reionizationz. and the value of the
present day Hubble constanty. For all our analyses,
we assume a flat universe and include the effects of weak
gravitational lensing. We impose the following broad psior
on our base MCMC parameters:.005 < Qu,h? < 0.100;
0.01 < Qch? < 0.99; 05 < 6 < 100; 27 < As < 4.0;
05<ns< 15, 001< 7 <0.80. There is also a prior
imposed on the age of the universe (<’I;0\ge[Gyrs] < 20)

and on the Hubble constant (40Ho [kms*Mpc™] < 100).

We also investigate models extended to include both a run-
ning in the scalar spectral indery,n = dns/dInk and/or a
possible tensor contribution. Assuming a power law for the
tensor modes?; « k™, we parametrize their amplitude by the
tensor-to-scalar ratia, = P;/Ps. We adopt a uniform prior
measure for between 0 and 1. For the running spectral index
model, we adopt a prior 6f0.5 < nyn < 0.5 on the running.

7.2. Choice of scales (“pivot-points”) for presentation of
results

For the primordial power spectrum parametrization which

in the following section. Other parameters which we quote, we have chosen, we need also to choose a scalar pivot-point,
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TABLE 3
BASIC 6 PARAMETER CONSTRAINTS

WMAP WMAP+ACBAR WMAP+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+Q@D+SDSS

T W B oI
ns o.geégfgié o.%sfgfg% o.%zfgfgié o.%zfgfgié o.gszfgfgig
As  3arg 3.12'% 3.11% 3.11% 3117
Qa 0474t§3§§ 0. 74j§3§§ 0475:§3§§ 0475:§3§§ o.75:§3§g
Age 1368017 13.6&85}35 13.69t8€13§ 13.66ﬁ86]13% 13.6&86]20
Qm 0426ﬁ°: 0.26ﬁ0: 0425f°: 0425f°: 0.25f0:

A B B e
2o 541 541 5+ 5+ 4+L
Ho 721t§f§ 723%}5 72 st%fé 724%}?1 72 ﬁff

Note. —We quote the scalar amplitude ds = In [10'°A] for a pivot-point ofk} = 0.013 Mpc™.

k3, the wavenumber at whiat, andAs are evaluated. Within andddﬁ =n [ —(ns—1)]. Additionally enforcing the second
standardACDM, ns is modeled as independent of scale and equation ensures that the first consistency equation holds t
we can map constraints gk obtained at one pivot-pointto  linear order inAInk on all scales (Cortés etlal. 2007).

; ; (s L
an arbitrary new pivot-poink;’, using 7.3. The concordancaCDM model

ASK) = A(K) (' /K™ (21) In Table[3, for each dataset combination, we list the mean

For models including a running in the spectral index. both recovered values for each parameter, along with their assoc

9 9 P ' ated 68% confidence limits, marginalized over all other pa-

ns andAs are dependent on scale. For these models, we car,aters. In FigurE 14 we plot the marginalized 1D con-
map constraints from an old to a new pivot-point using straints for the WMAP, WMAP + QUaD and WMAP +

N 1 11,5\ Ns(KS) =14+ nrun IN(KS” /KS) ACBAR combinations. Clearly, the WMAP data dominates

AS(KE/) A (/) ) ’ ’ (22) when we add in either the ACBAR or the QUaD data, as was

ns(kS') = ns(kD) + NrunIn(K' /K3). (23)  found in our previous analysis (Castro et al. 2009). However
: the addition of either of these data sets does provide adediti

Correlations between the two parametens, and . - 5 > . ; .

e dependent on the pvotpoint at wich one chocses 7Ol ALY A, The osestiTRiovemer
present resufis. N paricuar, fiere 1s a scaie at whie gination tightens the limits by 25% compared to WMAP

the uncertainties on these two parameters become uncorr | This additional - |
lated {Copeland et A. 1998). Choosing to present results aﬁ]ZnSUaDlsdgta itional constraining power comes mostlgnfro

