
Prepared for submission to JCAP

Linear Relativistic Corrections in the
Spherical Fourier-Bessel Power
Spectrum

Robin Y. Wena Henry S. Grasshorn Gebhardta,b Chen Heinricha
Olivier Doréa,b

aCalifornia Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125, USA
bJet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California 91109, USA

E-mail: ywen@caltech.edu

Abstract. The three-dimensional galaxy power spectrum is a powerful probe of primordial non-
Gaussianity and additional general relativistic (GR) effects on large scales, which can be con-
strained by the current and upcoming large-scale structure surveys. In this work, we calculate the
linear-order relativistic power spectrum in the spherical Fourier-Bessel (SFB) basis, a coordinate
system that preserves the geometry of the curved sky and fully accounts for the wide-angle effect.
In particular, we model the GR effects present in the discrete SFB power spectrum, which is a
more efficient and stable decomposition of the galaxy density field compared to the continuous
SFB basis in the presence of radial windows. To validate our GR calculations, we introduce a
mapping between the angular power spectrum and the SFB power spectrum, and we compare
our calculations with outputs from CLASS. We discuss the rich pattern of GR effects in the SFB
basis and compare the GR effects to the local primordial non-Gaussianity (PNG) effect. The
Doppler and lensing effects have different angular and Fourier dependence compared to the PNG
in the SFB basis, while the gravitational potential term is more degenerate with the PNG and
comparable to a signal of fNL ∼ 1. We also discuss the potential opportunities of extracting the
lensing effect through SFB modes in upcoming LSS surveys.
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1 Introduction

Current and upcoming surveys such as DESI [1], Euclid [2], LSST [3], SPHEREx [4], and Roman
[5] will trace the large-scale structure (LSS) of the universe over increasingly large volumes by
measuring the positions and spectra of hundreds of millions of galaxies. The unprecedented
constraining power of these surveys offers exciting prospects for probing fundamental physics
such as the nature of inflation, dark matter, and dark energy.

To fully leverage the potential of these surveys, it is crucial to accurately model the observed
data. In practice, all tracers of the LSS are observed via photon arrival directions (right ascension
and declination) and redshifts, inferred from the shift in frequency of the observed spectral energy
distributions of the galaxy relative to the rest-frame frequency. That is, we do not have access
to the rest-frame galaxy density (or line intensity) directly. Hence, an essential ingredient in the
interpretation of large-scale structure is the modeling of redshift space distortion (RSD) effects –
the mapping between the observed coordinates of an object on the sky and its true position on
the rest-frame light cone.

Traditionally, the Newtonian modeling of the RSD only considers the impacts of the galaxies’
peculiar velocities on the observed redshift. As we probe galaxy clustering at increasingly larger
scales, such Newtonian modeling of the RSD breaks down when general relativity (GR) becomes
important. The GR corrections present in the galaxy density fluctuation scale with integer powers
of H/k, where H is the conformal Hubble factor, and k is the comoving 3D Fourier mode, so they
can be safely ignored in the previous generation surveys with smaller volume. However, the
relativistic corrections will become non-negligible when the current and upcoming LSS surveys
start to probe cosmological modes whose length scale is comparable to the Hubble scale.

These GR effects contain additional cosmological information on the cosmic velocity field
through the Doppler effect, the gravitational potential field through the (integrated) Sachs-Wolfe
effect and Shapiro time-delay effects, and the perturbations of the geometry through gravitational
lensing. Since Einstein’s equations specify the relationships among the density, velocity, and
potential perturbations, these relativistic effects allow us to test general relativity and to constrain
cosmological parameters. Modeling relativistic effects is also critical for galaxy surveys aiming to
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constrain the local primordial non-Gaussianity (PNG) to the precision of σ(fNL) ∼ 1 [6–9], since
local PNG is constrained at the largest scales where the GR corrections become non-negligible
theoretical contaminants.

The linear-order GR effects have already been calculated for the angular power spectrum [10–
13] (also known as tomographic spherical harmonics, abbreviated as TSH), and incorporated into
the well-established linear Boltzmann codes CAMB [14] and CLASS [15] with accurate implemen-
tation. However, for other common two-point statistics, in particular for those often used in
spectroscopic surveys such as two-point correlation functions (2CF) and power spectrum multi-
poles (PSM), a fully consistent calculation of linear-order GR effects has only been carried out in
the past few years. Refs. [16] and [17] have achieved the numerical evaluation of linear-order GR
effects in both configuration-space 2CF and Fourier-space PSM, culminating in the public codes
COFFE [18] and GaPSE [7].

Both correlation function multipoles (2CFM) and power spectrum multipoles are statistics
in Cartesian coordinates, and one needs to explicitly model the wide-angle (WA) effects [6, 19–
22], the fact that the commonly assumed plane-parallel approximation breaks down for galaxy
pairs with large separations in a wide-field survey, in order to perform a consistent calculation
of GR effects. The Cartesian Fourier basis consists of the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian in
Cartesian coordinates, while in contrast, the spherical Fourier-Bessel (SFB) basis, consisting of
the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian in spherical coordinates, is a more natural basis for analyzing
the curved sky and addressing the WA effects.

Besides preserving the geometry of the curved sky, the SFB power spectrum also accounts for
the differing lines-of-sight (LOS) of the galaxies in a galaxy pair and contains the full information
on the anisotropic clustering and redshift evolution, while in contrast the Cartesian-based 2CFM
and PSM only adopt a single LOS for a galaxy pair and erase the redshift evolution information
within the redshift bin. Furthermore, Ref. [23] has shown the PSM as a compression of the SFB
power spectrum and demonstrated the use of SFB basis for the ultra-large modeling of both the
signals and the covariance in the standard Cartesian analysis. In addition, the SFB basis allows
one to cross-correlate a 3D density field (with both angular and redshift information) with a
projected density field (with only angular information) while retaining the radial modes provided
by spectroscopic redshift. It is therefore the natural and optimal basis for cross-correlating spec-
troscopic surveys with photometric galaxy, cosmic shear, and CMB lensing surveys. It is for all
these reasons that the SFB analysis has gained significant traction in recent years [23–36].

Despite these advantages, the theoretical computation of the SFB power spectrum is less
developed compared to the PSM, especially at the mildly non-linear scales (k ≥ 0.05h/Mpc) where
the 1-loop correction becomes important. Even at the linear level, the numerical evaluation of
the SFB power spectrum (PS) remains non-trivial due to its three-dimensional nature involving
a large number of modes. Recently, Ref. [35] has employed an efficient method of calculating
the SFB PS at the linear level under the Newtonian RSD. Under their method, the numerical
evaluation of the SFB only takes seconds on a single CPU, enabling Ref. [35] to perform Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis on mocks with the SFB PS.

Preparing for the upcoming cosmological data that have the potential of measuring GR effects
and achieving stringent constraints on fNL, it is critical to compute the GR effects with efficiency
and accuracy in the two-point statistics. In this work, we build upon the method introduced in
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Ref. [35] to calculate the linear-order general relativistic corrections present in the SFB power
spectrum. Most of the literature about the theoretical modeling of the SFB PS, such as Refs. [27–
29, 31, 34], only contains the linear Newtonian RSD effects. Ref. [23] further adds the Doppler
effect, while Ref. [32] considers the lensing effect. To our knowledge, Refs. [25] and [37] are the
only works that have calculated all the linear-order GR effects in the SFB PS, but they adopt
the continuous SFB basis. Compared to these two works, we will calculate the GR effects in the
discrete SFB basis instead of the continuous one, since the discrete SFB basis is a more efficient
and stable decomposition of the galaxy density field and a more natural choice for numerical
computation and data estimation. In addition, we will place greater emphasis on the numerical
technique compared to the previous works and provide explicit validation for our calculations.

This paper is outlined as follows: we first summarize the GR effects at linear order in section 2.
In particular, we will clarify the meaning of Newtonian approximations in section 2.1 and provide
a review of the local PNG in the relativistic context in section 2.2. We next outline the SFB
formalism in section 3: we will review the basics of the SFB decomposition (section 3.1) and
emphasize the benefit of discrete SFB basis over the continuous one (section 3.2). We present the
analytical formalism for computing the SFB power spectrum and GR effects in section 4.1. Our
main numerical approach is based on the Iso-qr integration method proposed in Ref. [35], which
we will review and extend for GR effects in section 4.2. We present and discuss our numerical
results in section 5 and outline the future prospects in section 6.

We defer some technical details and extensions of our work to appendices. We outline the
mappings between the SFB power spectrum and other two-point statistics in appendix A. In
particular, the mappings between the SFB PS and the angular power spectrum developed in
appendix A.1 are critical for developing the theoretical formalism of SFB and validating our GR
effects implementation. We next review the derivation of the angular kernels for all GR effects in
appendix B. In appendix C, we provide validation for our GR effects computation by comparing
our results with outputs from CLASS. We then discuss approximation schemes for the lensing effect
(appendix D) and the divergence encountered in the SFB monopole (appendix E). We last provide
details for the Iso-qr integration scheme introduced in Ref. [35] and further extend the method in
appendix F.

Though focused on galaxy surveys, our work will have implications for future intensity mapping
surveys where relativistic effects can also become important [38, 39]. Our formalism for calculating
the lensing convergence in the SFB power spectrum can also be used for lensing potential and
lensing shear, which have different angular dependence compared to the lensing convergence [40].

Throughout this work, we consider the simplest case of a full-sky window with uniform radial
selection in some redshift bin from zmin and zmax (a top-hat radial window), that is we consider a
galaxy survey with uniform galaxy density in the comoving space with a finite redshift footprint
without any angular mask. The window convolution can be further modeled based on Ref. [33]
where the window mixing matrix is applied on top of the full-sky SFB power spectrum. We ignore
the integral constraint (also known as the local average effect) [35, 41] and the observer’s terms
[17, 42] in our numerical evaluations. All plots presented in this work assume a best-fit Planck
2018 ΛCDM cosmology [43]. We use julia for all numerical implementations, and the code will
be made publicly accessible in a follow-up paper.
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2 Relativistic Effects in Observed Galaxy Number Count

In this section, we review the relativistic effects present in the galaxy clustering at the linear
order. It is also referred to as the projection effects in some literature [7, 44]. The starting point
is the linear-order relativistic expression for the so-called observed galaxy (source) number count.
For a sample of galaxies observed with a given set of selection criteria, we denote the galaxy
number density as Ng(n̂, z) in terms of the observed angle n̂ and redshift z, and the observed
galaxy number count is

δg(n̂, z) =
Ng(n̂, z)− ⟨Ng(n̂, z)⟩

⟨Ng(n̂, z)⟩
, (2.1)

where ⟨...⟩ is the ensemble average at fixed observed redshift. The galaxy number count δg(n̂, z)
is an observable that is gauge invariant, so it can be expressed in any gauge for the perturbed
Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker metric. It is mostly commonly expressed in the conformal
Newtonian gauge (CNG):

ds2 = a(τ)2[−(1 + 2Ψ)dτ2 + (1− 2Φ)δijdx
idxj ], (2.2)

where τ denotes the conformal time, x is the Cartesian comoving coordinate in the configura-
tion space, and Ψ and Φ are the Bardeen potentials, corresponding to the temporal and spatial
metric perturbations in the CNG. Equation (2.2) is named the Newtonian gauge since Ψ coin-
cides with the gravitational potential under Newtonian gravity. Here we only consider the metric
perturbation caused by scalar modes in an otherwise flat background (that is ΩK = 0).

The linear relativistic calculation for the galaxy number count has been carried out in Refs. [10,
11, 45, 46] with the observer terms added in Refs. [17, 42, 47]. Following the notations of Refs. [6]
and [17], we have

δrelg (n̂, z) = b1Dm −
1

H
∂v

∂x
· n̂

− (2− 5s)κ

−A1(v − vo) · n̂+ (2− 5s)vo · n̂

+A1(Ψ−Ψo) +

(
A1H0 −

2− 5s

x

)
Vo − (2− 5s)Φ + Ψ+

1

H
Φ̇ + (be − 3)HV

− 2− 5s

x

∫ τ(z)

τ0

(Ψ(τ ′) + Φ(τ ′)) dτ ′

−A1

∫ τ(z)

τ0

(Ψ̇(τ ′) + Φ̇(τ ′)) dτ ′. (2.3)

In the above equation, we have grouped the relativistic effects1 as follows: standard density
plus RSD (first line, abbreviated as DRSD), lensing (second line), Doppler (third line), non-
integrated potential (fourth line, abbreviated as NIP hereafter), Shapiro (fifth line), and integrated

1Different works often adopt different groupings for the linear-order GR effects. For example, Ref. [17] groups
Shapiro and ISW terms together as the integrated gravitational potentials, while Ref. [6] groups Doppler and NIP
terms as the non-integrated relativistic effects. Equation (2.3) can also be expressed in terms of perturbations on
physical quantities such as redshift, luminosity distance, and volume [48, 49].
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Sachs–Wolfe (sixth line, referred to as ISW hereafter). We refer to the NIP, Shapiro, and ISW
terms (last three lines) together as the gravitational potential term (abbreviated as GP).

We next explain the cosmological quantities used in eq. (2.3). There, Dm is the gauge-invariant
density contrast that coincides with the matter density fluctuation in the comoving gauge2, and
v is the peculiar velocity of the galaxies in the CNG, assumed to follow the matter velocity. The
velocity potential V is related to the peculiar velocity v via v = −∇V , and we define the velocity
scalar v through v(k) ≡ kV (k) such that v and v will have the same dependence on k in the
Fourier space. The lensing convergence κ is given by

κ(n̂, z) =
1

2
∇2

n̂′ψlens = −1

2
∇2

n̂

∫ τ(z)

τ0

τ ′ − τ(z)
(τ0 − τ(z))(τ0 − τ ′)

(Φ(τ ′) + Ψ(τ ′)) dτ ′, (2.4)

where ψlens is the lensing potential, and the integration occurs along the LOS (n̂ = n̂′). In
eq. (2.3), we use the subscript o to indicate that the quantity is evaluated at the observer’s
location (e.g., Ψo indicates the temporal gravitational potential at the observer), the subscript 0

to indicate the current time (e.g. τ0), and the dot to refer to a partial derivative with respect to
the conformal time.

