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Weak lensing surveys, along with most other late-Universe probes, have consistently measured
a lower amplitude of the matter fluctuation spectrum, denoted by the parameter S8, compared
to predictions from early-Universe measurements in cosmic microwave background data. Improper
modeling of nonlinear scales may partially explain these discrepancies in lensing surveys. This study
investigates whether the conventional approach to addressing small scale biases remains optimal for
Stage-IV lensing surveys. We demonstrate that conventional weak lensing estimators are affected
by scale leakage from theoretical biases at nonlinear scales, which influence all observed scales.
Using the BNT transform, we propose an ℓ-cut methodology that effectively controls this leakage.
The BNT transform reorganizes weak lensing data in ℓ space, aligning it with k space, thereby
reducing the mixing of nonlinear scales and providing a more accurate interpretation of the data.
We evaluate the BNT approach by comparing HMcode, Halofit, Baryon Correction Model and
AxionHMcode mass power spectrum models using Euclid-like survey configurations. Additionally,
we introduce a new estimator to quantify scale leakage in both the BNT and noBNT approaches.
Our findings show that BNT outperforms traditional methods, preserving cosmological constraints
while significantly mitigating theoretical biases.

I. INTRODUCTION

A major achievement in cosmology over the past
decades has been the development of the Standard Model
of Cosmology (SMC) as a framework aimed at explain-
ing the history of the universe and how the structure
of the universe that we observe emerged. The SMC re-
quires only seven parameters to fit a vast array of ob-
servational data, and these parameters are now known
with remarkable precision [1]. As data become increas-
ingly precise, tensions have emerged in the measurement
of some cosmological parameters across different probes
[2]. As noted in [2, 3], most of the anomalies and tensions
involve data from the cosmic microwave background, sug-
gesting that the late Universe (z ∼ 0−5) appears slightly
different from the early Universe (z ∼ 1100). There is no
consensus yet on whether these differences are due to
residual systematics or new physics 1, but this situation
clearly calls for more data from the late Universe and
a better understanding of the models used to interpret
these data.

Weak Gravitational Lensing (WL) is the most reliable
tool for probing mass distribution in the late Universe.
By offering crucial insights into the expansion history and

∗ gsm@phas.ubc.ca
† waerbeke@phas.ubc.ca
1 One should note that the residual systematics explanation is be-
coming less favoured as more and more late universe independent
probes are being collected [3]

growth of instabilities of dark matter, it has the poten-
tial to address the nature of dark matter and dark energy
and clarify the nature of these tensions [4]. The advent
of Stage-IV lensing surveys, to be conducted by the Eu-
ropean Space Agency’s Euclid mission [5], the Vera C.
Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time
[6], and the Xuntian mission of the Chinese Space Station
Telescope [7] will greatly increase the statistical power of
WL measurements while reducing residual systematics,
offering a promising path to resolving current cosmolog-
ical tensions.
It is important to remember that, fundamentally, WL

is a two-dimensional probe—specifically, it measures the
projected mass along lines of sight by correlating galaxy
shapes as a function of their angular separation. The
two-dimensional projection causes large-scale fluctua-
tions from distant lenses to contribute to the signal at
the same angular scale as smaller-scale fluctuations from
nearby lenses. In Fourier space, this would lead to mode
mixing: if we define k as the modulus of the three-
dimensional wavenumber of mass density fluctuations
and ℓ as that of the two-dimensional wavenumber of the
projected density fluctuations, there is a wide range of
k modes at different redshifts z which contribute to the
same ℓmode. This would not be an issue if the underlying
model for the mass density fluctuations as a function of k
and z was robust; however, this is not the case. The late
Universe is considerably more challenging to understand
than the early Universe [8], as the density fluctuations
are determined by a combination of non-linear gravita-
tional clustering and baryonic physics, both influenced
by the complex processes of galaxy formation and evolu-
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tion—none of which have a precise analytical description,
especially for k ≳ 0.1 Mpc−1. Additionally, the unknown
nature of dark matter introduces further uncertainty re-
garding the statistical distribution of density fluctuations
in large-scale structures. The inability of the WL esti-
mators to clearly separate contributions from lenses at
different redshifts means that all these effects become
mixed across all ℓ’s.

This is a well-known limitation of WL, and currently,
there are two ways to address this issue. One approach is
to cross-correlate the WL signal with foreground lenses at
known redshifts (e.g., using spectroscopic surveys). This
technique, known as galaxy-galaxy lensing [9] or cluster
lensing [10], has the drawback that the estimator is no
longer an unbiased tracer of mass, as the interpretation of
the signal depends on how the target lenses populate the
underlying halo. The other approach is to exclude small
angular scales (high ℓ’s) from the cosmic shear analy-
sis, as most issues are most pronounced at small phys-
ical scales (high k’s). However, the required scale cut-
off is generally large (ten arcminutes or more), resulting
in a significant loss of information. Adding tomography
[11] – using photometric redshift information as a proxy
for distance – does not fundamentally help, as lenses are
still viewed in projection, even for a single source redshift
slice. Scale cuts with tomography is the current approach
for stage III surveys: Kilo Degree Survey [12], Dark En-
ergy Survey [13] and Hyper Suprime Cam Survey [14, 15].
This approach is not optimal, and the question remains
whether it can be improved for Stage IV surveys.

As shown in [16], when tomographic redshift bins are
available, a linear transformation known as BNT can be
applied to the WL data vector. This transformation re-
organizes its elements in the ℓ-space using information
about the redshift bins, such that the arrangement in
the new data vector is closer to the three-dimensional
k-space. This approach offers two main advantages: (1)
because the BNT transform is linear, it preserves all the
information, and (2) with the BNT data arrangement, a
cut in ℓ-space is much closer to a cut in k-space. An ℓ-
space scale cut in the BNT rearranged data vector gives
more control on what the WL estimator is sensitive to
in k-space. For instance, as we will show in this paper,
the low ℓ modes in the BNT data vector are much less
sensitive to high k modes than the same low ℓ modes
taken from the noBNT data vector. Consequently, the
BNT data vector offers a much cleaner probe of the fluc-
tuation amplitude S8. Alternatively, one might focus on
the intermediate ℓ modes of the BNT data vector to in-
vestigate deviations in the mass power spectrum from
predictions of Cold Dark Matter.

The BNT transform is based on a property of the lens-
ing kernel, recognizing that the WL signal from two dif-
ferent tomographic bins always share an identical subset
of lenses, differing only by a purely geometric factor that
is entirely independent of small-scale physics. This con-
tribution from the subset can be reduced or even elim-
inated, for all tomographic bins. The BNT approach

was initially introduced to extend the range of validity
of standard Perturbation Theory results for cosmic shear
observations. It considerably extends the reach of the
nulling technique proposed in [17, 18] introduced to mit-
igate the intrinsic alignment effect. In contrast, BNT
reorganizes the data vector to suppress the WL signal
from lenses located at lower redshifts than a given red-
shift bin. The number of tomographic bins becomes the
limiting factor for BNT, giving Stage IV surveys a dis-
tinct advantage over Stage III surveys. In this paper, we
demonstrate that BNT can effectively be used to make
cosmic shear observations free of any assumptions on the
behavior of the matter fluctuations at small scales.
The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section II,

we compare the BNT and noBNT theories of WL and ex-
plain how the scale reorganization works. In Section III,
we describe our methodology for the practical implemen-
tation of BNT. In Section IV, we present a forecast of pa-
rameter constraints using BNT and noBNT approaches,
with the Euclid Stage IV survey as a benchmark, and
demonstrate how various small-scale effects can be miti-
gated with BNT more efficiently than with conventional
WL estimators. Finally, we summarize our findings and
provide concluding remarks in the last section.

