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Abstract. Precise measurements of the Planck cosmic microwave background (CMB) angular
power spectrum (APS) at small angles have stimulated accurate statistical analyses of the
lensing amplitude parameter A;. To confirm if it satisfies the value expected by the flat-
ACDM concordance model, i.e. A = 1, we investigate the spectrum difference obtained as
the difference of the measured Planck CMB APS and the Planck best-fit ACDM APS model.
To know if this residual spectrum corresponds to statistical noise or if it has a hidden signature
that can be accounted for with a larger lensing amplitude Ay, > 1, we apply the Ljung-Box
statistical test and find, with high statistical significance, that the spectrum difference is not
statistical noise. This spectrum difference is then analysed in detail using simulated APS,
based on the Planck ACDM best-fit model, where the lensing amplitude is a free parameter.
We explore different binnations of the multipole order ¢ and look for the best-fit lensing
amplitude parameter that accounts for the spectrum difference in a x? procedure. We find
that there is an excess of signal that is well explained by a ACDM APS with a non-null lensing
amplitude parameter Aj.,s, with values in the interval [0.10,0.29] at 68% confidence level.
Furthermore, the lensing parameter in the Planck APS should be 1 + Ajeps > 1 at ~ 30 of
statistical confidence. Additionally, we perform statistical tests that confirm the robustness
of this result. Important to say that this excess of lensing amplitude, not accounted in the
Planck’s flat-ACDM model, could have an impact on the theoretical expectation of large-
scale structures formation once the scales where it was detected correspond to these matter
clustering processes.
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1 Introduction

The current standard model of cosmology was recently confirmed analysing the precise cosmic
microwave background (CMB) radiation data measured by the Planck satellite [48]. The 6-
parameters cosmological model that best fits the observational data, from CMB radiation and
other cosmological observables, is the flat-ACDM, where the 3-dimensional space is Euclidean
(i.e., zero spatial curvature or k = 0), and the universe is filled in with cold dark matter (CDM)
and dark energy —in the form of a cosmological constant A— in addition to the standard
baryonic and electromagnetic ingredients [36, 48].

One distinctive feature of the Planck measurements is the high angular resolution that
has allowed to measure the CMB temperature fluctuations at the scales ~ 4’ (i.e., £ ~ 2500).
This made it possible to reconstruct, by inverse procedure, the lensing potential map that
causes the weak lensing action of matter on the CMB photons path from the last scattering
surface to us [3-5, 10]. In fact, the CMB photons detected by Planck are already weakly
lensed by the matter they encounter in their paths, and the prediction of this phenomenon in
the standard model is a tiny effect of smoothing the CMB acoustic peaks at very small angular
scales (i.e., £ 2 1000). Since the observed CMB photons can not be delensed, the solution
adopted by the Planck collaboration for the CMB data analyses is ma the weak lensing
effect in the model that best fits the CMB angular power spectrum (APS). In practice, this
solution contemplates that the amplitude of the weak lensing effect on CMB photons is, in
the flat-ACDM model, Ay = 1.

The precise measurements of the Planck CMB temperature-temperature (TT) APS at
small angles have stimulated accurate statistical analyses about the suitability of the lensing
amplitude parameter Ay, = 1, as a way to validate the ACDM concordance model. As a result,
some works have reported discordance with this amplitude. In fact, previous analyses indicate
a clear preference for a higher lensing amplitude, i.e., Ay, > 1 [6-11, 36]'. More recently, the
Planck collaboration reported: A; = 1.180 £+ 0.065 (68%, Planck TT,TE,EE+lowE) and
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Ap = 1.243 4+ 0.096 (68 %, Planck TT+lowE), where the lensing amplitude Ay, is varied
in the parameter analysis (see section 6.2 in [48]). These results motivate us to perform
a detailed examination of the CMB acoustic peaks sensitive to the lens phenomenon, i.e.
£ > 1000, due to a possible excess of lensing power in the TT APS data, a signal that can be
accounted for with a lensing amplitude Ay, > 1, that is, higher than the value adopted by the
flat-ACDM Planck’s best-fit model Ay, = 1.

The outline of this work is the following: In section 2 we describe the Planck data
employed in this work. In section 3 we perform the statistical analyses of the spectra difference
(Planck CMB APS minus Planck best-fit ACDM APS) to investigate: (i) if it corresponds
to white noise or not; in negative case, (ii) if it has signature and amplitude that can be
explained by an extra lensing amplitude Aj.,s > 0 interpreted as a possible excess of lensing
signature not accounted by the Planck best-fit ACDM APS; (iii) if this spectrum difference
can be explained by modifying some other cosmological parameters in the APS of the ACDM
model. In section 4 we discuss our results, and also present our conclusions and final remarks.

2 Data

The most accurate current measurements of the CMB temperature fluctuations are part of
the third public data release of the Planck collaboration [48], precise data that allow to re-
examine many interesting features already reported with diverse CMB data sets |2, 18-30, 51].
Further, CMB products combined with data sets from other cosmological tracers are being
used to study models alternative to the flat-ACDM model (see, e.g. [31-34]).