We have also dropped the explicit redshift dependence for variables in eq. (2.3), that is b1, H,
A1, s, and be all depend upon the source’s redshift. We next give the explicit definitions of these
redshift-dependent variables. The linear galaxy bias b1(z) characterizes the relationship between
the dark matter and the proper galaxy density fluctuation in the comoving gauge. The conformal
Hubble parameter is defined as H(z) ≡ da

dτ /a = aH(z), and it is in the natural unit assuming
c = 1. A1 is defined through

A1(z) ≡
Ḣ
H2

+
2− 5s

Hx
+ 5s− be. (2.5)

The evolution bias be measures the evolution of the galaxy comoving density:

be ≡
∂ ln n̄g
H∂τ

=
∂ ln n̄g
∂ ln a

, (2.6)

where n̄g(x) denotes the mean galaxy density in the comoving space, and it can be converted to
the physical mean galaxy density n̄physg via n̄g = a3n̄physg . The magnification bias s measures the
change in the galaxy number density with respect to the luminosity cut Lc (assuming the galaxy
survey is magnitude limited) at fixed redshift:

s ≡ −2

5

∂ ln n̄g
∂ lnL

∣∣∣∣
lnLc

. (2.7)

The above definition of magnification bias is based on a simple magnitude cut for the galaxy
samples. For realistic surveys with more complicated sample selections, the bias s measures the
response of the sample selection function to the change in the observed galaxies’ flux due to
magnification. In the (2 − 5s) factor present in eq. (2.3), the factor 2 characterizes how the

2The comoving gauge is defined such that the fluid 3-velocity is set to vanish. We use the comoving gauge for
the matter density contrast here because it is the proper gauge for galaxy bias expansion (see section 2.2), and the
matter power spectrum in the comoving gauge can be directly calculated from linear Boltzmann codes.
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observed galaxy number density changes with respect to the observed angular area, which varies
across different LOS due to cosmological perturbations. This is often known as the geometric
magnification. Besides changing the observed angular area, cosmological perturbations will also
change the observed galaxies’ flux from its background expectation, that is the luminosity distance
at each LOS will be perturbed from the background luminosity distance. Since the survey selection
of galaxy samples primarily depends on the observed flux of galaxies at different photometric
bands, the flux magnification will then change whether a particular galaxy is selected or not,
thereby changing the observed number count. The factor 5s characterises how the observed
galaxy number density changes with respect to this flux magnification.

The evolution and magnification biases determine the amplitude of relativistic corrections in
the number count, so measuring these two biases is important for upcoming LSS surveys that have
the constraining power to measure GR effects or in surveys that can reach σ(fNL) ∼ 1 for which
GR effects are important [6, 7, 50, 51]. Note that the magnification bias is already important for
current photometric surveys that probe galaxy clustering and cosmic shear [52–54]. For examples
of measuring magnification bias in real surveys, see Refs. [52] and [55].

We emphasize that the linear-order relativistic galaxy number count given in eq. (2.3) applies
to any metric theory of gravity. For this work, we will restrict ourselves to GR under ΛCDM
cosmology for all the numerical calculations. Since the perturbed Einstein equations are not
used to derive eq. (2.3), it still applies when one considers different dark energy models with
perturbation or modified gravity models.

2.1 Newtonian Approximations

The expression for the observed galaxy number count in eq. (2.3) includes all relativistic terms
at linear order. However, most of these effects are not needed in the previous LSS surveys with
relatively small volumes and small angular coverage focusing on scales k ⪆ 0.01h/Mpc. For
a spectroscopic survey with precise redshift, the linear modeling has only used the first line of
eq. (2.3) [56, 57]:

δspecg (n̂, z) = b1Dm −
1

H
∂v

∂x
· n̂ . (2.8)

This is the galaxy density and the standard Newtonian RSD term, which are used to calculate the
two-point correlation function multipoles ξL(s) and power spectrum multipoles PL(k). These two
statistics are the standard galaxy clustering statistics used in spectroscopic surveys for extracting
cosmological information, and eq. (2.8) has been sufficient for modeling galaxy clustering at the
linear level for the Stage-III surveys.

However, as demonstrated in Refs. [22, 23, 58], an additional velocity term needs to be included
to eq. (2.8) for analyzing the large-scale clustering of mocks or surveys with large angular coverage.
The full expression for the linear RSD in the Newtonian limit is [59, 60]:

δNewt
g (n̂, z) = b1Dm −

1

H
∂v

∂x
· n̂− α

Hx
v · n̂ , (2.9)

in which the third term is generated from the Jacobian associated with the change of coordinates
caused by the Newtonian RSD. This additional velocity term is often referred to as the α-term
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[21] or the Newtonian Doppler term [22]. In the plane-parallel limit, this additional velocity term
becomes negligible as x→∞, which reduces eq. (2.9) to eq. (2.8) used in Stage-III spectroscopic
surveys. When one analyzes the large-scale clustering under the Newtonian RSD in the full-sky
limit where wide-angle effects are also important, the full Newtonian expression in eq. (2.9) should
be adopted.

One can see that the α-term has the same form as the Doppler term in the GR number count
(the third line of eq. (2.3)) albeit with a different coefficient. The coefficient α is defined as
[19, 21, 22]:

α(x) ≡ ∂ ln[x2n̄g(x)]

∂ lnx
= 2− xHbe, (2.10)

and it is related to the evolution bias defined in eq. (2.6). In the absence of the evolution bias,
that is the galaxy has a constant density in the comoving space, α = 2.

Comparing the coefficients for the Newtonian and GR Doppler terms, we see

A1 −
α

Hx
=
Ḣ
H2
− 5s

Hx
+ 5s. (2.11)

Under GR, the peculiar velocity not only impacts the observed redshift but also changes the
luminosity distance and thereby the observed flux of the galaxy, which adds terms proportional
to the magnification bias [19]. Furthermore, the redshift space distortion takes place through the
past light cone under GR and causes not only spatial but also time displacement, which explains
the Ḣ/H2 term present in eq. (2.11). Both of these effects are ignored in the Newtonian modeling
of RSD, which explains the difference of the coefficients between the Newtonian and GR Doppler
effects3.

For modeling the galaxy clustering observed in photometric surveys, it is standard to use
[53, 61, 62]

δphotog (n̂, z) = b1Dm −
1

H
∂v

∂x
· n̂− (2− 5s)κ, (2.12)

which adds the lensing term compared to eq. (2.8) used for spectroscopic surveys. Due to the
presence of substantial redshift errors in photometric surveys, it is standard to use the angular
correlation function ω(θ) or the angular power spectrum Cℓ to probe the radially-projected galaxy
clustering. For the 3D clustering often probed by power spectrum multipoles PL(k), the lensing
term only becomes important for ultra-large scales at lower k [6, 17], which justifies the ignorance
of the lensing term in the Stage-III spectroscopic surveys focusing on k ⪆ 0.01h/Mpc.

In comparison, for the projected clustering measured by Cℓ, lensing becomes non-negligible
across all angular multipoles ℓ at redshift z ⪆ 0.5 [10, 11]. In particular, for high ℓ at small
angular scales, lensing dominates over the Newtonian RSD contribution and becomes the leading
correction in addition to the density term b1Dm, so lensing needs to be included for modeling
the galaxy clustering and its cross-correlation with cosmic shear and CMB lensing even in the
Stage-III photometric surveys. We will discuss more on the behavior of the lensing term under
the SFB basis in section 5.4.

3See Sec. 2.4 of Ref. [19] for a more detailed discussion on comparing the Newtonian Doppler with the GR
Doppler term.
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Due to the use of different approximations of the galaxy number count under different settings,
different groups of terms in eq. (2.3) are referred to as the GR effects in different literature. In
this work, we refer to all terms beyond the density and the standard RSD terms (the first line
of eq. (2.3)) as the GR effects. Since the SFB power spectrum is of most interest for a wide-
field spectroscopic survey, we benchmark against eq. (2.8), the standard approximation used in
spectroscopic surveys.

2.2 Primordial Non-Gaussianities

We have so far reviewed the relativistic galaxy number count for a Universe with Gaussian pri-
moridial fluctuations. However, different models of the early universe such as various inflationary
models could lead to a certain level of primordial non-Gaussianities (PNG). In particular, at large
scales, the LSS is primarily sensitive to the so-called PNG of the local type, which includes a
local, quadratic correction to the primordial gravitational potential ϕp parametrized by fNL [63]:

ϕp(x) = ϕG(x) + fNL

[
ϕG(x)

2 − ⟨ϕG(x)2⟩
]
. (2.13)

Here we introduce the additional variable ϕ ≡ −Φ (Φ is the Bardeen potential defined in
eq. (2.2)) to be consistent with the sign convention of fNL used in literature such that a positive
fNL enhances the power in the galaxy power spectrum. In single-field, slow-roll, models of inflation,
local PNG are, for all practical purposes, negligible [64, 65], while multi-field models of inflation
generically predict large local PNG values fNL ∼ O(1) [66–68], so a local PNG provides a smoking
gun signature of those models. Measuring the PNG is an important goal of next-generation LSS
surveys such as SPHEREx.

Besides generating a primordial matter bispectrum, the local PNG also introduces a very
distinct scale-dependent bias on the largest scales for the biased tracers [69, 70], and this charac-
teristic scale-dependent bias is observable from the two-point clustering. Under the local PNG,
the bias relation between the biased tracers and the underlying matter density field at the linear
order now becomes:

Dg = b1Dm + fNLbϕϕ, (2.14)

where bϕ describes the response of galaxy formation to the large-scale potential ϕ at the time of
structure formation. Even though the bias relation is usually discussed and formulated in the
Newtonian limit, the only requirement to make the bias expansion consistent in the relativistic
formalism at linear order is that the time slicing (constant-time hypersurface) chosen to perform
the bias expansion should correspond to a constant proper time of comoving observers, which
coincides with the synchronous-comoving gauge4 [44, 72, 73]. Therefore, both the galaxy density
Dg and the matter density Dm in eq. (2.14) shall be interpreted as quantities in the synchronous-
comoving gauge, which is consistent with our notation for the relativistic number count in eq. (2.3).

4The synchronous gauge is defined such that the perturbations of the time-time part and the space-time part
of the metric tensor are equal to zeros. In this gauge, the time coordinate corresponds to the proper time of
comoving observers at fixed spatial coordinates. In the absence of pressure, the synchronous gauge coincides with
the comoving gauge at the linear order [71], so one can use the two names interchangeably.
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Assuming halo abundance models with a universal mass function (UMF), the halo bias with
respect to the gravitational potential satisfies [70, 74]

bϕ(b1) = 2δc(b1 − 1), (2.15)

where δc = 1.686 is the threshold for spherical collapse5. However, the UMF assumption breaks
down for galaxy samples selected from real surveys, and eq. (2.15) no longer holds for these
realistic tracers. In this case, one could then measure bϕ from simulations [75, 76] or real data [77]
and marginalize over the priors on bϕ for constraining fNL [78, 79].

The Bardeen potential and the matter density in the comoving gauge are related by the rela-
tivistic Poisson equation [80, 81]:

∇2Φ(x, z) =
3

2
H2(z)Ωm(z)Dm(x, z), (2.16)

which is the same form as the Newtonian Poisson equation. In GR, the Poisson equation relates
the Bardeen potential Φ (coincides with the potential in the conformal Newtonian Gauge) and the
gauge-invariant density contrast Dm (coincides with the matter density in the comoving gauge).
In the Fourier space, at the matter-dominated epoch zmd, eq. (2.16) becomes

Φ(k, zmd) = −
3

2

H2(zmd)

k2
ΩM (zmd)Dm(k, zmd). (2.17)

We can rewrite the above equation in terms of the matter density at the source redshift z (the
redshift of the observed galaxy):

Φ(k, zmd) = −
Dm(k, z)

α(k, z)
, (2.18)

where

α(k, z) =
2k2D̃(z)(1 + zmd)T (k)

3H2(zmd)Ωm(zmd)
=

2k2D̃(z)T (k)

3H2
0Ωm0

. (2.19)

Here D̃(z) is the growth factor normalized to the scale factor (1 + z)−1 at the matter-dominated
epoch, T (k) is the matter transfer function, and Ωm0 and H0 are the matter density and the
Hubble parameter today. Combining eq. (2.14) and eq. (2.18), one obtains

Dg =

(
b1 +

fNLbϕ
α(k, z)

)
Dm, (2.20)

which recovers the scale-dependent bias relation of local PNG initially derived in the Newtonian
limit [69, 70].

Therefore, the commonly adopted eq. (2.20) remains true under GR at the linear order6, and
the power spectrum of galaxies still acquires the characteristic k−2 signature on large scales. As

5δc = 1.686 holds for the spherical collapse in both the Newtonian limit and the synchronous-comoving gauge
in GR [72, 73].

6However, one should take more care and re-examine whether the common modeling approach of galaxy bias
and local PNG still holds in the relativistic context at the second order, where galaxy bias and gauge issues
become more nuanced [82–85], and it might have implications for constraining local PNG through measuring the
higher-order statistics of galaxy clustering near the horizon scale.
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k → 0, the local PNG term diverges, which is physical and consistent with GR: the divergence is
only acquired through the relativistic Poisson equation, while the galaxy bias bϕ remains constant,
which suggests that the physical effect of long-wavelength fluctuations on the local overdensity
does not blow up. Strictly speaking, the term "scale-dependent bias" ubiquitously used to describe
the local PNG effect is a misnomer, as discussed in Ref. [79], since neither b1 nor bϕ have any
scale-dependence themselves, and it is the relativistic Poisson equation that depends on scales.

This k−2 signature on large scales for the local PNG effect is shared by the gravitational
potential term in eq. (2.3). The PNG and GP terms are both directly proportional to the Bardeen
potential Φ, which scales with k−2 through the relativistic Poisson equation derived from the
linearized Einstein equations. The difference is that the PNG term depends on the potential at
the matter-dominated epoch, while the GP term depends on the potential at the source redshift.
From a heuristic argument, we can see that the GP term in GR effects can be degenerate with
the scale-dependent fNL signal, since they essentially have the same form proportional to the
gravitational potential.

3 SFB Basis and Power Spectrum

In this section, we focus on the theoretical formalism behind the SFB power spectrum. We first
briefly review the spherical Fourier-Bessel decomposition in both continuous and discrete cases
following Ref. [33]. We then emphasize the benefit of using the discrete SFB basis over the
continuous one.