II. THEORY

A. Weak Lensing and BNT Transform

The two-dimensional cosmic shear power spectrum,
Ci,j

ℓ , can be computed from the three-dimensional matter
power spectrum P (k; z) as follows [19]:

Ci,j(ℓ) =

∫
dχ

χ2
W i

γ(χ)W
j
γ (χ)P

(
k =

ℓ+ 1/2

χ
; z(χ)

)
,

(1)
where χ is the radial comoving distance, and W i

γ(χ) is
the lensing kernel computed in the weak lensing regime
of the ith tomographic bin of the given survey:

W i
γ(χ) =

Ω2
mH4

0

c2

∫
dχ′ni(χ

′)

a(χ)

fK(χ′ − χ)fK(χ)

fK(χ′)
. (2)

Here, ni(χ) represents the redshift distribution of the
source galaxies in the ith tomographic bin, fK(χ) is the
comoving angular diameter distance (which simplifies to
χ in a flat universe), and a(χ) denotes the scale factor.
To construct the BNT transform matrix, we first de-

fine two normalisation numbers n0
i and n1

i , for each to-
mographic bin i:

n0
i =

∫
dχ ni(χ) (3)

n1
i =

∫
dχ

ni(χ)

χ
(4)

The BNT transform is aiming to reorganize the data
vector Ci,j(ℓ) to a new one Ĉa,b(ℓ), where a and b are
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new lensing kernels Ŵ a
γ (χ) and Ŵ b

γ (χ). Note that we will
keep the ‘hat’ notationˆfor BNT transformed quantities
throughout the paper. We also reserve the use of (i, j)
for the noBNT tomographic bins and (a, b) for the BNT
tomographic bins. The new lensing kernels are linear
combinations of the original ones:

Ŵ a
γ (χ) =

nT∑
i=1

paiW
i
γ(χ), (5)

where nT is the number of tomographic bins and pai are
the BNT transform coefficients to be determined. We
adopt the same approach as described in [16], where only
three consecutive tomographic bins are used to define a
new kernel Ŵ a

γ (χ)
2. While it is theoretically possible

to use more tomographic bins, using three ensures that
the BNT solution is both unique and analytical. There-
fore, the pai coefficients are the solutions to the algebraic
equations: ∑a

i=a−2 pai n
0
i = 0 (6)∑a

i=a−2 pai n
1
i = 0, (7)

with pai = 0 when i /∈ {a− 2, a− 1, a}, p11 = p22 = 1, and
p12 = −1. The goal of the BNT transform is to localize

each kernel Ŵ a
γ (χ) within its corresponding tomographic

bin such that Ŵ a
γ (χ)× Ŵ b

γ (χ) = 0 for |a− b| ≥ 2. For a
given 10-bin set of Euclid-like redshift distributions [20],
such as the one shown in the upper panel of Figure 1,
the corresponding weak lensing kernels Wγ(z) and BNT-

transformed lensing kernels Ŵγ(z) are presented in the
middle panel of Figure 1. The BNT transform demon-
strates a significant advantage by localizing the redshift
dependence more effectively compared to the conven-
tional lensing kernel. This advantage becomes even more
pronounced when performing the 3D-to-2D projection,
as illustrated in the lower panel of Figure 1. It is im-
portant to note that the redshift distributions of the to-
mographic bins do not need to be non-overlapping; in
fact, overlapping bins should be preserved to ensure an
invertible transformation. Additionally, the first bin re-
mains unchanged, while the second bin has its sensitivity
to small-scale lenses reduced but not completely elimi-
nated. The BNT transformed angular power spectrum
Ĉa,b(ℓ) is given by

Ĉa,b(ℓ) ≡
∫

dℓ

χ2
Ŵ a

γ (χ)Ŵ
b
γ (χ)P

(
ℓ+ 1/2

χ
; z(χ)

)
= pai p

b
jC

i,j
ℓ , (8)

The BNT transform fulfils two key principles [16]:

2 This implies that implementing BNT requires a minimum of four
tomographic bins.

• It is invertible, ensuring that no information is lost
in the process.

• It minimizes the overlap between the resulting ker-
nels across different redshifts, enabling the isolation
of information from distinct physical scales, based
on a physical argument.

n g
(z

)
W

(z
)

0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75
z

2 (
z)

W
2 (

z) Conventional Cosmic Shear
BNT-Transformed Cosmic shear

FIG. 1. Upper panel: Tomographic bins for the Euclid survey.
Middle panel: conventional weak lensing kernels W i

γ(χ) (dot-

ted lines) and the BNT lensing kernel Ŵ a
γ (χ) (dashed lines).

Lower panel: Lensing projection weights W 2
γ (χ)/χ

2 (dotted

lines) and Ŵ 2
γ (χ)/χ

2 (dashed ines) identifying the approxi-
mate location of the lenses for each kernel.

B. Splitting in k-bins

The BNT transform modifies the mapping between k-
space and ℓ-space. Therefore, it is crucial to understand
how a k-bin, [k1, k2], contributes to the two-dimensional
power spectrum for both the BNT and noBNT cases.
This is a key step to prepare the scale leakage discussion
in Section III B. The objective of this section is to in-
troduce a notation for the data vector that allows us to
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identify the contribution of k-bins to the angular power
spectrum.

We define Ci,j
[k1,k2]

(ℓ) as the contribution to Ci,j(ℓ),

for all values of ℓ, from the k-bin [k1, k2] of the three-
dimensional mass power spectrum P (k, z):

Ci,j
[k1,k2]

(ℓ) ≡
∫ χH

0

dχ

χ2
W i

γ(χ)W
j
γ (χ)1[k1,k2](k)

× P (k, z(χ)) , (9)

where 1[k1,k2](k) is the top-hat function for the interval
[k1, k2] defined as:

1[k1,k2](k) =

{
1 if k1 < k < k2,

0 otherwise.
(10)

with k =
(

ℓ+1/2
χ

)
. For the BNT case, the lensing ker-

nel and the power spectrum are respectively replaced

by Ŵ a
γ (χ) and Ĉa,b

[k1,k2]
(ℓ). We define the data vector

C[k1,k2](Π) as the collection of all tomographic bin combi-

nations of Ci,j
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π), where Π is the set of cosmolog-

ical parameters to constrain. For nT = 10 tomographic
bins, we have:

C[k1,k2](Π) =



[
C1,1

[k1,k2]
(ℓ; Π)

]
all ℓ′s[

C1,2
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π)
]
all ℓ′s[

C1,3
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π)
]
all ℓ′s

...[
C9,10

[k1,k2]
(ℓ; Π)

]
all ℓ′s[

C10,10
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π)
]
all ℓ′s



. (11)

The length of the C[k1,k2](Π) data vector is
[
nℓ

nT(nT+1)
2

]
,

if there are nℓ is the number of ℓ bins. For the calcula-
tions, we restrict the ℓ space to [ℓmin, ℓmax] = [50, 5000],
where 50 is the central value of the lowest bin.

In order to simplify the notation, we also define
∆C[k1,k2](Π) as the difference between C[k1,k2](Π) and

C[k1,k2](Π
0) where Π0 is the fiducial set of cosmological

parameters:

∆C[k1,k2](Π) ≡ C[k1,k2](Π)− C[k1,k2](Π
0) (12)

The global data vector difference is defined as:

∆D(Π) =
∑

[k1,k2]

∆C[k1,k2](Π), (13)

where the summation is performed over all k-bins, and
by definition we have ∆D(Π0) = 0. The χ2 is defined as:

χ2(Π) ≡ ∆D(Π)T · C−1 ·∆D(Π), (14)

where C is the
[
nℓ

nT(nT+1)
2

]
×

[
nℓ

nT(nT+1)
2

]
covariance

matrix. For the BNT case, all quantities above are iden-
tified with aˆ symbol, e.g. Eq. 14 becomes:

χ̂2(Π) ≡ ∆D̂(Π)T · Ĉ−1 ·∆D̂(Π). (15)

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

2 (
k′

)/
2 to

t

S8 = 0.705
AB = 2.0
h = 0.741

10 2 10 1 100 101

k ′ [Mpc 1]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

k′

k′
′ =

k m
in

2 (
k′
′ )/

2 to
t

FIG. 2. χ2
tot is χ2(Π0) from Eq.17, where the fiducial cos-

mology is given by Π0 = (S8, AB, h) = (0.8124, 3.13, 0.690).
Top panel: incremental contribution δχ2

[k1,k2]
(Π) from Eq.18,

where k′ is the center of k-bins [k1, k2], for cosmology Π =
(0.705, 3.13, 0.690), solid line, (0.8124, 2.0, 0.690), dot-dashed
line and (0.8124, 3.13, 0.741), dashed line. Bottom panel: cu-
mulative contribution to χ2

tot from kmin = 0.0025 Mpc−1 to
k′. The legend in the top panel specifies which of the three
parameters has been modified relative to the fiducial values.

