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Instrumentation et Modélisation Paris-Saclay, 91191 Gif-sur-Yvette, France

(Dated: February 7, 2025)

In cosmic web analysis, complementary to traditional cosmological probes, the extrema (e.g.
peaks and voids) two-point correlation functions (2PCFs) are of particular interest for the study of
both astrophysical phenomena and cosmological structure formation. However most previous studies
constructed those statistics via N-body simulations without a robust theoretical derivation from first
principles. A strong motivation exists for analytically describing the 2PCFs of these local extrema,
taking into account the nonlinear gravitational evolution in the late Universe. In this paper, we
derive analytical formulae for the power spectra and 2PCFs of 2D critical points, including peaks
(maxima), voids (minima) and saddle points, in mildly non-Gaussian weak gravitational lensing
fields. We apply a perturbative bias expansion to model the clustering of 2D critical points. A
generalized Gram-Charlier A series expansion is used to describe the probability density functional
of the cosmic density field. We successfully derive the power spectrum of weak lensing critical
points up to the next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) in gravitational perturbation theory, where
trispectrum configurations of the weak lensing field have to be included. We numerically evaluate
those power spectra up to the next-to-leading order (NLO), which correspond to the inclusion
of bispectrum configurations, and transform them to the corresponding 2PCFs. An exact Monte
Carlo (MC) integration is performed assuming a Gaussian distributed density field to validate our
theoretical predictions. Overall, we find similar properties in 2D compared to the clustering of 3D
critical points previously measured from N-body simulations. Contrary to standard lensing power
spectra analysis, we find distinct BAO features in the lensing peak 2PCFs due to the gradient
and curvature constraints, and we quantify that non-Gaussianity makes for ∼ 10% of the signal at
quasi-linear scales which could be important for current stage-IV surveys.

Keywords: cosmology: theory – large-scale structure of the Universe – methods: analytical, numerical –
weak gravitational lensing

I. INTRODUCTION

The statistics of critical points, both in 3D and 2D,
have attracted significant interests due to their applica-
tions to cosmology. In 3D, peaks in the initial Lagrangian
density field are key sites for the nonlinear formation of
dark matter halos (Ref. [1] and references therein) and
their statistics, such as abundance and correlation func-
tions, in Gaussian random fields have been extensively
investigated in the past literature [2–7]. Voids, which
evolve in the quasi-linear regime, can be effectively mod-
eled using relatively simple linear theory. As such, void
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statistics can serve as an effective cosmic laboratory for
testing modified gravity and exploring dark energy phe-
nomena [8–12]. Additionally, they provide independent
and complementary probes for constraining cosmological
parameters [13, 14]. Cosmic filaments and walls, while
being relatively less studied, provide valuable insights
into phenomena such as matter transportation, cosmic
web formation and galaxy evolution. Furthermore, their
cross-correlations with peaks and voids offer a geometric
characterization of the large-scale structure of the Uni-
verse [15–20].

In 2D, the statistics of both peaks (maxima) and
voids (minima) in weak gravitational lensing have been
widely studied and applied to infer cosmological pa-
rameters using data from Stage-III surveys, including
the Dark Energy Survey (DES), the Kilo-Degree Sur-
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vey (KiDS), and the Hyper Suprime-Cam SSP Survey
(HSC) [21–25]. These studies demonstrate that peaks
and voids capture non-Gaussian information in the cos-
mological field. When combined with the weak lens-
ing angular power spectrum, they significantly enhance
parameter constraints compared to using the angular
power spectrum alone. In particular for the parameter
S8 = σ8

√
Ωm/0.3, several studies reported improvements

in constraints of approximately 35% ∼ 40% [23, 25].

However, all these studies in weak lensing relied on a
simulation-based inference approach, where the peak and
void statistics were emulated using a grid of N-body simu-
lations spanning various cosmologies, often with machine
learning tools such as deep neural networks or Gaussian
processes. This approach carries the risk of propagating
numerical systematics inherent in the simulations into
the emulated statistics, potentially biasing the resulting
cosmological inferences [26, 27]. Furthermore, from an
analytical modeling perspective, this method lacks a ro-
bust theoretical foundation derived from first principles.
On the other hand, most previous analytical modeling
of peak and void statistics generally assumes a Gaus-
sian cosmological density field. However, the weak lens-
ing fields on our scales of interest are not Gaussian dis-
tributed as a consequence of the nonlinear gravitational
evolution of the density field in the late Universe.

There is thus a strong motivation to study the statistics
of peaks and voids in non-Gaussian weak lensing fields in
cosmology (as done for their number densities e.g. in
Ref. [28]). Along with saddle points, these features are
collectively referred to as critical points. In this work, we
focus on the analytical modeling of the power spectrum
which leads to the 2-point correlation functions (2PCFs)
of critical points in non-Gaussian weak lensing fields,
aiming to bridge the gap between current numerical ap-
proaches and a theoretical understanding of these statis-
tics. Our analytical method builds on the general formal-
ism proposed in Ref. [29], applied here to 2D weak lens-
ing fields. The approach involves a direct perturbative
bias expansion in the Eulerian density field. We derive
analytical formulae with perturbative approximations up
to the next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO), which in-
corporates the trispectrum of the density field. For nu-
merical computation, however, we limit our analysis to
the next-to-leading order (NLO), which includes the bis-
pectrum of the density field and represents the lowest-
order non-Gaussian correction. All bias coefficients in the
derived formulae can be computed analytically with an
order-by-order correspondence to operators in the pertur-
bative expansion. These coefficients can be interpreted
as response functions of the critical point number den-
sities to variations in the long-wavelength modes of the
underlying density field.

Our paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we
first summarize our results and describe qualitatively the
physical behaviour of the extrema 2PCFs before diving
into the rigorous derivation of the plots and formulae
we schematically present in this section. The following

Sec. III provides the formal definitions of general 2D crit-
ical points and their number density functions. It also
presents the probability density function of critical points
under the assumption of a Gaussian distributed density
field. In Sec. IV, we derive the 2PCFs of 2D critical
points, including both auto- and cross-correlations, up
to the NNLO, and discuss the derivation of the bias co-
efficients. Next in Sec. V, we incorporate weak lensing
formalism into our analytical predictions and present nu-
merical results for the 2PCFs of 2D weak lensing critical
points up to the NLO. We then validate our perturba-
tive bias expansion predictions by comparing them with
results from computationally intensive high-dimensional
numerical integrations in Sec. VI. Finally, conclusions are
given in Sec. VII.

