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Abstract. We derive an estimator for the lensing potential from galaxy number counts which contains
a linear and a quadratic term. We show that this estimator has a much larger signal-to-noise ratio
than the corresponding estimator from intensity mapping. We show that this is due to the additional
lensing term in the number count angular power spectrum which is present already at linear order.
We estimate the signal-to-noise ratio for future photometric surveys. We find that particularly at high
redshifts, z Á 1.5, the signal to noise ratio can become of order 30. We therefore claim that number
counts in photometric surveys are an excellent means to measure tomographic lensing spectra.
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1 Introduction

Light coming to us from far away sources is deflected by the intervening gravitational field due to
cosmic structure. In the regime of weak lensing, to first order in the cosmological perturbations, this
can be described by the lensing potential

φpn, zq “ ´

ż rpzq

0

dr
rpzq ´ r

rpzqr
rΦp´rn, t0 ´ rq `Ψp´rn, t0 ´ rqs . (1.1)

Here Φ and Ψ are the Bardeen potentials, rpzq is the comoving distance out to redshift z and t “ t0´r is
conformal time along the light path. We neglect possible contributions from tensor perturbations, i.e.
gravitational waves, as well as from vector perturbations since they are generally small [1, 2]. For non-
relativistic matter and a cosmological constant the two Bardeen potentials are equal and correspond
to the Newtonian gravitational potential. Light from a source at redshift z, seen in direction ´n is
coming to us from the angular position n`∇φpn, zq, where ∇ denotes the 2D gradient on the unit
sphere and ∇φpn, zq is the deflection angle.

The shear γ, given by the traceless part of the second derivatives of φ, can be measured via weak
lensing of galaxy shapes [3], see [4–6] for recent observational results. However, shear measurements
are plagued by intrinsic alignment as a serious systematic effect [7, 8], and it would be very useful
to have a second, alternative measurement of the lensing potential at different redshifts. So far, it
has been shown that galaxy surveys can be used to measure the correlation function xφpn, zqδpn1, z1qy
where δ denotes the density contrast (relative matter overdensity) and z1 ă z [9].

An alternative approach is to apply quadratic estimators to observations of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) radiation [10–12]. This method has been very successfully used to reconstruct
maps of the lensing potential out to the CMB redshift, i.e., φpn, zdecq, zdec » 1060, see [13, 14].
From the distribution of galaxies, it should be possible to similarly measure φpn, zq for many different
redshifts from z „ 0 up to z „ 5, or even higher using intensity mapping (IM), which is affected by
lensing at second order, like the CMB [15].

In this paper we extend the idea of a quadratic estimator to galaxy number counts. We derive
an estimator for galaxy number counts which contains also a linear term, as number counts are
affected by lensing already at linear order. Furthermore, the quadratic part contains an additional
term which, as we shall see, is positive definite and therefore typically larger than the quadratic term
which is also present in intensity mapping. We compare our estimator with the one for intensity
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mapping and discuss its applicability to planned galaxy surveys. We obtain promising results for
the expected signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) for the next generation of large photometric galaxy surveys.
We consider specifically two photometric survey scenarios: (i) a 15’000 square-degree survey with a
limiting magnitudes of 27 and 25, based on the specifications for the Legacy Survey of Space and
Time that is planned for the Vera C. Rubin observatory [16] and that we will denote as ‘LSST-like’,
and (ii) a 15’000 square-degree photometric survey with limiting depth of 24 modeled on the ESA
Euclid satellite mission [17], that we will call ‘Euclid-like’ in the following sections. For these two
scenarios we predict a total SNR of about 38 for each of the surveys considered. Therefore, near-future
galaxy number count observations will provide an excellent means to measure the lensing potential
tomographically, in a way that is complementary to cosmic shear surveys.

In the next section we derive the estimator for galaxy number counts. We then compare our
result with the one for intensity mapping in Section 3. In Section 4 we estimate the signal to noise for
the above-mentioned experimental situations and in Section 5 we conclude. Some detailed derivations
are deferred to appendices.

2 An estimator for the lensing potential from galaxy number counts

Let us first introduce the general philosophy of an estimator: We consider a stochastic observable X
at redshift z which is affected at first and second order by the lensing potential. We consider terms
linear in the lensing potential multiplied or not with the unlensed signal which is denoted by X̃.
We assume that terms quadratic in the lensing potential can be neglected. We work in the flat sky
approximation which is sufficiently accurate if we assume that our survey has small angular extent
and can be considered at a fixed direction far away at roughly fixed redshift z. A point rpzqn on our
survey can then be denoted by rpzqn » rpzqpe` xq where x is a small (dimensionless) vector normal
to the mean direction e of our survey. At the end we shall integrate over the finite thickness of our
redshift bin.

We denote the (unitary) Fourier transform of our variable by

X̃p`, zq “

ż

d2x

2π
X̃px, zq exppix ¨ `q .

Statistical isotropy and homogeneity imply1

xX̃p`, zqX̃p`1, z1qy “ δp`` `1qC̃`pz, z
1q . (2.1)

Here X̃ is the unlensed variable. In this section we mainly consider equal redshifts, z “ z1, but the
generalization to unequal redshifts (cross-correlations) is straight forward.

In ` space weak lensing generically affects X through a linear term and a convolution with some
kernel KX which depends on the variable X we consider, such that

Xp`, zq “ X̃p`, zq ` gXp`, zqφp`, zq `

ż

d2`1

2π
KXp`

1, `, zqX̃p`1, zqφp`´ `1, zq `Opφ2q . (2.2)

The convolution in (2.2) is simply the generic form of a product in real space, combined with deriva-
tives which determine the form of KX . We also assume that KX is parity symmetric, KXp`

1, `q “
KXp´`

1,´`q. There will in general also be higher order terms (in φ) which we neglect in our approach.
We assume lensing to be weak and to have a small impact on our variable X. The second term, linear
in φ, is not present in the CMB and intensity mapping. Here gXp`, zq is some generic, deterministic
function of the Fourier mode ` and redshift z, we shall specify it for galaxy number counts below.
Eq. (2.2) implies that for fixed φ, the expectation value of X no longer vanishes but is offset by the
presence of φ.