It is convenient to separate the contributions to Eq.
(14) arising from the diagonal k-bins (autocorrelations)
and the off-diagonal k-bins (cross-correlations). This can
be accomplished by substituting Eq. (13) into Eq. (14):

χ2(Π) =

 ∑
[k1,k2]

∆C[k1,k2](Π)


T

· C−1 ·

 ∑
[k′

1,k
′
2]

∆C[k′
1,k

′
2]
(Π)


=

∑
[k1,k2]

[
∆C

T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]

+
∑

[k1,k2]

∆C
T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·

∑
[k′

1,k
′
2 ]̸=

[k1,k2]

∆C[k′
1,k

′
2]
(Π)


≡

∑
[k1,k2]

[
δχ2

[k1,k2],auto
(Π) + δχ2

[k1,k2],cross
(Π)

]
. (16)
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which can be rewritten as:

χ2(Π) =
∑

[k1,k2]

δχ2
[k1,k2]

(Π), (17)

where δχ2
[k1,k2]

is defined as the incremental contribu-

tion to χ2(Π) originating from the scale bin [k1, k2]:

δχ2
[k1,k2]

(Π) ≡ δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) + δχ2
[k1,k2],cross

(Π). (18)

δχ2
[k1,k2]

(Π) is a useful metric for estimating the con-

tribution of each k-bin to χ2(Π). Note that the cross
term δχ2

[k1,k2],cross
incorporates information from outside

the [k1, k2] bin through its cross-correlation with modes
within [k1, k2]. Figure 2 illustrates this concept with ex-
amples involving the lensing degeneracy parameter S8,
the Hubble constant h, and the baryon feedback param-
eter AB [21] from HMcode [22], which describes the
halo mass concentration. The plot reveals different sen-
sitivity to the k bin range for different parameters: both
the Hubble constant and S8 exhibit peak sensitivity at
k ∼ 0.9 Mpc−1, while AB peaks at k ∼ 3 Mpc−1. Inter-
estingly, the examples show a negative contribution to
δχ2 at certain scales for all three parameters. This be-
haviour occurs only when nonlinear terms are included
in the covariance matrix calculation, indicating the pres-
ence of negative correlations in the cross-band correla-
tions δχ2

cross between different k-modes. These negative
contributions are associated with the off-diagonal terms
of the covariance matrix. We also found that the k bin
sensitivity does not significantly differ between the BNT
and non BNT cases for the original binning setup in ℓ-
space.

Following the notation introduced in Section IIA, the
BNT version of all the expressions of this section are
obtained with theˆ symbol of each quantity. For instance,
C[k1,k2](Π) is the noBNT data vector (Eq.11), while the

BNT version is Ĉ[k1,k2](Π) is similarly described by Eq.11,

with the Ci,j
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π) (Eq.1) replaced by Ĉa,b
[k1,k2]

(ℓ; Π)

(Eq.8). The practical calculation of Eqs. 17 and 18 are
given in Appendix A.

III. OPTIMIZING SCALE CUTS

A. Methodology

In this section, we will demonstrate why a cut in ℓ-
space for the BNT transform corresponds more closely
to a cut in k-space compared to the noBNT case. To
quantify the relationship between k and ℓ cuts for the
BNT and noBNT cases, the following dimensionless ra-
tios are introduced:

R̂(a,b)(ℓ; kcut,Π
0) ≡

Ĉa,b
[kmin,kcut]

(ℓ; Π0)

Ĉa,b
[kmin,kmax]

(ℓ; Π0)

R(i,j)(ℓ; kcut,Π
0) ≡

Ci,j
[kmin,kcut]

(ℓ; Π0)

Ci,j
[kmin,kmax]

(ℓ; Π0)
(19)

We choose the fiducial cosmology Π0 to perform the
BNT transform; however, it is important to emphasize
that this choice does not affect the results. The BNT
transform is not unique—it can be any linear transfor-
mation of the original data vector entries. Consequently,
there is no ‘exact’ BNT transform, and the selection of a
specific cosmology to calculate the pai is inconsequential,
it does not have to be the right one. A wrong cosmol-
ogy would simply result in a suboptimal transformation
of the data vector. We simply choose a cosmology that
we believe is reasonably close to the actual cosmological
parameters of the universe.
Figure 3 shows R̂(a,b)(ℓ; kcut,Π

0) and R(i,j)(ℓ; kcut,Π
0)

for kcut = 0.3 Mpc−1. Plotting these ratios as a function
of ℓ for a specific kcut illustrates the impact of a cut
in k-space on the angular power spectrum. This analy-
sis enables the definition of an ℓ-space cut that closely
approximates the effect of a cut in k-space. For small
enough ℓ, all ratios converge to unity, indicating that al-
most all the signal is coming from k ∈ [kmin, kcut]. For
high enough ℓ, all ratios converge to zero, indicating that
almost no signal is coming from k ∈ [kmin, kcut]. The

BNT ratios R̂(a,b)(ℓ; kcut,Π
0) show that the transition

between low and high ℓ is much sharper than for the
noBNT ratios R(i,j)(ℓ; kcut,Π

0). Figure 3 shows that a
k-space cut impacts many more ℓ modes in the noBNT
data vector than the BNT one. This illustrates why a cut
in ℓ-space is much closer to a cut in k-space with BNT.
It is particularly striking that for noBNT, even very low
ℓ are affected by a cut at kcut = 0.3 Mpc−1.
Figure 3 shows why the ℓ cut value must depend on

the tomographic combination. We define ℓ̂
(a,b)
cut as the

ℓ cuts for BNT and ℓ
(i,j)
cut for noBNT. We also define a

TFD the threshold as a tolerance region with R̂(a,b)(ℓ =

ℓ̂a,bcut; kcut,Π
0) = 1±TFD. Figure 3 shows how ℓ̂

(a,b)
cut (resp.

ℓ
(i,j)
cut ) are chosen for kcut = 0.3 Mpc−1 and TFD = 0.1, for
the BNT (resp. noBNT) cases. The yellow area shows

the ±TFD region for R̂(a,b) (resp. R(i,j)). The blue area

shows the range ℓ < ℓ̂
(a,b)
cut (resp. ℓ < ℓ

(i,j)
cut ) meets the

TFD criteria and the green area shows the range of ℓ
that must be removed in order to meet the criteria. It is
worth noting that this approach could, in principle, be
extended to the shear-shear correlation functions ξ± and
the COSEBIs Wn(ℓ). However, these summary statis-
tics introduce additional scale mixing, beyond the simple
two-dimensional projection, making the BNT approach
less effective for these cases.

The selection of specific values for kcut and TFD is
somewhat arbitrary. However, it is evident that for a
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FIG. 3. Ratio of the data vector with kcut to the full data vector (defined in Eq. 19) for the noBNT case R(i,j)(ℓ; kcut,Π

0)

(upper-right triangle) and the BNT case R̂(i,j)(ℓ; kcut,Π
0) (lower-left triangle). Each panel shows the ratio for the combination

of tomographic bins indicated by (i, j) (for the noBNT case) and (a, b) (for the BNT case). For each tomographic bin, the
curves are used to define which cut in ℓ corresponds to the constraint that modes k > kcut should not bias the data vector at

a level exceeding TFD for ℓ < ℓ
(i,j)
cut for noBNT (resp. ℓ < ℓ̂

(a,b)
cut for BNT). All plots are given for kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1, and the

horizontal bright band indicates the fractional threshold TFD = ±0.1. For each tomographic bin combination, the cut in ℓ is
shown as the boundary of the cyan and green regions.

given kcut, increasing TFD incorporates more information
from higher k-modes, which is contrary to the purpose of
the BNT method. The ideal scenario would be to make
TFD sufficiently small to ensure that cosmological param-
eter measurements are insensitive to scales k > kcut.
In the following, we use this formalism to evaluate the

performance of a particular (kcut, TFD) configuration in
terms of k-space leakage (i.e., how much scales k > kcut
contribute). We also show that, compared to the noBNT
approach, significant information can still be retained
with BNT, even for very small TFD values.