In particular, the large set of data products released by the Planck team offers the
possibility to perform exhaustive analyses to learn more about features of the matter cluster-
ing [12-14], investigating the small angular scales where the weak lensing phenomenon left its
signature imprinted. In fact, the Planck CMB data are specially accurate at small angular
scales due to their high angular resolution [15-17|. Thus, we shall analyse in details the small
angular scales of the CMB TT APS which is part of the third data release of the PLANCK
collaboration [48]. Our main goal is to study if the difference between the measured Planck
APS and the best-fit ACDM APS (based on the 6-parameters flat-ACDM model) from the
data fit analyses done by the Planck team, is just statistical noise or it has indeed some
indicative signature of an incorrect modeling of the weak lensing amplitude (i.e., A; # 1),
or of other cosmological parameters. Clearly, the null hypothesis that deserves investigation
establishes that the difference between the observed Planck APS and the ACDM APS is just
white noise.

For our analyses some features are important to be considered. Firstly, the possible
signal would be significantly detected only at the angular scales with the smallest error mea-
surements, that is, for the interval £ ~ 1000 — 2000; at the same time, one knows that these
scales correspond to the regime where the lensing phenomenon has a large impact on the
CMB APS. Secondly, for these analyses we use the original unbinned data from Planck repos-
itory pages, then our analyses shall consider binnation inspections beside the A¢ = 30 case
considered by the Planck team.

In our scrutiny, the released Planck CMB TT APS, the Planck APS 2, covers the range
of multipoles £ = 2 — 2508, where the multipoles of interest here, £ > 30, were derived from
the cross-half-mission likelihood Planck, Plik (for details see ref. [35]). The Planck APS was
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derived from the Commander component-separation algorithm applied to the combination of
Planck 2018 temperature data between 30 and 857 GHz, including 86% of the sky (Planck-
2018 results VI) (associated lo errors include beam uncertainties).

The analysis was done by optimally combining the spectra in the frequency range
100 — 217 GHz, and correcting them for unresolved foregrounds using the best-fit foreground
solution (regions were chosen as to avoid the areas dominated by noise). For the best-fit
ACDM CMB APS, to be subtracted to the Planck APS for the aim of our analyses, we use
the 6-parameter flat-ACDM minimal model, also released by the Planck team and hereafter
termed the ACDM APS 3. This ACDM APS uses the Planck TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing
data. Both power spectra, the Planck APS and ACDM APS, were publicly released by the
Planck collaboration?.

3 Methodology and data analyses

This section describes the methodological approach we shall follow to study the Planck data
APS, specifically concerning the possibility that the lensing amplitude parameter that best-
fits the APS data is larger than 1, Ay, > 1, where the value used by the Planck collaboration
to obtain the flat-ACDM model is Ay, = 1.

3.1 Methodology to investigate the spectrum difference

We want to investigate if there is an excess of lensing power in the TT APS measured by the
Planck Collaboration CeP lanck " with 1o standard deviation aflamk, with respect to the flat-
ACDM APS, C’?CDM, obtained through a best-fit procedure of the 6 parameter flat-ACDM
cosmological model to the TT Planck APS data [48]. For this, we first define the spectrum

difference :
C})lanck _ Cé\CDM

ACDM
Cé

69 = (3.1)
Notice that the ACDM APS, CE\CDM, takes into account the CMB lensing phenomenon with
Ar, =1, which is the value assumed by the Planck Collaboration in the flat-:ACDM model.

We define the symbol Aje,s € [0, 1] as the parameter that quantifies the excess of lensing
amplitude to explain the residual 52175. We construct synthetic APS, C’;yn’L(Alens), with
the Planck 2018 flat-ACDM cosmological parameters but for arbitrary lensing amplitude
Ajens > 0. We also define

L ul
CSyI’l (Alens) . Czsyn u

(SgeXC(Alens) = L Csyn,uL ) (3.2)
4
where
Cé\CDM = CésymL(Alens = 1) ) (3'3)
C;ynmL = C;ymL(Alens = 0) s (34)

where the upper letters L and ul mean lensed and unlensed APS, respectively.
The quantity 0,%°(Ajens) measures the possible excess of lensing power represented by
the relative difference of synthetic lensed and unlensed APS (the difference that depends on the

3COM_PowerSpect_ CMB-base-plikHM-TTTEEE-lowl-lowE-lensing-minimum-theory _ R3.01.txt
“https://archives.esac.esa.int/doi/html/data/astronomy/planck/Cosmology.html


https://archives.esac.esa.int/doi/html/data/astronomy/planck/Cosmology.html

Table 1. The cosmological parameters used to generate the synthetic angular power spectra.