this “decorrelation scale” has the attractive feature that . .
marginalized 1D constraint om is not degraded by allow- The mean values of these parameters also shift a little but
ing the running to be non-zero[_Finelli el al. (2006) pre- the only significant discrepancy is perhaps in the recovered
sented parameter constraints from CMB and large-scale-stru Value of¢. Here, we find the WMAP + ACBAR combi-
ture data using a pivot-point d€ = 0.01 Mpcl whereas nation Qrefers a somevyhat_hlgher va!ue (in agreement with
Peiris & Easther | (2006) identified a decorrelation scale of ACBAR's own analysis| Reichardi etlal. 2009) whereas the
ks ~ 0.02 Mpc™t using the WMAP 3-yr data addition of QUaD data does not change the WMAP-only pre-
In order to find the decorrelation pivot-point, we have fol- fer,{l%?engﬁg{]ixaclgfnbgtriss'g]ptlg ttlggt\(/avnMsgllf tg%ﬁg%wh analy-
lowed the analysis of Cortés et al. (2007) who describe atech _. Dunk I 50( 9 liahtly diff y
nique to fit MCMC chains for the decorrelation scale. They sis (Dunkley et gl 2009), we recover slightly different mea
found a decorrelation scale & = 0.017 Mpc? using the values forr and more significantly different values fag.
WMAP 3-vr dat t R t'_ hei P Ivsi 9 h This is due to the different reionization model used in the
yrdata set. epeating thelr analysis using the ater version of the CAMB software which we have used. We
WMAP 5-yr data, we find = 0.013 Mpc™. For simplic- e in passing that the majority of the constraining power

ity, we choose to present our constraintsépandns at this i the QUaD data comes from the measurements of the po-
decorrelation scale for all of the models and dataset combin |5yization power spectra as found with our previous analysi
tions which we have investigated. (Castro et al. 2009).

For models including a possible tensor component, we still ) )
quote our constraints ads andns at k¥ = 0.013 Mpc? but 7.4. Running spectral index model
for the tensor-to-scalar ratio, we use a tensor pivot-point of The 1D and 2D marginalized constraints on our base pa-
K =0.002 Mpc?. We do not attempt to remap our constraints rameters for the running spectral index model, as obtained
onr to a more optimal pivot-point since the only meaningful from our WMAP + QUaD runs are shown in Figurg 15 along
data contributing to a constraint oris the WMAP tempera-  with the constraints using only the WMAP data. The recov-
ture power spectrum on very large scales (for which, a tensorered parameter values and their uncertainties are listéd-in
pivot-point ofk! =0.002 Mpc? is appropriate). Note also that  ble[4.
for these models, we enforce both the first and second infla- The impact of QUaD data is greater for this model —
tion consistency equations (elg. Lidsey et al. 19973 :—8n; the QUaD data adds significantly to the constraint$Xgh?,
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FiG. 14.— 1D likelihood distribution for our base MCMC paranstéor
the basic 6-parametéfCDM model. The constraint on the scalar amplitude
is presented at a pivot-point &f = 0.013 Mpc™t.

n

Qch?, 6, andny,, reducing the marginalized 1D errors on

these parameters by up to 20%. Adding both the QUaD and
ACBAR data has an even greater impact, reducing the errors
on these parameters by up to a third compared to the WMAP-

only uncertainties. Of particular interest are the comstsa

in the ns — Ny plane since many theories of inflation predict
both a deviation fronms = 1 and/or a small negative running.
Constraints from the WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD combina-
tion are shown in the left hand panel of Figliré 16, together
with the constraints from WMAP alone. Our 1D marginal-

ized constraint on the running from the combined data set

iS Nrun = 0.046+ 0.021, 220 away from theny,, = 0 model.

Adding the LSS data to the mix improves the constraints even

further, in our analysis tightening therlerror onny, from

0.021 to 0.018. The significance of a non-zero running is also@ ténsor contribution the

reduced on addition of the LSS data.

Comparing Table$]3 anfl 4, we see also that the 1D
marginalized constraint on the spectral indexis not weak-
ened by allowing a non-zero running. This is due to our use of
the decorrelation pivot-scale as described in SetidnTh2.
results also show that the constraintsmrobtained for the
standard 6-parameté&rCDM model are robust to marginal-
ization over a possible running. For example, with the WMAP
+ ACBAR + QUaD combination, the constraint ag goes
from ns = 0.96240.013 tons = 0.9654- 0.013 when we al-
low for a possible non-zero running. For comparison, if in-
stead, we use the WMAP-preferred pivot-poik} € 0.002
Mpc™?), the marginalized 1D constraint on is degraded to
ns = 0.962+ 0.019 in the presence of running.