In order to incorporate the effect of (kcut, TFD) in the
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data vector, it is convenient to define the continuous
Boolean weight function V(kcut, TFD):

V(kcut, TFD) =

{
1, |R(kcut,Π

0)− 1| ≤ TFD
0, |R(kcut,Π

0)− 1| > TFD,
(20)

whereR(kcut,Π
0) is the power spectra ratio for the entire

data vector Eq.11 in the noBNT case 3:

R(kcut,Π
0) ≡

C[kmin,kcut](Π
0)

C[kmin,kmax](Π
0)

(21)

We can rewrite Eq.14 as

χ2(Π; kcut, TFD) = ∆D∗T · (C∗)−1 ·∆D∗, (22)

where the ∗ quantities refer to the global data vec-
tor (Eq.13) and covariance matrix truncated with the
boolean filter Eq. 20:

∆D∗ ≡ V(kcut, TFD)∆D(Π)

C∗ ≡ V(kcut, TFD) · C · V(kcut, TFD)
T

(23)

We can now rewrite all equations in Sections II B with
the filtered global data vector ∆D∗ and covariance matrix
C∗. In particular, there is a filtered version of Eq.A3:

∆C0∗

[k1,k2]
(Π) ≡ W[k1,k2](Π

0)∆D∗(Π) (24)

The formalism for comparing the performance of BNT
and noBNT analyses is now fully established. The proce-
dure, being the same for noBNT and BNT, is as follows:
for a given set of parameters (kcut, TFD), the angular scale
cuts ℓ

(i,j)
cut (resp. ℓ̂

(a,b)
cut ) using the criteria defined by Eq.

20. The χ2 (Eq.16) and the incremental δχ2 (Eq.18)
are calculated using the global data vector and covari-
ance matrix (Eq. 23) truncated by the boolean filter

V(kcut, TFD) (resp. V̂(kcut, TFD)). For practical imple-
mentation details, we direct the reader to Appendix A,
specifically Eqs. A4, A6, and A9.

It is worth revisiting the constraining power of various
k-bins when using the filtered data vector, previously il-
lustrated in Figure 2 with the original data vector. Figure
4 presents calculations of δχ2 (Eq.18). The left column
corresponds to TFD = 0.1 and kcut = [0.1, 0.33, 1] Mpc−1,
while the right column corresponds to kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1

and TFD = [0.004, 0.02, 0.1]. The fiducial cosmology Π0

remains the same as in Figure 2 (i.e., S8 = 0.8124), while
in Figure 4, only S8 is modified to 0.705.

3 For the BNT case, all quantities are identified with a hat, e.g.
V̂(kcut, TFD), R̂(kcut,Π0)

The top two panels of Figure 4 display the incremen-
tal δχ2(k′) as a function of k′, the midpoint of a [k1, k2]
bin. The larger the area under the δχ2(k′) curves, the
greater the constraining power. It is evident that the
BNT method systematically provides more constraining
power than the noBNT approach. Additionally, the max-
imum δχ2 remains significant even for TFD = 0.004 or
kcut = 0.1 Mpc−1. The key takeaway from the top two
panels is that although the constraining power drops to
zero at k′ ≳ kcut rather than precisely at kcut, this decline
is much steeper and less dependent on k′ for BNT than
for noBNT. The top-right panel illustrates scale leakage:
the extent to which the curve extends into the grey region
(starting at kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1 indicates the contribution
of modes with k > kcut to a given ℓcut. This relationship
is determined by the choice of (TFD, kcut). A more de-
tailed discussion of scale leakage is provided in the next
subsection.
The middle panels of Figure 4 display the cumulative

δχ2(k′), illustrating how χ2 asymptotically approaches
its final value as k′ → kcut. The derivative of the cumu-
lative δχ2(k′) is steeper for BNT compared to noBNT,
further highlighting the issue of scale leakage. Notably,
for a fixed kcut, the asymptotic values of χ2 remain rel-
atively consistent across different TFD values for BNT,
while they vary significantly for noBNT. This behaviour
demonstrates that noBNT quickly loses its constraining
power when TFD is significantly reduced. This occurs be-
cause the constraining power of noBNT is dominated by
mixed scales, whereas for BNT, the constraining power
is better optimized for the chosen kcut.
The bottom panels of Figure 4 illustrate how the er-

ror on S8 scales with k′ as more k-bins are included in
the χ2, based on the approximation that the error bar
on S8 is inversely proportional to χ2. A comparison be-
tween the solid and dotted curves demonstrates that for
TFD = 0.004, the BNT approach significantly outper-
forms the noBNT approach by a factor of approximately
10. Additionally, the bottom-left panel shows that re-
ducing kcut has a similar effect to decreasing TFD.

B. Scale Leakage

Scale leakage refers to the contribution of the k > kcut
modes to a data vector restricted to ℓ < ℓcut. Quantifying
scale leakage is essential as it provides insights into which
regions of the mass power spectrum can be trusted, the
level of precision achievable, and the impact on cosmo-
logical parameter measurements. For instance, [23] and
[24] demonstrated that a biased model for the nonlin-
ear power spectrum, such as one influenced by baryonic
physics, could lead to a tension in S8. Figure 2 shows
that the parameter AB [21] can specifically bias the power
spectrum for k > 1 Mpc−1, potentially resulting in a bi-
ased S8 if left uncorrected. Marginalizing over AB could
mitigate this issue; however, the underlying mass power
spectrum model could still be biased, and the associated
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FIG. 4. All curves use S8 = 0.705, while the fiducial cosmology Π0 is the same as in Figure 2 with S8 = 0.8124. Dotted curves
are for noBNT and solid curves are for BNT. The meaning of the different line colors is indicated in the legend box in the top
two panels. The top two panels show the incremental δχ2(k′) (Eq.18) as a function of k′, the midpoint of a [k1, k2] interval.
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loss of information could be significant. When using a
BNT-reordered data vector, understanding scale leakage
becomes even more critical to properly select the cuts

ℓ̂
(a,b)
cut in accordance with the range of k modes where the
3-dimensional power spectrum can be trusted, i.e. with
a bias below a certain level. Scale leakage was negligible
for Stage I and II surveys but could contribute to the S8

tension in Stage III surveys. Therefore, it is crucial to
quantify it for Stage IV surveys.

In the following, we will use ℓcut to denote any tomo-

graphic dependent cut in ℓ, either ℓ̂
(a,b)
cut for BNT or ℓ

(i,j)
cut

for noBNT, in order to simplify the notation. With this
notation, ℓ < ℓcut means that the cuts in ℓ are different

for each tomographic bin ℓ < ℓ
(i,j)
cut (resp. ℓ < ℓ̂

(a,b)
cut ), as

explained in section IIIA. The scale leakage is defined as
the ratio R:

R ≡ χ2[k > kcut, ℓ < ℓcut]

χ2[ℓ < ℓcut]
, (25)

where the numerator is given by:

χ2[k > kcut, ℓ < ℓcut] = ∆D†
T

· (C∗)−1 ·∆D†, (26)

with ∆D†(Π) defined as the part of the global data
vector satisfying both conditions k > kcut and ℓ < ℓcut:
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FIG. 5. Colourmap of the ratioR (Eq. 29) for the noBNT (left panel) and R̂ for BNT (right panel) as a function of kcut and TFD,
characterizing the leakage. The white region on the left side of each panel corresponds to the limit ℓ10,10cut ≃ 50 (θ ≃ 220′) for the
most distant tomographic bin combination, when all ℓ bins drop below our lowest bin ℓmin = 50. The black dashed lines on each
panel indicate (from left to right) the boundary of the white region if our lowest bin was ℓmin = 25, 50, 100, 250, 500, 1000, 2500
and 5000. The dashed lines can be used to identify which maximum ℓ is accessible from observations, for a given kcut and TFD.

∆D†(Π) ≡ V(kcut, TFD)

 ∑
[k1,k2]>kcut

∆C[k1,k2](Π)

 .

(27)
The denominator of Eq. 25 is given by Eq. 20 and Eq.

22, referred to as χ2[ℓ < ℓcut]. Eq. 25 is the fraction of
k > kcut modes contributing to the total χ2 for a given
ℓcut.

In order to illustrate the impact of scale leakage on
S8, with and without BNT, we adopt the same approach
as [25], where the deviation of the fiducial cosmological
model in the non-linear scales was described by a new
parameter Amod:

P (k, z) ≡ PL(k, z) +Amod(P
NL(k, z)− PL(k, z)), (28)

where PL and PNL represent the linear and nonlinear
power spectra, respectively. To compare the scale leak-
age in the noBNT and BNT cases, Eq. 25 is calculated
using (Amod, S8) = (0.827, 0.767) with (Amod, S8)fid =
(1.0, 0.8124) for the fiducial model 4.