II. SUMMARY AND INTUITIVE DISCUSSION
OF OUR RESULTS

Here we briefly discuss our main results, providing
some qualitative arguments for readers to better under-
stand the detailed analytical derivations in subsequent
sections.

A. 2PCF of all critical points in mildly
non-Gaussian weak-lensing fields

Our major result is a from-first-principles analytical
expression for the power spectrum of all pairs of criti-
cal points in 2D mildly non-Gaussian fields, which we
apply to the projected weak-lensing convergence. The
full expression will be rigorously derived in Eq. (35) but
we display straight away the resulting 2PCFs among all
pairs of critical points in weak lensing convergence field in
Fig. 1. The ν variable in the figure, and the remainder of
the text, is a parameter that allows us to characterize the
“rarity” of the considered extrema by only focusing on
extrema of amplitude above the chosen ν ≡ δ/σ0 where
σ0 can be expressed using Eq. (7). As such, fixing for
instance ν = 0.3 can be read as “extrema whose ampli-
tudes are larger than 0.3σ0 above the mean density of
the considered field”, here the weak lensing convergence.
This choice is arbitrary, and is usually more suited to the
study of peaks of the field. Our derivations are generic
enough so that another choice, e.g. looking at extrema
below a threshold, at a specific amplitude or within an
interval, could straightforwardly be derived. We discuss
below some symmetries in the formalism that enable to
straightforwardly write down some of these cases with-
out any additional derivations. On a side note, ν = 0.3
corresponds to roughly 80% of the total peaks and 6% of
voids in a Gaussian random field with standard cosmol-
ogy and lensing parameters. Though subject to change,
these order of magnitudes will be preserved for the mildly
non-Gaussian fields that we will consider in this paper.
Schematically, our result in Eq. (35) is the combination
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FIG. 1. A summary of 2PCFs of all pairs of critical points in
weak lensing convergence fields above a threshold of ν = 0.3.
The convergence is smoothed with a Gaussian kernel at scale
R = 15′. Blue curves represent auto 2PCFs while orange
curves display cross 2PCFs (between different types of criti-
cal points). Within each color, different curve configurations
represent different types of critical points in a 2PCF. Note
that the chosen convergence field is for sources located at
zs = 1.5.

of two side-by-side perturbative expansions: One is in the
development of the gravitational instability where orders
are, in the underlying matter density field, expanded in
powers of the traditional matter power spectrum (hence
amplitude of fluctuations). The second expansion is a
bias expansion for critical points that allows us to ex-
plicitly bypass the null gradient constraints of extrema
by equivocating it to a series of responses of the extrema
one-point distribution to changes in the underlying field
at different (coupled) Fourier modes. At leading order
(LO), the power spectrum between two critical points i
and j is

P ij
extr(k) = gi1(k)g

j
1(k)P (k) (1)

where the bias function gi1 formally depends on the type
of critical points, the chosen threshold ν, and characteris-
tics of the field. P (k) is the usual power spectrum of the
amplitude of the considered field, here the weak-lensing
convergence.

B. Interpretation of LO bias terms

One specificity of our approach is that, without any
loss of generality, our bias functions are that of a
pure Gaussian field so that the non-Gaussian corrections
needed in our formalism appear outside of the bias terms.
This allows for a better interpretability of the behaviour
of those bias terms. For example, the abundances of
peaks and voids in Gaussian fields are symmetric with

respect to the mean density, so that the computed bi-
ases for peaks above a threshold ν, are exactly those of
voids below a threshold −ν. In higher dimensions than
2D, similar statements could be made for different saddle
points with symmetric curvature signatures.
Following Eq. (38), the LO bias term is decomposed

into

gi1(k) = αi(ν) + βi(ν)k
2, (2)

where αi and βi will b explicitly given in Eqs (47) to (54).
Let us note several properties of this LO bias and their
consequences for the extrema power spectra:

• Both αi and βi are integrals on the specific extrema
constraints of the joint distribution of the field am-
plitude, gradient and second derivatives. Our ex-
pression seems to hide this fact through a change of
variable that simplifies our calculations, but is ef-
fectively a combination of the responses (linear bi-
ases) of the amplitude, gradient and second deriva-
tives to a mode fluctuation.

• Following Eq. (1), the small fluctuations in the
usual convergence power spectrum are enhanced by
k2 and k4 terms in the extrema power spectra. Per-
forming the steps described in the above point, it
formally allows to determine from which aspects of
the field – its amplitude, gradient, second deriva-
tives, or a combination of those – the amplifications
come from. In particular, Ref. [30] demonstrated in
their Eq. (41) how the response to each successive
spatial derivatives of a 3D field impacts the am-
plification of the power spectrum amplitude in the
peak power spectrum calculation. It is apparent
that similar expressions hold in our case, though
considering all extrema above our quoted threshold
instead of at its value like in Ref. [30] add extra
integrals that prevent us from having similar ana-
lytical expressions.

• The schematic behaviour of the bias terms can nev-
ertheless be shown through qualitative arguments
that we illustrate in Fig. 2. Indeed, at first or-
der, an extrema of amplitude νext can be thought
as tracing the overall matter density fluctuation of
amplitude νext plus the curvature of the extrema.
As such, the critical point bias will roughly behave
as the overall bias of the field amplitude itself at the
corresponding value of ν, that is its response to a
mode fluctuation of the density. Following Kaiser’s
formula [31], we thus expect that for extrema of
high amplitudes, which we control by a large cho-
sen value of the threshold νth, the extrema bias
will tend towards νext + curvatureext. The curva-
ture of peaks being negative, and that of voids pos-
itive, this qualitatively explains why voids tend to
be more biased than peaks for large values of the
threshold. This is indeed what we observe in the
rigorous result we will plot in Fig. 8 below, in its
top left panel for large values of ν.
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FIG. 2. Illustration of the behaviour of the LO bias functions
for extrema. We schematically decompose the field into its
large and small-scales fluctuations. The critical point bias
can at large ν be approximated by the value of the critical
point amplitude plus its curvature.