Hints of a negative running in the spectral index have been
observed in previous CMB analyses (e.9. Dunkley &t al.|2009;
Reichardt et al. 2009). With the addition of the new QUaD
data, this suggestion of a negative running not only pexsist
but is strengthened. We do, however, stress that the conhbine
result shown in the left hand panel of Hig] 16 is still coresist
with zero running at the 3 level. Nevertheless, it is worth
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examining the implications for inflation models if the rungi
was as large and as negative as the best-fit value returmad fro
our analysis of the combined CMB data set. In this respect,
Malquarti et al.|(2004) have pointed out that an observed run
ning of nyy, < —0.02 would effectively rule out large field in-
flation models. More generally, Easther & Peiris (2006) have
demonstrated that for a large negative running, single field
slow roll inflation models will last less than 30 e-folds af-
ter entering the horizon. This amount of inflation is insuffi-
cient if inflation happened at the GUT scale. Consequently,
an observation ofyy, ~ —0.05 would require inflation the-
ory to move beyond the simplest models, e.g. by considering
multiple fields and/or modifications to the slow-roll formal
ism (e.g.Chung et al. 2003; Makarov 2005; Ballesteroslet al.
2006).

7.5. Tensor modes

Our constraints for thd CDM model including a possible
tensor component are listed in Table 5 in terms of the mean
recovered parameter values and their uncertaintiest, o
quote the 95% one-tail upper limit since as expected, no de-
tection of tensors is made. For our WMAP-only analysis, we
recover a slightly weaker limit (< 0.48) than that obtained by
the WMAP team themselves € 0.43;Dunkley et al. 2009).
Adding either the ACBAR or QUaD data, this is reduced to
r < 0.40.

The WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD combination produces a
constraint on tensor modes pf< 0.33, the strongest from
the CMB alone to date. Note that this constraint does not
come from our upper limits on tH@B spectrum. It is, in fact,
driven by a preference of the small-scale data (particuthd
QUaDEE andT E data) for a somewhat lower spectral index
compared to that preferred by WMAP alone — a lowgal-
lows more of the large-scaleT power observed by WMAP
to come from scalar perturbations and therefore the maximum
allowed tensor contribution is reduced. Our CMB-only con-
straints in the—ns plane are plotted in the right-hand panel of
Figure[16.

7.6. Running spectral index and tensor modes

When we allow for both a running in the spectral incad
constraints weaken consideraduly
sus either on their own. In the left-hand panel of Fidurk 17,
for the WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD combination, we plot con-
straints in then,y,,—ns plane with and without marginalization
over a possible tensor component. The right panel of this
figure shows the corresponding constraints inrth® plane
with and without marginalization over a possible running in
the spectral index. For this model, the addition of QUaD
and ACBAR data still improves the constraints in the spec-
tral index running (and indeed, still strongly suggests alkm
negative running) but the constraints in thes plane in the
presence of running do not improve on the WMAP-only re-
sult. This degradation in the constraintsowhen we allow

for a running in the spectral index is further demonstrated i
Table[® where we quote the 1D marginalized constraints on
the parametersr, ns, nyyn}+ for the tensors-only, running-only
and tensors + running models. In this table, we present the
results for the WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD combination and
for the case where we add in the SDSS LRG data.

9 Repeating our MCMC analysis using the pre-March 2008 versib
CAMB and adopting WMAP's choice of both scalar and tensooppoints,
we recover a result consistent with the WMAP analysis.
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TABLE 4
PARAMETER CONSTRAINTS FOR THE RUNNING SPECTRAL INDEX MODEL

WMAP WMAP+ACBAR WMAP+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+Q@D+SDSS

Q h2 0.0221+0.0009 0.0221+0.0007 0.02190-0.0007 0.02190-0.0006 0.02231-0,0006
Q:hz 01160888° 120088 011708887 0.1200868° 0.11770862°
0 10309008% 104148888 4 030980 104098888 104135882
r 000300 0005887 o oosD8HE 0.096:3088° 0.006:3088°
e 031 00% ).040°0.023 ).038°0.024 0460021 ) 0280018
TS S o Slgw Ssgae
Q N 070:888 069188? 070:888 069;882 0. 7418:8‘21
A ; _4900 8 : _000154 2 _000154 , _OOOES : _Ooofl
Age 1381018 13781 13827914 1382073 187251
Qm 03079 03170 0.307 0317 0.2690
o8 0 81+8:82 0 83+88§ o) 81+8:82 o) 834-88\53 0 79+88%
11248 11448 11418 117 1124%
Zre o a AT ik 27
Ho 689&5% 6840ﬁ§f§ 68. stéfg 6745ﬁ§f§ 71.4jf§

Note. — The pivot point used fors andns is kS = 0.013 Mpc?.