We now introduce the function fX as

fXp`1, `2, zq “ KXp´`1, `2, zqC̃`1pzq `KXp´`2, `1, zqC̃`2pzq (2.3)

1We use CLASS [18, 19] (http://class-code.net/) to compute spectra except where we say otherwise.
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By definition fXp`1, `2, zq “ fXp`2, `1, zq. We define the expectation value x ¨ ¨ ¨ yφ as an ensemble
average only over X, at fixed lensing potential φ. This makes sense only if φ is (nearly) uncorrelated
with the stochastic variable X. For sufficiently high redshifts this is usually a good approximation
as the lensing kernel peaks roughly in the middle between 0 and rpzq. It is straightforward to verify
that, considering φ fixed and taking an expectation value over X, neglecting terms quadratic in φ, we
obtain (for L ‰ 0)

xXpLqyφ “ gXpL, zqφpLq , (2.4)

xXp`qXpL´ `qyφ “
1

2π
fXp`,L´ `qφpLq . (2.5)

As the expectation value of X̃ vanishes, the offset gXp`, zqφp`, zq does not contribute to (2.5). We can
now derive an estimator for φpLq which combines the linear and the quadratic terms in X to which
φ contributes. It is given by

φ̂XpL, zq “ AXpL, zqNXpL, zq

ż

d2`

2π
Xp`, zqXpL´ `, zqFXp`,L´ `, zq

`p1´AXpL, zqq
XpL, zq

gXpL, zq
(2.6)

with

FXp`1, `2, zq “
fXp`1, `2, zq

2C`1pzqC`2pzq
, (2.7)

NXpL, zq “

„
ż

d2`

p2πq2
fXp`,L´ `, zqFXp`,L´ `, zq

´1

, (2.8)

AXpL, zq “
CLpzq

gXpL, zq2NXpL, zq ` CLpzq
. (2.9)

By construction xφ̂XpL, zqyφ “ φpL, zq. Here we choose FX and NX such that the quadratic part
of the estimator is unbiased and has minimum variance and we can see that NX is the noise of the
quadratic term. Note that when ensemble averaging also over φ, we of course obtain xφ̂XpLqy “ 0.
Also, for reasons of statistical isotropy, FXp`,L ´ `q and fXp`,L ´ `q depend on directions only via
` ¨ L. Therefore, NX does not depend on the direction of L. The factor AX is chosen to minimize
the variance of φ̂, see Appendix A for details. We have assumed that the φ power spectrum, which
is quadratic in φ, is smaller than both, CL and NX and can be neglected in these expressions. We
see, not surprisingly, that if NX is large, AX is small and more weight is given to the linear term,
while if CL{g

2
X is much larger than NX , the noise of the linear term dominates and AXpL, zq is close

to 1. Note that while the C̃`’s appearing in fX are the theoretical spectra neglecting lensing, those
appearing in FX are the measured C`’s, including both, lensing and noise. The total noise from the
combined linear and quadratic terms then becomes

N
ptotq
X pL, zq “

CLpzqNXpL, zq

CLpzq ` g2
XpL, zqNXpL, zq

. (2.10)

A self-contained derivation of this expression is presented in detail in Appendix A; it can also be
obtained directly using linear response on the likelihood function for a modulated Gaussian signal as
discussed in Appendix B. There we compare this noise with the one for a toy simulation generating a
galaxy catalog by Poisson sampling a Gaussian galaxy density field generated from spectra calculated
with CAMB2 [20]. The agreement is excellent.

In the limit gX Ñ 0 we recover the quadratic noise, NX , while in the limit of very large gX the

noise tends to N
ptotq
X pLq Ñ CL{g

2
XpLq.

Up to the new linear term which is not present in previous derivations, this procedure has been
successfully applied to the CMB temperature fluctuations and polarisation [14, 21] and has recently

2http://camb.info
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also been proposed for intensity mapping [15]. In this work we extend it to galaxy number counts.
We shall find that the first order term which leads to a combination of linear and quadratic estimator
is very important and significantly improves the signal to noise ratio.

We now apply this formalism to galaxy number counts. Neglecting large scale relativistic effects
which are relevant only at very large scales, the number counts at first order in perturbation theory
are given by [22, 23]

∆gpz,nq “ bgpzqδ ´H´1n∇pn ¨Vq ´ p2´ 5spzqqκpz,nq “ ∆̃gpz,nq ´ p2´ 5spzqqκpz,nq . (2.11)

The first two terms are the density fluctuation and the redshift space distortion (RSD) which we
collect as ∆̃g or ∆std

g as they are also called the ‘standard terms’. The third term is proportional to
the convergence,

κpz,nq “ ´
1

2
∆2φpz,nq , (2.12)

where ∆2 denotes the 2D Laplacian on the sphere. The term 2 in the pre-factor p2 ´ 5spzqq of
convergence in (2.11) takes into account the convergence of light rays due to lensing which lowers the
number of galaxies per apparent surface area while the term 5spzq accounts for the increase due to the
enhancement of the flux in a flux limited sample. Here s is the logarithmic derivative of the number
density at the flux limit, F˚, of the survey, which corresponds to the luminosity L˚pzq “ 4πDLpzq

2F˚
where DLpzq denotes the luminosity distance,

5spz, F˚q “ 2
B log n̄pz, Lq

B logL

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

L“L˚pzq

. (2.13)

To obtain the observed C` we have to add noise to the theoretical signal. Apart from cosmic
variance, shot noise is usually the dominant noise for number count fluctuations, and we shall include
only these noise terms in the present analysis. For a redshift bin with a total number of npzq galaxies
in the bin and a sky coverage fsky the shot noise power spectrum is the inverse of the angular number
density,

CSN
` “

ˆ

npzq

4πfsky

˙´1

. (2.14)

To first order in perturbation theory, the lensed, observed C`’s are then given by

C`pzq “ C̃` pzq `
1

4
p2´ 5s pzqq

2
p`p`` 1qq2Cφφ` pzq ´ p2´ 5s pzqq `p`` 1qCstdφ

` pzq ` CSN
` . (2.15)

As before, the superscript ‘std’ indicates the standard contributions from density and redshift space
distortions. We include RSD even for relatively wide redshift bins as some of us have shown in [24]
that they can remain important, particularly at low `.