C. BAO features in weak-lensing critical points
2PCF

Combining Eqs (1) and (2), the LO critical point auto-
spectrum can be written as

P ii
extr(k) = α2

i (ν)

(
1 + 2

βi(ν)

αi(ν)
k2 +

(
βi(ν)

αi(ν)

)2

k4

)
P (k).

(3)
We now decompose the field power spectrum into a dark-
matter component, schematically a power law with the
index matched to the scales of interest, and a baryonic
component, schematically a localized oscillation pattern
coming from the Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BAO).
For the sake of a qualitative argument, we will roughly
consider this oscillation to be modeled by a Sinc func-
tion but the important ingredient in our argument is the
damping of the oscillations at large k. We thus have

P (k) ≈ kn
(
1 +

sin(ks)

ks

)
, (4)

where s is the typical scale of the BAO feature in the
field. Remember that our application is the weak-lensing
convergence field so that s depends on the projection
and more precisely on the redshift of the sources and the
cosmology. This leads to

P ii
extr(k) = αi(ν)

2kn

[
1 + 2

βi(ν)

αi(ν)
k2 +

(
βi(ν)

αi(ν)

)2

k4

+ 2

∣∣∣∣βi(ν)

αi(ν)

∣∣∣∣ ks sin(ks)

(
|αi(ν)|

2|βi(ν)|k2

+ sign

(
βi(ν)

αi(ν)

)
+

∣∣∣∣βi(ν)

αi(ν)

∣∣∣∣ k22
)]

, (5)

where “sign” in the above equation is the Sign func-
tion. Eq. (5) shows how the oscillatory behaviour in the
field power spectrum can be enhanced in critical point
power spectra. This in particular leads to the wiggles
in the peak 2PCF that we observe in Fig. 5. How-
ever, those wiggles are not observed in the void 2PCF
shown in Fig. 4 in our particular setting of a Gaus-
sian smoothing of the field at 15′ and ν = 0.3. This
can also be explained in our simplified model. Indeed,
the oscillations would be dampened to the same level
as in the field power spectrum if the terms in the last
line of Eq. (5) tend to be 0. This would happen if
both βvoid(ν = 0.3)/αvoid(ν = 0.3) were negative and
|βvoid(ν = 0.3)/αvoid(ν = 0.3)| × k2/2 at the k of in-
terest were to be of order unity. For the weak-lensing
convergence field in the hereby considered case, we in-
deed have βvoid(ν = 0.3)/αvoid(ν = 0.3) ∼ −3 × 10−5

and k ∼ 102 − 103 for the wiggles, which qualitatively
explains the absence of BAO features in our plots of the
void 2PCF, while highlighting the fact that this is spe-
cific to the chosen configuration, threshold and smooth-
ing, and does not hold in general in our formalism.

D. Amplitude of the non-Gaussian corrections,
impact of our results

One of the other main results of this work is the inclu-
sion of mild (gravitational) non-Gaussianities in the stud-
ied fields. In order to illustrate the relative importance
of this effect, we plot in Fig. 6 the ratio of our computed
non-Gaussian peak 2PCF and its Gaussian counterpart
computed at the same order in the critical point bias ex-
pansion, as a function of the applied Gaussian smoothing
to the convergence field. We perform this comparison at
a fixed separation where our formalism typically applies,
θ = 150′ given the range of smoothing, the threshold and
the redshift of the sources. As expected, the importance
of the non-Gaussian terms diminishes as the smoothing
increases, but it is worth noting that a smoothing of∼ 10′

still shows a difference of 10% at a separation which could
be considered important, and thus close to the Gaussian
regime, in the cosmological context. A careful analysis
including the expected error bars of the critical point
2PCFs in a current stage-IV survey is beyond the scope
of this paper and left to future studies.

III. 2D CRITICAL POINTS

To define a critical point in a 2D random field f , one
must consider the field amplitude f itself, its derivatives
∂if and ∂i∂jf up to the second order, as all local ex-
trema require the gradient to vanish and the curvatures
to comply to certain conditions. To be more explicit,
the Hessian matrix at a peak location should be negative
definite, it is positive definite at a void location and has
both positive and negative eigenvalues at a saddle point.
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Based on the above discussion, we adopt the following
three corresponding random variables

α =
f

σ0
, ηi =

∂if

σ1
, ζij =

∂i∂jf

σ2
, (6)

where σn acts as a normalization constant and is defined
as the spectral moment of the field

σ2
n =

∫
d2k

(2π)2
k2nP (k) , (7)

in which P (k) is the power spectrum of the 2D random
field and is only a function of the magnitude of the wave
vector k = |k| due to the supposedly statistical isotropy
of the Universe. These normalization factors are chosen
because we have ⟨f2⟩ = σ2

0 , ⟨(∇f)2⟩ = σ2
1 and ⟨(∆f)2⟩ =

σ2
2 where ∆ represents a Laplacian operator. The power

spectrum P (k) is expressed as

⟨f̃(k)f̃(k′)⟩ = (2π)2δD(k+ k′)P (k) , (8)

where we use f̃ to represent the Fourier counterpart of
the random field and the Dirac delta function is a result
of the statistical homogeneity.

With the above random variables defined, the number
density function of critical points above a given threshold
ν (meaning f ≥ νσ0), for example peaks np(ν), can be
explicitly expressed as [2, 32–34]:

np(ν) =

(
σ2

σ1

)2

Θ(α− ν)δD(η)Θ(λ2)|det ζ| , (9)

where Θ is the Heaviside step function and λ2 is the
smallest eigenvalue of the 2 × 2 matrix (−ζ) (without
loss of generality, we assume λ1 > λ2 in the discussion
below). For the other two types of critical points, voids
and saddle points, their respective number density func-
tions can be derived by modifying the constraint on the
eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix ζ as specified in the
above equation. For voids, λ1 must be negative, whereas
for saddle points, λ1 must be positive and λ2 negative.
Eventually, these different constraints will enter the cal-
culation of bias coefficients as will be shown in Sec. IV.