7.7. Constraints on parity violation spectra and do not assume a cosmological model fdg Eher
In the preceding sections, we used the QUEDEE, TE TE signals. For details of our estimator and analysis (which
andBBspectra to constrain the parameters of stand&BM has not changed since our previous work), we refer the reader

models and its usual extensions. For that analysis, we didi©Wueta!.(2009). .
not use our measurements of the cross-polarization spectru Ve apply the estimator to the real QUab data and assign
(EB) or the correlation of temperature wi-modes T B), error-bars due to random noise and sample variance by pro-
since these spectra are expected to vanish in a universa whicC€SSing the suite of simulations containing both signal and
respects parity conservation (which the above models do). | N0iSe through the analysis. The result is shown in Figure 18
this section, we use these two spectra (along withitigE E ~~ Where we plot both the results from simulations and from the
andBB measurements) to constrain a possible parity violation €@l data. Note that our simulations contain no parity \iola

signal on cosmological scales. In the presence of parity vio "9 Signals and so should scatter about zero, which they do.

lating interactions, a rotation in the polarization difentof Ve take the scatter in the results from the simulations as our
CMB photons will be induced as they propagate from the sur- random error. Adding in the systematic error, our final resul
face of last scattering. If parity violating effects are g@pt

on cosmological scales, there will therefore be a net local - i

rotation of the observed Stokes paramet&@sandU in the Aa=0.64:-0.50 (random;t 0.50 (systematic)  (27)
measured polarization map. This will mi and B modes The random error has been reducedb80% with respect to
resulting in non-zero expectations for th& and EB power our previous analysis in line with expectations.

spectra. Parametrizing the parity violation effect withoa r Our result can be compared to the limits obtained from the
tation angle A«, the expectation values for theB andEB WMAP 5-year datafAa = -1.7+ 2.1; |[Komatsu et al. 2009)
spectra in terms of the cosmologiCaE andEE spectra are  or to the limits obtained from the combination of the WMAP

given by: 5-year data and the BO3 resuliad¢ = -2.6 + 1.9; [Xia et al.
TB_ ~TE 2008). We note that both of these quoted results include ran-
C;”=C;"sin(2Aq) (24)  domerrors only and do not include estimates of the systemati
1 . errors on the WMAP and B03 polarization calibration angles.
CEB= ZCEEsin(4Aa). (25) b J

Even when we include this systematic uncertainty for QUaD,

2 : > ;
N ] ] ] our result is clearly a marked improvement over these previ-
In addition, assuming that primordial and leng&dhodes are  oys analyses.

negligible (which is an excellent assumption given our sens

tivity), the expectation value for tH8B spectrum is 7.8. Limits on the lensed B-mode signal

CEB =CEEsin2(2Aa). (26) Although QUaD has not made any detectionBsfnodes,
) ) it is the most sensitive small-scale CMB polarization ekper
We used our previous results to place a constrainhaf= ment to date. We can therefore place the leading upper limit

0.53°+0.82° £ 0.50° (Wu et al. 2009) where the two quoted on the presence of a small sc@emode signal. The signal
uncertainties are the random and systematic components resxpected to dominate on the scales at which QUaD is sensi-
spectively:® tive is that induced by gravitational lensing Bfmodes by
Here, we repeat this analysis with our new measurementsintervening large scale structure. As well as measuring cos
The analysis is model-independent in the sense that we conmologicalB-modes from inflation, future polarization experi-
struct our estimator foAa in terms of the observed power ments will target this lensing signal from which useful info
mation can be gained on dark energy and massive neutrinos
e Ao of o s maton oo e Syesomves experman. s (€:g/Kaplinghat etal. 2003; Smith ef al. 2006).
described in_Wu et aIP(ZODQ), we are confidentyin our calitfrato at Iéast Assuming a smgle flat band power betweer 200 and

05°. ¢ = 2000, we findé(¢ +1)CEB/2r = 0.17+ 0.17uK? with a
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FiG. 15.— 1D and 2D likelihood distributions recovered for ttesé MCMC parameters for teCDM model extended to include a possible running in the
scalar spectral index. The constraintsrgrandAs are shown for the decorrelation pivot-pointkf= 0.013 Mpc™. In the 2D panels, we indicate the regions of
parameter space which enclose 68% and 95% of the likelihedldeainner and outer contours respectively. The resulthéWMAP + QUaD combination are
shown over-plotted on the WMAP-only results. Adding the QUitata tightens the constraints gh?2, Qch2, nun andé by up to 20%.