4 The particular choice of (Amod, S8) = (0.827, 0.767) is motivated
by the measurement S8 = 0.766+0.020

−0.014 [26], and a one-parameter
minimization process of Amod leading to Amod = 0.827. This
value is obtained by minimizing χ2 with S8 = 0.767 and keeping
other parameters unchanged.

To quantify the scale leakage from the nonlinear regime
in relation to the S8 tension, we adopt the following
strategy: the denominator of Eq. 25 is calculated us-
ing (Amod, S8) = (0.827, 0.767), while the numerator ac-
counts for the contributions of S8 and Amod separately:

R =
χ2
S8
[k > kcut, ℓ < ℓcut] + χ2

Amod
[k > kcut, ℓ < ℓcut]

χ2
S8,Amod

[ℓ < ℓcut]
,

(29)
where the subscript S8 or Amod indicates which parame-
ter deviates from its fiducial value.

The ratio R is shown in Figure 5 across a wide range
of kcut and TFD. A low R indicates minimal scale leak-
age. Figure 5 demonstrates that, for a given kcut, BNT
exhibits significantly less scale leakage (i.e. R̂ ≪ 1)
than noBNT. Similarly, for a fixed TFD, BNT systemati-
cally shows less leakage than noBNT, and the minimum
kcut attainable by BNT is significantly smaller than for
noBNT. Overall, k-mode mixing is far more pronounced
for noBNT than for BNT. Consequently, for noBNT, us-
ing a low TFD necessitates a high kcut in order to mini-
mize the scale leakage, resulting in substantial informa-
tion loss compared to BNT. The right panel of Figure
5 illustrates why an ℓcut in the BNT case closely aligns
with a kcut, because the iso-ℓ lines are nearly aligned
with constant kcut. The white region on the left side
of each panel indicates the limit where the data vec-
tor is empty, as a consequence that ℓ below our low-
est bin ℓmin = 50 are not included. This occurs when
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ℓ
(10,10)
cut < ℓmin, where ℓ

(10,10)
cut is the highest redshift bin

combination for nT = 10. For noBNT, ℓ
(10,10)
cut is a strong

function of TFD and kcut, for BNT it is nearly indepen-
dent of TFD, which is another illustration that, for BNT,
an ℓ and k cuts have a similar impact on the data vector.
Dashed lines in Figure 5 shows where the white region

would start for a different ℓ
(10,10)
cut value. One can also

understand these lines as showing the largest possible ℓ
accessible from observations, for a given kcut and TFD.
With BNT, we can still take advantage of ℓ ≃ 5000 with
a strict kcut ≃ 1.5 Mpc−1, while in the noBNT case a kcut
at the same scale with TFD = 10−2 leads to a maximum
observable ℓ ≃ 300.
In the initial version of this work, we found that apply-

ing the BNT transform to ξ±(θ) did not yield results as
effective as applying it to Cℓ. This is because, in configu-
ration space, Fourier modes are mixed in the construction
of the estimator, due to the Legendre transform, which
converts Cℓ into ξ±(θ). This can be seen in Figure 1 of
[12] where scale cuts exhibit strong oscillatory behavior
across a wide range of ℓ values. For this reason, we chose
to focus exclusively on the angular power spectrum.

In Section IV, we will perform MCMC analysis, and
the comparison of posterior contours for noBNT and
BNT will further highlight the effect of scale leakage on
parameter constraints.

IV. RESULTS

A. Parameters forecast: general setup

To quantify the ability of BNT to measure cosmological
parameters with optimized scale cuts, we will conduct a
series of MCMC forecasts assuming a True Background
Cosmology (TBC) and performing parameter measure-
ments using various 3-dimensional power spectrum mod-
els that differ from the TBC model. Specifically, we aim
to address two key points:

• What is the advantage of BNT over noBNT in
terms of information retention, for different choices
of kcut and TFD?

• To what extent can BNT still measure cosmological
parameters with precision, without significant in-
formation loss, when the assumed power spectrum
model deviates from the TBC?

These comparisons will be presented in section IVB;
here, we outline the general setup of the analysis. It
is important to note that all BNT/noBNT comparisons
are performed on a fair basis: nuisance parameters are
marginalized consistently, and the selection of cosmolog-
ical parameters remains the same. This approach is mo-
tivated by our aim to examine the S8 tension in the con-
text of BNT, though the applications of BNT extend far
beyond this specific issue. For example, BNT could be

TABLE I. The prior of all the parameters used in our Nau-
tilus sampling. U(a, b) is a flat prior between a and b, and
N (c, d) is a Gaussian prior that centred at c with standard
deviation d. For cases where intrinsic alignments, multiplica-
tive biases and/or redshift error parameters are not sampled,
their values are set to the ‘Fiducial Value’ column which in-
dicates the values taken by the parameters for the fiducial
cosmology.

Parameters Fiducial Value Priors
Ωm 0.2905 U(0.1, 0.6)
109As 2.1868 U(1.5, 5.0)
Ωb 0.0473 U(0.03, 0.07)
ns 0.9690 U(0.92, 1.02)
h 0.6898 U(0.55, 0.85)
AB 3.1300 U(1.0, 6.0)
AIA 0.0000 U(−6.0, 6.0)
ηIA 0.0000 U(−5.0, 5.0)
mi 0.0000 N (0.0, 0.0005)
δz,1 −0.026 N (−0.026, 0.0019)
δz,2 0.0227 N (0.0227, 0.0020)
δz,3 −0.026 N (−0.026, 0.0019)
δz,4 0.0126 N (0.0126, 0.0020)
δz,5 0.0193 N (0.0193, 0.0020)
δz,6 0.0083 N (0.0083, 0.0020)
δz,7 0.0382 N (0.0382, 0.0020)
δz,8 0.0027 N (0.0027, 0.0020)
δz,9 0.0340 N (0.0340, 0.0021)
δz,10 0.0495 N (0.0495, 0.0021)
σ8 0.8256 Derived Parameter
S8 0.8124 Derived Parameter

employed to explore distinctive features of cosmological
models, such as structures in the mass power spectrum as
probes of the nature of dark matter. In our analyses, we
strive to remain agnostic about the true nonlinear infor-
mation in our universe, focusing instead on determining
whether the true S8 value can be accurately recovered
within a 1σ confidence interval.
The TBC setup is given as follow:

• We will utilize several common nonlinear models:
HMcode-2016 [22], Halofit-2012 [27], Baryon
Correction Model [28, 29], and AxionHMcode
[30]. To generate Markov Chain cosmologies, we
employed the standard HMcode-2016 as a base-
line, running it against all the nonlinear models
mentioned above.

• We use 50 ℓ-bins logarithmically spaced from
ℓmin = 50 to ℓmax = 5000, along with the redshift
distribution shown in Figure 1.

• The data vectors of the models used in the poste-
rior sampling process are computed with the Core
Cosmology Library (CCL) [31]. CCL is a publicly
available, standardized library for performing ba-
sic calculations of various cosmological observables,
developed and calibrated by the LSST Dark Energy
Science Collaboration (DESC) [32].
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FIG. 6. Constraints in the (Ωm, S8) plane for the noBNT (left panel) and BNT (right panel). The power spectrum of all
models are calculated using the Mead et al. [22]-version of HMcode. Four posterior contours are represented: the Black
solid line corresponds to the case where no kcut and no TFD are applied. The Lime Green, Dark Red and Cyan contours
correspond to kcut = (1.0, 0.33, 0.1) Mpc−1 respectively, and fixed TFD = 0.02. Note that the Cyan contours for noBNT and
kcut = 0.1 Mpc−1 exceeds the plot boundary.
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FIG. 7. Sam as Figure 6 with three posterior contours: the Lime Green, Dark Red and Cyan contours correspond to
TFD = (0.1, 0.02, 0.004) respectively, and fixed kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1. Note that the Cyan contours for noBNT and TFD = 0.004
exceeds the plot boundary.

• The covariance matrices are computed using
OneCovariance [33], a tool optimized for calcu-
lating covariance matrices from two-point statistics
in photometric large-scale structure surveys. The
statistical noise terms in the covariance matrix were
calculated using a survey area Aeff = 15000 deg2,
a number density of galaxies per tomographic bin
ngal = 3.0, and the ellipticity noise σe = 0.3[20].