Let us denote the full set of random variables
which describes the critical points in 2D as X =
(α, η1, η2, ζ11, ζ12, ζ22). The statistics of this multi-variate
random vector assuming a Gaussian distributed density
field are solely determined by their covariances and reads

⟨α2⟩ = 1 , ⟨αηi⟩ = 0 , ⟨αζij⟩ = −γ

2
δij ,

⟨ηiηj⟩ =
δij
2

, ⟨ηiζjk⟩ = 0 ,

⟨ζijζkl⟩ =
1

8
(δijδkl + δikδjl + δilδjk) , (10)

where

γ =
σ2
1

σ0σ2
, (11)

and δij is the Kronecker delta. The multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution function for the random vector variable
X is therefore:

PG(X) =
1

(2π)3
√
detM

exp

(
1

2
XTM−1X

)
, (12)

where the covariance matrix M of the data vector X
reads

M =


1 0 0 −γ

2 0 −γ
2

0 1
2 0 0 0 0

0 0 1
2 0 0 0

−γ
2 0 0 3

8 0 1
8

0 0 0 0 1
8 0

−γ
2 0 0 1

8 0 3
8

 . (13)

It is very helpful to transform the above probability den-
sity function into another representation in terms of ro-
tationally invariant random variables [28, 35]:

PG(X) ∝ N (α, J1)exp
(
−η2 − J2

)
, (14)

up to a normalization constant, where N (α, J1) is a
Gaussian joint distribution of α and J1

N (α, J1) =
1

2π
√
1− γ2

exp

[
−α2 + J2

1 − 2γαJ1
2(1− γ2)

]
.

(15)
In the above Eqs. (14) and (15), the new random vari-

ables η, J1, J2 are defined as:

η ≡ η · η = η21 + η22 , J1 ≡ −ζii = λ1 + λ2 ,

J2 ≡ 2ζ̃ij ζ̃ji = λ2
1 + λ2

2 − 2λ1λ2 , (16)

where the repeated indices follow the Einstein summa-
tion convention. The random variable ζ̃ij represents the

traceless part of the Hessian matrix ζ, ζ̃ij = ζij+δijJ1/2,
and J1 is the negative trace of the Hessian matrix.

IV. 2PCFS OF 2D CRITICAL POINTS IN
MILDLY NON-GAUSSIAN FIELDS

In this paper, our aim is to predict correlation func-
tions of critical points. To do so, let us introduce a
generic functional F of the density field f . Its power
spectrum can be written down as [36]:

⟨F̃(k)F̃(k′)⟩c
⟨F⟩2 = (2π)2δD(k+ k′)PF (k) , (17)

where F̃ is the Fourier transform of the real space func-
tional F and ⟨. . .⟩c denotes the connected part of the
corresponding computed moment. The squared mean
of the real space functional ⟨F⟩2 is a normalization fac-
tor to maintain the consistency between the definition
of 2PCF and the inverse Fourier transform of the power
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spectrum. The connected part in Eq. (17) in Fourier

space is ⟨F̃(k)F̃(k′)⟩c = ⟨F̃(k)F̃(k′)⟩ − ⟨F̃⟩2 where

⟨F̃(k)F̃(k′)⟩ =
∫

Df̃F̃(k)F̃(k′)P (18)

is the 2nd-order moment of the functional F in Fourier
space. In the above Eq. (18), Df̃ represents the volume

element of the functional integral over f̃ with appropriate
measures and P is the probability density functional of f̃ .
We apply the general formalism presented in Ref. [29] to

expand both P and F̃ in Eq. (18) with a basis composed
of the Wiener-Hermite functionals defined as:

Hn(k1, . . . ,kn) ≡
(−1)n

PG

∂nPG

∂f̃(k1) · · · ∂f̃(kn)
, (19)

where PG here is the Gaussian probability density func-
tional of f̃ , different from those in Eq. (12) and (14). The
Wiener-Hermite polynomials Hn contains the n-point re-
sponse of the Gaussian probability density functional to
the density field and H0 = 1 when n = 0. With this
mathematical tool, we can write the expansion of P and
F̃ as:

P(f̃) = H0PG +
1

6

∫
d2k1d

2k2d
2k3⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩cH3(k1,k2,k3)PG

+
1

24

∫
d2k1 . . . d

2k4⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(k4)⟩cH4(k1,k2,k3,k4)PG +
1

120

∫
d2k1 . . . d

2k5⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(k5)⟩cH5(k1, . . . ,k5)PG

+
1

720

∫
d2k1 . . . d

2k6⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(k6)⟩cH6(k1, . . . ,k6)PG + · · ·

+
1

72

∫
d2k1 . . . d

2k6⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c⟨f̃(k4)f̃(k5)f̃(k6)⟩cH6(k1, . . . ,k6)PG + · · · , (20)

and

F̃ (k)

=

∞∑
n=0

1

n!

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

. . .
d2kn
(2π)2

(2π)2δ2D(k1 + · · ·+ kn − k)

×Gn(k1, . . . ,kn)H⋆
n(k1, . . . ,kn) . (21)

The detailed derivation of Eq. (20) can be found in Ap-
pendix. A of this paper or in Appendix. A of Ref. [29].
The expansion in Eq. (20) is a generalization of the
Gram-Charlier A (GCA) series [37]. The coefficients

⟨f̃(k1) . . . f̃(kn)⟩c in the expansion are the corresponding
n-th order cumulants of the Fourier density field. They
are related to the definition of the higher-order spectrum
of the density field, for example:

⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c = (2π)2δD(k1 + k2 + k3)

×B(k1,k2,k3) , (22)

where B(k1,k2,k3) is the bispectrum of the density field
and

⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(k4)⟩c = (2π)2δD(k1 + · · ·+ k4)