95% upper limit of 057 K2, The errors quoted are estimated 170< ¢ < 400 rather than the nominal 260/ < 2000 range.
from the scatter in the results obtained from the suite ofisim Although our 2= upper limits are an order of magnitude
lations containing both signal and noise. For comparidum, t larger than the expecteACDM signal, they are, in turn,
ACDM expectation value for this band power i£88;:K2. roughly an order of magnitude better than previously regabrt
Alternatively, assuming th& CDM shape for the lensing sig-  limits on the amplitude of th8-mode signal in this angular
nal, and simply fitting for its amplitude betweér 200 and scale range.
£=2000, our constraint on the amplitddés 2.5+ 4.5 with a
95% upper limit of 125. 8. CONCLUSIONS

Note that although we have used all of @B band powers We have presented a re-analysis of the final dataset from the
to obtain the above constraints, the window function of our QuaD experiment, a CMB polarimeter which observed the
estimator is strongly skewed towards lower multipoles wher CMB at 100 and 150 GHz from the South Pole between 2005
the band power uncertainties are much smaller. The eftectiv and 2007. A major part of this re-analysis was the develop-
range of multipoles to which our upper limits apply is, inttac  ment of a new technique for removing ground contamination
from the data. The ground signal seen in QUaD data is polar-
ized and, if not removed, contaminates all of the CMB power
spectrum measurements. Our new procedure, which is based

11 Our normalization convention is such that the amplitudeheflensed
B-mode signal in the concordandéCDM model is unity.
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TABLES
PARAMETER CONSTRAINTS INCLUDING A POSSIBLE TENSOR COMPONEN
WMAP WMAP+ACBAR WMAP+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+QUaD WMAP+ACBAR+QB@D+SDSS
[¢) h2 040233—0.0008 040234+0.0007 0'0232-0,0007 040231+0.0006 0'022g0,0006
QShZ 0. 104:8.'8898 0. 106:8.'8897 0. 103:8f8897 0. 105:8.'8886 0. 107:8f8826
Ns 0.990:8:8%‘% 0.986:8:8%2 0.982:8:8%§ 0.978:8:8%5% 0.973:8:8%§
- - - Sastl
r <048 (95%c.l.) <0.40(95%c.l.) < 0.40 (95%c.l.) < 0.33(95%c.l.) < 0.27 (95% c.l.)
0783 0779 0783 0779 07632
Age 1352918 13517918 13.57fg-13§ 1357013 13.61’:8-121
Qm 022%% 02$§§ 022%% 02$§§ 02{%%1
g8 0.77%5 04 0.78% 04 0.76% 4 0.7875 03 078:01032
Ze 10.5%;% 10.5%;% 10.5%;% 1044%1 10.3ti;g
Ho 758738 752537 755737 748731 73879
Note. — The pivot point used fors is k¥ = 0.013 Mpc* while the pivot point used for the tensor-to-scalar ratiis
K =0.002 Mpc™.
® WMAP @ WMAP @® With tensors @® With running
0 @® + ACBAR + QUaD @® + ACBAR + QUaD 0 @® Without tensors @ Without running
St _ @ L 4 oL _ @ L 4
5] i 5] i
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FIG. 16.— Left panel: 68% and 95% confidence regions inrik@wun
plane, marginalised over all other parameters, for the WMARCBAR +
QUaD combination as compared to those obtained from WMAReald he
constraints are shown for a pivot-pointk§f= 0.013 Mpc™. No tensor com-
ponent was allowed for either set of constraints. The caim# tighten by
about one third. The mean recovered values also shift fuetivay from the
simple {ns,nrun} = {1,0} model. Right panel: Marginalized constraints on
the inflation parameters,andns from WMAP data alone and adding in the
ACBAR and QUaD datasets. No running in the spectral index allasved
for these fits and the tensor-to-scalar ratidgs presented for a tensor pivot-
point of k. = 0.002 Mpc?. Once again, the inner and outer contours indicate
the regions of parameter space enclosing 68% and 95% ofkéladod re-
spectively. The 95% upper limit onis reduced front < 0.48 tor < 0.33.
This constraint is driven by the preference of the additiatatasets for a
lower spectral index than is recovered from the WMAP data®own.