3.1 SFB Decomposition

The continuous SFB basis is composed of eigenfunctions of the Laplacian in spherical coordinates,
namely the spherical Bessel functions of first kind jℓ(kx) and the spherical harmonics Y ∗

ℓm(n̂). The
SFB decomposition of the density field δ(x) and the inverse transformation are:

δℓm(k) =

∫
x
jℓ(kx)Y

∗
ℓm(n̂)δ(x), (3.1)

δ(x) =
2

π

∫ ∞

0
dk k2

∑
ℓm

jℓ(kx)Yℓm(n̂)δℓm(k) , (3.2)

where x = x(z)n̂ is the position vector in the configuration space. The factor 2k2/π can be split
between eqs. (3.1) and (3.2) as pleased. The continuous SFB power spectrum is defined as:

⟨δℓ1m1(k1)δ
∗
ℓ2m2

(k2)⟩ = Cℓ1(k1, k2)δ
K
ℓ1ℓ2δ

K
m1m2

, (3.3)

where δK is the Dirac-delta symbol.
In a homogeneous and isotropic Universe of infinite size with no LOS effects, Cℓ(k1, k2) ∼

P (k1)δ
D(k1−k2)/k21 for all ℓ, where the SFB power spectrum is diagonal and proportional to the

3D power spectrum P (k) [25, 33]. This translational invariance is broken in the presence of redshift
evolution and redshift space distortions, while the rotational invariance is still preserved, leading
to the angular mode ℓ and two wavenumbers k1, k2 in eq. (3.3) as a complete decomposition of
the two-point statistics for the density field. The two wavenumbers are obtained via the spherical
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Bessel transform, which is the Fourier transform in the radial direction, so k1 and k2 are the
canonical Fourier modes.

Now eq. (3.1) is the SFB decomposition of an infinite universe, where the Fourier modes
are continuous, and for any k, jℓ(kx)Y ∗

ℓm(n̂) is the eigenfunction of the Laplacian without any
boundary conditions. Due to the finite speed of light, we only observe a finite universe, where a
continuous decomposition of a field with only finite volume becomes redundant. The finite volume
leads to discretization, which is similar to the discrete Fourier transform where the finiteness in
the time domain leads to discrete modes in the frequency domain. In the presence of boundary
conditions at the radial direction for some finite comoving distance range xmin ≤ x ≤ xmax, the
orthogonality relation leads to discrete radial modes knl, and the radial eigenfunction of Laplacian
becomes [30, 33]:

gnℓ(x) = cnℓ jℓ(knℓx) + dnℓ yℓ(knℓx), (3.4)

which are linear combinations of spherical Bessel functions of the first and second kind, chosen to
satisfy the orthonormality relation∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2 gnℓ(x) gn′ℓ(x) = δKnn′ . (3.5)

Here the index n denotes the index for wavenumber knℓ at each angular multipole ℓ, and
cnℓ and dnℓ are constants that are determined by the boundary conditions. With the eigen-
value −k2nℓ, the function gnℓ(x) now serves as the eigenfunction to the radial component of
the Laplacian under a chosen boundary condition. It is common to use either the potential
or velocity boundary conditions, which are given in Appendix D of Refs. [33] and [35] respec-
tively. In practice, we can compute gnℓ(x) of these two boundary conditions with the public
code SphericalFourierBesselDecompositions.jl7. Generally, the differences between the two
boundary conditions are small, and we choose the potential boundary condition throughout this
work.

The discrete SFB decomposition of the density field δ(x) and the inverse transformation then
become

δnℓm =

∫
x
gnℓ(x)Y

∗
ℓm(n̂)δ(x) , (3.6)

δ(x) =
∑
nℓm

gnℓ(x)Yℓm(n̂) δnℓm , (3.7)

where the integral of eq. (3.6) goes over the finite volume within xmin ≤ x ≤ xmax. One can
compare the above equations with the continuous SFB transform in eqs. (3.1) and (3.2) to see the
integral with respect to k is reduced to a sum over n due to the discretization, which is analogous
to the summation replacing the integral in the discrete Fourier transform. We can then form the
discrete SFB power spectrum through:

⟨δn1ℓ1m1δ
∗
n2ℓ2m2

⟩ = Cℓ1n1n2δ
K
ℓ1ℓ2δ

K
m1m2

. (3.8)
7https://github.com/hsgg/SphericalFourierBesselDecompositions.jl
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Figure 1: Comparing the continuous and discrete SFB power spectra for a uniform radial selection
with a finite redshift range from zmin = 0.2 to zmax = 0.5. The points show the DSFB power
spectrum, while the dashed lines show the CSFB. We assume the linear Newtonian RSD modeling
in eq. (2.8) and b1 = 1.5. Since it is impossible to properly normalize the CSFB basis in a finite
volume, the CSFB and DSFB PS will not match in general. To roughly match the two spectra
for comparison, we apply a single normalization factor to the continuous SFB PS at all ℓ and
k. An additional 2(ℓ + 1) factor is applied on both the discrete and the continuous SFB PS
to distinguish the different angular multipoles in the plot. We see that the DSFB spectrum is
smooth and well-behaved since DSFB is a complete basis over the finite volume, while the CSFB
spectrum suffers from oscillations due to the non-smoothness of the top-hat window in a finite
redshift range.

3.2 Advantage of the Discrete Basis

In the canonical Fourier space, the continuous Fourier transform is used for analytical calculations
where integration over an infinite range is both natural and possible, while data estimations and
numerical computations always rely on the discrete Fourier transform due to a finite spatial or time
domain. Similarly, the continuous SFB (CSFB) transform will be useful for analytical predictions
to develop intuition, while one should apply the discrete SFB (DSFB) transform for extracting
information on cosmological data and numerically computing the signal.

In this work, we will calculate GR effects in the DSFB power spectrum. To fully justify this
choice, we will explain the practical advantages of the DSFB basis in this section, besides drawing
an analogy to the discrete Fourier transform. The DSFB basis (extending from xmin to xmax

with radial functions gnℓ(x)) is pioneered by Ref. [30] and then used for estimators and theory
calculations in Refs. [33–35]. Our advocacy for the discrete basis is therefore not new, but we
here provide a more detailed and explicit summary of its benefits and practical applications.

In the case that the density volume reaches xmin = 0, the DSFB radial function is proportional
to the continuous one at the discretized wavenumbers, that is gnℓ(x) = cnℓjℓ(knℓx), so the two
power spectra will coincide up to some normalization. However, most tracers in realistic galaxy
surveys start at some minimum redshift such that xmin(zmin) ̸= 0, in which case the DSFB
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radial basis function will become a generic linear combination of spherical Bessel functions of
both first and second kinds as given in eq. (3.4), so the DSFB and CSFB spectra will become
different. Assuming a finite redshift coverage from z = 0.2 to 0.5, we compare the CSFB and
DSFB power spectra in figure 1, which are computed following section 4.2. Since the CSFB is not
an orthonormal basis in a finite volume, it is hard to properly normalize the CSFB PS to exactly
match the DSFB PS. We apply a single normalization factor to the continuous SFB PS at all ℓ
and k in figure 1 to roughly match the two spectra for comparison8. We see that the discrete
spectrum is smooth and well-behaved, while the CSFB spectrum suffers from oscillations due to
the abrupt drop of galaxy density at the boundaries of the finite redshift range. Therefore, the
DSFB PS is a more stable quantity when the redshift range starts at non-zero redshift.

Besides its numerical stability and aesthetic appeal, the DSFB basis has the theoretical ad-
vantage of being a complete basis of the density field over a finite volume. Discretisation im-
poses a discrete sampling of the SFB PS that can be efficiently represented in a matrix form
Cℓn1n2 ≡ Cℓ(kn1ℓ, kn2ℓ). For a Gaussian universe, the DSFB PS will contain all the information
with a finite number of data points, serving as a lossless compression of the density field. For the
CSFB, one has to choose a fine but arbitrary resolution in the Fourier k modes during numerical
computation, and results still need to be binned for practical purposes. In comparison, the DSFB
naturally sets the k resolution and avoids the arbitrary binning step. As seen in figure 1, there
are only about 20 knℓ modes in the linear regime (k ⪅ 0.1h/Mpc) for a full-sky volume from
z = 0.2 to 0.5. Due to its efficient and complete decomposition of the field, the DSFB PS can be
mapped to other two-point statistics, and the discrete basis simplifies and stabilizes the numerical
implementation of these mappings as we will discuss in appendix A.

Furthermore, discretization explicits how the Fourier knℓ modes depend on and vary with
respect to angular multipoles ℓ. For each angular mode ℓ, DSFB naturally gives the lowest
Fourier mode k1ℓ, representing the largest scale accessible at the given angular scale ℓ. In general,
only the largest angular scales at multipoles ℓ ⪅ 10 contribute to the lowest Fourier modes
at k ⪅ 0.01h/Mpc, demonstrated in figure 1. Such explicit relationships between the angular
and Fourier modes can help us better understand and control the various angular and redshift
systematics in real surveys.

Besides the Fourier mode k and angular multipole ℓ, the DSFB basis also gives access to
an additional index variable n, which does not exist for the CSFB. The exact meanings and
applications of n have not been extensively discussed, but in section 5.4 we will see that most of
the lensing effect is contained in the n = 1 modes, so these modes will be useful for measuring
the lensing signal. We will also see that the index n in the DSFB basis is somewhat analogous
to the variable µ ≡ k||/k, parametrizing the component parallel to the LOS, often used in the
plane-parallel limit. We expect n to provide a useful handle for isolating different combinations
of angular and radial modes in LSS surveys.

It is also more natural to use the DSFB basis to build estimators that can be applied to data,
and a pseudo-Cℓ estimator for the DSFB power spectrum has been fully developed in Ref. [33].

8Due to the use of a single normalization for the CSFB at all ℓ and k, the DSFB and CSFB PS are not exactly
matched in figure 1, they become more different at higher multipoles, which is not surprising since the radial basis
functions in DSFB and CSFB are different. The main point of figure 1 is to show the stability of the DSFB over
CSFB.
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Therefore, the theoretical computation should match the DSFB estimator for validation and
inference. For all these reasons, we recommend the use of the DSFB basis over the continuous
one for numerical computation. In the rest of the paper, we simply use "SFB" to refer to the
DSFB basis, and we will explicitly mention "continuous" when we refer to CSFB.

4 Computation of the SFB Power Spectrum

We now describe our method for computing the SFB power spectrum. We first summarize all the
analytical formulas used for computing the SFB PS and GR effects in section 4.1, and we will
develop some intuition based on these formulas. We next review the numerical approach proposed
in Sec. IV of Ref. [35] for computing the SFB PS under the Newtonian RSD in section 4.2.1. We
then adapt this approach to compute the GR effects in section 4.2.2.

4.1 Analytical Formalism

According to Refs. [34, 35], the SFB power spectrum given in eq. (3.8) can be computed using
the following integral:

CR
ℓn1n2

=

∫ ∞

0
dqWR

n1ℓ(q)W
R
n2ℓ(q)Pm,0(q) , (4.1)

where Pm,0(q) is the present matter power spectrum under the comoving gauge, which can be
computed from the linear Boltzmann codes. The SFB kernel Wnℓ(q) is given by

WR
nℓ(q) ≡

√
2

π
q

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)R(x)∆ℓ(x, q) . (4.2)

We have added a radial selection function R(x) to the SFB PS, and we use the subscript R to
indicate this case. Here ∆ℓ(x, q) is the angular kernel that can contain various physical effects
including the Newtonian RSD, GR effects [11, 12], redshift error modeling, and Fingers-of-god
effects [34]. We will review the derivation of the above two formulas in appendix B.1.

To compute the GR effects in the SFB PS using eqs. (4.1) and (4.2), we summarize the angular
kernels ∆ℓ(x, q) corresponding to all the linear-order GR effects (ignoring the observer’s terms)
following Ref. [11, 12]:

∆ℓ(x, q)
DRSD = b1(x)Dm(x, q)jℓ(qx) +

q

H(x)
v(x, q)j′′ℓ (qx) (4.3)

∆ℓ(x, q)
Doppler = A1(x)v(x, q)j

′
ℓ(qx) (4.4)

∆ℓ(x, q)
NIP =

[
(A1(x) + 1)Ψ(x, q)− (2− 5s(x))Φ(x, q) +

1

H(x)
Φ̇(x, q)

+ (be(x)− 3)H(x)V (x, q)

]
jℓ(qx) (4.5)

∆ℓ(x, q)
Lensing = ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

2− 5s(x)

2

∫ x

0
dr
x− r
xr

(Φ(r, q) + Ψ(r, q))jℓ(qr) (4.6)

∆ℓ(x, q)
Shapiro =

2− 5s(x)

x

∫ x

0
dr (Φ(r, q) + Ψ(r, q))jℓ(qr) (4.7)
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∆ℓ(x, q)
ISW = A1(x)

∫ x

0
dr
(
Φ̇(r, q) + Ψ̇(r, q)

)
jℓ(qr) . (4.8)

Here V (x(z), q) represents the transfer function for the velocity potential from the present-time
matter perturbation Dm,0(q); the same convention is followed for the transfer functions Φ(x, q)

and Ψ(x, q) for the two Bardeen potentials. These angular kernels have been given in Refs. [10–12]
to compute the GR effects in the angular power spectrum, and they can be directly derived from
the galaxy number count expression in eq. (2.3). For completeness, we will review the derivation
of the above, as well as the angular kernels for the observer’s terms, in appendix B.2.

For a Universe with local non-Gaussian primordial fluctuations, an additional scale-dependent
component to the angular kernel is added:

∆ℓ(x, q)
PNG =

fNLbϕ(x)

α(q, x)
Dm(x, q)jℓ(qx). (4.9)

The transfer functions for the velocity and gravitational potentials depend on the particular
choice of cosmology, and in general they need to be calculated from the linear Boltzmann codes
such as CAMB and CLASS. However, in the standard ΛCDM cosmology at the late time where one
can ignore the anisotropic stress caused by radiation and neutrinos, the Friedmann equation and
the linearized Einstein equations9 give the following [6, 17, 86]:

Dm(x, q) = D(x) (4.10)

v(x, q) = qV (x, q) = −f(x)H(x)
q

D(x) (4.11)

Φ(x, q) = Ψ(x, q) = −3

2

H2(x)

q2
Ωm(x)D(x) (4.12)

Φ̇(x, q) = Ψ̇(x, q) = −3

2

H3(x)

q2
Ωm(x)(f(x)− 1)D(x) (4.13)

Ḣ
H2

= 1− 3

2
Ωm(x) , (4.14)

where D(x) is the linear growth factor normalized at the current time and f(x) is the linear
growth rate. In the ΛCDM model, the transfer functions are separable in terms of the conformal
time indicated by the comoving distance x(z) and the Fourier mode k. In this work, we will
assume the ΛCDM model and use the above transfer functions to calculate the GR effects.

The above expressions for transfer functions directly indicate how individual GR effects scale
with the Fourier mode as one moves closer to the horizon. The Doppler term is proportional to
the velocity scalar v, which scales as k−1 according to eq. (4.11). The GP term, including the
NIP, Shapiro, and ISW effects, is proportional to the Bardeen potentials and their time derivative,
which scale as k−2 seen from eqs. (4.12) and (4.13). Proportional to the angular Laplacian of the
Bardeen potentials, the lensing term will also scale as k−2.