×T (k1, . . . ,k3) , (23)

where T (k1, . . . ,k4) is the trispectrum. In Eq. (21) we
use the dual Wiener-Hermite functionals H⋆

n whose defi-
nition is:

H⋆
n(k1, . . . ,kn) = (2π)2nP (k1) · · ·P (kn)

×Hn(−k1, . . . ,−kn) , (24)

and it has a convenient property of being orthogonal to
the Wiener-Hermite functionals with respect to the Gaus-
sian probability density functional PG [38]

⟨H⋆
n(k1, . . . ,kn) Hm(k′

1, . . . ,k
′
m)⟩G

= δnm

[
δD(k1 − k′

1) · · · δD(kn − k′
m)

+perm(k1, . . . ,kn)

]
(25)

where perm(k1, . . . ,kn) stands for the (n! − 1) terms to
symmetrize the previous term δD(k1 − k′

1) · · · δD(kn −
k′
m) with respect to the permutations of its argu-

ments k1, . . . ,kn. The Dirac delta function appears
in Eq. (21) is due to the (statistical) translational in-
variance of space. The expansion coefficient functions
Gn(k1, . . . ,kn) can be derived based on the orthogonality
relation in Eq. (25). If we multiply Hm(k1, . . . ,km) on
both sides of Eq. (21) and take their expectation value
with respect to the Gaussian probability density func-
tional, we would have

(2π)2δ2D(k1 + · · ·+ kn − k)Gn(k1, . . . ,kn)

= (2π)2n⟨F̃(k)Hn(k1, . . . ,kn)⟩G

= (2π)2n

〈
∂nF̃(k)

∂f̃(k1) · · · ∂f̃(kn)

〉
G

, (26)

where the first equation is based on the orthogonal rela-
tion in Eq. (25) and the second equation makes use of the
definition of the Wiener-Hermite functional in Eq. (19)



7

followed by an integration by parts. To derive the fi-
nal expression for Gn(k1, . . . ,kn), we apply Fourier trans-
form to the above equation with respect to k:

Gn(k1, . . . ,kn)

= (2π)2nei(k1+···+kn)·x⟨F(x)Hn(k1, . . . ,kn)⟩G

= (2π)2nei(k1+···+kn)·x
〈

∂nF(x)

∂f̃(k1) · · · ∂f̃(kn)

〉
G

, (27)

where we can further set x = 0 due to the translational
invariance of Gn(k1, . . . ,kn) and conveniently evaluate it
to be

Gn(k1, . . . ,kn) = (2π)2n
〈

∂nF(x)

∂f̃(k1) · · · ∂f̃(kn)

〉
G

. (28)

Following the above equation, the expansion coefficient
functions can be interpreted as the Gaussian n-point re-
sponse of the 2D functional F to the underlying density
field. Conceptually this is analogous to the large-scale
galaxy bias and therefore can be thought of in the same
way for 2D critical points in this work.

With a proper understanding of Eq. (20) and
(21), we can substitute them with the correspond-
ing terms in Eq. (18) and expand the whole equa-
tion. During the process, one recurrent term is
⟨H⋆

n(k1, . . . ,kn)H⋆
m(k′

1, . . . ,k
′
m)Hl(k

′′

1 , . . . ,k
′′

l )⟩G. One
can compute these terms by solving both Hn and H⋆

n

at each order explicitly using Eq. (19 )and (24). Here we
give examples of the first few H⋆

n expressions:

H⋆
0 = 1 ,

H⋆
1(k) = f̃(k) ,

H⋆
2(k1,k2) = f̃(k1)f̃(k2)− (2π)2δD(k1 + k2)P (k1) ,

H⋆
3(k1,k2,k3) = f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)−

[
(2π)2δD(k1 + k2)P (k1)f̃(k3) + sym

]
,

H⋆
4(k1, . . . ,k4) = f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)f̃(k4) +

[
(2π)4δ(k1 + k2)δ(k3 + k4)P (k1)P (k3) + sym

]
−
[
(2π)2δ(k1 + k2)P (k1)f̃(k3)f̃(k4) + sym

]
, (29)

where “sym” stands for all non-repeating symmetric
expressions of the previous term with respect to the
k1, . . . ,kn arguments. Such terms can be inserted into
⟨H⋆

n(k1, . . . ,kn)H⋆
m(k′

1, . . . ,k
′
m)Hl(k

′′

1 , . . . ,k
′′

l )⟩G and
the whole expression can be evaluated by applying
Wick’s theorem for Gaussian statistics. As a result,
⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G has nonzero value only when n+m+ l is an

even number. Though straightforward, this computation
becomes tedious very quickly. For example, in the

case of NNLO where n + m + l = 8, Wick’s theorem
predicts 105 terms from the contraction of eight density
field f̃ alone. It is more convenient to evaluate such
expressions using the diagrammatic method. We show
the formalism in Appendix. B where we also derive all
existing ⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G factors up to NNLO. Readers can

also refer to Appendix. A in Ref. [38] where the same
formalism is presented but in real space.
With the above discussion, we can now show the re-

sulting equation of ⟨F̃(k)F̃(k′)⟩ in Eq. (18) up to NNLO
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⟨F̃ i(k)F̃ j(k′)⟩ = (2π)4Gi
0Gj

0 + (2π)2δ2D(k+ k′)Gi
1(k)Gj

1(k)P (k)

+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

Gi
2(k1,k− k1)Gj

2(k1,k− k1)P (k1)P (|k− k1|)

+
1

6

[
(2π)2Gi

0

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · ·
∫

d2k3
(2π)2

(2π)2δ2D(k1 + k2 + k3 − k)Gj
3(k1,k2,k3)⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

Gj
2(k1,k− k1)B(−k,k1,k− k1) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)Gj

3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)P (k1)P (k2)P (|k− k1 − k2|)

+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)P (k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gj
4(k,−k1,−k2,k1 + k2)B(−k1,−k2,k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
2(k1,k− k1)Gj

3(k− k1,−k2,k1 + k2)P (|k− k1|)B(k1,k2,−k1 − k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)4

24

[
Gi
0

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · ·
∫

d2k4
(2π)2

δ2D(k1 + k2 + k3 + k4 − k)Gj
4(k1,k2,k3,k4)⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)f̃(k4)⟩c + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gj
3(−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2)T (−k,−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