TABLE 6
CONSTRAINTS ON INFLATIONARY PARAMETERS

Parameter Tensors Running Tensors + Running
CMB only:

r <0.33(95% c.l.) <0.60 (95% c.l.)
dns/dInk -0.0460021 0063002

s 097893 0965905  0oordiE

CMB + LSS:

r <0.27 (95% c.l.) <0.61 (95% c.l.)
dns/dInk -0.0289018 00529923

s 097390t 096738  090gdl

0.95 1 1.05

D g

FIG. 17.— Left panel: Constraints are shown (as 68% and 95% cardea
regions) in theyn—s plane with and without marginalization over a possible
tensor component. These fits are for the WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD com
bination. Allowing a non-zero tensor component weakenscthgstraints
considerably. However, the addition of both QUaD and ACBARMMAP
still favors a small negative running. Right panel: The 68% 85% central
confidence regions in thens plane (for WMAP + ACBAR + QUaD) with
and without marginalization over a possible running in thecsral index.
Allowing the spectral index to run degrades the constramtich an extent
that the addition of QUaD and/or ACBAR data yields no improeat over
the WMAP-only constraintsns is evaluated ak$ = 0.013 Mpc? (for both

panels) and is evaluated ak! = 0.002 Mpct.

on constructing, and subsequently subtracting, templates
the ground signal has allowed us to reconstruct maps df the

Q andU Stokes parameters over the full sky area. Although
the method is not entirely lossless, it provides, on average
30% increase in the precision of the power spectra compared
to our previous analysis which used field-differencing to re
move the ground.

Through further detailed analysis of calibration data, we
have also significantly improved our understanding of the
QUaD beams. We have implemented new beam models
which explicitly incorporate the effects of sidelobesuléag
in an increase of 10% in the amplitude of our power spec-
tra measurements for multipolés> 700. The shift in power
is most relevant for our higlitemperature power spectrum
measurements where the signal-to-noise is high.

We have presented results using our two independent anal-
ysis pipelines. Though there are significant differencekén
approach between the two pipelines, the final results agree
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: to include a possible tensor component, we find that the addi-
| tion of both ACBAR and QUaD data reduces the upper limit

| on the tensor-to-scalar ratio from< 0.48 tor < 0.33 (95%

! c.l.). This is the strongest limit to date on tensors from the
l CMB alone. The improvement is driven by a tendency of the

; QUabD data to prefer a somewhat smaller spectral index than
| g is inferred from WMAP data alone.
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

40

We have used our measurements of Tizand EB power
spectra to put constraints on possible parity-violatirtgriac-
tions on cosmological scales. Following our previous asialy

No. of sims

(Wu et al! 2009), we constrain the rotation angle due to such a
Lm ] possible “cosmological birefringence” to bes@° + 0.50° +

| 0.50° where the errors quoted are the random and system-
L — atic contributions. Our result is equivalent to a constraim

isotropic Lorentz-violating interactions &), < 1.5 x 1043

FiG. 18.— Constraint ible parity violation interauti Gev (68%c ).
IG. 18.— Constraints on possible parity violation interagsi®n cosmo- ; i
logical scales, parametrized in terms of the parity viokatiotation angle, Fma”y' we have placed an upper limit on the strength of

Aa. The histogram shows the estimates’of as measured from our suite  th€ lensingB-mode signal using our measurements oftze
of signal + noise simulations. The vertical red line shalus as measured ~ power spectrum. Assuming the concordand@DM shape

from the real QUaD data. The full and dashed blue lines shews&% and for lensingB-modes, we constrain its amplitude (where the
a5% confidence regions abouit the central value as estimatetihe scatter hormalization is such that théCDM model has amplitude
i _ ~=1) to be 25+ 4.5 with a 95% upper limit of 12.5. Alter-

very well. Testing the power spectra against the best-fit natively, assuming a single flat band power far 200 we
ACDM model to the WMAP 5-year data, we find good agree- find a 95% upper limit of/(¢ + 1)CBB/27 < 0.57uK? for the
ment. Our measurements of tRemode polarization spec-  amplitude ofB-modes.
trum, and of the cross-correlation between Exenodes and
the CMB temperature field, are the most precise at multipoles
¢ > 200 to date. Our measurement of the temperature power
spectrum at > 1000 is among the best constraints on temper-  QUabD is funded by the National Science Foundation in the
ature anisotropies on small angular scales and is comygetiti USA, through grants ANT-0338138, ANT-0338335 & ANT-
with the final ACBAR result{(Reichardt etfal. 2009). 0338238, by the Science and Technology Facilities Coun-