While the first order expression (2.11) is sufficient to compute the variance of the estimator, we
want to consider number counts up to second order in perturbation theory for the signal. At second
order we obtain, see [25–28],

∆gpz,nq “ ∆̃gpz,nq ´ p2´ 5sqκpz,nq ´ p2´ 5sq ∆̃gpz,nqκpz,nq

`∇aφpz,nq∇a∆̃gpz,nq `Op2q , (2.16)

where Op2q denotes higher order terms in the lensing potential which we neglect. Here we also see
that modes of ∇φ normal to the gradient of ∆g do not contribute to the remapping term (second
line) while all modes of φ contribute to κ. In `-space this reflects itself by the fact that the κ-term
generates a positive definite contribution to the kernel while the sign of the remapping term depends
on direction. For this reason, the modulation term κ can generate a larger signal than the remapping
term as we shall see. In addition to the linear term, the second order expression contains the product
∆̃gκ as well as the standard lensing term which is also found in the CMB and intensity mapping
calculations, see e.g. [12]. In `-space in the flat sky approximation this becomes

– 4 –



∆gp`, zq “ ∆̃gp`, zq ´ `
2

ˆ

1´
5

2
spzq

˙

φp`, zq

´

ż

d2`1
2π

∆̃gp`1, zqφp`´ `1, zq

„ˆ

1´
5

2
s

˙

p`´ `1q
2 ` `1 ¨ p`´ `1q



. (2.17)

Hence, for our case of interest, galaxy number counts, the function g and the kernel K are given by

g∆p`, zq “ ´`2
ˆ

1´
5

2
spzq

˙

, (2.18)

K∆p`1, `2, zq “ ´

ˆ

1´
5

2
spzq

˙

p`2 ´ `1q
2 ´ `1 ¨ p`2 ´ `1q . (2.19)

The second term of (2.19) is the kernel of CMB lensing and also intensity mapping, but the first term
is new and only present for number counts. Note that this first term is always negative while the sign
of the second term depends on the orientation of `1 and `2. Also new is of course the entire first order
term.

For the ensemble average at fixed lensing potential φ this yields

x∆gp`, zqyφ “ g∆p`, zqφp`, zq , (2.20)

x∆gp`, zq∆gp`
1, zqyφ “ δp`` `1qC̃`pzq ´

1

2π
φp`` `1q ˆ

„ˆ

1´
5

2
s

˙

p`` `1q2pC̃`1pzq ` C̃`pzqq ´ `1 ¨ p`` `1qC̃`1pzq ´ ` ¨ p`1 ` `qC̃`pzq



`Opφ2q , (2.21)

where C̃`pzq denotes the power spectra from the standard terms, ∆̃g, i.e. neglecting lensing conver-
gence. The first order contribution `2 p1´ 5s{2qφp`, zq disappears in the quadratic expectation value
since x∆̃gp`

1, zqyφ “ 0.
From (2.21) we can read off the number count kernel :

f∆p`1, `2, zq “ ´ p1´ 5s{2q p`1 ` `2q
2
´

C̃`1pzq ` C̃`2pzq
¯

``1 ¨ p`1 ` `2qC̃`1pzq ` `2 ¨ p`1 ` `2qC̃`2pzq , (2.22)

and

F∆p`1, `2, zq “
f∆p`1, `2, zq

2C`1pzqC`2pzq
. (2.23)

Comparing this kernel to the one for intensity mapping [15] we find that in the number counts have
additional contributions proportional to p2´5sq. Most importantly there is the additional linear term,
but also the quadratic term has an new contribution with this pre-factor. As already mentioned, this
term is absent in intensity mapping since lensing conserves surface brightness, which is equivalent to
setting s “ 2{5 for measurements of surface brightness. The same is true for the CMB temperature
anisotropies. Also there, the kernel is given solely by the second term of (2.22). Since the CMB comes
from one definite surface there is no redshift dependence. Only φpn, zdecq can be determined from the
CMB. Instead, for intensity mapping and for galaxy number counts, good resolution in redshift allows
us to measure φpn, zq in several distinct redshift slices. The noise for a fixed mode L at redshift z is
given by

N
ptotq
∆ pLq »

CLN∆pLq

CL ` L4
`

1´ 5
2spzq

˘2
N∆pLqq

“

˜

L4
`

1´ 5
2spzq

˘2

CL
`

1

N∆pLq

¸´1

(2.24)
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with

N∆pLq “

„
ż

d2`

p2πq2
f∆p`,L´ `, zqF∆p`,L´ `, zq

´1

. (2.25)

In the last expression of Eq. (2.24) we have split the noise into its contribution from the linear
estimator and from the quadratic estimator,

1

N ptotq
“

1

N
plinq
∆

`
1

N
pquadq
∆

, where (2.26)

N
pquadq
∆ ” N∆ and (2.27)

N
plinq
∆ ”

CL

L4
`

1´ 5
2spzq

˘2 . (2.28)

Assuming that N∆ and CL are of similar order, we might expect that, especially at higher L, the linear
term will dominate the signal as its noise term decays like L4. However, also the integral N´1

∆ pLq
scales naively like L4{CL and so it is a priori not clear which noise term dominates. We shall see,
however, that in our examples the linear noise is always smaller than the quadratic noise and the
signal is therefore dominated by the linear term.