4
δ2D(k+ k′)

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
2(k− k1,k1)Gj

2(k− k2,k2)T (k− k1,k1,k2,−k− k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
, (30)

where we exploited the following parity symmetries:

Gn(−k1, . . . ,−kn) = Gn(k1, . . . ,kn)

B(−k1,−k2,−k3) = B(k1,k2,k3)

T (−k1, . . . ,−k4) = T (k1, . . . ,k4) . (31)

There are two terms in the above equation which con-
tain ⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c and ⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)f̃(k4)⟩c
respectively. We use such notations to distinguish them
from the rest as these two terms represent the uncon-
nected parts in the 2nd-order moment of F̃ and will be
subtracted off as we will show below. Additionally, in
Eq. (30) we characterize the functional F̃ with indices i,
j which denote different types of critical points (i.e., i,j =
peaks, voids, saddle points) through which we can con-

struct both auto- and cross-2PCFs. The symbol (i ↔ j)
denotes the addition of a term possessing the same form
but exchanging the correspondence of the expansion co-
efficient function Gn to the other functional type. From
Eq. (30) we observe that the leading-order (LO) result is
composed of the power spectrum P (k) of the underlying
density field. The NLO result is proportional to P (k)2 in-
cluding the bispectrum contribution (at tree-level) which
is also the lowest-order non-Gaussian correction. Finally
the NNLO result is proportional to P (k)3 which includes
contribution from P ×B and T terms where both bispec-
trum and trispectrum are at tree-level.

To compute the connected part of the 2nd-order mo-
ment, we need ⟨F̃⟩ which can be calculated based on
Eqs. (20), (21) and (25)

⟨F̃⟩ = (2π)2G0 +
1

6

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

d2k2
(2π)2

d2k3
(2π)2

(2π)2δ2D(k1 + k2 + k3 − k)⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩cG3(k1,k2,k3)

+
1

24

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · · d
2k4

(2π)2
(2π)2δ2D(k1 + · · ·+ k4 − k)⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(k4)⟩cG4(k1,k2,k3,k4)

+
1

72

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · · d
2k6

(2π)2
(2π)2δ2D(k1 + · · ·+ k6 − k)⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c⟨f̃(k4)f̃(k5)f̃(k6)⟩cG6(k1, . . . ,k6)

+ · · · , (32)

where we can easily observe that the first three lowest-
order terms in the expansion of ⟨F̃ i⟩⟨F̃j⟩ are the con-

stant (2π)4Gi
0Gj

0 and the two terms we mentioned above
in Eq. (30). By subtracting them from Eq. (30), We can
summarize the connected 2nd-order moment of the func-
tional F̃ to be
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⟨F̃ i(k)F̃ j(k′)⟩c = (2π)2δ2D(k+ k′)Gi
1(k)Gj

1(k)P (k)

+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

Gi
2(k1,k− k1)Gj

2(k1,k− k1)P (k1)P (|k− k1|)

+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

Gj
2(k1,k− k1)B(−k,k1,k− k1) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)Gj

3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)P (k1)P (k2)P (|k− k1 − k2|)

+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)P (k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gj
4(k,−k1,−k2,k1 + k2)B(−k1,−k2,k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

2
δ2D(k+ k′)

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
2(k1,k− k1)Gj

3(k− k1,−k2,k1 + k2)P (|k− k1|)B(k1,k2,−k1 − k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

6
δ2D(k+ k′)

[
Gi
1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gj
3(−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2)T (−k,−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
(2π)2

4
δ2D(k+ k′)

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

Gi
2(k− k1,k1)Gj

2(k− k2,k2)T (k− k1,k1,k2,−k− k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
. (33)

The last piece of element needed to complete the deriva- tion of PF (k) is ⟨F⟩ which can be calculated based on
Eqs. (20) and (27)

⟨F⟩ = G0 +
1

6

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

d2k2
(2π)2

d2k3
(2π)2

⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩cG3(k1,k2,k3)

+
1

24

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

. . .
d2k4
(2π)2

⟨f̃(k1) . . . f̃(k4)⟩cG4(k1,k2,k3,k4)

+
1

72

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

. . .
d2k6
(2π)2

⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)f̃(k3)⟩c⟨f̃(k4)f̃(k5)f̃(k6)⟩cG6(k1, . . . ,k6) + . . . . (34)

By combining Eqs. (33) and (34), we can compute PF (k)
in Eq. (17). One notice is that the non-Gaussian correc-
tions of Eq. (34) in the denominator of Eq. (17) would

not contribute to the NLO but they contribute to higher-
order results in general. With this in mind, we can derive
the expression for the power spectrum up to NNLO as
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P ij
F (k) = gi1(k)g

j
1(k)P (k)

+
1

2

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

gi2(k1,k− k1)g
j
2(k1,k− k1)P (k1)P (|k− k1|)

+
1

2

[
gi1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

gj2(k1,k− k1)B(−k,k1,k− k1) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
1

6

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gi3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)g
j
3(k1,k2,k− k1 − k2)P (k1)P (k2)P (|k− k1 − k2|)

+
1

6

[
gi1(k)P (k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gj4(k,−k1,−k2,k1 + k2)B(−k1,−k2,k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
1

2

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gi2(k1,k− k1)g
j
3(k− k1,−k2,k1 + k2)P (|k− k1|)B(k1,k2,−k1 − k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
1

6

[
gi1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gj3(−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2)T (−k,−k1,−k2,k+ k1 + k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
+
1

4

[∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gi2(k− k1,k1)g
j
2(k− k2,k2)T (k− k1,k1,k2,−k− k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
−1

6

[
gi1(k)g

j
1(k)P (k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

∫
d2k2
(2π)2

gj3(k1,k2,−k1 − k2)B(k1,k2,−k1 − k2) + (i ↔ j)

]
, (35)

where

gn(k1, . . . ,kn) ≡
Gn(k1, . . . ,kn)

G0
, (36)

and the last line is the contribution from non-Gaussian
corrections in the denominator of Eq. (17). One can then
apply a Hankel transformation to Eq. (35) to evaluate the
correlation function

ξijF (r) =

∫
kdk

2π
J0(kr)P

ij
F (k) , (37)

where Jn(x) is the Bessel function. Note that in the
above Eq. (35), if the underlying density field is Gaussian
distributed, all terms containing bispectrum or trispec-
trum would vanish and we will recover the perturbative
bias expansion in the context of Gaussian approximation.