’ parameters ‘ Oph? ‘ O.h? ‘ 1000,/ ‘ Tg ‘ In(10*0 4y) ‘ T ‘
| ACDM [ 0.022383 [ 0.12011 | 1.040909 | 0.96605 | 3.0448 [ 0.0543 |

parameter Ajeps; clearly, the case Ajens = 0 implies that 6,%¢ = 0). Then, a good statistical
agreement between the excess quantity 6, and the observed difference 5£°bs, measured with
the reduced y? best-fit for some Aj.,s > 0 value, will provide an explanation for 6e°bs as
being an excess of lensing power in the Planck APS not accounted for by the ACDM lensing
amplitude Ay, = 1. Of course, other interpretations for 6€°bs would be possible, as for instance
that it is just statistical noise, and for this reason it is interesting to examine them too. In
order to evaluate if the spectrum difference 5£0bs corresponds to white noise, we shall apply
the Ljung-Box test [44].

Our analyses include the simulation of APS, from now on termed synthetic APS, which
considers the modeling of the weak lensing phenomenon on CMB photons for cases with
Ajens = 0 (unlensed) and Ajens # 0 (lensed). The details for the production of these synthetic
APS are the following:

e The Boltzmann code CLASS [50] was modified to allow the code to consider the lensing
amplitude A;.,s as a parameter.

e We use this modified code with the cosmological parameters corresponding to the ob-
served Planck TT APS, as detailed in the table 1, to produce synthetic lensed and
unlensed ACDM TT APS, C;yn’L and Cgsyn’UL, respectively.

e We then vary the value of the lensing amplitude Aj.,s and construct the quantity
5geXC(Alens)'

Moreover the relative error for 69, error(d), , is calculated by considering the error from

the observed Planck TT APS, o, lanck ~and using the standard approach for propagation of

uncertainties from equation (3.1).

Our analysis shall consider binnation inspections beside that one adopted by the Planck
team. Thus, after calculating the spectrum difference for each Aj.,s considered, and the
corresponding errors, we have to choose the bin length Af, which is the size of the bin that
we are dividing our (5st array into. Each bin will be represented by its mean value with
error gy = error(é)g/m. In the last step, we compute the x?, after binning the spectrum
difference and computing the error

[5€0bs _ (5€exc<Alens)]2

X2(Alens) = Z 5 ) (3'5)

0y

where 6% and 0§%¢(Ajens) are defined in equations (3.1) and (3.2), respectively. The sum

above is performed over the binned spectra difference data {5€Obs / eXC}.

Finally, the space of parameters is extended to include the neutrino mass > m, and the
spatial curvature 2 to explore the possibility that any lensing excess signal can be mimicked
by the effects of some of these parameters.



3.2 Null hypothesis analyses

In this subsection we shall test if the set of values {5;’175 } is a statistical noise or not, i.e. we
test the randomness of the spectrum difference. To perform this test we consider the null
hypothesis:

Hy: The spectrum difference, {52“}, corresponds to a residual statistical (or white) noise.

That Hg be true means that Ay = 1 completely accounts for with the lensing signal in
the observed Planck APS. In order to examine this hypothesis we shall use the Ljung-Box
(LB) test [44], which is a modification of the Box-Pierce Portmanteau Q statistic [43]. The
LB test is used to look for correlation in a data series, determining whether there is or not
a remaining signature in the residuals after a forecast model has been fitted to the data.
Basically, the LB test is a useful tool to evaluate the autocorrelation between the data in
analysis, and to quantify its statistical significance.

As a first step, it is necessary to compute the autocorrelation in a given data set {5;”’3 }
in an interval M = [{;in, bmaz] With N data points

S (o - 0%)

where 5;’1’3 is the average of all N points in the M interval, k is commonly called the lag and
pi is called the lag k autocorrelation.

Since pr measures the correlation between multipoles separated by k, the autocorrelation
pr can be used, in principle, to detect non-randomness in the data. However, it is more
recommended to use tests considering multiple (sometimes called global or total) correlations
across all the data interval and for several lags jointly, like the LB test [44]. The null
hypothesis Hy for this test establishes that the first h lags autocorrelations are jointly zero,
ie.

Hy:pr=p2o=-=pp=---=pp,=0, (3.7)

where h is the maximum lag considered in the test. In other words, Hy being true implies
that all the analyzed data are uncorrelated and correspond to a white noise signal. The LB
statistic is defined by

h
Pi

=N(N+2
Qn = N( +),§,1N—k’

(3.8)

where py is the estimated correlation using equation (3.6). Thus , LB test does not consider
just a particular lag k but a set of h estimated correlations.

Since @ asymptotically follows a x? distribution, to determine the statistical significance
of the test it is compared to a x? distribution with A’ = h — ¢ degrees of freedom under the
condition [44]

Qh > X%—Ox,h/ s (39)

where ¢ is the number of parameters used to fit the observed Planck APS and « is the
significance level. Then, small p-values (p < «) will imply that significant correlation exists
between the data in the set {6?%*} and thus, Hy is rejected in the M interval.