We can also predict the angular dependence of individual GR terms through the analytical
formulas summarized in this section. Since the transfer functions do not contain any angular

9The Bardeen potential transfer function in eq. (4.12) is derived from the relativistic Poisson equation in
eq. (2.16), and it was already used in section 2.2 to explain the scale-dependent bias generated from the local PNG.
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dependence, we see that there is no explicit dependence on ℓ besides the spherical Bessel function
jℓ(qx) in the angular kernels for most GR terms. The exception is the lensing effect, which
explicitly contains an ℓ(ℓ + 1) factor in its angular kernel given by eq. (4.6). We can therefore
naively predict the lensing effect to scale as approximately ℓ2. These analytical predictions of
dependence on ℓ and k will be confirmed by the numerical results in section 5.1.

4.2 Numerical Computation

Our overall numerical strategy is to first integrate along x to compute the SFB kernel in eq. (4.2)
and then perform the integration along q to obtain the SFB PS following eq. (4.1). This is also
the integration order followed by previous SFB literature [25, 27, 28, 32, 34, 35], since eqs. (4.1)
and (4.2) reduce the 3-dimensional (3D) integrals contained in the SFB PS to an effective 2D
integral.

4.2.1 Summary of Iso-qr Integration

The main difficulty in computing the SFB power spectrum lies in the numerical evaluation of the
SFB kernel Wnℓ(q). In the absence of GR effects with only the Newtonian RSD, Ref. [35] has
proposed an efficient procedure to compute the SFB kernel such that the evaluation of the SFB
power spectrum only takes seconds on a single CPU, enabling inference of cosmological parameters
through MCMC with the SFB PS.

The key insight realized by Ref. [35] is that the bulk of the computation for the SFB kernel
in eq. (4.2) is spent on evaluating the spherical Bessel functions jℓ(qx) inside the angular kernel
∆ℓ(x, q). We can put the formula for the SFB kernel into the general form of∫ xmax

xmin

dx f(x, q)jℓ(qx) . (4.15)

In the SFB kernel, the radial basis function gnℓ(x) will be precomputed, while the angular kernels
∆ℓ(x, q) for the DRSD term, as shown in eq. (4.3), only involves simple algebraic operations
except the spherical Bessel functions jℓ(qx), so the evaluation of f(x, q) is fast, while computing
jℓ(qx) is slow.

Ref. [35] further notices that the spherical Bessel functions only depend on the variable com-
bination qx, not on q and x separately. Thus, we can choose discretizations for q and x such
that in q-x space the “iso-qx” lines go precisely through the grid points of q and x. Using the
“iso-qx” lines transforms the problem of calculating the spherical Bessel function from a 2D to a
1D problem: we can efficiently precompute and cache the values of spherical Bessel functions only
on the “iso-qx” lines and then perform the 1D integration in eq. (4.15). We refer to this procedure
as the Iso-qr integration. Ref. [35] has already given an outline of this algorithm, and we will
supplement the details in appendix F and extend the algorithm to perform the Iso-qr integration
over multiple subintervals in appendix F.5.

4.2.2 Adaptation for GR effects

The Iso-qr integration scheme has allowed the efficient computation of the SFB power spectrum
under Newtonian RSD in Ref. [35]. In this work, we will use the same scheme extended for all the
linear-order GR effects. The effects from eq. (4.3) to eq. (4.8) can be classified into two classes: the
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non-integrated terms and the integrated terms, the latter containing an extra integration along
the LOS. The calculation of the SFB kernel Wnℓ(q) for the non-integrated terms can be directly
achieved using the Iso-qr integration scheme without any modification: the standard Newtonian
RSD term has already been implemented in Ref. [35], and the Doppler and NIP terms are simple
extensions.

For the integrated terms including the lensing, Shapiro, and ISW terms (eqs. (4.6) to (4.8)),
the SFB kernels contain an additional integration along the LOS in the angular kernel ∆ℓ(x, q).
Fortunately, evaluating these integrated terms only requires small modifications to the Iso-qr
integration method, which we will explain below.

To simplify the implementation, we first observe that the lensing term in eq. (4.6) can be
written as a sum:

∆ℓ(x, q)
Lensing =

(
2− 5s(x)

2

)
ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

[∫ x

0
dr

1

r
(Φ(r, q) + Ψ(r, q))jℓ(qr)

− 1

x

∫ x

0
dr (Φ(r, q) + Ψ(r, q))jℓ(qr)

]
, (4.16)

where the two integrands inside the integral along the LOS do not depend on the source redshift
x(z). The angular kernels of all three integrated terms can then be cast to the following form:

∆ℓ(x, q)
I = K(x)

∫ x

0
dr g(r, q)jℓ(qr) = K(x)

[∫ xmin

0
dr g(r, q)jℓ(qr) +

∫ x

xmin

dr g(r, q)jℓ(qr)

]
= K(x)G(q) + ∆ℓ(r = xmin → x, q)I, (4.17)

where we have split the LOS integral into two parts. The integration from 0 to xmin does not
depend on the source position x, so this part of the integral can be precomputed using the Iso-qr
integration scheme over 0 to xmin outside the SFB kernel evaluation loop and stored as an 1-D
array G(q).

We next examine the integration step from xmin to x. The SFB kernel in eq. (4.2) has the
following form for the integrated terms (from xmin to x):

WI
n1ℓ(q) ∼

∫ xmax

xmin

dxM(x)

∫ x

xmin

dr g(r, q)jℓ(qr) . (4.18)

We can choose the outer integral and the inner integral in eq. (4.18) to share the same discretization
scheme ∆xi = ∆ri over the range xmin to xmax for the trapezoidal rule such that at a particular
q:

WI
n1ℓ(q) ∼

N∑
i=0

∆xiM(xi)

i∑
j=0

∆rj g(rj , q)jℓ(qrj) . (4.19)

Since the inner integrand in eq. (4.18) does not depend on x, the integration only needs to be
performed for the outer integral, while we increment the inner integrand over the same interval
as the following:

Ri+1 ← Ri +∆xi g(xi, q)jℓ(qxi) , (4.20)
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Figure 2: The DRSD (density plus RSD) term in the diagonal part of the SFB power spectrum
Cℓnn ≡ Cℓ(knℓ, knℓ) for a redshift range from z = 1.0 to 1.5. The colormap shows the corresponding
angular multipoles ℓ. We only plot a subset of all the ℓ multipoles for visualization.

WI
n1ℓ ∼

N∑
i=0

∆xiM(xi)Ri . (4.21)

The above equations effectively rewrite eq. (4.19) into a weighted sum of a cumsum (cumulative
sum), so the integrand only needs to be evaluated N times where N is the number of discretized
bins from xminto xmax. This reduces the 2D integral in eq. (4.18) to a 1-D summation, and one
can obtain the discretization ∆xi following the Iso-qr integration scheme to evaluate jℓ(qx).

Recall that the SFB kernel for the non-integrated terms has the form:

WNI
n1ℓ(q) ∼

∫ xmax

xmin

dx f(x, q)jℓ(qx) . (4.22)

We can use the same "iso-qx" line from the Iso-qr integration scheme to evaluate the spherical
Bessel functions for both non-integrated and integrated terms, since they cover the same range
from xmin to xmax. In summary, the computational complexity for the integrated terms remains
the same order as the non-integrated terms. The integrated terms simply require an additional
precomputation step to integrate from 0 to xmin following eq. (4.17), and then increment the
integrand following eq. (4.20) to integrate from xmin to xmax.

5 Results

Here we present our results of GR effects for SFB multipoles ℓ ≥ 1. We will discuss the SFB
monopole in more detail in appendix E. Our numerical implementation has been validated by
comparing the angular power spectra transformed from our SFB calculations using eq. (A.7) and
results directly obtained from CLASS, which we show in appendix C.

For all results in this section, we set the linear bias b1 = 1.5, and we consider a vanishing
magnification bias s = 0 and evolution bias be = 0. Different values for the evolution and
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Figure 3: The full SFB power spectrum Cℓn1n2 ≡ Cℓ(kn1ℓ, kn2ℓ) (including both the diagonal
and off-diagonal parts) in [Mpc/h]4 at ℓ = 3 for a redshift range from z = 1.0 to 1.5. The left
panel shows the DRSD term, while the right panel shows the total linear-order GR correction.
With a uniform radial window, the SFB PS is mostly diagonal.

magnification biases will only change the amplitude of the GR corrections, and we do not expect
our qualitative conclusions to change under other realistic values for these two biases. We assume
the universal bias relation eq. (2.15) for any calculations related to the local PNG. We use the
notation CAB to indicate the cross-correlation between the effects A and B. The diagonal part of
the SFB power spectrum Cℓ(knℓ, knℓ) is the same regardless of the ordering of effects entering the
cross-correlation, that is CAB and CBA have the same diagonal SFB PS. For reference, we show
an example of the diagonal part of the SFB PS for the standard density plus the Newtonian RSD
(DRSD) term in figure 2.

With the numerical formalism described in section 4.2, we can compute the full SFB power
spectrum including both the diagonal (n1 = n2) and the off-diagonal (n1 ̸= n2) terms. For a
uniform radial function in the comoving space as we considered in this work, the off-diagonal terms
are substantially smaller compared to the diagonal part of the spectrum for both the standard
DRSD term and the total linear-order GR correction, as shown in figure 3. Therefore, we will
focus our discussion on the diagonal terms in this work. With a non-uniform radial window as
the case for real surveys, the diagonal part of the spectrum will then be mixed to the off-diagonal
part, leading to more substantial contribution to the off-diagonal components [34, 35].

5.1 ℓ and k Dependence

We first show the SFB PS for the auto-correlation and cross-correlation among all GR effects in
figure 4 for a redshift range from z = 1.0 to 1.5 as an example. In general, GR corrections are
only important at low Fourier modes corresponding to large scales, and all GR effects significantly
decrease for higher k values. The panels of figure 4 demonstrate the rich and different patterns
of the individual GR terms in the SFB ℓ-k space. We next separately examine the ℓ and k

dependence of the GR terms in detail.
Fixing the angular multipole ℓ, we show the scaling behaviors of the GR terms with the Fourier

k mode in figure 5a, and they conform to our expectation based on the transfer functions given in
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Figure 4: The GR terms in the diagonal part of the SFB power spectrum Cℓnn in [Mpc/h]4 for
a redshift range from z = 1.0 to 1.5. The colormap shows the corresponding angular multipoles
ℓ. The thin grey lines indicate the 0 value for the SFB PS. We only choose a subset of all the ℓ
multipoles for visualization.

eqs. (4.10) to (4.13). Proportional to the velocity scalar v, the DRSD-Doppler term scales roughly
as k−1 at large scales. In comparison, the DRSD-GP term scales almost exactly as k−2 predicted
by the transfer function for the potential Φ. For the auto-correlation, the Doppler-Doppler and
GP-GP terms scale as k−2 and k−4 respectively, in line with the k-scaling behavior for v2 and Φ2.
The lensing-lensing term also scales approximately as k−4, seen in the right panel of figure 9 below,
since it is also proportional to Φ2. Therefore, the Doppler effect has a shallower k dependence
compared to other GR effects, and it is the only GR effect proportional to the velocity field
instead of the gravitational potential. Other cross-correlation GR terms such as Doppler-lensing,
Doppler-GP, and lensing-GP terms shown in figure 4 also exhibit power-law scaling relation with
k.

We next examine the angular dependence of the GR terms. The Doppler and GP terms do not
exhibit any noticeable angular dependence as shown in figure 5b. In contrast, the DRSD-lensing
and lensing-lensing terms increase roughly as ℓ2 and ℓ4 as one considers larger angular multipoles
ℓ corresponding to smaller angular scales. These scaling relationships can be fully explained by
the ℓ(ℓ + 1) factor in the lensing angular kernel eq. (4.6). The angular Laplacian in the lensing
convergence (eq. (2.4)) imprints this unique angular dependence, setting lensing terms apart from
all other linear-order GR terms. We will discuss more about lensing in section 5.4.
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Figure 5: The ℓ and k dependence of the diagonal part of the SFB PS Cℓnn for a redshift range
from z = 0.2 to 0.5. We plot the absolute values of the ratios between the individual GR terms
and the DRSD term. The dots represent the SFB PS, while the black dashed lines indicate the
corresponding scaling behavior with respect to k or ℓ respectively in the two subplots. Since
the set of discrete Fourier modes knℓ are different for each angular multipole, it is impossible to
exactly fix the Fourier mode while varying ℓ. To examine the angular dependence in the right
subplot, we identify the knℓ mode closest to 0.04h/Mpc for each multipole ℓ as an approximation
for fixing k. The inability of exactly fixing k leads to some spurious oscillation patterns around
the reference lines in the right subplot.
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5.2 Evolution across Redshift

We next discuss how GR terms evolve across the redshift. We show the relative significance of
individual and total GR effects, normalized by the SFB PS under Newtonian DRSD, in three
different redshift ranges in figures 6 and 7 at ℓ = 3. The total GR effect increases as one considers
higher redshift: the GR correction is only around the percent level at the lowest redshift bin
z = 0.2− 0.5, increasing to several percent for z = 1.0− 1.5, and reaching tens of percent for the
high redshift bin z = 2.0− 3.0. This drastic increase in the significance of GR effects underlines
the importance of modeling these terms for galaxy clustering at high redshift, which can be probed
by the current Stage-IV and the proposed Stage-V surveys [87–89].

The increase of total GR effects at the high redshift is driven by the integrated terms including
the lensing, Shapiro and ISW effects, which accumulate from the observer to the source along the
LOS. Figures 6 and 7 show the increasing importance of lensing terms and GP terms respectively
at higher redshift. Lensing terms become non-negligible for z = 1.0− 1.5, reaching a few percent
at the lowest Fourier modes, and it drastically increases to tens of percent for z = 2.0 − 3.0. In
both redshift bins, the auto-correlation lensing-lensing term dominates over the cross-correlation
DRSD-lensing term by about an order of magnitude. In comparison, the cross-correlation DRSD-
GP term dominates over the auto-correlation GP-GP term as seen in figure 7. The RSD-GP term
remains at the sub-percent level for the two lower redshift bins, and it increases above the percent
level for the highest redshift bin z = 2.0− 3.0.

While the lensing and GP effect increase at higher redshift, the Doppler effect gradually de-
creases in significance as seen in figure 6. The Doppler effect, including the cross-correlation
DRSD-Doppler term and the auto-correlation Doppler-Doppler term, is the dominant GR correc-
tion at the lowest redshift bin z = 0.2− 0.5, reaching the percent level, but it becomes negligible
compared to other GR effects at the highest redshift bin z = 2.0− 3.0. In summary, the Doppler
effect is important at low redshift, while lensing is dominant at high redshift. The redshift evo-
lution pattern we observe in the SFB space is qualitatively in agreement with previous literature
such as Refs. [10, 11, 90] and [17] that examine the individual GR effects in TSH and PSM
respectively.