So far, all the above results are general for any 2D
functionals F of a density field f . We still need to an-
swer one question before we can actually compute the
2PCFs for 2D critical points in a mildly non-Gaussian
regime using Eqs. (35) and (37), that is what are the ex-
pressions for gn(k1, . . . ,kn) for 2D critical points. From
the previous Eq. (28), we know that they can be derived
directly by substituting F in the equation with the cor-
responding number density function of a critical point
type, such as the one for peaks in Eq. (9). The required
functional derivatives contain very technical calculation
and for our purpose of numerically evaluating Eq. (35) to
the NLO, we directly present the results below. Readers
who are interested in the derivation details can refer to
the method presented in Appendix. B of Ref. [29].

g1(k) = g10000 + g01000k
2 , (38)

g2(k1,k2) =g20000 + g11000(k
2
1 + k22) + g02000k

2
1k

2
2

− 2g00100k1 · k2

+ 4g00010

[
(k1 · k2)

2 − 1

2
k21k

2
2

]
, (39)

where the coefficients gijklm include the constraints im-
posed on the density field by the critical point functional
and can be expressed as

gijklm =
Gijklm

σi
0σ

2k
1 σj+2l+3m

2 G00000

, (40)

and the numerator factor Gijklm is

Gijklm(ν) =
1

2π

(
σ2√
2σ1

)2

Xk

∫
dxHi−1,j(ν, x)

×N (ν, x)flm(x) , (41)

which is a function of the threshold ν as discussed in
Eq. (9). In the integration above, x is exactly the trace
of the negative Hessian matrix (−ζ) and equivalent to J1
defined in Eq. (16). Xk is a constant and from Eqs. (38)
and (39) we only need X0 and X1 which are 1 and −1
respectively. The function Hij(α, J1) is the multivariate
Hermite polynomials defined as

Hij(α, J1) =
1

N (α, J1)

(
− ∂

∂α

)i(
− ∂

∂J1

)j

N (α, J1) ,

(42)
where the N (α, J1) function is defined previously in
Eq. (15). In the case of g0jklm, we need to calculate
H−1,j which is

H−1,j(α, J1) =
1

N (α, J1)

∫ ∞

α

dβH0j(β, J1)N (β, J1) .

(43)
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Again from Eqs. (38) and (39) we observe that we only
need functions fl0(x) which are (for the general definition
equation of flm, please refer to Ref. [29])

fl0 = 8

∫
dyye−4y2

(x2 − 4y2)(−1)lLl(4y
2) , (44)

where y is defined as y ≡ (λ1 − λ2)/2 and Ll is the

generalized Laguerre polynomial L
(n)
l with the index n =

1

Ll(x) =
ex

xl!

dl

dxl
(xl+1e−x) . (45)

By replacing Gijklm factors in Eq. (40) with Eq. (41), we
can have the expression

gijklm(ν) =
Xk

∫
dxHi−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)flm(x)

σi
0σ

2k
1 σj+2l+3m

2

∫
dxH−1,0(ν, x)N (ν, x)f00(x)

,

(46)
which can be evaluated by Eq. (15) and Eqs. (42) to (45).

As discussed in Sec. III, different critical points are
characterized by their eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix.
This characterization is reflected in the integration lim-
its of Eq. (46) through which we can then compute the
gijklm factors for peaks, voids and saddle points sepa-
rately [28]. As discussed above, the integration vari-
able x = J1 = λ1 + λ2, and ranges from 0 to ∞
for peaks, −∞ to 0 for voids and −∞ to ∞ for sad-
dle points. Another integration limit needs consider-
ing is in Eq. (44), where y is strictly positive as we
have already assumed λ1 > λ2. Furthermore we have
y2 =

[
(λ1 + λ2)

2 − 4λ1λ2

]
/4 = (x2 − 4λ1λ2)/4 where

both peaks and voids have λ1λ2 > 0, therefore we have
y < x/2 (x > 0) for peaks and y < −x/2 (x < 0) for
voids. On the other hand, saddle points always have
λ1λ2 < 0, thus the integration limit in Eq. (44) would
become y > |x|/2. To summarize, we have the following
equations for gijklm factors for different types of critical
points

gpeakijklm =
Xk

∫∞
0

dxHi−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)flm(x)

σi
0σ

2k
1 σj+2l+3m

2

∫∞
0

dxH−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)f00(x)
,

(47)

fpeak
lm = fpeak

l0 = 8

∫ x
2

0

dyye−4y2

(x2 − 4y2)(−1)lLl(4y
2) ,

(48)

gvoidijklm =
Xk

∫ 0

−∞ dxHi−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)flm(x)

σi
0σ

2k
1 σj+2l+3m

2

∫ 0

−∞ dxH−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)f00(x)
,

(49)

fvoid
lm = fvoid

l0 = 8

∫ − x
2

0

dyye−4y2

(x2−4y2)(−1)lLl(4y
2) ,

(50)
and the analytical integration results of the flm function
are the same for both peaks and voids

f
peak/void
00 (x) = e−x2

+ x2 − 1

f
peak/void
10 (x) = (1 + x2)e−x2 − 1 , (51)

whereas

gsaddleijklm =
Xk

∫∞
−∞ dxHi−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)flm(x)

σi
0σ

2k
1 σj+2l+3m

2

∫∞
−∞ dxH−1,j(ν, x)N (ν, x)f00(x)

,

(52)

fsaddle
lm = fsaddle

l0 = 8

∫ ∞

|x|
2

dyye−4y2

(x2−4y2)(−1)lLl(4y
2) ,

(53)
and

fsaddle
00 = −e−x2

fsaddle
10 = −e−x2

(1 + x2) . (54)

In Appendix C, we display plots of the seven gijklm fac-
tors in Eqs. (38) and (39) as functions of the threshold ν
for different types of critical points.