3 Comparison with intensity mapping

Before calculating the SNR for our estimator, we compare its noise level with the noise from intensity
mapping. While shot noise is the dominant noise for number counts, thermal noise is the most
relevant noise source for intensity mapping. In Appendix C we briefly discuss thermal noise for
intensity mapping and give the relevant ingredients for the Hydrogen Intensity and Real-Time Analysis
eXperiment (HIRAX) experiment [29]. In Fig. 1 we compare the thermal noise from an IM survey
(HIRAX) with the shot noise from galaxy number counts (LSST-like with mlim “ 27 and the Euclid-
like photometric survey), for a redshift z “ 1.91. The thermal noise from intensity mapping is situated
in between the shot noise for these two surveys. At lower redshifts the number density is typically
higher leading to lower noise for the number count signal. But for the examples considered in this
paper, we find that thermal noise is always comparable to shot noise.
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z = 0.5 - HIRAX
z = 0.2 - HIRAX
z = 0.5 - Euclid-like
z = 0.5 - LSST-like (mlim = 27)

Figure 1. The main noise contributions to IM and number count spectra, thermal noise and shot noise. As an
example, we show the predictions at z “ 1.9 for ∆z “ 0.5, 0.2 for the thermal noise of the HIRAX IM survey,
and for the shot noise in the Euclid-like photometric and LSST-like (mlim “ 27) surveys with ∆z “ 0.5.

In photometric galaxy surveys we have limited redshift resolution, so that we simply average
over a redshift bin. This is an important difference compared to intensity mapping analyses that
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Figure 2. The lensing reconstruction noise for halofit power spectra for IM (HIRAX) and galaxy number
counts (Euclid-like) for z “ 1.9 and ∆z “ 0.5. We also indicate the signal Cφφ` for comparison. All quantities
are multiplied by L4

{p2πq. We also show the galaxy number count noise obtained when replacing spzq by 2{5.
Note that the naive L´4 scaling of the noise holds very well for the quadratic noise, but the total noise, N tot

∆

decays faster for L ą 60. This is due to the significantly smaller linear noise.

have an excellent redshift resolution and where one can consider multiple radial modes k‖ inside a
redshift bin. However, IM surveys have to remove the lowest five or so Fourier modes since these
are dominated by unresolved foregrounds [15]. The low Fourier modes actually contain the largest
contributions to the signal and having to remove them reduces significantly the signal-to-noise ratio
for IM, see [15]. When we compare the two surveys here, we will simply consider the signal from
the Fourier zero-mode for both. This over-estimates the SNR for intensity mapping somewhat, but
since this paper focuses on galaxy number counts, this is not very relevant here. We will see that
number counts have a significantly higher SNR than intensity mapping even when using the Fourier
zero mode for both.

To obtain the total noise of the experiment given in Eq. (2.24), we compute the C`’s and the
function f∆. For the number counts, f∆ is given in Eq. (2.22). For intensity mapping, the first term
is absent, which corresponds to setting s “ 2{5.

Interestingly, even though the thermal noise is significantly smaller than the shot noise, the total
noise level for intensity mapping (NIM, blue solid line) is more than a factor 10 higher than the noise

of the galaxy number counts already for the quadratic term alone (N
pquadq
∆ , red dashed). The reason

for this is twofold. Firstly, f∆ from number counts has an additional term typically of the same order
or larger, depending on the value of s. For z ą 1.5 we have s » 1 so that the pre-factor of this term
is 3{2. Secondly, in the integral (2.25), the `-factor of the first term in f∆ is simply L2, which is
always positive, while the other terms have a pre-factor ` ¨L that has vanishing mean when integrated
over `. Both these facts increase the integral in (2.25) and decrease the noise N∆ for galaxy number
counts. In Fig. 2 we also indicate the galaxy number count noise for s “ 2{5 where the first term
in F∆ vanishes (orange solid line). In this case, the noise is similar to the one for intensity mapping
which proves that the better performance of number counts is really due to the additional term in f∆

proportional to p5s´ 2q. Most importantly, however, the noise of the linear term is another factor of
more than 10 smaller than the quadratic noise, reducing overall the total noise of the number count
estimator (red solid line) by more than two orders of magnitude when compared to intensity mapping.
Despite this significantly reduced noise for galaxy number counts, for each individual mode the noise
is still typically more than one order of magnitude larger than the signal, the black solid line in Fig 2.

Also for other redshifts the quadratic noise of intensity mapping, NIM, is typically one to two
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orders of magnitude larger than the one for galaxy number counts. An exception is redshifts where
for the galaxy survey s « 2{5. In this case, the additional term in f∆ nearly vanishes and the noise
becomes as large as the one of intensity mapping. Furthermore, also the linear contribution vanishes
in the limit s Ñ 2{5. However, considering the definition of spzq, see Eq. (2.13), one finds that
by choosing a somewhat higher flux limit, F˚, one can change spzq and move it away from 2{5. A
drawback of this procedure is that, by increasing the flux limit, we are losing galaxies which increases
the shot noise. For each given survey and in each redshift bin there will therefore be a ‘sweet spot’ in
F˚ for which the noise in our estimator is minimal.

4 Signal to noise for the lensing estimator from galaxy number counts

In this section we discuss the application of the estimator to two exemplary photometric surveys
based on the specifications for the Legacy Survey of Space and Time (LSST) of the Vera C. Rubin
Observatory [16, 30] and for Euclid [17, 31], the ESA satellite under preparation for launch in early
2023.

To evaluate our estimator we need forecasts for the number densities npzq, the galaxy bias, bpzq
and the magnification bias spzq. For LSST-like survey, we use the approximations given in Ref. [32],
see also [33], while for Euclid-like survey we follow the forecasts of Ref. [34]. In Fig. 3 we present
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Figure 3. Forecasts for the magnification bias s(z), for the surveys considered in this work, see Refs. [32, 34].

the pre-factor 2 ´ 5spzq as a function of redshift for our two examples of photometric surveys; for
LSST-like we consider the two magnitude limits mlim “ 25 and mlim “ 27. For Euclid-like, the
pre-factor passes through 0 at z » 1 while for LSST-like with mlim “ 25 this happens at z » 1.1. For
LSST-like with mlim “ 27 the pre-factor remains positive for z À 2 and it is never much larger than
1. Lensing as an integrated quantity becomes more important at higher redshifts, so we expect that
an LSST-like survey with mlim “ 27 is at a disadvantage as its value of |2 ´ 5s| is much smaller at
the high redshift end than the ones for the two other examples.