We have subjected our results to the same set of rigorous:il (STFC) in the UK and by the Science Foundation Ire-
jackknife tests for systematic effects as was performedim o land. The BOOMERanG collaboration kindly allowed the
previous analysis_(Pryke etlal. 2009). We find no evidence use of their CMB maps for our calibration purposes. PGC ac-
for residual systematic effects in our polarization maps. A knowledges funding from the Portuguese FCT. SEC acknowl-
though formally, many of ouf T jackknife tests fail, the in-  edges support from a Stanford Terman Fellowship. JRH ac-
ferred levels of residual systematics are negligible coega knowledges the support of an NSF Graduate Research Fel-
to our sample-variance driven error bars. Moreover, thg ver |owship, a Stanford Graduate Fellowship and a NASA Post-
small level of power seen in our frequency difference maps doctoral Fellowship. YM acknowledges support from a SUPA
and power spectra indicate that foreground contaminasion i Prize studentship. CP acknowledges partial support fram th
also negligible compared to our uncertainties. Kavli Institute for Cosmological Physics through the grant

We have used our power spectra measurements, in combiNSF PHY-0114422. EYW acknowledges receipt of an ND-
nation with the WMAP 5-year results and the ACBAR results SEG fellowship. MZ acknowledges support from a NASA
to place constraints on the parameters of cosmological mod-Postdoctoral Fellowship. Part of the analysis described in
els. For the standard 6-paramefs€DM model, the QUaD this paper was carried out on the University of Cambridge’s
data adds only marginally to the constraints obtained fltent  distributed computing facility, CAMGRID. We acknowl-
WMAP data alone. The impact of the QUaD data is greater edge the use of the FFTW (Frigo & Johnson 2005), CAMB
in a model extended to include a running in the spectral in- (Lewis et al.[ 2000), CosmoMC _(Lewis & Bridle 2002) and
dex, reducing the uncertainties @¢,h?, Q.h?, § andny, by HEALPix (Gorski et all. 2005) packages. We acknowledge the
up to 20%. The addition of both QUaD and ACBAR data is use of the Legacy Archive for Microwave Background Data
more powerful still, improving the constraints on theserfou Analysis (LAMBDA). Support for LAMBDA is provided by
parameters by up to one third. FoA&DM model extended the NASA Office of Space Science.
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APPENDIX

A. BEAM UNCERTAINTIES

As described in Sectidd 4, our new beam models involve efttiErg the QUaD physical optics (PO) beam models to QSO
data (Pipeline 1) or measuring the sidelobes directly froBOQnaps under the assumption that the sidelobes are azityputha
symmetric (Pipeline 2). Although the predicted radiallgeged beam profiles from both of these approaches appeatth m
the data very well, the fits are not perfect and are subjeat tongertainty in the sidelobe levels. There is also an uatgyton
the width of the main lobe, dominated by small temperatgpethdent variations. Based on the fluctuations in the bealtsvi
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F1G. 19.— Fractional uncertainties on our beam transfer fonsti The dashed curves show the errors due to the 2.5% Lingeitethe width of the main lobe
beams. The dotted curves show the sidelobe uncertaintétharfull curves show the total uncertainties. The corradpw curves for the combined spectra
are similar to the 150 GHz curves shown in red. At 150 GHz, tieettainty in the level of the sidelobes dominates the beacertainty for the fulll-range
presented in this paper.

seen in our “rowcal” daf&, we estimate the remaining uncertainty on the main lobetwtimibe 2.5% of the effective FWHMSs of
5.2 and 3.8 arcmin at 100 GHz and 150 GHz respectively. Werothta uncertainty on the level of our sidelobes from thersrro
returned from fitting our PO simulations to the QSO obseovettin Pipeline 1.