– 22 –



10 3 10 2

k [h/Mpc]

10 4

10 3

10 2

C
AB

/C
DR

SD

DRSD-PNG

10 3 10 2

k [h/Mpc]

DRSD-GP

1
4
7
10
13
16
19
22
25
28

Figure 8: Comparison between the DRSD-PNG and DRSD-GP terms, normalized by the New-
tonian DRSD term, in Cℓnn for z = 2.0 to 3.0. The DRSD-PNG term is calculated with fNL = 1.
We only show the SFB modes with low ℓ values for clarity, and the decreasing trend continues for
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5.3 Degeneracy with PNG

During our review of the local PNG in section 2.2, we discussed the possible degeneracy between
the GP and PNG terms, since both effects are directly proportional to the gravitational potential
Φ. We now compare our numerical results for the DRSD-GP term and the DRSD-PNG term,
which is evaluated at fNL = 1, in the SFB space in figure 8. We see that these two effects
have almost the same dependence on ℓ and k, implying the degeneracy between the two signals.
However, these two effects evolve slightly differently across the redshift, since the PNG effect
depends on the potential during the matter-dominated era, while the GP effect contains the NIP
term (depending on Φ at the source), the Shapiro term (depending on Φ integrated along the
LOS), and the ISW term (depending on Φ̇ integrated along the LOS). In figure 7, we see that the
GP effect mimics a local PNG signal of unity for the redshift bin z = 2.0 − 3.0, and it becomes
slightly larger and smaller than fNL ∼ 1 for z = 0.2 − 0.5 and 1.0 − 1.5 respectively. In general,
the GP effect mimics fNL ∼ O(1), so it will be important to model the GP effect for surveys
aiming to constraint σ(fNL) ∼ 1 so as to avoid any bias in the measurement.

Even though the GP effect is degenerate with the local PNG, the Doppler and lensing effects
do not exhibit the same degeneracy, since the Doppler effect has a distinct k-dependence, while
the lensing effect has a unique ℓ-dependence as previously discussed. Therefore, the total GR
effects are not completely degenerate with fNL in the SFB space. However, to achieve consistency
in modeling, GR effects should be considered for surveys reaching σ(fNL) to a few, since the
total GR effect is noticeably larger than the local PNG effect at fNL = 1 across the redshift as
illustrated in figure 7.

5.4 Behavior of Lensing

We next focus on the behavior of the lensing-lensing term, since it is the most important correction
at z ⪆ 1 as demonstrated in figures 4 and 6, dominating over other GR corrections by at an order
of magnitude. The lower left panel of figure 4 singles out one prominent branch of the SFB PS
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Figure 9: The behavior of the lensing-lensing term for Cℓnn, normalized by the SFB PS under
the Newtonian DRSD term, for a redshift range from z = 2.0 to 3.0. The dots show the values
of the SFB PS, with the angular modes indicated by the colormap. The left panel emphasizes
the dependence of the lensing effect on n, and we use color dashed lines to connect the Fourier
modes knℓ with the same n. The dots only show a subset of all the ℓ multipoles at each n for
visualization. In the right panel, we plot the lensing effect at several particular angular multipoles
ℓ to show the k-dependence.

compared to other SFB modes. Further examination in the left panel of figure 9 shows that this
dominant branch in the lensing-lensing term corresponds to the SFB knℓ modes with varying ℓ at
the constant n = 1. These k1ℓ modes correspond to the largest scale (the lowest Fourier mode)
accessible at each angular multipole.

The left panel of figure 9 shows the prominent dependence of the lensing term on n. For a
fixed n, the lensing effect remains relatively stable for smaller angular scales. On the iso-n contour
of an approximately horizontal direction, smaller Fourier scales (higher k values) correspond to
smaller angular scales (higher ℓ values), and the ℓ(ℓ+1) factor imprinted by the angular Laplacian
compensates the k−2 scaling behavior in the potential Φ and Ψ, resulting in a relatively stable
lensing correction even for smaller angular scales.

Fixing the Fourier mode k, we see that the lensing correction drastically decreases for higher
n values as seen in the left panel of figure 9. This is because a higher n mode on the iso-k
contour corresponds to a lower ℓ value (larger angular scales), which dramatically suppresses the
lensing-lensing correction due to its approximate ℓ4 dependence. This explains the dominance of
the n = 1 branch, since it has the highest ℓ mode for a given k.

In the plane-parallel limit, the transverse Fourier mode can be approximated by k⊥ ≈ ℓ/reff for
a given angular multipole ℓ, where reff is the effective comoving distance for a relatively narrow
redshift bin, and the parallel Fourier mode can be given by k2|| = k2nℓ − k2⊥. Therefore, higher
angular multipoles correspond to higher k⊥ values and smaller transverse scales. On the iso-k
contour (the vertical directions in figure 9), smaller n values correspond to higher ℓ values and
lower k|| values, which represent larger radial scales. Therefore, the n = 1 branch represents the
largest radial scales accessible at each ℓ and the smallest angular scales accessible at each k. In
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the plane-parallel language, n = 1 can then be approximately characterized as µ ≡ k||/k ≈ 0,
where lensing is the most dominant.

Interestingly, there seems to be some parity dependence on n for the lensing correction. Ex-
amining the left panel of figure 9, we see that the branches with the same parity of n (except
the dominant n = 1 branch) demonstrate similar patterns. The lensing correction only strictly
decreases for increasing n values of the same parity, while the neighboring branches, such as n = 2

and 3 branches can intersect each other. This parity dependence can also be seen in the iso-ℓ
contour plotted in the right subplot of figure 9, where there are two distinct lines decreasing with
higher k for a fixed ℓ.

The lensing pattern we see in the SFB space is consistent with previous works that examine the
lensing effect in PSM and TSH. Refs. [6, 17] shows the lensing PSM PL(k) drastically decreases for
higher k values, while the lensing correction roughly remains stable in significance as ℓ increases
as seen in Refs. [10, 11] for the TSH case. The angular power spectrum sums over all Fourier
modes n (as explicitly shown in eq. (A.7)), so the lensing correction in the TSH will be dominated
by the n = 1 branch. The relative stability of the n = 1 branch explains the stability of the
lensing effect with respect to ℓ in the TSH. Therefore, the SFB PS demonstrates the same ℓ and
k dependence for lensing as in previous works. The clear separation of the radial and angular
scales in the SFB basis allows us to examine both sets of dependence at the same time and fully
captures the rich pattern of the lensing convergence.

Last, we highlight the exciting opportunity of measuring the lensing convergence present in the
galaxy clustering at high redshift through the SFB basis. Figure 9 shows the lensing correction
reaches tens of percent of the Newtonian DRSD clustering in the k1ℓ modes across a wide range of
ℓ at the redshift bin z = 2.0−3.0. These n = 1 modes capture most of the lensing effect compared
to the higher n modes. Since the lensing effect becomes comparable to the density plus Newtonian
RSD term, it will become measurable at these n = 1 modes. Therefore, it is important to model
the lensing effect for the future Stage-V galaxy surveys aiming at the high redshift Universe for
both achieving precise cosmological constraints and measuring the lensing convergence.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

As the current and upcoming LSS surveys probe galaxy clustering over increasingly large volumes,
the spherical Fourier-Bessel basis provides a powerful tool to model the general relativistic and
wide-angle effects that become important at large scales. In this paper, we presented the first
computation of the linear-order relativistic effects in the discrete SFB power spectrum. Compared
to the continuous SFB basis used in previous works [25, 37] for modeling GR effects, the discrete
basis we adopt here provides a more stable and efficient decomposition of the galaxy density
field and matches the implementation of estimators. Our main numerical approach is based on
the Iso-qr integration scheme introduced in Ref. [35], and we have adapted the method for the
integrated GR terms including the lensing, Shapiro, and ISW effects. Moreover, we have validated
our implementation of GR effects by transforming our SFB PS results to the TSH (through the
mapping in eq. (A.7)), which agree well with outputs from CLASS.

The SFB basis has allowed us to examine both angular ℓ and Fourier mode k dependence of the
GR effects at the same time, and we find that the Doppler effect has a shallower k dependence
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compared to other GR effects, while the lensing effect has a unique ℓ dependence due to the
angular Laplacian in the lensing convergence. The effect of local primordial non-Gaussianities
shares similar pattern in the ℓ-k space with the gravitational potential term, suggesting degeneracy
between the two and the need of modeling the GP term when σ(fNL) ∼ 1 is reached. The Doppler
effect is the most important at the low redshift, while the lensing convergence dominates at the
high redshift. Due to the large impacts of the lensing effect on the knℓ modes with n = 1 (which
correspond to the largest scales at each angular multipole) at the high redshift, upcoming LSS
surveys can potentially measure the lensing convergence present in galaxy clustering by measuring
these SFB modes. In general, GR effects become increasingly important at higher redshift, and
these effects should be considered when we can constraint fNL to a few.

We have so far considered all linear-order GR effects in the SFB space, except the observer’s
terms. Considering a full-sky survey with no angular mask, the observer’s potential only im-
pacts the SFB monopole, while the observer’s velocity only impacts the SFB dipole (as shown in
appendix B.2.1). For cosmological inference with the SFB PS, one can simply exclude the first
two multipoles and use angular modes ℓ ≥ 2 similar to the CMB analysis [43]. Therefore, the
observer’s terms are of no concern for the main cosmological analysis of galaxy surveys.

However, they are still interesting quantities for both theory and observation. The observer’s
potential is instrumental for the cancellation of infrared divergence in the GR effects at the SFB
monopole, which we will discuss more in appendix E. The presence of the observer’s velocity
in the dipole offers the opportunity to test the cosmological principle in the SFB basis. The
observer’s velocity, which is our kinematic velocity with respect to the CMB rest frame and
also more commonly known as the kinematic dipole, has been measured from LSS tracers such
as quasars [91, 92] or radio sources [93, 94] using the projected statistics purely in the angular
space. These measurements from LSS are in various degrees of tension with respect to the CMB
measurement [95–100]. Compared to the projected statistics in the angular space, the SFB basis
contains the full 3D information and offers a better handle on systematics, so it provides another
promising avenue for measuring the kinematic dipole. We will discuss all these issues related to
the observer’s terms in depth in forthcoming works.

We emphasize that our calculation of the relativistic effect is performed under the strict as-
sumption of the standard ΛCDM model under General Relativity. Ref. [101] has explored modified
gravity models in the SFB basis, albeit with the Newtonian modeling of RSD. To extend our cal-
culation of general relativistic SFB to non-ΛCDM models, one has to obtain the transfer functions
V (z, k), Ψ(z, k) and Φ(z, k) from modified Boltzmann models such as MGCAMB [102], EFTCAMB [103],
and hiclass [104]. All numerical techniques used in this work remain effective under relatively
smooth velocity and potential transfer functions, and we did not assume the separability between
the redshift evolution z and the Fourier mode k in these transfer functions. Therefore, to extend
our calculation of the relativistic effects to non-ΛCDM models, we will only need to integrate
our SFB implementation with a Boltzmann code. Such an implementation will allow a rigorous
test of modified gravity or alternative dark energy theories at the perturbation level with galaxy
clustering on the largest scales, similar to how the low-ℓ part of the CMB power spectra provide
constraints on these non-ΛCDM models at the perturbation level [43, 105].

Assuming the standard ΛCDM model under GR, our validated calculation of the linear-order
relativistic correction in the SFB PS can be used for the cosmological analysis of large-scale
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clustering. However, further optimization and computation speedup will be required to use our
calculation for MCMC inference. With the Iso-qr integration scheme, we can compute the SFB
power spectrum including all GR effects in a couple of seconds with a single CPU, for a lower
redshift bin z ≲ 0.5 considering all the radial Fourier modes knℓ ≲ 0.1h/Mpc. However, the
computation can take tens of seconds when one considers higher redshift or smaller scales. As
suggested in Ref. [32], further computation speedup on evaluating the SFB PS might be achieved
by using a FFTLog-based method similar to Refs. [13, 61, 106, 107] for the angular power spec-
trum. Our Iso-qr integration scheme has the advantage of not requiring the potential transfer
functions including V (z, k) and Φ(z, k) to be separable, and it does not require apodization and
zero-padding schemes employed in FFTLog. Our implementation can serve as the baseline for a
more optimized implementation of the SFB PS in the future.

Our calculation of GR effects in the SFB PS will also have implications for the modeling of
GR effects in other two-point statistics, since the SFB basis is a complete decomposition of the
Gaussian density field and can be transformed into other statistics (as shown in appendix A).
In particular, we will be able to use the SFB-to-PSM mappping introduced and developed by
Refs. [21, 23, 108] to calculate the GR effects present in the PSM, which has been the preferred
statistics for Fourier-space clustering analysis due to the efficient implementation of its estimator,
efficient representation of RSD effects, and well-developed non-linear scale modeling. We will also
be able to compute the PSM covariance with GR effects using the mapping between the PSM
covariance and SFB PS introduced in Ref. [23], which will then allow us to forecast the measura-
bility of GR effects and assess their impact on the fNL constraints from PSM for future surveys.
Our theoretical modeling of linear-order GR effects in the SFB basis will play an important role
to the analysis of the large-scale clustering to be measured in the upcoming LSS surveys.

Our work can be extended to the SFB bispectrum, of which the numerical evaluation is recently
achieved in Ref. [36] under Newtonian RSD. Modeling GR effects for the SFB bispectrum is
significantly more challenging than the power spectrum case due to the very large number of
terms present in the second-order GR effects [49, 109–112] and the higher dimensions of the
integrals, but they can be important for the upcoming LSS surveys such as SPHEREx aiming at
achieving σ(fNL) ∼ 0.5 through the bispectrum analysis [6]. Our work lays out the foundation for
future works investigating higher-order GR effects in the discrete SFB basis, which will help us
to fully utilize the cosmological information and probe fundamental physics at the largest scales
in the observable Universe.
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A Mapping with SFB

Since the SFB basis is a complete decomposition of the density field, one can express any other
two-point statistics in terms of the SFB power spectrum. We will first give the mappings between
the angular power spectrum and the SFB PS in appendix A.1. These mappings will be helpful
for deriving the SFB kernels in appendix B.1 and validating our GR results in appendix C. The
mapping from the SFB PS to TSH can be further extended to the projected angular power
spectrum and the correlation function multipoles ξL(s, x), which we give in appendix A.2 and
appendix A.3 respectively. The mapping from the SFB power spectrum to the power spectrum
multipoles (PSM) was first given in Ref. [21, 23] for the continuous SFB basis and then in Ref. [108]
for the discrete case. This section will complete the study of transforming the SFB PS to other
common two-point statistics used in galaxy surveys.