In Fig. 4 we plot the predicted galaxy number densities as functions of redshift for the three
examples under consideration. While both surveys have similar sky fractions, fsky » 0.35, LSST
can observe a significantly higher number of galaxies, depending on the magnitude limit used. We
will however also see that for the values of ` that we consider here, shot-noise is not very important,
so that the higher galaxy density for LSST-like survey with mlim “ 27 is not able to overcome the
disadvantage from the smaller |2´ 5s| at high z.
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To compute the SNR we then calculate the lensed and unlensed C`’s which enter our expressions
for the noise as well as the lensing power spectrum which is our signal. To determine the quadratic
noise we perform the integral (2.25) until Lmax “ 1500 (which requires calculating the C`’s up to
3000). The SNR for our estimator for a redshift bin with mean redshift z and a multipole L is then
given by

ˆ

S

N

˙2

pL, zq “
fsky p2L` 1q

2

˜

CφφL pzq

CφφL pzq `N
tot
∆ pL, zq

¸2

. (4.1)

The first factors estimate the number of independent M -modes of the given L in the considered
fraction of the sky, fsky while the last factor compares the expected squared signal with the variance of
our estimator. The factor 1{2 is due to the CL’s not being Gaussian but squares of a Gaussian variable,

see e.g. [35]. For completeness we have added the cosmic variance, CφφL , in the noise. Considering a
series of values L we can define the cumulative signal to noise in a given bin with mean redshift z by

ˆ

S

N

˙

tot

pzq “

g

f

f

e

Lmax
ÿ

L“Lmin

ˆ

S

N

˙2

pL, zq . (4.2)

Lmin is determined by the sky coverage and should be larger than about 20 as we work in the flat
sky approximation, while Lmax is determined either by the resolution of our map or by the onset of
non-linearities in the number counts which are not included in this treatment. However, since redshift
space distortions are not relevant at higher `’s in photometric surveys, we can safely use halofit [36] as a
good approximation for non-linearities in a photometric survey at least up to Lmax » 1500 to forecast
the SNR (see [37] for a comparison of numerical N-body simulations and halofit for photometric
number count surveys). We show the result for two cases in Fig. 5 as a function of redshift and give
the numbers for all three examples considered in this work in Table 1.

In Table 1 we show the total SNR inside several redshift bins for Lmin “ 20 and Lmax “ 1500. At
low redshift, on the one hand the lensing signal is low and we therefore expect a relatively low SNR.
On the other hand also spzq ă 2{5 so that the two terms in f∆ have opposite signs. Nevertheless, as
long as s is not very close to 2{5, we still have a significantly larger SNR than from intensity mapping
which mainly come from the linear term. The fact that the total SNR is not monotonic with z, comes
from the pre-factor 2 ´ 5spzq which vanishes for z „ 1 in two of our examples and tends to zero for
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SNR

z ∆ z Euclid LSST (mlim “ 25) LSST (mlim “ 27)

linear halofit linear halofit linear halofit

0.14 0.20 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

0.26 0.20 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06

0.39 0.20 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.18

0.53 0.20 0.09 0.16 0.15 0.28 0.22 0.40

0.69 0.20 0.21 0.40 0.21 0.39 0.36 0.69

0.84 0.20 0.19 0.31 0.22 0.37 0.50 0.94

1.00 0.20 0.10 0.08 0.17 0.22 0.61 1.13

1.14 0.20 0.21 0.38 0.12 0.10 0.66 1.19

1.30 0.20 0.83 1.78 0.13 0.16 0.67 1.15

1.44 0.20 2.79 5.86 0.31 0.56 0.62 1.00

1.62 0.20 7.41 14.42 1.05 2.01 0.50 0.71

1.78 0.50 15.73 26.87 5.02 9.63 0.50 0.80

1.91 0.50 14.29 22.33 8.86 15.60 0.30 0.35

2.17 0.50 - - 17.66 25.49 0.42 0.6

2.43 0.50 - - 17.15 20.9 2.59 4.42
a

ř

i SNRpziq2 22.69 38.29 26.66 37.78 3.09 5.27

Table 1. Total SNR for Lmax “ 1500 in different redshift bins for linear and halofit signals for the Euclid-like
and LSST-like surveys. For LSST-like we considered different magnitude limits found in the literature. For
this table we set fsky “ 0.35 for both examples. We do not include the cross correlations between different
bins in this table. Including them in the covariance somewhat reduces the total SNR, e.g from 38.3 to 37.1
for the Euclid-like survey (see Appendix B).

z Ñ 1.9 in the LSST-like example with mlim “ 27. Overall, we find that the most significant bins
achieve an SNR of the order of 25, and that the total SNR is about 38 for both Euclid-like and LSST-
like (mlim “ 25) surveys individually. As expected, the predicted SNR for LSST-like (mlim “ 27) is
much smaller.

In Fig. 6 we show pS{Nq2pL, zq for three redshift bins as a function of L. The signal-to-noise
ratio depends on the one hand on the lensing signal which is larger for higher redshifts and for larger
values of |5s ´ 2|, and on the other hand on the noise which tends to be larger as well at higher
redshifts and on smaller angular scales. Clearly, for both examples the highest redshift bin wins out
on all angular scales by one to two orders of magnitude. The low redshift bin z “ 0.5 has a much
smaller signal-to-noise. It is also interesting to note that while the SNR from linear perturbation
theory decreases at high L, the halofit SNR is nearly constant and larger than the linear one by about
an order of magnitude at L ą 1000. For low redshifts, z » 0.5, non-linearities enter the SNR already
at L „ 100. This is not quite unexpected, as at least for the quadratic term, the noise is an integral
over all values of `.