Table 2. Statistical LB analyses to investigate the rejection or acceptance of the null hypothesis Hy

’ Multipole intervals ‘ p-value Reject Hy ‘ Y%repetition ‘
e = [2,2500] 0 Yes 100%
= [2,100] 6.0346 x 10~ | No 95%
= [2,800] 1.1739 x 10! | No 56%
= [2, 1200] 1.7097 x 10=2 | No 20%
= [1100, 2500] 1.0436 x 1071 | Yes 100%
= [1600, 2500] 3.7059 x 1078 [ Yes 94%
= [2000, 2500] 1.5677 x 1073 | Yes 59%
= [1100, 2200] 2.6334 x 10713 | Yes 100%

A choice of the h parameter in equation (3.8) requires a more detailed discussion. Several
studies has been performed to define which is the optimal value. For instance, empirically
[37] suggests h = 5, [38] suggests h ~ In N, [39] h = min(10, N/5), [40] h = 20. Furthermore,
[41] employed a study with simulations to show that for very large values of h, LB test could
lead to not so reliable results. Recently, [42] also used simulations to evaluate the optimal
value for the number of lags h involved in the LB test. Their results have shown that for the
order of thousands data, the optimal values are h = 50 for @ = 0.05 and h = 25 for o« = 0.01.

To perform the LB test we first compute {5l"b5} in different M intervals and apply it
for each interval. Our results are summarized in table 2 where ¢ = 7, & = 0.01 and, as
recommended by [42], h = 25 was used. We rerun the test for different values of A mentioned
in the previous paragraph and confirm that the results in the table 2 are robust. The first
interval analyzed is 2 < ¢ < 2500, i.e. the complete range of multipoles measured by Planck.
In such interval we found a rejection of null hypothesis Hy with p = 0.0. Then, we applied
the test for three different intervals: 2 < £ < 100, 2 < £ < 800 and 2 < ¢ < 1200, where it was
found a no rejection of Hy. These results are indicating that the CMB power spectrum is well
fitted by the cosmological parameters found by Planck team, and thus residual {521’5’} is white
noise until, roughly, £ ~ 1200. We also considered three more intervals, 1100 < ¢ < 2500,
1600 < ¢ < 2500 and 2000 < ¢ < 2500. Results in such intervals are indicating a rejection
of the Hy hypothesis at more than 99% CL, i.e. {52175} is not white noise and some signal
could be hidden in such multipole intervals. One possibility is that rejection of Hy would be
due to the not so accurate measurements, represented by the large error bars, observed in the
last multipoles (especially for £ = 2200). In order to evaluate this possibility we consider one
more interval.

In fact, we also consider the statistical LB analyses in the interval: 1100 < ¢ < 2200,
and according to the very small p-values obtained, we also confirm the rejection of the null
hypothesis Hp in this interval at > 99% confidence level (CL) as we can see in the table 2.
These results confirm a significant correlation among the {(52”’5 } and support the hypothesis
of the presence of some structure left in the spectrum difference, even if one does not consider
the data with largest errors for ¢ > 2200. Roughly, the null hypothesis is rejected for ¢ >
1000 — 1200, precisely at the angular scales where theoretical estimates indicate that lensing
signal starts to be more relevant [1].

So far, we have applied the LB test to the main values of the spectrum difference, i.e.
without considering the errors error(d),.



Now, let us investigate the robustness of our results by introducing error measurements
in the LB test. In order to continue the analyses we construct artificial sets {69} defined
as {ggbs} = {0%" + R,} and generated as follows: first, for each £ we generate a R, which
is a random number obtained from a Gaussian distribution —with zero mean and standard
deviation: error(8),— that is added to {59} to get {ggbs }. These sets {ggbs } are hypothetical
points representing simulated spectrum differences inside 1o error. We then apply the LB
test, in different M intervals, for 100 simulated spectrum differences {ggbs } and compute the
percentage of repetition of rejection, or not rejection, of the null hypothesis. The results are
shown in the last column in table 2.

For example, in the first interval 2 < ¢ < 2500, the 100% of repetitions reject Hy, while in
the second interval the 95% of repetitions do not reject Hy. The percentage of repetitions for
Hj no rejection is decreasing for the next two intervals: 2 < £ < 800 and 2 < ¢ < 1200, which
can be an indicative that around ¢ ~ 1000 there exists the probability of some correlation
between the data {55?178}' Nevertheless in all the other cases, percentage of repetitions for
rejection, or no rejection, of Hy is sufficiently high to reinforce the results shown in the third
column of table 2.

As a conclusion of this subsection we must point out that there exist a strong evidence
to reject the null hypothesis in the interval 1100 < ¢ < 2500, where lensing effects on CMB
photons are more relevant [1]. Nevertheless, to be conservative, we can leave out the last
multipoles due to their large error bars, i.e., £ > 2200, and will focus our next analyses in the
interval 1100 < ¢ < 2200.