• We compute the parameter posteriors using the
Nautilus [34] package. Nautilus is a highly
efficient importance-nested sampling toolkit for
Bayesian posterior and evidence estimation, uti-
lizing deep learning techniques. The sampling
includes five cosmological parameters, one halo
model parameter, two intrinsic alignment param-
eters, shear multiplicative bias and redshift error
parameters for each tomographic redshift bin. De-
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tailed prior information is provided in Table I. All
these parameters are used in the conventional fidu-
cial setup, both with and without the scale cut. For
the cases where the fiducial cosmology differs from
the sampling computations, both multiplicative bi-
ases and redshift errors are fixed to expedite the
sampling process, we have verified that the results
do not change significantly.

B. Constraining power on (S8,Ωm)

We begin by focusing on the joint constraints on
(S8,Ωm), comparing BNT and noBNT approaches for
different choices of (kcut, TFD).
Figure 6 presents the posterior of the two-dimensional

parameter space (S8,Ωm), with TFD fixed at 0.02 and
three different kcut values: 1.0 Mpc−1, 0.33 Mpc−1, and
0.1 Mpc−1. The left panel corresponds to the noBNT
case, while the right panel shows the BNT case. The
black solid contour in both panels is identical and rep-
resents the conventional lensing analysis (with no scale
cuts and marginalization over nuisance parameters, as
described in Section IVA). It is evident that the con-
tour size increases significantly for decreasing kcut in
the noBNT case, while the change is much smaller in
the BNT case. In fact, for kcut = 0.1 Mpc−1, the
noBNT contours exceed the boundary of the plot. By
comparison, the information loss relative to the no-cut
case is much less significant for the BNT case. This
demonstrates that if the mass power spectrum model
is suspected to be biased in some k range (e.g. for
k > 0.1 Mpc−1), the BNT approach provides a more
optimal method than the noBNT approach for remov-
ing small scales. It is often assumed that in the noBNT
approach, marginalization over nuisance parameters can
adequately address potential modeling biases in the mass
power spectrum. However, as we will show in Section
IVC, this assumption is not valid. Not only is the in-
formation loss significant, but the resulting marginalized
contours from the noBNT analysis remain biased. Over-
all, the degradation of the contours for decreasing kcut is
expected, and the reason for the more dramatic degra-
dation for the noBNT case comes from the fact that the
scale leakage is more pronounced in that case, as shown
in Figure 5.

Figure 7 presents the posterior of the two-dimensional
parameter space (S8,Ωm), with kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1 for
three values of TFD: 0.1, 0.02, and 0.004. The increase
in contour size for decreasing TFD is highly significant
for the noBNT case, whereas it is surprisingly marginal
for the BNT case. This behavior results from the sharp
drop of R̂(a,b)(ℓ; kcut,Π

0) (Eq. 19), as illustrated in Fig-
ure 3. For the noBNT approach, minimising scale leak-
age requires both a decrease in TFD and an increase in
kcut, as shown in Figure 5. However, this comes at the
cost of a substantial loss in constraining power within the
(S8,Ωm) parameter space. In contrast, for the BNT ap-

TABLE II. The S8 errorbars of different scale cut setups.
Measurements are drawn directly from the package Getdist
[35]. We will continue to use the (kcut, TFD) notation for
all contours and tables in the subsequent text. All posteri-
ors above are sampled using the same theoretical calculations
setup only except for the ℓ-bin removal determined by Equa-
tion 20. The ‘True Cosmology’ here are all have S8 = 0.8124.
‘Vary mi and δz,i’ means those two sets of parameters are
sampled over the Gaussian prior given in I, and ‘fix mi and
δz,i’ means those parameters are fixed to the fiducial value in
our sampling processes.

(kcut, TFD) noBNT σS8
BNT σS8

Marginalized over mi and δz,i
no cut 0.0009 0.0009
(1.0,0.1) 0.0016 0.0016
(1.0,0.02) 0.0022 0.0016
(1.0,0.004) 0.0039 0.0017
(0.33,0.1) 0.0024 0.0020
(0.33,0.02) 0.0075 0.0023
(0.33,0.004) 0.0300 0.0026
(0.1,0.1) 0.0150 0.0063
(0.1,0.02) No Constraints 0.0077
(0.1,0.004) No Constraints 0.0093

Fixed mi and δz,i
no cut 0.0012 0.0012
(1.0,0.1) 0.0015 0.0015
(1.0,0.02) 0.0021 0.0015
(1.0,0.004) 0.0038 0.0016
(0.33,0.1) 0.0024 0.0018
(0.33,0.02) 0.0074 0.0021
(0.33,0.004) 0.0298 0.0024
(0.1,0.1) 0.0150 0.0061
(0.1,0.02) No Constraints 0.0075
(0.1,0.004) No Constraints 0.0090

proach, the scale leakage is almost independent of TFD.
As a result, the constraining power remains relatively
unaffected, even with kcut = 0.33 Mpc−1.

Clearly, the optimal choice of cuts (kcut, TFD) depends
on the accuracy of the power spectrum model. There is
no universal rule that applies to all situations; in partic-
ular, the more reliable the model, the less necessary scale
cuts should become. In Section IVC, we will illustrate
specific cases using different non-linear power spectrum
models and an axion model where scale cuts might play
a central role. Figures 6 and 7 demonstrate that, for
a given (kcut, TFD), the BNT approach consistently out-
performs the noBNT approach. Table II summarizes the
constraints on S8 with both BNT and noBNT, for differ-
ent nuisance parameter scenarios.

C. Nonlinear Mass Power Spectrum

In this section, we will derive the joint constraints on
(S8,Ωm) when the mock observations are calculated with
a different non-linear prescription for the power spectrum
than the one used in the sampling of the posterior. We
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FIG. 8. Same as Figure 6, except that the mock Cℓ observations are calculated with with Takahashi et al. [27]-version of
Halofit while the sampling process uses Mead et al. [22]-version of HMcode as in Figure 6.
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FIG. 9. Same as Figure 6, except that the mock Cℓ observations are calculated with with the Baryon Correction Model (BCM,
Schneider et al. [29]) while the sampling process uses Mead et al. [22]-version of HMcode as in Figure 6.

will investigate three cases: 1) Halofit [27] 2) Baryon
Correction Model [29] and 3) AxionHMcode [30]. The
posterior sampling process still uses HMcode [22].

Figure 8 displays the same contours as Figure 6, with
the data vector calculated using the Takahashi et al. [27]
version of Halofit. The solid black contours, represent-
ing the case without kcut and TFD cuts, are identical for
both the noBNT (left panel) and BNT (right panel) ap-

proaches. Although the bias in S8 and Ωm is small, it
remains significant despite marginalization over AB. In-
troducing kcut reduces the bias as kcut decreases, but the
information loss becomes severe for kcut ≤ 0.33 Mpc−1.
For (kcut, TFD) = (0.1 Mpc−1, 0.02), the BNT approach
provides unbiased cosmological constraints, whereas the
noBNT approach loses all constraining power.

Figure 9 presents the (S8,Ωm) contours where the data
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FIG. 10. Same as Figure 6, except that the mock Cℓ observations are calculated with with AxionHMcode (Vogt et al. [30])
while the sampling process uses Mead et al. [22]-version of HMcode as in Figure 6.

vector is calculated using the Baryon Correction Model,
designed to model a standard ΛCDM cosmology through
profile-based calculations of various baryon feedback ef-
fects within dark matter halos. These effects include
adiabatically relaxed dark matter, bound gas in hydro-
static equilibrium, gas ejected by supernovae and active
galactic nuclei, and stellar components [29]. These feed-
back models introduce a cosmologically dependent sup-
pression of the matter power spectrum relative to the
dark-matter-only matter power spectrum, which is ap-
plied to the fiducial data vector in our analysis. The de-
fault BCM setups built in Pyccl was used, with the mass
scale of hot gas suppression Mc = 1.2 × 1014M⊙, ratio
of escape to ejection radii ηb = 0.5, and the haracteristic
scale (wavenumber) of the stellar component ks = 55 h
Mpc−1. Figure 9 exhibits a similar trend to Figure 8,
showing significant biases in the cosmological parame-
ters, even after marginalization over nuisance parame-
ters, when no cuts are applied. As kcut decreases, the
bias in cosmological parameters reduces, but the noBNT
approach loses constraining power compared to the BNT
approach.