We have also studied how the SNR depends on the bin thickness. As is well known, for slimmer
bins, C∆

L is larger as it is less averaged over radial modes [19]. Since for lensing estimated from
number counts the noise is dominated by the linear contribution and N linear

∆ “ CL{g
2
∆ is proportional
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Figure 5. Total SNR per redshift bin plotted against the mean redshift of each bin for non-linear perturbation
theory results for Euclid-like and LSST-like (mlim “ 25) surveys representing the 4th and 6th columns of
table 1. In the highest redshift bins of the LSST-like survey, shot noise starts to become important, the
red-dashed curve shows the SNR that we would find without shot noise.

z ∆z SNR (shot noise fixed) SNR (shot noise adjusted)

1.91 0.05 11 8

1.91 0.1 13 11

1.91 0.2 17 16

1.91 0.5 22 22

Table 2. Total SNR for Lmax “ 1500 and z “ 1.91 as a function of redshift bin width for the non-linear
power spectrum, assuming either a fixed number of galaxies inside all redshift bins as that given by the wide
photometric bin of Euclid-like with ∆z “ 0.5 or adjusting the galaxy number as a function of bin width.

to the number count signal, we expect a smaller SNR for smaller bin width. This is exactly what
we find in Table 2. There we determine the SNR for a fictitious survey which has a number density
of dnpzq{dΩ “ 0.25{(arcmin)2 at z “ 1.91 bin packed into redshift bins of different widths ∆z. For
example, we see that when decreasing the bin width by a factor of 10, the SNR decreases by nearly
a factor of 2. If we consider a more realistic situation and also reduce the number density of galaxies
proportional to the bin width, the decrease becomes nearly a factor of 3. Therefore, relatively wider
bins, where the lensing signal is a significant fraction of the total signal, are better to measure the
lensing potential. The L-dependence of the SNR for different bin widths at constant angular density
is shown in Fig. 7. Clearly, wider bins result in a higher SNR on nearly all scales. Narrower bins
would of course allow to measure the lensing potential in more redshift bins, somewhat balancing the
decreasing signal per bin.
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Figure 6. SNR per L for the galaxy number counts. We compare linear perturbation theory results (dotted)
with the non-linear results modelled by halofit (solid) for the mean redshifts and bin-widths indicated in the
figure.

5 Conclusion

We have derived a new linear`quadratic estimator for the lensing potential from galaxy number
count observations. Contrary to the CMB and intensity mapping, lensing contributes to number
counts already at first order in perturbation theory. It turns out that this contribution greatly
increases the achievable SNR for galaxy number counts compared to intensity mapping. We have also
found, see Appendix B, that the SNR from cross-correlations typically is larger than the contribution
from auto-correlations. Of course there are nbinpnbin ´ 1q{2 cross-correlations and only nbin auto-
correlations for nbin bins, but also the lensing signal is well known to be significantly more relevant
in cross-correlations than in auto correlations, see [9].

We have in particular predicted the SNR for number counts as expected from near-future photo-
metric surveys. While within linear perturbation theory, the SNR rapidly decays for L ą 200, includ-
ing non-linearities modelled by halofit keeps the SNR nearly constant in the range 400 ă L ă 1500.
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Figure 7. SNR dependence on bin width (for a fixed mean redshift z “ 1.91) for non-linear power spectra of
galaxy number counts (corresponding to the 3rd column of Table 2 where the galaxy number density is not
adjusted according to the bin-width).

For the highest redshift bins in a survey like Euclid or LSST with reduced mlim, the SNR is nearly of
order unity for L Á 100 leading to a cumulative SNR of about 38. The SNR typically increases with
redshift and with bin width, as for a larger redshift, the lensing signal increases, and for a larger bin
width, the lensing contributes a larger part to the total signal. However, the number count SNR for
lensing strongly depends on the pre-factor 2´ 5spzq of the linear piece and is reduced to roughly the
intensity mapping signal when spzq “ 2{5. Therefore an accurate determination of the survey-specific
quantity spzq, defined in Eq. (2.13), is crucial for the approach proposed here. In this work we have
not included an uncertainty in spzq in our prediction, this is left for future work. Furthermore, as
maximizing 2 ´ 5spzq is crucial for a high SNR, it may be more optimal in some cases to consider
a higher flux limit F˚ in order to increase this pre-factor, even though increasing F˚ reduces the
number density of galaxies and therefore increases the shot noise. This is exactly what we find when
comparing LSST-like surveys with mlim “ 25 and mlim “ 27. While the latter contains more galaxies,
the factor 2 ´ 5spzq is significantly smaller and the total SNR for the latter is only about 5 while it
is nearly 38 for the former.

For a number density of dn{dΩ » 0.25, we find that shot noise starts to affect the SNR at
roughly Lmax “ 1500. Since the cosmic variance noise (from the number counts) roughly scales
as L´4 while CSN

L is constant, see Fig. 2 (where all quantities are multiplied by L4), reducing the
number density by an order of magnitude will lead to shot noise starting to become significant at
about Lmax » 1500{101{4 » 850. Increasing the flux limit to optimize spzq is thus a viable strategy
as long as the shot noise does not become too dominant.

Of course one can also increase the width of the redshift bin in order to enhance to angular
number density. This has the additional advantage of reducing the number count signal and thereby
enhancing the SNR of lensing. However, this means that we can map the lensing potential in less
redshift bins and have a more ‘crude’ tomography.

With these caveats in mind, we are convinced that number counts provide promising direction
to measure the lensing power spectrum tomographically for a wide range of L values. Especially the
fact that they are entirely independent of intrinsic alignment makes them a very welcome complement
to shear measurements. While we have verified with a simple example that in particular the domi-
nant linear part of our estimator works in practice, applications to more realistic simulations will be
necessary to understand our approach better. We plan to study this as a next step.
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Appendix

A Basics on quadratic estimators

In this Appendix we derive Eqs. (2.6) to (2.10). We suppress the redshift dependence because the
analysis is independent of it. It can be performed in each redshift bin. Let us first calculate the
expectation value of φXpLq for fixed φ but stochastic X. We assume L ‰ 0 and set L “ |L|.
According to (2.6)

φXpLq “ ApLqNXpLq

ż

d2`

2π
Xp`qXpL´ `qFXp`,L´ `q ` p1´ApLqq

XpLq

gXpLq
(A.1)

where fX is defined in (2.3). Making use of (2.1) and (2.2) we obtain for L ‰ 0

xXp`1qXpL´ `1qyφ “
1

2π
fXp`1,L´ `1qφpLq . (A.2)

The factors A and p1´Aq indicate that we consider a weighted combination of the quadratic and the
linear estimator of φ. With the definitions of FX and NX we find

xφXpLqyφ “ φpLq . (A.3)

To estimate the noise we have to determine the variance VXpL,L
1q “ xφXpLqφXpL

1qy, now
performing an ensemble average first over realizations of the variable X for fixed lensing potential
and after over realizations of the lensing potential. This simplifies the calculation since for the first
averaging process, x¨ ¨ ¨ yφ the variable X can be considered as Gaussian, hence there are no terms
which mix the quadratic and the linear contribution. In the second averaging procedure xφXpLqy “ 0.