Clearly, the CMB temperature data have noise, that is not isotropic due to the obser-
vational strategy of the Planck probe. However, the conclusion of this subsection remains
roubust because in Appendix A.2 we show the results from complementary analyses consider-
ing the APS of Planck noise maps (from two frequencies: 545 and 857 GHz). Moreover, in the
current LB tests we consider the best-fit values from table (1), but not their corresponding
errors. Analyses taking into account the error bars, done in Appendix A.1, show that our
original LB test results remain the same.

3.3 Measuring the excess of lensing power

The first aim of this work was to investigate if the spectra difference 52173 defined in equa-
tion (3.1), corresponds to statistical noise or not. Results of the previous subsection showed
that for several intervals with £ 2 1000 — 1200 there seems to be a rejection of the null hy-
pothesis Hy. Now, our second aim is to explore the possibility that the 52bs data could be well
reproduced through the y? best-fit analyses, described in the subsection 3.1, by a synthetic
APS according to the equation (3.2), §,%(Ajens), for some value Aje,s > 0. As illustrative
examples for several Aj.,s cases and diverse binnation schemes A¢, we show some plots of
these best-fit analyses in figures 1, 2, and 3. The fact that one can find a good fit, i.e. x? ~ 1
as seen in table 3, for the spectrum difference 6}”’5 for a synthetic APS with A;e,s > 0 suggests
that the lensing amplitude parameter in the Planck APS should be indeed larger than 1, i.e.
1+ Ajens > 1, meaning that this parameter was underestimated in the analyses of the APS,
Cfland‘, done by the Planck collaboration.

Assuming that the spectrum difference 52173 has the signature of the lensing phenomenon,
as suggested by the plots shown in figures 1-3, one can find the parameter value A, of the
synthetic APS that best-fits these data. In the table 3 we display the y? values obtained for
different Aje,s values and diverse A¢ bin lengths. One notice that in several cases, x? ~ 1



is fully possible, including the A;.,s = 0 case which is also considered in our analyses. This
suggests that a more detailed likelihood analyses are in due.
We start considering the x? procedure, of the synthetic APS that best-fits the spectrum

difference, 5l?b5, for a continuous set of Aj,s values. As a result, one obtains a x? value

for each Aj.,s considered, that is, x? becomes a function of the Aj.,s parameter: x> =
X%(Ajens), information that can be plotted as curves x? versus Ay, as observed in the
figure 4, considering moreover different bin lengths Af. In the table 4 we show the numerical
values of the intersections between the curves y2(Ajens) appearing in figure 4, obtained for
different binnations, and the straight line x? = 1. According to these results, we conclude
that values Aje,s # 0 exist, which imply that the spectrum difference (5ng can be well fitted
by 05%¢(Ajens) for some Ajens # 0 values and several Al choices. Furthermore, we perform
statistical likelihood analyses to find the best-fit Aj.,s values, as shown in table 5, also for
several bin lengths. Observing the figure 4 one can argue that several binnations provide a
best-fit with reduced x2 = 1 for some Ajeps = Ajens(AL) values, meaning that a solution with
Ajens # 0 exists but is not unique. Complementing this x? studies, the maximum likelihood
analyses shown in figure 5 let us to conclude that Aje,s € [0.10,0.29] at 68% CL. See also
the figure 6 for a detailed study of the illustrative case A¢ = 17, where it can be seen that
Ajens > 0 at 2.6 0. The same results are found for other binnation schemes.

As a result of the analyses in this subsection we found that the signal hidden in {52175} is
related to an excess of lensing amplitude. However, we reached this conclusion by considering
only the best-fit values of table (1). It is then necessary to test for a possible bias with
this choice, and for this we shall perform complementary analyses considering the measured
error bars of the best-fit cosmological parameters. Results of these tests are discussed in the
Appendix A.1, where we have proven that not only the hidden signal in {5?”5 } is very weakly
correlated with the cosmological parameters from table (1), but also the fact that a ~ 20%
lensing amplitude excess in {§?°*} is robust.
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Figure 1. Ilustrative examples: plots of the spectrum difference 69** together with §5%¢(Ajens),
for the cases Ajens = 0.20 (first and second panels) and Ajeps = 0.22 (third and fourth panels), for
¢ € [1100,2000] and ¢ € [1100,2200] as indicated in the plots. In all these plots we consider A¢ = 63.
Although the best-fit curve in the first and third panels seem equals, they are indeed slightly different.