A.1 TSH-SFB Mapping

As seen in eqs. (3.1) and (3.6), the SFB transform relies on the spherical harmonics to obtain
the angular modes. Angular multipoles ℓ are typically encountered in the context of the angular
power spectrum. In fact, the angular ℓ modes share the same physical interpretation for both
TSH and SFB, which we will demonstrate by giving the mappings between TSH and SFB.

The spherical harmonic mode δℓm(x(z)) in the configuration space is defined as

δℓm(x) =

∫
n̂
Y ∗
ℓm(n̂)δ(x). (A.1)

These spherical harmonic modes form the angular power spectrum:

⟨δℓ1m1(x)δℓ2m2(x
′)⟩ = Cℓ1(x, x

′)δKℓ1ℓ2δ
K
m1m2

, (A.2)

and it is more conventional to directly write the angular power spectrum in terms of the redshift
Cℓ(z, z

′) instead of the comoving distance.
We now observe the relationship between the SFB mode δnℓm and the TSH mode δℓm(x). From

the definition of the SFB mode in eq. (3.6), we have

δnℓm =

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)

∫
n̂
Y ∗
ℓm(n̂)δ(x) =

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)δℓm(x). (A.3)

Therefore, the SFB power spectrum can be written as a two-dimensional integral transform of
the angular power spectrum:

Cℓn1n2 =

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gn1ℓ(x)

∫ xmax

xmin

dx′ x′2gn2ℓ(x
′)Cℓ(x, x

′) (A.4)

which maps the TSH to the SFB space. The SFB PS and TSH that entered the above equation
share the same value of ℓ, and both statistics reside in the same angular space.

The above eq. (A.4) assumes a uniform selection in the comoving space within the redshift
range. To include a radial selection function R(x) in the SFB power spectrum (we use the
superscript R to indicate this case), we can generalize eq. (A.4) to obtain:

CR
ℓn1n2

=

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gn1ℓ(x)R(x)

∫ xmax

xmin

dx′ x′2gn2ℓ(x
′)R(x′)Cℓ(x, x

′) . (A.5)
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Our SFB calculation in section 4 is formulated for the above case with the presence of a radial
selection function.

Since the numerical computation of the angular power spectrum has been extensively developed
in literature [61, 106, 107, 113–115], with the linear-order GR effects included in Refs. [10, 12, 13],
eq. (A.5) raises the interesting question of whether it is possible to calculate the SFB PS relying
on existing implementations of the TSH instead of using the SFB kernel as we did in section 4.
The main challenge of directly using the TSH-to-SFB map in eq. (A.4) for numerical evaluations is
the non-trivial 2D integration of the angular power spectrum, and the total integration involved
in evaluating the SFB PS will remain 3D. In contrast, using the SFB kernel in eq. (4.2) and
calculating the SFB PS with eq. (4.1) effectively reduce the integral to 2D, which renders the
computation more tractable.

We next show the inverse transform that maps the SFB back to the TSH space. Substituting
eq. (3.7) into eq. (A.1), we have:

δℓm(x) =

∫
n̂
Y ∗
ℓm(n̂)

∑
nℓ′m′

gnℓ′(x)Yℓ′m′(n̂)δnℓ′m′ =
∑
n

gnℓ(x)δnℓm , (A.6)

where we applied the orthogonality of the spherical harmonics in eq. (G.1). The angular power
spectrum defined in eq. (A.2) is then related to the SFB power spectrum defined in eq. (3.8)
through:

Cℓ(x, x
′) =

∑
n1,n2

gn1ℓ(x)gn2ℓ(x
′)Cℓn1n2 , (A.7)

where the TSH sums over the Fourier modes present in the SFB.
According to eq. (A.7), it is theoretically possible to calculate an arbitrary angular power

spectrum through the SFB power spectrum when x and x′ are within the radial range considered
for the SFB PS. In reality, however, eq. (A.7) is difficult to use for computing the density and
Newtonian RSD terms, since they do not decrease for smaller Fourier scales (as seen in figure 2),
which necessitates the inclusion of many n1 and n2 terms to account for higher knℓ modes. The
computational complexity of the SFB PS generally scales with k3max, making it expensive to eval-
uate for smaller Fourier scales, so the mapping is difficult to use for the DRSD term. Fortunately,
all GR terms substantially decrease when the Fourier mode knℓ increases, as we discussed in sec-
tion 5. As a result, computing GR effects in TSH through eq. (A.7) only requires the inclusion of
the SFB PS at lower Fourier modes, and we can obtain accurate results of GR effects in TSH at
lower angular multipoles. This map from the SFB PS to TSH will be instrumental for validating
our GR calculations in appendix C.

In addition to computing TSH through SFB, eq. (A.7) also offers a clear indication where the
TSH needs non-linear modeling, since the expression explicitly gives which Fourier knl modes are
folded into the TSH. For realistic galaxy surveys, it is impossible to estimate the TSH between
arbitrary redshift pairs. One instead estimate a projected version of TSH (pTSH) where the 3-D
galaxy field is projected along the radial direction within some redshift bin. We give and discuss
the mapping from SFB to pTSH in appendix A.2.

To our knowledge, our work represents the first time a mapping from the discrete SFB power
spectrum to TSH is explicitly written down and used for numerical calculations. An analog to
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eq. (A.7) that maps the continuous SFB power spectrum to TSH can be similarly derived by
substituting eq. (3.2) into eq. (A.1):

Cℓ(x, x
′) =

4

π2

∫ ∞

0
dk1

∫ ∞

0
dk2 k

2
1k

2
2jℓ(k1x)jℓ(k2x

′)Cℓ(k1, k2) . (A.8)

However, it is significantly harder to apply the continuous version in eq. (A.8), since one needs
fine resolution of k modes to perform integration over all positive k values, while in the discrete
case of eq. (A.7), the integration reduces to a sum over well-defined discrete knl modes. This
suggests another advantage of the discrete SFB basis: the transformations from the discrete SFB
PS to other two-point statistics have relatively simple, stable numerical implementations.

A.2 SFB-to-pTSH Mapping

We next consider the radially-integrated angular power spectrum, which we also refer to as the
projected tomographic spherical harmonic (pTSH). Using the relationship between the spherical
harmonic mode δℓm(x) and the SFB mode δnℓm of the unprojected density field in eq. (A.6), we
have

δℓm =

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2δℓm(x) =
∑
n

[∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)

]
δnℓm =

∑
n

bnℓδnℓm, (A.9)

where bnℓ =
∫ xmax

xmin
dxx2gnℓ(x). Therefore, the pTSH is related to the SFB PS as the following:

Cℓ =
∑
n,n′

bnℓbn′ℓCℓnn′ . (A.10)

The above equation is the extension of eq. (A.7) for the projected angular power spectrum mea-
sured in real surveys. This mapping can help to establish consistency between the SFB PS and
pTSH measurements and explicitly show the exact radial Fourier modes being included at each
angular multipole for a projected measurement.

A.3 SFB-to-2CF Mapping

We now build upon eq. (A.7) to obtain the mapping from the SFB PS to the two-point correlation
function ⟨δ(x)δ(x′)⟩. It is well-known that the two-point correlation function can be expanded
with Legendre polynomials into the angular power spectrum [12, 32]:

⟨δ(x)δ(x′)⟩ = 1

4π

∑
ℓ

(2ℓ+ 1)Cℓ(x, x
′)Lℓ(n̂ · n̂′) . (A.11)

Substituting eq. (A.7) into eq. (A.11), we have:

⟨δ(x)δ(x′)⟩ = 1

4π

∑
ℓ,n1,n2

(2ℓ+ 1)Lℓ(n̂ · n̂′)gn1ℓ(x)gn2ℓ(x
′)Cℓn1n2 , (A.12)

which can also be derived directly from eq. (3.7).
The above mapping can be useful for developing an optimal quadratic estimator for the SFB

PS at the ultra-large scales. The existing estimator for the SFB PS developed in Ref. [33] is based
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on the pseudo-Cℓ approach [116, 117], which performs well for small angular scales but becomes
non-optimal for the largest angular scales. The optimal quadratic estimator requires knowing the
covariance between any two galaxy positions (or pixels) and the derivative of the covariance with
respect to the band-powers [118, 119]. Equation (A.12) directly expresses the covariance between
any two galaxy positions (the correlation function) in terms of the band-powers (the SFB PS), so
it can be used for building a quadratic estimator for the SFB PS.

The correlation function can be reparametrized in terms of the relative displacement s = x−x′

between the two galaxies:

ξ(s, x, n̂ · ŝ) = ξ(s,x) ≡ ⟨δ(x)δ(x− s)⟩ . (A.13)

It can then be decomposed with respect to µ ≡ n̂ · ŝ to obtain the the two-point correlation
function multipoles (2CFM) under the end-point LOS:

ξL(s, x) ≡
2L+ 1

2

∫ 1

µ=−1
LL(µ)ξ(s, x, µ) , (A.14)

which are frequently used in the analysis of spectroscopic surveys.
One can then express the 2CFM as a map from the SFB PS:

ξL(s, x) ≡
2L+ 1

8π

∑
ℓ,n1,n2

(2ℓ+ 1)gn1ℓ(x)Cℓn1n2S
L
n2ℓ , (A.15)

where

SL
n2ℓ ≡

∫ 1

µ=−1
LL(µ)Lℓ(n̂ · n̂′)gn2ℓ(x

′ =
√
x2 + s2 − 2xsµ) . (A.16)

Therefore, another possible validation route for the SFB calculation performed in this work is
to compare the 2CFM results transformed from our SFB calculation with existing codes COFFE
[18] or GaPSE [7] that can calculate the GR effects in the configuration-space 2CFM. However, the
mapping from the SFB PS to the 2CFM in eq. (A.15) is more complicated than the SFB-to-TSH
map in eq. (A.7). In addition, CLASS is a more established and validated cosmological code, with
two independent methods implemented for calculating the GR effects in TSH [12, 13]. Therefore,
we choose the TSH over the 2CFM for validation in this work.

B Spherical Harmonic Decomposition

B.1 SFB Kernels

In this appendix, we will derive eqs. (4.1) and (4.2) that are used to compute the SFB power
spectrum. Our derivation will rely on the TSH-to-SFB mapping given in eq. (A.4).

Suppose we can write the spherical harmonic mode of the observed galaxy density in the
following form:

δℓm(x) =
1

2π2
iℓ
∫
q
∆ℓ(x, q)Dm,0(q)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂), (B.1)
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where ∆ℓ(x, q) is the angular kernel and Dm,0 is the comoving matter density at the present time.
We will show in the following section that all GR effects can indeed be expressed into the above
form in terms of some angular kernels. The angular power spectrum (TSH) defined in eq. (A.2)
becomes:

⟨δℓm(x)δ∗ℓ′m′(x′)⟩ =
1

4π4
iℓ−ℓ′

∫
q
∆ℓ(x, q)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂)

∫
q′
∆ℓ(x

′, q′)Yℓ′m′(q̂′)⟨Dm,0(q)Dm,0(q
′)⟩ . (B.2)

The translational invariance and the statistical isotropy of the universe for the matter distri-
bution imply that

⟨Dm,0(q)Dm,0(q
′)⟩ = (2π)3δ(q− q′)Pm,0(q), (B.3)

where Pm,0(q) is the matter power spectrum at the present time. Substituting the above matter
power spectra into eq. (B.2), we have

Cℓ(x(z), x
′(z′)) =

2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq q2∆ℓ(x, q)∆ℓ(x

′, q)Pm,0(q)i
ℓ−ℓ′

∫
q̂
Y ∗
ℓm(q̂)Yℓ′m′(q̂) . (B.4)

We then use the orthogonality of the spherical Harmonics in eq. (G.1) to obtain:

Cℓ(x, x
′) =

2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq q2Pm,0(q)∆ℓ(x, q)∆ℓ(x

′, q) , (B.5)

which is the well-known formula that relates the galaxy angular power spectrum to the underlying
matter power spectrum at the linear order and is used for the numerical computation of the TSH.

Substituting the above expression eq. (B.5) into the TSH-to-SFB map in eq. (A.5), we have

CR
ℓn1n2

=
2

π

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gn1ℓ(x)R(x)

∫ xmax

xmin

dx′ x′2gn2ℓ(x
′)R(x′)

∫ ∞

0
dq q2Pm,0(q)∆ℓ(x, q)∆ℓ(x

′, q) .

We can then rearrange the integration order between x, x′ and q to obtain the formulas for the
SFB PS and SFB kernels shown in eqs. (4.1) and (4.2):

CR
ℓn1n2

=

∫ ∞

0
dqWR

n1ℓ(q)W
R
n2ℓ(q)Pm,0(q) , (B.6)

WR
nℓ(q) ≡

√
2

π
q

∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)R(x)∆ℓ(x, q) . (B.7)

Following the same process, we can write down the analog of eq. (B.6) for the continuous SFB
power spectrum defined in eq. (3.3):

CR
ℓ (k1, k2) =

∫ ∞

0
dqWR

ℓ (k1, q)WR
ℓ (k2, q)Pm,0(q) , (B.8)

where the continuous SFB kernel is

WR
ℓ (k, q) ≡

√
2

π
q

∫ ∞

0
dxx2jℓ(kx)R(x)∆ℓ(x, q) . (B.9)

The continuous SFB transform is performed over the entire configuration space, which is im-
possible for numerical implementation. It is only possible to compute the CSFB PS under some
radial selection function R(x) such that the integration range in eq. (B.9) becomes finite. We note
that the continuous and discrete SFB power spectra share the same numerical structure except
using different radial basis functions in the SFB kernels, so our numerical approach described in
section 4.2 will work for both cases.
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B.2 GR Angular Kernels

We next show all GR terms for the galaxy number count in eq. (2.3) can indeed be put into the
form of eq. (B.1), that is we will review the derivation of the GR angular kernels summarized in
section 4.1.

For any scalar quantity A(x), using the Rayleigh’s wave expansion eq. (G.2) and the corre-
sponding linear transfer function TA(x, q) for the scalar, we have

A(n̂, x(z)) =
1

(2π)3

∫
q
A(x,q)eiq·x

=
1

2π2

∑
ℓm

iℓ
∫
q
TA(x, q)Dm,0(q)jℓ(qx)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂)Yℓm(n̂) . (B.10)

From the above we can read off the spherical harmonic decomposition for the scalar:

Aℓm(x) =
1

2π2
iℓ
∫
q
TA(x, q)Dm,0(q)jℓ(qx)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂) , (B.11)

and we can identify the angular kernel as

∆A
ℓ (x, q) = TA(x, q)jℓ(qx) . (B.12)

The above eq. (B.12) applies to the density and the NIP terms, resulting in the first half of
eq. (4.3) and eq. (4.5).