VXpL,L
1q “ ApLqNXpLqApL

1qNXpL
1q ˆ

ż

d2`d2`1

p2πq2
xxXp`qXpL´ `qXp`1qXpL1 ´ `1qyφyFXp`,L´ `qFXp`

1,L1 ´ `1q

`
p1´ApLqqp1´ApL1qq

gXpLqgXpL1q
xxXpLqXpL1qyφy . (A.4)

For x¨ ¨ ¨ yφ we use (A.2) and Wick’s theorem, assuming X to be a Gaussian variable for fixed φ. As
expectation values of a product of three Gaussian variables vanish, there are no mixed terms from
the first and second expression. We also assume L ‰ 0 and L1 ‰ 0 so that

xXp`qXpL´ `qXp`1qXpL1 ´ `1qyφ “ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˆ φ `
«

1

p2πq2
fXp`,L´ `qfXp`

1,L1 ´ `1qφpLqφpL1q ` C̃`C̃|L´`|δp`` `1qδpL` L1q

`C̃`C̃|L´`|δp`` L1 ´ `1qδpL´ `` `1q

ff

. (A.5)
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In the first line we schematically indicate the terms linear in φ which then drop in the expectation
value over φ. Here C̃` denotes the X power spectrum for fixed lensing potential φ. We now take also
the ensemble average over φ. The first term then just becomes δpL ` L1qCφφL as the integrals over
` and `1 both contribute one factor of 1{NXpLq. We neglect this term below as it is quadratic in φ
and we have neglected other terms quadratic in φ. We also note that inside the `1–integral we can
substitute L1 ´ `1 Ñ `2 in the third term. With this both terms contribute the same and with our
definition of FX we obtain

VXpL,L
1q “ δpL` L1q

#

A2pLq

«

CφφL `NXpLq
2

ż

d2`
pfXp`,L´ `qq

2

2C`C|L´`|

ff

`
p1´ApLqq2

gXpLq2
CL

+

“ δpL` L1q

ˆ

A2pLqNXpLq `
p1´ApLqq2

gXpLq2
CL

˙

“ δpL` L1qvXpLq . (A.6)

In the second equal sign we have neglected the quadratic term CφφL . We have also inserted the
expectation value of the second line of (A.5) which gives simply δpL`L1qCL. For the last equal sign
we used expression (2.8) for NXpLq. Note also that in Eq. (A.6) the C`’s denote the true observed
galaxy number count power spectrum including lensing and shot noise. To find the best combination of
the linear and quadratic terms, we now choose ApLq to minimize the variance vX . Solving BvX{BA “ 0
we find

ApLq “
CL{g

2
XpLq

CL{g2
XpLq `NXpLq

. (A.7)

Inserting this expression for ApLq in the variance, we find

vXpLq “
CL

rpCL ` g2
XpLqNX s

2

“

CLNX ` g
2
XN

2
X

‰

“
CLNX

CL ` g2
XpLqNX

” N
ptotq
X pLq . (A.8)

This variance is the total ‘reconstruction noise’, N
ptotq
X pLq, of the lensing power spectrum determined

by this method. To include cosmic variance of the lensing potential, one simply has to replace

N
ptotq
X pLq by N

ptotq
X pLq ` CφφL in Eq. (A.8).

B Likelihood-based derivation

In this appendix we provide another derivation of the noise curves of the quadratic and linear estima-
tors, based on a likelihood-form for the galaxy number count data. Our starting point is formula (2.16).
To the same order, and introducing fL “ ´p2´ 5sqκL ” gLφL, we can write the density in real space
as

∆g “ fpz,nq ` ∆̃gpz,n`∇φq ` ∆̃gpz,nqfpz,nq (B.1)

For fixed lenses, the overdensity field remains Gaussian, with an anisotropic covariance. The second
term on the right-hand side is standard lensing remapping. The last term shares similarities to the
case of a modulation field as searched for instance in the CMB. Additionally, and different to CMB
lensing, the mean of the Gaussian overdensity field is non-zero (for fixed lenses, ensemble averaging
we have x∆gy “ f the first term). Under this Gaussian model, the optimal estimator for φ will be
built out two pieces, a quadratic estimator probing the anisotropic covariance, and a linear piece
probing the mean. The two estimators will be independent to leading order, so that the resulting

total noise is given by inverse variance weighting of the QE noise (NL, or N
p0q
L ) and that of the linear

piece (CL{g
2
L) . The quadratic piece itself contains two elements: the ‘standard’ lensing deflection

anisotropy estimate, and that of the modulation field estimate. For small anisotropies, we can derive
all these quantities using a likelihood-based approach (see e.g. [38] for a detailed derivation). The
lensing signal likelihood is

ln pp∆g|φq “ ´
1

2
p∆g ´ gφq ξ

´1
φ p∆g ´ gφq ´

1

2
ln |ξφ| (B.2)
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Figure 8. Results of the application of the estimators to a toy simulation of galaxy counts (wiggly lines) at
z = 1.91. A Gaussian density field is first generated from a galaxy power spectrum calculated from CAMB.
Galaxy counts are then drawn following the underlying density, within pixels of a NSIDE=1024 healpy map.
The pixel size is 3.2 arcmin resulting in a mean occupation number of about 3 galaxies per pixel. The linear
and quadratic estimators (using `max “ 1500) are then applied using plancklens to this map of counts, which
contains no signal, and shown are their power spectra. The black dashed and solid line show the reconstruction
noise predictions which matches very well the recovered spectra. The blue curve shows the special case s “ 0.4,
when only the lensing remapping is relevant.