Table 3. Illustrative examples of x? calculations for different values of A;.,, and several binnation
choices Al. Some of these cases can be seen in figures 1, 2, and 3.

| Apens | AC=17T | Al=32 | Al=41 [ Al=51 [ Al=63 |
0.00 [ 1.0363 [1.2809 [ 1.02590 | 0.95802 [ 1.63446
0.10 [ 09414 | 1.0747 [0.7610 | 0.6416 | 1.0798
020 09329 |[1.0305 |0.7094 | 0.5851 | 0.8395
024 [09525 |[1.0561 |0.7459 [0.6319 | 0.8274
0.34 [ 1.0565 | 1.2238 |0.9734 |0.9150 | 0.9980

3.4 Cosmological parameters dependency

In the previous section we explore the possibility that the residual structure in CMB lensing
signal can be explained by an excess in lensing amplitude Aj.,,s > 0. However, there is also the
possibility that such residual structure could be mimicked by varying in other cosmological
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Figure 2. Illustrative examples: plots of the spectrum difference §°¢ together with §§%¢(Ajens)
for ¢ € [1100,2000] and ¢ € [1100,2200] as indicated in the plots. In all these plots we consider
Ajens = 0.20. They were obtained for the bin lengths A¢ = 32, for the first and the second panels
and Al = 40 for the third and the fourth panels.

parameters. The scrutiny of this dependency is important to confirm if the signal found in
the previous section is indeed due to the lensing effect or it also has contribution of other
cosmological parameters. This analysis is the main objective in this subsection.

As it is well known, the APS, Cé\CDM, is sensitive to the cosmological parameters [45, 52,
53]. Such sensitivity is inherited by the quantity §9** defined in equation (3.1). Despite that,
although the cosmological parameters in table 1 have a high impact in the CMB APS, this
is not the case when the spectrum difference is considered, where their impact is weaker. In
some sense, the analysis of 52’173 will diminish possible degeneracies between those cosmological
parameters and Aje,s, > my, and Q.

So far, the model considered was the simplest ACDM with the six parameters listed in
table 1 plus lensing amplitude A7, = 1. Now, the space of parameters is extended to include
the neutrino mass ) m, and the spatial curvature ;. Massive neutrinos slow down the
growth of matter perturbations and prevent clustering process [46, 47|, resulting, therefore,
in an anticorrelation with gravitational lensing amplitude. Moreover, spatial curvature also
has correlation with lensing and thus, CMB lensing signal is sensitive to the neutrino mass
and the spatial curvature of the universe.
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Figure 3. Illustrative analyses comparing the spectrum difference 5?175 and 6;7°(Ajens) for £ =
[1100, 2200] and ¢ = [1100,2000] with A¢ = 63 for Aje,s = 0.20 (upper 2 plots) and Aje,s = 0.22
(lower 2 plots)

In order to investigate the space of parameters (Aens, Y. my, ) in the light of the
spectrum difference (52“, the other cosmological parameters were fixed by using best-fit values
found by Planck 2018 data [48] (see table 1) and the parameters Aje,s, Y. m,, and j were
allowed to vary. Then we use MCMC techniques to find constraints on these three free
parameters by considering flat priors and marginalizing to compute the one dimensional
posterior distributions. Results are presented in figure 7 and table 6.

In figure 7 the one dimensional posterior distributions for A¢ = 17 and A¢ = 63 are
shown. We can say, in general, that our results are consistent at 68% CL with an almost
flat spatial curvature, with Y m, < 0.47 eV, and with a ~ 20% lensing amplitude excess
quantified by the A;.,s parameter. This A;.,s excess is still present at around three standard
deviations (see table 6), even though these analyses considered a larger number of parameters.
All these results are robust when changing Af indicating that the neutrino mass or the spatial
curvature weakly impact in the 52’175 intensity signal. Therefore their effects are not sufficient
to explain the signature in the spectrum difference 521’5 , which is more likely explained by
a lensing amplitude Aje,s =~ 0.20, which implies that the lensing amplitude in the Planck’s
CMB APS should be ~ 20% larger than the value expected in the flat-ACDM model.
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Figure 4. x? as a function of A;.,,s and for different number of bins. This plot shows that, independent

of the bin size A, the x? function exhibits solutions for the case x2 = 1 for Aje,s # 0, which justify
our search for the value A;.,s that best-fits the observed data 6l?b5.

Table 4. Table with the numerical values obtained due to the intersection between the horizontal
line, representing the reduced-y? = 1, with the curves produced calculating the reduced-x2 for the
parameter Ay, and considering various bin-length cases Af. The first and second points in the table
below represent the values of A; where xy? = 1. As observed in figure 4 there is no intersection for
the case Al = 32.

’ bin length ‘ first point | second point

Al =17 0.028675 | 0.29479
Al = 32 - -
Al =41 0.02495 0.3305
Al =51 0.0023 0.3477
Al =63 0.16053 0.29425

Table 5. Values of Ay, from the likelihood plot. The last column indicates the confidence level (CL)
for having Ajens > 0 in each binnation case.