For an integrated scalar quantity, we have∫ x

0
dr A(n̂, r) =

1

(2π)3

∫
q

∫ x

0
dr A(r,q)eiq·rn̂

=
1

2π2

∑
ℓm

iℓ
∫
q

∫ x

0
dr TA(r, q)Dm,0(q)jℓ(qr)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂)Yℓm(n̂) . (B.13)

Therefore, the angular kernel for an integrated term is

∆
∫
A

ℓ (x, q) =

∫ x

0
dr TA(r, q)jℓ(qr) , (B.14)

which can be used for the Shapiro and ISW effects to obtain eqs. (4.7) and (4.8) and also for
the lensing potential ψlens (defined in eq. (2.4)). For the lensing convergence κ = 1

2∇
2
n̂′ψlens, the

angular Laplacian becomes multiplication in the harmonic space:

κℓm = −1

2
ℓ(ℓ+ 1)ψlens

ℓm , (B.15)

which will lead to the angular kernel eq. (4.6) for the lensing convergence.
For the RSD and Doppler terms that contain the LOS velocity, we note the following relation-

ship between the LOS velocity n̂ · v and the velocity scalar v in the Fourier space:

n̂ · v(k)eik·n̂x = −in̂ · kV (k)eik·n̂x = −v(k)∂kxeik·n̂x . (B.16)
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Therefore,

n̂ · v(n̂, x) = − 1

2π2

∑
ℓm

iℓ
∫
q
Tv(x, q)Dm,0(q)j

′
ℓ(qx)Y

∗
ℓm(q̂)Yℓm(n̂) , (B.17)

and we obtain the angular kernel for the LOS velocity:

∆n·v
ℓ (x, q) = −Tv(x, q)j′ℓ(qx), (B.18)

which will lead to the angular kernels for the Doppler term in eq. (4.4) and the RSD term in the
second half of eq. (4.3).

B.2.1 Observer’s Terms

We now give the angular kernels for the observers’ terms in eq. (2.3) at the linear order. For the
observer’s potential, we can simply apply eq. (B.12) at x = 0. Since jℓ(0) = δℓ0, the observer’s
potential only impacts the monopole, and the angular kernel becomes:

∆Po
0 (x, q) =

[
A1(x)Ψ(0, q) +

(
A1(x)H0 −

2− 5s(x)

x

)
V (0, q)

]
. (B.19)

We can apply eq. (B.18) to the observer’s velocity at x = 0. Since j′ℓ(0) = 1
3δℓ1, the observer’s

velocity only impacts the dipole and has the following angular kernel:

∆vo
1 (x, q) = −1

3
(A1(x) + 2− 5s(x)) v(0, q) . (B.20)

This completes the derivation of the angular kernels for all linear-order terms present in the
relativistic galaxy number count.

C Validation

The computation of the SFB PS for the Newtonian terms (including the standard density plus
RSD and Newtonian Doppler terms given in eq. (2.9)) have already been validated with lognormal
mocks in Refs. [35] and [23]. The goal here is to validate the SFB implementation for the other
GR terms, especially the integrated terms such as lensing of which the numerical computation is
non-trivial.

A mock-based validation of GR effects will require implementing the linear-order relativistic
effects in eq. (2.3) on a large number of N-body or lognormal simulations with large volumes
[120–122], which is an even more complicated process than the theoretical computation of the
SFB PS. It is also unclear whether the current GR simulations can reach the desired accuracy
for validating the GR terms, which are only a few percent of the standard Newtonian clustering
at the largest scales. Therefore, it is better and simpler to validate our implementation of GR
effects with theoretical computation. Our validated theoretical computation can then be used to
validate GR simulations and perform inference in the upcoming LSS surveys.

Our validation of GR effects in SFB will rely on the SFB-to-TSH mapping in eq. (A.7). We
can transform our SFB results into TSH using eq. (A.7) and then compare with the TSH results
directly calculated from CLASS. The number count angular power spectrum in CLASS has been
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Figure 10: The multipole-scaled angular power spectrum Dℓ ≡ ℓ(ℓ+ 1)/(2π)Cℓ and the relative
difference (CSFB

ℓ − Cclass
ℓ )/Cclass

ℓ between our SFB-transformed results and the CLASS outputs.
In the upper panels, the solid lines represent the CLASS output, while the dashed black lines
show the corresponding angular power spectrum transformed from our SFB PS results. In both
panels, the different colors indicate the different GR effects and different redshifts considered. In
the legend, "L" indicates the lensing-lensing term, while "GP" indicates the GP-GP term that
includes Shapiro, ISW, and NIP effects. The two numerical values inside the bracket indicate the
two redshifts where the angular power spectrum is computed. The left and right subplots consider
the lower (z = 0.2− 0.5) and the higher (z = 1.0− 1.5) redshift ranges respectively.

implemented with both brute-force integration [12] and FFTlog method [13], with both methods
agreeing at 0.1% for the angular PS of the total relativistic number count. Our numerical imple-
mentation of the SFB power spectrum is completely independent from CLASS, and the angular
power spectrum is only obtained as the last step from our SFB calculation using the mapping
such that we can compare with the existing public code on GR effects.

In the summation of eq. (A.7), we consider n1 and n2 with knℓ ≤ 0.25h/Mpc to truncate the
smaller radial modes. We consider the TSH obtained from both auto-correlation at one redshift
and cross-correlation between two redshifts. The bias parameters are set as the same ones chosen
in section 5. We show our validation results in figure 10 for the lensing-lensing and GP-GP terms10

at different redshifts.
In general, our SFB-transformed TSH results for the two individual GR terms agree within

the percent level of the corresponding CLASS outputs at both low (figure 10a) and high redshifts
(figure 10b) for multipoles 2 ≤ ℓ ⪅ 40. This demonstrates the accuracy of our implementation
of the lensing and GP terms in the SFB PS. Since the calculation of the Newtonian RSD and

10Note that the velocity potential (be(x)− 3)H(x)V (x, q) present in our NIP term (the fourth line of eq. (2.3),
corresponding to the angular kernel in eq. (4.5)) is classified as part of the Doppler term in the CLASS convention
(see Appendix A of Ref. [12]). In order to match the CLASS results, we remove the velocity potential from the GP
term during validation.
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Doppler terms have already been validated through mocks in Refs. [23, 35], and the GP term
contains the NIP, Shapiro, and ISW effects, we have therefore validated the SFB calculation for
all terms present in the relativistic number count.

Our SFB-transformed TSH begins to diverge from the CLASS outputs, gradually surpassing
the percentage levels for higher multipoles ℓ ⪆ 60 as seen in figure 10. This deviation is expected,
since one has to include more radial SFB modes evaluated at higher knℓ than our truncation limit
0.25h/Mpc to obtain more accurate TSH for higher angular multipoles. Since CLASS uses the full
linear transfer function from solving the Boltzmann equations, while our SFB computation relies
on the ΛCDM approximations given in eqs. (4.10) to (4.13), in addition to the errors introduced
by the knℓ truncation in the TSH-SFB mapping, we expect pushing our validation below the
percent-level agreement to be difficult. However, the total GR effect only produces percent-level
correction (below 10% as seen in figure 6) at redshift z ≤ 2, we consider achieving percent-level
agreement on the GR corrections sufficient for validating the accuracy of our implementation.

D Lensing Approximation

D.1 Limber Approximation on LOS Integral

In this section, we aim to gain some intuition for the lensing term in the SFB power spectrum
by employing the Limber approximation on the LOS integral in eq. (2.4). At the first-order, the
Limber approximation is [123]:

jℓ(kr) ≃
√

π

2rk

1

k
δD(r −

ℓ+ 1
2

k
) . (D.1)

The above approximation applies when all other functions are slowly-varying compared to the
frequency of the spherical Bessel functions, and the integration should be over a wide interval.

Applying the Limber approximation to the lensing angular kernel in eq. (4.6), we have

∆ℓ(x, q)
Lensing ≈ ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

2− 5s(x)

2

∫ ∞

r=0
I[r≤x]

x− r
xr

(Φ(r, q) + Ψ(r, q))

√
π

2rq

1

q
δD(r −

ℓ+ 1
2

q
)

=

√
π

2(ℓ+ 1
2)
ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

2− 5s(x)

2

(
1

ℓ+ 1
2

− 1

qx

)(
Φ(
ℓ+ 1

2

q
, q) + Ψ(

ℓ+ 1
2

q
, q)

)
I[(ℓ+ 1

2
)/q≤x] , (D.2)

where I[...] is the indicator function. We see that the LOS integral is mostly determined by the
gravitational potentials at an effective position xlens = (ℓ + 1

2)/q for each combination of the
Fourier mode q and angular mode ℓ. The source galaxy at x is effectively lensed by the structure
at xlens for a given SFB mode. If the Fourier scale q is fixed, then increasing the angular scale
will shift the effective lens plane to a higher redshift.

As shown in the left panel of figure 11, the limber approximation deviates from the exact results
of the lensing-lensing term by tens of percent at the largest angular scales across the Fourier modes
k, but it becomes accurate within the percent level for higher angular multipoles. This potentially
suggests that one can use the Limber approximation to further speed up the evaluation of the
lensing effect in the SFB power spectrum at smaller angular scales by avoiding the LOS integral.
However, the exact applicability of the approximation will depend on the accuracy required by
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Figure 11: The accuracy of two approximations for the lensing-lensing term in the diagonal part
of the SFB power spectrum for the redshift range from z = 1.0 to 1.5. The left panel shows
the accuracy of eq. (D.2), where the Limber approximation is applied to the LOS integral in
the lensing angular kernel. The right panel shows the accuracy of eq. (D.3), where the explicit
dependence of the lensing angular kernel on ℓ and q are eliminated. The accuracy of both methods
primarily depend on the angular multipoles ℓ, and they agree with the exact calculation at the
percent level for ℓ ⪆ 50.

the specific science goal, and it should be examined for each survey. We note that the Limber
approximation on the LOS integral also applies to other integrated effects including the Shapiro
and ISW effects.

D.2 ℓ/q-Approximation

Here we will examine the accuracy of the following approximation for the lensing angular kernel:

∆ℓ(x, q)
Lensing ≈ 3Ωm,0H

2
0

2
(2− 5s(x))

∫ x

0
dr r

r − x
x

(1 + z(r))D(r)jℓ(qr) . (D.3)

The above approximation for the lensing magnification is often used for calculating the angular
power spectrum in literature [53, 124–126], and it has been used for computing the SFB PS in
Ref. [32].

To see how eq. (D.3) can be obtained, we substitute the density and gravitational potential
transfer functions eqs. (4.10) and (4.12) under the ΛCDM model into the exact expression of
eq. (4.6):

∆ℓ(x, q)
Lensing =

3

2

ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

q2
(2− 5s(x))

∫ x

0
dr
r − x
xr
H(r)2Ωm(r)D(r)jℓ(qr)

=
3Ωm,0H

2
0

2
(2− 5s(x))

∫ x

0
dr
ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

q2
r − x
xr

(1 + z(r))D(r)jℓ(qr) . (D.4)
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Motivated by the Limber approximation, we can approximate the ℓ(ℓ+ 1)/q2 factor in eq. (D.4)
as r2 to obtain eq. (D.3). We refer to this scheme as the "ℓ/q-approximation", since the explicit
dependence of the lensing angular kernel on ℓ and q has been dropped.

Similar to the Limber approximation applied to the LOS integral, the ℓ/q-approximation is
inaccurate at the largest angular scales and becomes more accurate for the lensing SFB PS when
one considers higher ℓ values, as shown in the right panel of figure 11. Despite the accuracy of
this approximation, it does not achieve significant computational speedup for evaluating the SFB
power spectrum, since the LOS integral remains in the angular kernel, and the dimension of the
integral under the approximation is the same as the exact expression. We therefore recommend
using the exact angular kernel eq. (4.6) when computing the SFB PS.

E Infrared Divergence in Monopole

We have so far computed the SFB power spectrum for angular multipoles ℓ ≥ 1. We now discuss
the computation of the SFB monopole and observe its divergence for angular kernels of the form:

∆Div
ℓ (x, q) =

1

q2
jℓ(qx)A(x) , (E.1)

where A(x) absorbs both the radial window and redshift evolution. For the DRSD and Doppler
terms, their monopole is convergent. The lensing term does not contribute to the monopole since
its angular kernel is proportional to ℓ(ℓ + 1) as seen in eq. (4.6). In comparison, the angular
kernels for the NIP, Shapiro, ISW, and PNG terms have the same 1/q2 behavior as in eq. (E.1)
due to their proportionality to the gravitational potential, and the correlation among these terms
will diverge for the SFB monopole in both the continuous and discrete SFB basis.

E.1 Divergence in Discrete SFB

For the discrete SFB power spectrum computed in eq. (4.1), we have

CDiv
ℓnn′ =

2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq

1

q2

[∫ xmax

xmin

dxx2gnℓ(x)jℓ(qx)A(x)

]
[∫ xmax

xmin

dx′ x′2gn′ℓ(x
′)jℓ(qx

′)A(x′)

]
Pm,0(q) . (E.2)

In general, the spherical Bessel function has the asymptotic behavior jℓ(y) ∼ O(yℓ) for y → 0.
We see that for higher multipoles ℓ ≥ 1, the integrand behaves as q2ℓ−2Pm,0(q), which will lead
to convergence in the above integral. Therefore, there is no divergence for any GR terms in SFB
multipoles ℓ ≥ 1.

For the monopole ℓ = 0, the integrand now scales as q−2Pm,0(q) ∼ q−2+ns , where ns is the scalar
index for the primordial perturbation spectrum. Since the measurement of CMB anisotropies has
strongly constrained the scalar index to be ns < 1 [43], the scaling behavior of q−2+ns will cause
divergence in eq. (E.2), that is C0nn′ diverge for all n and n′ regardless of the boundary conditions.
Therefore, the correlation among the NIP, Shapiro, ISW, and PNG terms will be divergent for
the discrete SFB monopole at all Fourier modes.
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E.2 Divergence in Continuous SFB

When A(x) is regulated by some radial selection function with finite coverage from xmin to xmax,
the continuous SFB monopole from eq. (B.8) becomes:

CR,Div
0 (k, k′) =

2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq

1

q2

[∫ xmax

xmin

dx x2j0(kx)j0(qx)A(x)

]
[∫ xmax

xmin

dx′ x′2j0(k
′x′)j0(qx

′)A(x′)

]
Pm,0(q) (E.3)

Similar to the above arguments in the discretized case, all C0(k, k
′) diverges regardless of the

Fourier modes, since the integral
∫
x x

2j0(kx)j0(qx)A(x) will always be finite when we integrate
over some finite range, which does not help to tame the divergence caused by q−2.