Figures 8 and 9 respectively address the theoreti-
cal uncertainty in the nonlinear modeling of the mass
power spectrum and the physical uncertainty introduced
by baryonic physics, as well as how these uncertainties
can bias cosmological parameters. Another possibility
is that dark matter itself affects the mass power spec-
trum, without direct observational evidence. This sce-
nario arises in models such as fuzzy dark matter. In
Figure 10, we illustrate how using a fuzzy dark mat-
ter model for the data vector while employing conven-
tional HMcode likelihood sampling can result in biased

cosmological parameters. The fuzzy dark matter data
vector is calculated with AxionHMcode [30], a nonlin-
ear recipe calibrated to simulations involving ultralight
axion-like particles mixed with cold dark matter. For
this analysis, we use a setup with maxion = 10−24 eV
and Ωaxion = 0.15 × Ωm = 0.0436. This configuration
represents a scenario where the role of dark matter in
the nonlinear mass power spectrum is ignored, poten-
tially contributing to the S8 tension, as suggested by [25]
and [24]. The contours in Figure 10 follow a similar pat-
tern to those in Figures 8 and 9. The bias in (S8,Ωm)
is significant but can be eliminated using the BNT ap-
proach, whereas the noBNT approach loses its constrain-
ing power. Notably, fuzzy dark matter leads to a lower
amplitude of mass fluctuations, consistent with observa-
tions from stage III weak lensing surveys, which report a
lower S8 value compared to Planck results.

Table III summarizes all constraints on S8 for the var-
ious (kcut, T FD) configurations used in this work and
the three non-linear power spectrum models. The Bias
columns indicate the systematic shifts from the fiducial
cosmology for (S8,Ωm). All calculations presented in Ta-
ble III were obtained by marginalizing over AB, a non-
linear nuisance parameter describing baryonic feedback
in HMcode, as used in cosmic shear analyses conducted
by KiDS, DES, and HSC. Instead of the conventional
prior AB ∈ (2.0, 3.13), we adopt a much wider prior of
AB ∈ (1.0, 6.0). Despite this broader prior, the fiducial
S8 and Ωm cosmology is not recovered within 5σ in any
scenario where no scale cut is applied, regardless of the
non-linear power spectrum recipe used. All our calcula-
tions indicate that marginalizing over nuisance parame-
ters alone may not be an effective strategy for Stage-IV
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TABLE III. Constraints on S8, and posterior bias relative to the fiducial S8 = 0.8124 and Ωm = 0.2905. The results are shown
for the Halofit, BCM and AxionHMcode non-linear powerspectra, BNT and noBNT, and different values of kcut and TFD.
In order to accelerate the calculations, the multiplicative bias and redshift errors are fixed to their fiducial values (see Table
I). The resulting residual systematics never exceeds 10% of the error on S8. Red Bias numbers denote the posterior medians
that are higher than the fiducial S8 and Ωm. Black Bias numbers means the posterior median is lower than those two true
values. All posteriors above are sampled using the same theoretical likelihood computation setup with only the ℓcut changing,
as determined by Equation 20. For (kcut, TFD) = (0.1, 0.02) and (0.1, 0.004), all ℓcut are below the minimum ℓmin = 50 of the
data vectors, therefore there are no noBNT constraints in those two cases.

(kcut,TFD) Halofit Bias BCM Bias AxionHMcode Bias
no cut 0.8162± 0.0009 [4.2σS8 , 5.1σΩm ] 0.8098± 0.0009 [2.9σS8 , 13.2σΩm ] 0.7776± 0.0014 [24.9σS8 , 22.8σΩm ]
BNT, (1.0,0.1) 0.8133± 0.0010 [0.9σS8 , 3.9σΩm ] 0.8095± 0.0015 [1.9σS8 , 1.7σΩm ] 0.7798± 0.0007 [48.3σS8 , 24.0σΩm ]
noBNT, (1.0,0.1) 0.8118± 0.0011 [0.5σS8 , 1.8σΩm ] 0.8091± 0.0015 [2.2σS8 , 1.2σΩm ] 0.7806± 0.0012 [26.5σS8 , 9.8σΩm ]
BNT, (1.0,0.02) 0.8126± 0.0011 [0.2σS8 , 3.7σΩm ] 0.8088± 0.0015 [2.4σS8 , 1.9σΩm ] 0.7825± 0.0009 [32.5σS8 , 19.2σΩm ]
noBNT, (1.0,0.02) 0.8118± 0.0018 [0.3σS8 , 1.2σΩm ] 0.8074± 0.0021 [2.4σS8 , 1.0σΩm ] 0.7862± 0.0012 [21.8σS8 , 2.3σΩm ]
BNT, (1.0,0.004) 0.8118± 0.0012 [0.5σS8 , 3.5σΩm ] 0.8086± 0.0016 [2.4σS8 , 1.8σΩm ] 0.7859± 0.0012 [22.1σS8 , 14.0σΩm ]
noBNT, (1.0,0.004) 0.8108± 0.0044 [0.4σS8 , 0.5σΩm ] 0.8083± 0.0037 [1.1σS8 , 0.7σΩm ] 0.7975± 0.0035 [4.3σS8 , 0.5σΩm ]
BNT, (0.3,0.1) 0.8090± 0.0018 [1.9σS8 , 1.2σΩm ] 0.8077± 0.0019 [2.5σS8 , 1.3σΩm ] 0.7947± 0.0014 [12.6σS8 , 1.7σΩm ]
noBNT, (0.3,0.1) 0.8115± 0.0024 [0.4σS8 , 0.9σΩm ] 0.8077± 0.0024 [2.0σS8 , 0.9σΩm ] 0.7903± 0.0016 [13.8σS8 , 0.8σΩm ]
BNT, (0.3,0.02) 0.8088± 0.0022 [1.6σS8 , 1.0σΩm ] 0.8079± 0.0021 [2.1σS8 , 1.0σΩm ] 0.7985± 0.0018 [7.7σS8 , 1.6σΩm ]
noBNT, (0.3,0.02) 0.8109± 0.0075 [0.2σS8 , 0.3σΩm ] 0.8091± 0.0064 [0.5σS8 , 0.4σΩm ] 0.8022± 0.0061 [1.7σS8 , 0.3σΩm ]
BNT, (0.3,0.004) 0.8090± 0.0025 [1.4σS8 , 0.7σΩm ] 0.8084± 0.0025 [1.6σS8 , 0.7σΩm ] 0.8007± 0.0023 [5.1σS8 , 1.3σΩm ]
noBNT, (0.3,0.004) 0.7974± 0.0350 [0.4σS8 , 0.2σΩm ] 0.8053± 0.0293 [0.3σS8 , 0.0σΩm ] 0.8076± 0.0247 [0.2σS8 , 0.1σΩm ]
BNT, (0.1,0.1) 0.8130± 0.0061 [0.1σS8 , 0.4σΩm ] 0.8129± 0.0061 [0.1σS8 , 0.4σΩm ] 0.8110± 0.0061 [0.2σS8 , 0.1σΩm ]
noBNT, (0.1,0.1) 0.8102± 0.0150 [0.1σS8 , 0.0σΩm ] 0.8090± 0.0150 [0.2σS8 , 0.0σΩm ] 0.8076± 0.0150 [0.4σS8 , 0.0σΩm ]
BNT, (0.1,0.02) 0.8139± 0.0075 [0.2σS8 , 0.2σΩm ] 0.8138± 0.0075 [0.2σS8 , 0.2σΩm ] 0.8118± 0.0075 [0.1σS8 , 0.0σΩm ]
BNT, (0.1,0.004) 0.8145± 0.0089 [0.2σS8 , 0.1σΩm ] 0.8142± 0.0089 [0.2σS8 , 0.1σΩm ] 0.8123± 0.0090 [0.0σS8 , 0.0σΩm ]

lensing surveys to mitigate nonlinear biases, as our under-
standing of the nonlinear universe remains incomplete.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Scale cuts in weak lensing data, whether applied in con-
figuration space or harmonic space, are a critical compo-
nent of weak lensing studies aimed at addressing cosmo-
logical parameter tensions, such as S8. However, a thor-
ough characterization of the impact of theoretical biases
on cosmological analysis and the reliability of the tradi-
tional scale cuts approach remains lacking for Stage IV
surveys.

In this paper, we investigate how a linear transforma-
tion of the weak lensing data vector, referred to as the
BNT transform, could offer an optimal solution for im-
plementing scale cuts. We present a method based on
the BNT transform applied in harmonic space, demon-
strating that it is possible to define an ℓ cut that closely
approximates a k cut while effectively controlling high
k leakage. This level of precision is unattainable in the
noBNT approach, which relies on the mean distance of
the redshift bin to transform k into ℓ. Figure 3 illustrates
our proposed method and provides a comparison between
the BNT and noBNT approaches.