’ bin length ‘Alens at max. likelihood ‘ 1o interval ‘CL for Ajens >0‘

Al =17 0.16036 0.0993, 0.2213] 2.60
Al = 32 0.177477 [0.1164,0.2384] 2.80
Al =41 0.17567 [0.1136, 0.2376] 280
Al =51 0.172072 [0.1090, 0.2350] 270
Al =63 0.22702 0.1630, 0.2910] 350

4 Discussions and Final Remarks

We now discuss the exhaustive analyses done with the precise Planck APS data and the results
obtained investigating the statistical features of the spectrum difference 52’173 . Recent analyses
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Figure 5. Maximum likelihood analyses, complementing the analyses done in figure 4, showing the
68% CL of the Aje,, values that perform the reduced x? best-fit of the spectrum difference 5;”’5, that
is Ajens € [0.10,0.29], for several bin sizes.
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Figure 6. Illustrative example of o intervals for the A¢ = 17 case. As observed, for this binnation
case the value Aj.,s = 0 (equivalently Ay = 1) is excluded with 2.60 (i.e., at 99% CL).

have reported the preference of the lensing amplitude parameter A; for a value larger than
1, with high statistical significance |7, 10, 36, 48|, and we want to study if this result could be
sourced by a statistical artifact or if it has a physical origin. We emphasize that our analyses
must be intended as complementary (due to the methodology employed) and independent
(with respect to previous works and those done by the Planck collaboration [48]).

In this respect, it is interesting that the underestimated lensing amplitude has also
been observed in the lensing-potential power spectrum, Cf ¢, as shown in [48], where it was
measured Ay, = 1.19 for the best-fit model (see the discussion in section 2.3 in ref. [48]), a
value in perfect agreement with the result of our analyses.
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On the other hand, we discuss some interesting issues regarding the study of the lensing
amplitudeproblem that are not usually discussed in the literature. Firstly, in the usual statis-
tical analyses of the CMB APS, the signature left in the spectrum difference is not discussed,
for this we consider that previous to any best-fitting model procedure considering the lensing
amplitude as a parameter, one needs to discuss the nature of the spectrum difference leftover:
: is it a residual white noise, or not? Second, because we find that the spectrum difference has
a definite signature (i.e., it is not white noise), the binnation procedure may have an impact
in the measurement ofA;.,s, and therefore deserves to be analyzed . Third, since the spec-
trum difference has a definite signature, not any parameter —or combination of parameters—
can suitably best-fit it, a fact that when is considered contributes to eliminate, or at least
diminish, possible degeneracies (because each cosmological parameter has a different effect in
the fitting of2>*).

In the previous section we have performed a detailed examination of the unbinned CMB
APS. We have proved that the spectrum difference (5ng is not statistical noise; additionally
we found several multipole intervals, starting at ¢ 2 1000, where this result is true (see
table 2), supporting the crucial point that the spectrum difference is not statistical noise at
small scales. This result is suggesting that some signal is present in the spectra difference,
and the signature shown in these data must be an indication of the phenomenon that caused
it. However, degeneracy can also happen, that is, the signature present in the data could be
reproduced by more than one source and for this reason we also explore diverse hypotheses
to explain the signature and the amplitude of the spectrum difference data.

Bearing in mind that, at the scales £ 2 1000, the acoustic peaks are extremely sensitive
to the lensing phenomenon, the first hypothesis examined was that the signature in the
spectrum difference corresponds to an underestimated lensing amplitude in the Planck best-
fitting procedure. As shown in the analyses of section 3.3 this hypothesis is indeed verified,
where we find a lack of lensing amplitude of around 20% with respect to the Planck APS
fitted assuming the flat-ACDM model with Ay, = 1. As a matter of fact, we find that there
is an excess of signal in 2% (see equation (3.1)) that is well explained by a ACDM APS with
a non-null lensing amplitude parameter Aje,s > 0, with values in the interval [0.10,0.29] at
68% CL. Moreover, we found several scheme binnations that best-fits the spectrum difference
521’5, with x? = 1, with lensing amplitudes Aj.,s ~ 0.2 (see tables 4 and 5). According to
our likelihood analyses, the synthetic APS produced for these best-fit procedures of (5ng, with
lensing amplitude A5 as a parameter, show that Aj.,s > 0, or equivalently Ay > 1, with
statistical significance of ~ 3o.

Additionally, we have also investigated a possible dependency of the spectrum difference
(52“, in signature and intensity, on some cosmological parameters associated to lensing am-
plitude, neutrino mass and spatial curvature. Despite neutrino mass and spatial curvature
can have impact in lensing signal, the impact in 6@’1’3 residual is weak and cannot be enough
to reproduce the excess in Aje,s, in signature and intensity. Our likelihood analyses for the
examination of the cosmological parameters Ajepns, Y my, and €y are displayed in figure 7.
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Figure 7. One dimensional posterior distributions for Ajens, > m, and Q for Al = 17 and A¢ = 63,
as illustrative examples. The 5;”’5 signal is consistent with: Y m, < 0.47eV, an almost flat spatial
curvature, and ~ 20% of excess in Aj.,s. These results show the consistency of the different values
that these parameters can assume to explain the spectrum difference 62?1’5.