We now consider an idealized case of the infinite universe. Assuming that A(x) = A is uniform
across the entire configuration space without the presence of any window, we see that for all
angular multipoles including the monopole, the CSFB PS of the divergent terms becomes

CDiv
ℓ (k, k′) =

2A2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq

1

q2

[∫ ∞

0
dxx2jℓ(kx)jℓ(qx)

] [∫ ∞

0
dx′ x′2jℓ(k

′x′)jℓ(qx
′)

]
Pm,0(q)

=
2A2

π

∫ ∞

0
dq

1

q2
π

2kq
δD(k − q) π

2k′q
δD(k′ − q)Pm,0(q)

=
πA2

4

1

k6
Pm,0(k)δ

D(k − k′), (E.4)

using the orthogonality of spherical Bessel functions in eq. (G.3). Therefore, in the case where
one ignores the radial window function, the k−4 scaling behavior for the divergent terms is exactly
recovered in the CSFB PS11, and we can see that the CSFB monopole converges at all Fourier
modes except k = 0.

The behavior of eq. (E.4) in the infinite universe also explains the divergence of the CSFB
monopole at all Fourier modes in the presence of radial window function in eq. (E.3). In the
infinite case, only C0(0, 0) diverges, but the k = 0 mode in the infinite case is mixed to all other k
modes after the window convolution, which causes the divergence of the CSFB monopole CR

0 (k, k
′)

with radial window at all Fourier modes.

E.3 Practical and Theoretical Considerations

Fortunately, the divergence of the SFB monopole in individual GR terms is practically irrelevant
for galaxy surveys due to the presence of integral constraint [41] (also known as local average
effects [35, 127]), i.e. the true average galaxy density is unknown but estimated from the survey
itself. Without the presence of any angular mask (that is a window function with only radial
selection), the measured SFB monopole at all Fourier modes is forced to be zero due to the
radial integral constraint [35, 108], and the cosmological SFB monopole becomes un-observable.
Therefore, the divergence of the SFB monopole for the GP and PNG terms is of no concern when
analyzing galaxy surveys.

11An additional k−2 scaling factor present in eq. (E.4) is due to our choice of splitting the 2k2/π factor in the
continuous SFB decomposition given by eqs. (3.1) and (3.2). In an isotropic and homogeneous universe without
any Newtonian RSD or GR effects, we expect Cℓ(k, k

′) ∼ k−2Pm(k).
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However, the divergence of the SFB monopole is still of theoretical interest. Even though the
individual NIP, ISW, and Shapiro effects are divergent in the SFB monopole, the divergence in
the GP term will cancel out once the observer’s potential, which we have ignored in this work, is
consistently included. Ref. [128] has argued for the general cancellation of the infrared-divergent
terms under a gauge-invariant, order-consistent GR calculation, while Refs. [129], [130], and [17]
have explicitly shown the cancellation of the divergent linear-order GR terms for the Fourier-space
galaxy power spectrum, the angular monopole, and the configuration-space correlation function
respectively. We will explicitly show the divergence cancellation and calculate the SFB monopole
under the linear-order GR effects including the observer’s terms in a forthcoming work.

In contrast to the GR terms where infrared divergence will cancel out, the PNG-PNG term
(proportional to f2NL) is genuinely divergent in the SFB monopole. Though initially formulated
in the Newtonian theory, the scale-dependent bias due to the local PNG is consistent with the
relativistic context as we have reviewed in section 2.2. Such divergence is in fact a signature of
the local PNG effect, since it is sensitive to the super-sample value of the gravitational potential
due to the coupling of the large and small scales during the structure formation. Despite the
apparent degeneracy between the GP and PNG terms in the ℓ-k space as shown in figure 8, the
divergence in monopole differentiates the physical mechanisms behind the two terms.

F Iso-qr Integration

In this appendix, we explain our numerical calculation of integrals of the form∫ rmax

rmin

f(r, q) jℓ(qr) , (F.1)

where f(r, q) is cheap to calculate, but jℓ(qr) is expensive. This is the same algorithm, but a
more detailed description of what was done in Sec. IV of Ref. [35]. We refer to this algorithm as
the Iso-qr integration. We will first motivate why other approaches are slow or why we have not
considered them, yet, then we derive the requirements for our approach to work. Finally, we go
beyond our initial implementation [35] and add a restarted-integration that significantly reduces
the number of sampling points needed when the integration interval is large.

Fundamentally, the approach detailed here is a brute-force trapezoidal integration. Crucial is
our assumption that in eq. (F.1) the function f(r, q) is fast to evaluate, while jℓ(qr) is expensive.
This allows for f(r, q) to change frequently (hence the need for efficient evaluation of eq. (F.1)),
while the spherical Bessel jℓ(qr) will be quite static and can be precomputed. However, the speed
of our brute-force integration comes from an informed choice of the integration nodes, which
allows the cache of precomputed jℓ(qr) to be very small.

F.1 Motivation

Before we go into detail of our integration method, we review other (often similar) approaches.

Precompute: A simple speedup of the integration can be achieved by precomputing the spher-
ical Bessels. However, this means creating an array of N = NdNℓNqNr ≃ 4 · 200 · 1000 · 1000
floating point numbers, or about 6 GB of storage, where Nd is the number of derivatives needed
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on the spherical Bessel functions, Nℓ is the number of ℓ, Nq is the number of sampling points in
q that are desired, and Nr is the number of sampling points in r that are needed for reasonably
accurate evaluation of the integral. For a large redshift range these memory requirements can
easily be a factor of a few larger. It takes both time and memory to precompute all of this, and
leaves little memor0y for other tasks such as the window convolution.

Spline: An alternative would be to create splines of the spherical Bessels. The storage here
would be reduced to a 2D array, since the argument can be sampled linearly from (qr)min =

qminrmin to (qr)max = qmaxrmax. However, splines generally require many if-statements with
unpredictable branching behavior especially during the hunting phase on each call. This means
spending several tens of CPU cycles on each grid point.

FFTLog: Equation (F.1) is almost in a form suitable for the FFTLog algorithm [131]. However,
FFTLog has two problems: first, it is not a robust algorithm, and requires apodization and zero-
padding when the integration is over a finite interval. Second, FFTLog requires the function
f(r, q) to be separable so that the q-dependence can be taken outside the integral. Therefore,
should f(r, q) be separable at all, it would require some additional work to expand f(r, q) in
separable terms. In any case, the first problem calls for a more robust integration scheme that
can serve as reference for a possible FFTLog implementation in the future.

F.2 Iso-qr lines

As mentioned in appendix F.1, the expensive function jℓ(qr) only depends on the product qr, not
on q and r individually. Therefore, only a 2D array with dimensions in ℓ and x = qr need be
precomputed on some grid points (xm, ℓk).

Neighboring points: We can find discretizations of q and r such that all qr fall on a few iso-qr
lines, as follows. Let qi and rj be discrete points. Then, we desire that there are neighboring grid
points that fall on the same iso-qr line. For example, if we go up one grid point from qi to qi+1,
then we will need to go down in r from ri to ri−1. For the product to be the same, we require
that

xm = qi rj = qi+1 rj−1 . (F.2)

Equation (F.2) implies that

d ln q = ln
qi+1

qi
= ln

rj
rj−1

= d ln r . (F.3)

That is, for points on an iso-qr line, the logarithmic spacings of q and r must have the same step
size, or d ln q = d ln r.

Many points: Since we also wish to reuse the same grid points (qi, rj) for other iso-qr lines, it
means that the spacing for both q and r needs to be logarithmic throughout the entire integration
plane. The mapping from (i, j) to the index m in eq. (F.2) is simply m = i+ j − 1.

For the integration in log-space, we choose a simple mid-point trapezoidal rule, which will be
simplest when the number of subdivisions is an integer. If Nr is the number of desired subdivisions
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Figure 12: The qr grid in log-space. Solid lines show the qr = const lines, dashed lines show
possible integration paths, here with skipping some of the q points. The axis labels refer to i and
j, respectively.

in r, then

R = d ln r =
ln rmax − ln rmin

Nr
, (F.4)

and the corresponding grid points are

rj = rmin e
(j− 1

2
)R , (F.5)

where j = 1, 2, . . . , Nr. The factor e
1
2
R ensures that the grid points fall in the middle of each

interval.

F.3 Striding

Stride: It is our desire to use as few grid points as possible. Indeed, we can skip some of the
qi. If we request Ñq grid points in q, then our requirement of using the same logarithmic spacing
as in r means that we need to skip s̃q − 1 grid points, we call s̃q the stride. Its value is given by

s̃q =
ln qmax − ln qmin

Ñq d ln r
. (F.6)

To gain some intuition for this equation, imagine Ñq = 1. Then, we should skip all but one q
grid point, so s̃q is very large. If, on the other hand, Ñq happens to be the number of logarithmic
subdivisions of size d ln r, then we shouldn’t skip any, and our stride is s̃q = 1.

Integer stride: Of course, the actual stride sq must be an integer, and we round s̃q down to
obtain it. That also means that the actual number Nq of grid points cannot be equal to the
desired number Ñq of grid points, or Nq ̸= Ñq in general. Similarly, only one of qmin and qmax can
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be exactly included as a grid point. In case the exact interval is needed, one (expensive) extra
step will need to be included in the integration.

Figure 12 illustrates the grid with sq = 2. A stride sr in r can also differ from unity, and we
allow for strides in both axes below. Important for the implementation is how to map (i, j) to m.
We use

m = 1 + (i− 1) sq + (j − 1) sr , (F.7)

for i = 1, . . . , Nq, j = 1, . . . , Nr, and m = 1, . . . , Njl , where Njl is the number of spherical Bessels
that need to be stored.

F.4 Sampling needs

To get a reasonably accurate estimation of eq. (F.1), the numerically calculated integrand needs
to sufficiently sample the oscillations of the spherical Bessel functions. We only use the spherical
Bessel in this step, because we assume that the function f(r, q) is smooth and varies on the same
scales or slower.

Sampling spherical Bessels: Since the spherical Bessels asymptote to jℓ(x)→ sin(x+ ϕℓ)/x

as x → ∞, and the frequency of oscillations is only lower towards x → 0, we desire a maximum
∆x of

∆x ≤ 2π

nsamp
, (F.8)

where nsamp is the number of sampling points in one oscillation. Due to the logarithmic spacing,
the largest ∆xm will be given at xmax = qmaxrmax, and this informs the total number of sampling
points Nr and Nq.

F.5 Interval Integration

The logarithmic sampling required by our qr-integration method can lead to a very fine sampling
near the lower integration bound, e.g., if rmin ∼ 0, as occurs for the integrated GR terms. In this
case, we can divide the integration range into smaller intervals, and apply the method on each
interval individually. The subdividing can be done recursively, until the lower bound is smaller
than the largest step. In practice, this buys about a factor two in speedup.

Crucial is that the q array remains the same across each interval. That is, we first choose a
q array, and then we will choose the individual r arrays in each interval.12 If the logarithmic
spacing in q is Q = d ln q, and the spacing in r is Rn = d ln rn at the nth interval, our integration
technique requires that

Rn

snr
=
Q

snq
, (F.9)

where snr and snq are positive integers. snq is the stride in q relative to a fictitious d ln r = Q/snq ,
and snr is the stride in r relative to that same fictitious d ln r.

12As a side effect this will also allow a simple implementation for cross-correlations of tracers with different rmin

and rmax.
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If Nn
r is the number of integration nodes in interval n, then the width of the interval in log

space is Nn
r Rn = Nn

r snQ, and we defined sn ≡ snr /s
n
q . All intervals together must add to

approximately the full interval,

ln rmax − ln rmin ≥ Q
∑
n

Nn
r sn , (F.10)

where the inequality will need to be overcome by an extra integration step discussed below. The
maximum ln r in each interval is

ln bn = ln rmax −Q
nmax∑
i=n+1

N i
r si , (F.11)

so that the nth interval ranges from bn−1 to bn, and intervals are labeled by counting from the
bottom, i.e., the interval n = 1 has lower bound ≃ rmin, and the interval nmax as upper bound
rmax.

The precision of the integration is controled by requiring that the maximum linear integration
step is below some ∆rmax for every interval,

∆rmax ≥ bnRn =
rmax snQ

exp
(
Q
∑nmax

n+1 N
n
r sn

) . (F.12)

Solving for sn we obtain,

sn ≤
∆rmax

Qrmax
exp

(
Q

nmax∑
n+1

Nn
r sn

)
, (F.13)

which is a series of equations for each n. When n = nmax this gives a maximum value for
snmax ≤ ∆rmax

Qrmax
, and using this value will maximize the step size in the upper-most interval.

snmax in turn can be used to calculate the minimum Nnmax
r , provided that snmax−1 is given, or,

more generally,

Nn
r ≥

1

snQ
ln
sn−1

sn
, (F.14)

which requires all the sn to be given. Using eq. (F.10) we get the constraint

ln
rmax

rmin
≥
∑
n

ln
sn−1

sn
, (F.15)

which will need to be checked so as not to overshoot rmin.

The last step from slightly above rmin to rmin can be done with a single step of arbitrary width
such that the full integration interval from rmin to rmax is included.

The goal, now is to find integer strides snq ≥ 1 and snr ≥ 1 that satisfy these constraints with
sn = snr /s

n
q , and that minimize the size of the qr-qr and jl-cache. For a given ℓ, the number of

grid points is given by

N total
qr = Nq

∑
n

Nn
r , (F.16)
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and the number of spherical Bessel evaluations is [cf. eq. (F.7)]

N total
jl

= Nd

∑
n

[
1 + (Nq − 1)snq + (Nn

r − 1)snr
]
, (F.17)

where Nd is the number of derivatives of the spherical Bessels that are needed. We then minimize
some combination F (snq , snr ) = N total

qr + βN total
jl

for some β. The choice β = 1 is natural as it will
minimize the number of memory locations that need to be accessed. We have now generalized
the Iso-qr integration to multiple subintervals of r, while ensuring the q array to remain the same
across the entire interval.

G Useful Identities

Orthogonality of spherical harmonics:∫
d2k̂ Yℓm(k̂)Y ∗

ℓ′m′(k̂) = δℓℓ′δmm′ . (G.1)

Rayleigh expansion of a plane wave:

eik·x = (4π)
∑
ℓm

iℓjℓ(kx)Yℓm(x̂)Y ∗
ℓm(k̂) . (G.2)

Orthogonality of spherical Bessel functions:∫
r
r2jℓ(kr)jℓ(k

′r) =
π

2kk′
δD(k − k′). (G.3)
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