Our findings can be summarized as follows:

• Theoretical biases in the mass distribution, partic-
ularly in the mass power spectrum P (k) studied
here, are unavoidable, leading to potential biases

even at large scales, due to significant k scale leak-
age. Since weak lensing observes mass in projec-
tion, these biases are distributed across all observed
angular scales when traditional summary statistics
are used (here angular scale refers to θ or ℓ). We
found that no angular scale is immune to these bi-
ases unless drastic k-space scale cuts are applied,
which results in significant information loss. The
corresponding scale leakage is illustrated in Figure
5.

• Marginalizing over nuisance parameters, such as
those modeling baryonic physics, may be insuffi-
cient to absorb residual biases and does not provide
a diagnostic to detect biased results. We emphasize
the importance of characterizing k-mode leakage as
a diagnostic tool for identifying the location of po-
tential biases in k-space.

• Using BNT-transformed data vectors, it is possible
to apply an ℓ-cut for each tomographic bin com-
bination that effectively mimics a k-cut, referred
to as kcut. High-k-mode leakage can be signifi-
cantly reduced compared to traditional approaches
by combining ℓ-cuts with a threshold TFD, which
limits the fractional deviation from the uncut data
vector. We found that BNT constraints are more
robust against variations in kcut and TFD, while
noBNT constraints degrade rapidly with decreas-
ing kcut and TFD.

• In recent years, some studies have suggested that
the S8-tension might originate from nonlinear ef-



16

fects. In standard cosmic shear analyses, these
nonlinear contributions are marginalized using nui-
sance parameters, such as the halo concentra-
tion parameter AB, which models baryon feed-
back in HMcode. Using three representative sce-
narios—Halofit, the Baryon Correction Model
(BCM), and AxionHMcode—we mimic potential
ignorance of the true nonlinear universe. Our re-
sults show that likelihood analyses without scale
cuts fail to recover the Ωm − S8 median within
3σ, even after marginalization over AB using a
wide, uninformative prior. In contrast, analy-
ses restricted to the linear regime with the BNT
Transform successfully capture the Ωm − S8 me-
dian across all three nonlinear scenarios, with er-
ror bars comparable to standard BNT likelihood
results. This approach effectively halves the uncer-
tainty relative to Stage-III or Planck outcomes.

These findings highlight the importance of employing
the BNT methodology for Stage-IV lensing studies in or-
der to mitigate nonlinear systematics and provide un-
biased cosmological constraints. This paper serves as a
proof of concept, and follow-up studies include:

• A proper inclusion of intrinsic alignment is miss-
ing. The BNT implementation we have discussed
uses groups of three tomographic bins to define the
new lensing kernels, therefore, the contribution of
intrinsic alignment should only be limited to these
three tomographic bins. This means that IA will
not mix the scales across all tomographic bins and
our conclusions should not dramatically change.

• Adding CMB lensing as a high redshift source plane
would be an interesting addition to the BNT trans-
form. More theoretical development would be in
order since CMB lensing is a scalar and a study
of how to perform BNT with a mix of scalar and
pseudo-vectors has not been done.

• We have shown how to use BNT to remove scales
that could bias cosmological parameters. It is in
principle possible to use BNT to optimize the anal-
ysis of P (k) in some k interval and target specific
mass power spectrum features, e.g. fuzzy dark mat-
ter or Baryon Acoustic Oscillations [36]

• BNT does not have to be restricted to the angular
power spectrum Cℓ. It can be applied to higher-
order statistics, mass maps, or any other lensing es-
timator built from first-order shear or convergence.
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Appendix A: How to calculate δχ2

In the appendix, we give a mathematical prescription
of how to calculate the incremental χ2, or δχ2, as an
Cℓ-based method to infer the k-mode dependence of the
constraining power.
The definition of the δχ2 term is written in Equation

18:

δχ2
[k1,k2]

(Π) ≡ δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) + δχ2
[k1,k2],cross

(Π).

where the auto-correlation term δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) and

cross-correlation term δχ2
[k1,k2],cross

(Π) are defined in the

Equation 16:

δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) =[
∆C

T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]
(A1)

δχ2
[k1,k2],cross

(Π) =[
∆C

T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·

∑
[k′

1,k
′
2 ]̸=

[k1,k2]

∆C[k′
1,k

′
2]
(Π).

]
(A2)

The calculation in Eq.18 requires the estimation of
∆C[k1,k2](Π) as defined in Eq.12. It is useful to intro-

duce the weight function W[k1,k2](Π
0) and the quantity

∆C0
[k1,k2]

(Π):

W[k1,k2](Π
0) ≡

C[k1,k2](Π
0)

C(Π0)

∆C0
[k1,k2]

(Π) ≡ W[k1,k2](Π
0)∆D(Π) (A3)

where C(Π0) = C[kmin,kmax](Π
0) represents the

tomographic-binned vector covering the en-
tire k-domain. We adopt the approximation
∆C[k1,k2](Π) ≈ ∆C0

[k1,k2]
(Π), which simplifies the

computational complexity from O(m × n) to O(m + n).
This significantly improves efficiency, particularly when
evaluating multiple cosmologies. To validate this ap-
proximation, we performed several tests using random
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cosmologies and k-bins. The fractional difference in δχ2

values computed using ∆C[k1,k2](Π) and ∆C0
[k1,k2]

(Π)

consistently remained within ±5%, and in most cases, it
was below ±1%. The derivation and practical details of
the δχ2 calculations are discussed in Appendix A.

We can then further speed up the calculation with the
approximation from Equation A3:

δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) = ∆C
T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·∆C[k1,k2](Π)

≃
[
W[k1,k2](Π

0)∆D(Π)
]T

· C−1 ·[
W[k1,k2](Π

0)∆D(Π)
]

(A4)

The calculations for the auto-correlation term can also
be applied with a ℓcut truncation using the formalism
described in Eq. 23. Under that case, the Eq. A4 will
be transformed to:

δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

(Π) =
[
W[k1,k2](Π

0)∆D∗(Π)
]T

· (C∗)−1 ·[
W[k1,k2](Π

0)∆D∗(Π)
]
. (A5)

The same ∆D → ∆D∗ and C → C∗ transform also
needs to be applied to the cross-correlation term cal-
culation below if a ℓcut is present. However, the cross-
correlation term is not straightforward to be calculated
directly with that time-saving approximation. Therefore,
if we need to avoid using summation signs, we can then
calculate a residual term:

δχ2
[k1,k2],res

(Π) = χ2(Π)−
[
∆D(Π)−∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]T
·

C−1 ·
[
∆D(Π)−∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]
≃ χ2(Π)−

(
[1−W[k1,k2](Π

0)]∆D(Π)
)T

·
C−1 ·

(
[1−W[k1,k2](Π

0)]∆D(Π)
)
. (A6)

From a geometric perspective, by visualising the k-bin
correlations as a k−k′ two-dimensional space, one may be
able to see this residual term as δχ2

res = δχ2
auto+2δχ2

cross.
This intuition can also be proved mathematically:

δχ2
[k1,k2],res

(Π) = χ2(Π)−
[
∆D(Π)−∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]T
· C−1 ·

[
∆D(Π)−∆C[k1,k2](Π)

]
= χ2(Π)− χ2(Π)− δχ2

[k1,k2],auto

+ 2
[
∆C

T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·∆D(Π)

]
= −δχ2

[k1,k2],auto
+ 2P1

= −δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

+ 2δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

+ 2P2

= δχ2
[k1,k2],auto

+ 2δχ2
[k1,k2],cross

. (A7)

where P1 and P2 are simplified notation for two inner
products:

P1 =

∆C
T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·

∑
[k′

1,k
′
2]

∆C[k′
1,k

′
2]
(Π)



P2 =

∆C
T

[k1,k2]
(Π) · C−1 ·

∑
[k′

1,k
′
2 ]̸=

[k1,k2]

∆C[k′
1,k

′
2]
(Π)

(A8)

Therefore, in the real application, we calculate the incre-
mental δχ2 by:

δχ2
[k1,k2]

=
1

2
δχ2

[k1,k2],auto
+

1

2
δχ2

[k1,k2],res
. (A9)
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