A Appendix: Robustness Tests

We perform a variety of robustness tests to support the validity of our results. The first set of
tests study the hypothesis of a possible bias in our results coming from the fact that we used
the best-fit Planck cosmological parameters, displayed in table 1, ignoring their measured
uncertainty. Because this is a possible source of bias in the production of the synthetic CMB
APS, we repeat our analyses constructing the synthetic maps with cosmological parameters
randomly chosen from the lo confidence interval (table 2 of [48]). The second set of tests
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Table 6. Values Ajcns, > m, and Q at 1o for A¢ =17 and Al = 63. The last column indicates the
confidence level (CL) for having Aje,s > 0 in each binnation case.

|binlength | Ajens | my | Qg |CL for Ajeps>0 |
AC=17 [0.187305 T <0.47 eV [ 0.0029730% [ 30

Al =63 |0.22750% | <0.45eV | 0.001375507 | 2.90

investigate the possibility that a residual noise in the CMB temperature maps could have
some impact in the Planck APS data possibly contributing to the excess of lensing amplitude
found in our analyses.

A.1 Variation of cosmological parameters

In this section we present the results of the analyses that include the measured errors of
the Planck cosmological parameters in the production of the synthetic APS. To include the
errors measured by the Planck in our tests, we first generate 100 different points in the
six-dimensional ACDM space of parameters. Then, each point consists of a set of the six
cosmological parameters given in table 1, which were randomly generated following a normal
distribution within 1o interval (using the table 2 of [48]). For each of the 100 sets of six pa-
rameters each, we construt 100 synthetic APS to replace the set of C'ZACD M in equation (3.1),
generating thus their correspondig 100 {(5ng} sets, then the same analyses done in sec. 3.1
and sec. 3.2 are performed again.

The first set of analyses is meant to test the possible existence of a bias in the ac-
ceptance/rejection of the null hypothesis Hy in the relevant multipole interval [1100,2200]
caused by the inclusion of the 1o errors measured by the Planck Collaboration. To do this,
we apply the LB test for each of 100 sets of {(5ng } constructed as described in the previous
paragraph. The results show that, considering all the 100 times where Hy was tested it is
rejected. The distribution of the p—values obtained has a mean ~ 9.9x ~ 10~ and a median
~ 9.6 x 107", which means that even considering the 1o errors of the best-fit values of the
table 1, the rejection of the null hypothesis is robust, supporting our original result that the
residual {69} signal in the multipole interval [1100,2200] is not noise.

The second analyses in this subsection is to test whether our conclusion of a lensing
excess hidden in {69} signal is biased by the inclusion of the best-fit error bars. To do that,
we use equation (3.5) to compute the likelihood of the 100 {59} sets. All likelihoods present
the same excess of lensing around ~ 20%. In figure (8) we present the outcoming curves
from five illustratives cases: likelihood of the best-fit value; likelihoods for the maximum
and minimum p—value from the LB test and three likelihoods randomly choosen from the
set of 100 computed likelihoods. In all cases the maximum values are in agreement at lo.
This result means that the lensing amplitude excess found in sec. 3.3 is robust, and the signal
hidden in {(52’“} is not correlated, or at least, it is not strongly correlated with the parameters
given in table (1).

A.2 Noise maps

In this section we investigate the possibility that a residual noise in the CMB temperature
maps could have some impact in the Planck APS data possibly modifiying the conclusion of
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Figure 8. Illustrative example of the A¢ = 17, likelihoods for different set of cosmological parame-
ters. Shadowed region represents the 1 o interval for the best-fit case. The maximum values of the
likelihoods for the other sets of parameters are inside that region.

Table 7. Statistical LB analyses to investigate the rejection or acceptance of the null hypothesis Hy
in the case that the CMB APS in study include the contribution of simulated noise from two Planck
CMB frequency maps: 545 GHz and 857 GHz. As observed in this table, the results are the same as
those obtained in table 2, showing that our original results are robust.

| Multipole intervals | Reject Hy | % for 545 GHz | % for 857 GHz |

¢ = [2,2500] Yes 100% 100%
¢ = [2,800] No 65.8% 66%

¢ = [2,1200] No 41.4% 42.2%
¢ =[1100,2500] | Yes 100% 100%
¢ =[1100,2200] | Yes 100% 100%

lensing amplitude found in our analyses. To test this we consider 20 simulated Planck noise
maps for each of the two frequencies: 857 GHz and 545 GHz to construct new simulated APS
with noise, O} lancktnoise " which replace the CF'"* data in equation (3.1) [3] ®. Thus the
resulting {5gb5+"°ise} include the noise information and we apply the LB test in several mul-
tipole intervals as shown in table 2. As described in sec. 3.2, we now simulate 100 {5gbs+"0i56}
for each noise map. Results are summarised in the table 7, where we show the good agree-
ment with the percentage values of rejection/acceptance previously found in sec. (3.2) and
displayed in table 2. The p—values in all analyzed intervals were very small, in particular,
for the interval [1100,2200], the p—value distribution obtained has a mean ~ 1.39 x 1071}
and a median ~ 1.96 x 10~3 for both frequencies considered here. This confirms that the
porcentage values for rejection /acceptance of the Hy hypothesis originally obtained are robust
when the CMB maps noise are considered.

Shttps://pla.esac.esa.int
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