To propagate these errors onto uncertainties in the trafsfetions of Sectiof 613, for the error in the main lobe, \ivey
note that the effect of a fractional errérin the FWHM of a Gaussian beam is well approximated by

AB; 2052
= - explop(6°+20)0(¢+1)] - 1, (A1)

4
whereoy, = Orpwnm/v8In2 is the beam width. For the errors in the sidelobes, we tiag minimum and maximum sidelobe levels
as returned from the fits of the PO models to the data, coadekthdting beam models across detectors and radially az¢oag
produce the minimum and maximum allowed radial profi(), for each frequency. Taking the Legendre transform ofaghes
profiles,

B, =2r / B(0)P, cos@)dcos@), (A2)
we estimate the error in our beam transfer functions duedaitcertainty in the sidelobes as
AB% = Brznaxé - Brznin.,f : (A‘?’)

We take the quadrature sum of the errors due to the main labsidelobe uncertainties to be the final error. These unoégsa
are shown in Figure_19 along with the quadrature sum. Sinceamubined spectra are dominated by the 150 GHz channel, the
curves for the combined spectra are approximately the sartteed 50 GHz curves.

B. ABSOLUTE CALIBRATION UNCERTAINTY

As described in Sectio] 5, our calibration is performed kiinig the ratio of cross-spectra between the QUaD and B03
temperature maps. This process is subject to several anuers.

Firstly, there is a statistical error in the calibration@apredominantly due to noise in the BO3 maps. To estimaseettior,
we perform Monte-Carlo simulations of the absolute catibraprocess. Assuming white noise and @DM power spectrum,
we use the BO3 hit-maps along with their stated sensit&itieproduce simulations of the BO3 maps. We do the same tbing f
QUab and apply a knownK — V calibration to the simulated QUaD maps. Each pair of simadanaps is then passed through
the absolute calibration analysis. The scatter in the iitn factors recovered from these simulations is 0.6%vesmthke this
as the statistical uncertainty in our calibration.

Our calibration ratio as a function of multipole is not petfg flat but fluctuates about a mean value. Although someisf th
scatter will be due to noise (which is included in our estenaitthe statistical error), we conservatively also incltide scatter,
which we measure to be 1.1%, in our error budget. In additimhave also performed the calibration analysis using eéch o
the jackknife splits described in Sectionl6.5. Althoughgbatter found in the recovered calibration numbers do micate any
significant inconsistencies, we also include this scatterir error budget.

12 These calibration data consisted of scanning each row efgim the focal plane across the bright Hil region, RCW38wad: taken daily throughout the
QUaD observations. Although RCW38 is not a true point squteefluctuations in the per-channel beam widths put a tighstaint on temperature dependent
seasonal fluctuations in our main lobe beams.
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TABLE 7
ABSOLUTE CALIBRATION UNCERTAINTIES FORQUAD
Source Uncertainty(%)
Statistical error in calibration ratio 0.60
¢-dependence of calibration ratio 1.10
Uncertainty in BO3B, 1.10
Uncertainty in QUalB, 0.75
Pointing uncertainty 1.62
Internal consistency (jackknifes) 1.20
BO3 calibration error 2.00
Total uncertainty 3.38

To propagate the errors in the B0O3 and QUaD beam transfetifunsconto our calibration, we repeat the analysis but vhith t
beam functions shifted by their quoted errors. Doing thisefach of the BO3 and QUaD beams, we take the resulting shifts i
the calibration numbers as the error due to uncertaintydrbams. We find a 1.1% shift due to the uncertainty in the Baébe
function and a 0.75% shift due to the uncertainty in QUaDarbe

A further source of error is the relative pointing uncertainetween the QUabD and BO3 maps. There is a clear pointisgoff
seen between the QUaD and B03 maps and so we have shifted3hmed&® before performing the calibration analysis. We find
the appropriate shift (which we model as a simple shift in RaAd Dec) by fitting for it in map-space. To quantify the error
we repeat the analysis with the BO3 maps shifted (away frarb#st fit) according to the errors returned from our mapbase
fit. Applying the shift in a number of different directiongé eight compass points), we find the maximum shift in theltiagu
calibration factor is 1.6%. We take this number as our ervert the BO3/QUaD relative pointing uncertainty.

Finally, QUaD also inherits the stated uncertainty in th&B@alibration which is 2% (Masi et al. 2006). We add this anchea
of the errors derived above in quadrature to arrive at out Gakbration uncertainty of 3.4%. Our absolute calibrat@rror
budget is summarized in Talile 7.
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