where ξφ is the anisotropic number count spectrum (or anisotropic two-point function in a position-
space description), reducing to C` for vanishing φ. Then, the (unnormalized) optimal estimator

is given by the gradient ´δ ln p{δφ:L and its normalization (the response RL, equal to the Fisher
information matrix FL, itself equal to the inverse Gaussian reconstruction noise level NL), is its second

variation
A

´δ2 ln p{δφLδφ
:

L

E

. These quantities are evaluated for vanishing anisotropies, resulting

in isotropic weights and noise levels. In practice, for CMB lensing, the signal contributes to the
noise levels and a more accurate estimate including non-perturbative effects is given by replacing the
unlensed by lensed spectra [39]. Here the impact of the lensing on the power spectra is smaller. The
normalized estimator is thus

φ̂L “
1

RL

¨

˝

g∆g,L

CL
´

ˆ

∆g

C

˙

`1

˜

δξφ

δφ:L

¸

`1`2,φ“0

ˆ

∆g

C

˙

`2

˛

‚, (B.3)

where the first part comes from the variation of the mean, and the second from the inverse covariance.
The determinant part gives no contribution by symmetry, unless non-idealities such as masking or
anisotropic noise are taken into account, in which case it is usually called the ‘mean-field’. The
quadratic piece is the sum of the standard lensing QE for the remapping part of the signal and
unnormalized modulation field QE for ‘f’. The full response is

RL “ Rφ,φ
L ` gLRφ,f

L ` gLRf,φ
L ` g2

LR
f,f
L ` g2

L

1

CL
”

1

NL
` g2

L

1

CL
(B.4)
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Figure 9. The SNR of the joint auto-spectra and cross-spectra using the bins presented in Table 1 for the
Euclid-like number densities and magnification bias. The upper panel shows the squared SNR as function of
L, including all the spectra and cross-spectra. The Quadratic SNR is peaked at low L while the linear part
peaks at high-L. The lower panel shows the cumulative signal to noise as function of redshift. There is barely
any contribution anymore below z ď 1.5. Solid lines show the total SNR, dashed including only cross-spectra,
and dot-dashed only the auto-spectra.

where Ra,b
L stands for the response of QE a to anisotropy source b and is given by

A

´δ2 ln p{δaLδb
:

L

E

.

The total noise is given by standard inverse-variance weighting,

N tot
L “ R´1

L “

ˆ

1

NL
`
g2
L

CL

˙´1

, (B.5)

in agreement with (A.8).
The plancklens package www.github.com/carronj/plancklens contains all the necessary cal-

culations of the responses implemented here. This package uses the full curved-sky formalism and
is not limited to L ą 20. With the help of this package we have also created a modulated and
Poisson-sampled example galaxy field and we have verified that we could recover the corresponding
convergence spectrum with our estimator, see Fig. 8. We also show the cummulative SNR starting
at the highest redshift in Fig. 9. Note that while both, auto- and cross-spectra contribute with the
same order of magnitude, the SNR from the cross-spectra is higher. Already in [9] is was noted, that
cross-spectra are especially sensitive to the lensing signal.

C Thermal noise

In this appendix we reproduce the expression for thermal noise of intensity mapping. In Eq. (D2) of
[40], the thermal noise is given in Fourier space (` “ kKr, y “ k}cp1 ` zq2{Hpzq) for a redshift bin
centered at z as

CN p`, yq “

ˆ

Tsyspzq

T̄ pzq

˙2
λpzq4Sarea

ν21npolttot A2
eff ¨ FOVNbeamnp`q

, (C.1)
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where Tsys “ Tantenna`Tsky, T̄ pzq is the mean 21cm temperature at redshift z, ν21 is the 21cm radiation
rest frame frequency, FOV “ θ2

b where θb “ λpzq{Ddish is the beam of the telescope, Sarea “ 4πfsky,
λpzq is the observed wavelength of 21cm radiation at redshift z, npol is the number of polarizations,
ttot is the total observation time, Nbeam is the number of beams, Aeff “ 0.7πD2

dish{4 is the effective
area of each dish and the factor 0.7 is the efficiency of the dish, and np`q is the baseline number
density in `-space. Denoting the frequency bin corresponding to the redshift bin by ∆ν, the relation
between the two dimensional power-spectrum C` and Cp`, yq is given by

Cp`q “
Cp`, yqν21

∆ν
, (C.2)

and therefore the 2D noise spectrum is

C interf
` pzq “

ˆ

Tsyspzq

T̄ pzq

˙2
Sarea λpzq

4

npol ttot ∆ν NbeamA2
eff θ

2
b np`q

. (C.3)

Paramaters Values

Ddish 6 [m]

Tantenna 50[K]

Tsky 60Kpνpzq{300MHZq´2.55

npol 2

Sarea 15000 [deg2]

ttot 2.8 years (optimistic)

Nbeam 1

Ndish 1024

Table 3. Specifications of HIRAX intensity mapping survey.

For a compact square interferometric survey, the following fitting formula can be used for the
baseline number density [41]

npz, `q “ Nd

ˆ

λpzq

Ddish

˙2 „
a1 ` a2 pL{Lsq

1` a3 pL{Lsq
a4



exp

„

´

ˆ

L

Ls

˙a5

, (C.4)

where Nd is the number of dishes, Ls “ Dd

?
Nd, and L is

Lpz, `q “
λpzq

2π
` . (C.5)

The numerical values of the quantities that we used to model the HIRAX IM survey are given in
Table 3.

D Data for galaxy number counts

In Table 4 we present the galaxy number density (dnpzq{dΩ), the magnification bias (spzq), and the
galaxy linear bias (bpzq) for the photometric surveys used in this paper. The specifications for the
LSST-like photometric survey are available in the code used in [32] where we have used all the galaxies
(red and blue). For the Euclid-like survey, we use the specifications given in [34].
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