V. RESULTS FOR THE 2PCFS OF 2D WEAK
LENSING CRITICAL POINTS

Building on the formalism for calculating the 2PCFs
of 2D critical points in a mildly non-Gaussian regime in-
troduced in the previous section, we apply it to the weak
lensing convergence field κ. This particular 2D field can
be understood as the weighted line-of-sight projection of
the 3D cosmic matter density contrast field [39, 40]

κ =

∫
dχq(χ)δ(χ) , (55)

where δ(χ) is the 3D matter density contrast at a comov-
ing radial distance χ and q(χ) is the weight function of
the convergence field along the line-of-sight [41]

q(χ) ≡ 3H2
0Ωm,0

2a(χ)c2
χ(χs − χ)

χs
, (56)

where H0, Ωm,0 and c are the Hubble constant, mat-
ter density parameter at the present and the speed of
light respectively. The a(χ) function is the scale factor
of the Universe and χs is the comoving distance to the
source galaxies. Here we only consider the case where all
source galaxies are located at a Dirac delta like source
redshift distribution, but it is straightforward to extend
the description of q(χ) to a general distribution of source
galaxies [40].
Adopting the flat-sky and Limber approximations [42],

one can derive the power spectrum and bispectrum of the
convergence field [43]

Pκ(k) =

∫
dχ

q2(χ)

χ2
Pm

(
k

χ
, χ

)
, (57)

Bκ(k1, k2, k3) =

∫
dχ

q3(χ)

χ4
Bm

(
k1
χ
,
k2
χ
,
k3
χ
, χ

)
, (58)
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where Pm and Bm are the 3D matter power spectrum
and bispectrum.

We smooth the convergence field with a smoothing
kernel W (kR), where R is the smoothing angle, before
we apply Eqs. (57) and (58) to Eq. (35). The resulting
smoothed convergence power spectrum and bispectrum

then read P (k) = W (kR)2Pκ(k) and B(k1, k2, k3) =
W (k1R)W (k2R)W (k3R)Bκ(k1, k2, k3). In practice, we

use a Gaussian smoothing kernel, W (kR) = e−k2R2/2.
From there, the power spectrum of weak lensing critical
points up to NLO reads

P ij(k) = gi1(k)g
j
1(k)W (kR)2Pκ(k)

+
1

2

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

gi2(k1,k− k1)g
j
2(k1,k− k1)W (k1R)2W (|k− k1|R)2Pκ(k1)Pκ(|k− k1|)

+
1

2

[
gi1(k)

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

gj2(k1,k− k1)W (kR)W (k1R)W (|k− k1|R)Bκ(−k,k1,k− k1) + (i ↔ j)

]
. (59)

In the above equation, the spectral moments from Eq. (7)
exploited in gn functions has the following form

σ2
n =

∫
dχ

q2(χ)

χ2

∫
kdk

2π
k2nW (kR)2Pm

(
k

χ
, χ

)
, (60)

and we are going to use the tree-level 3D matter bispec-
trum in Eq. (58) [44]

Bm(k1, k2, k3) = 2F2(k1,k2)Pm(k1)Pm(k2) + perm ,
(61)

where F2(k1,k2) is the symmetric coupling kernel

F2(k1,k2) =
5

7
+

2

7

(k1 · k2)
2

k21k
2
2

+
1

2
k1 · k2

(
k1
k2

+
k2
k1

)
,

(62)
and “perm” in Eq. (61) represents the same term but
with cyclic permutations on arguments k1, k2 and k3

(such that the bispectrum ends up being a sum of three
such terms). Another notice is that we use the nonlinear
3D matter power spectrum in Eqs. (57) and (61). For this
purpose we apply the fitting function HaloFit [45, 46]
adopted in the Boltzmann solver package Class [47].
In the following computation, we adopt the flat ΛCDM

model with Planck 2018 cosmological parameters [48]:
Ωcdmh

2 = 0.1201, Ωbh
2 = 0.02238, h = 0.6732, ns =

0.9660 and σ8 = 0.8120. We assume that all source
galaxies are located at z = 1.5. The smoothing scale is
R = 15′ for the Gaussian kernel which corresponds to ap-
proximately 20 Mpc at the source redshift with the above
background cosmology. We applied a fast and accurate
numerical evaluation of Eq. (59) using the method of sep-
aration of integration variables. After the separation we
perform angular integrations first and the resulting ex-
pression can be computed by multiple one-dimensional
Fourier transform. Readers can refer to Appendix. D or
Sec. IIIB in Ref. [29] for more technical details.

We show in Fig. 3 the predicted auto power spectrum
of peak-peak, void-void, and saddle-saddle, as well as
the cross power spectrum of peak-void, peak-saddle and
void-saddle, at a threshold ν = 0.3 where the value is
taken with respect to the smoothed σ0 shown in Eq. (60).

Above this given threshold, together with the above cos-
mology and lensing parameters, we compute the abun-
dances of peaks and voids to be approximately 80% and
6% of the total number using a Monte Carlo (MC) in-
tegration method, assuming a underlying Gaussian ran-
dom field. We first notice that there is a discrepancy on
k → 0 scale between the LO and 2nd-order Gaussian ap-
proximation for peaks and voids. It has been suggested
in previous works that the exclusion zone in 2PCFs for
peaks and halos would non-trivially impact the power
spectrum on large scales [6, 49–51]. It has also been
shown in Ref. [29] for 3D peaks that this nonzero value
in the limit of k → 0, corresponding to unphysical com-
ponent in the perturbative expansion, only exists in the
2nd-order Gaussian approximation term in the NLO, but
not in other components. In Fig. 3, we observe this ef-
fect not only in 2D weak lensing peak power spectrum
Ppp(k), but also in voids Pvv(k) which is caused by the
exclusion zone between two voids. Meanwhile, such ef-
fect exists but not significant for the saddle point power
spectrum Pss(k) and its cross power spectrum with peaks
and voids Pps(k), Pvs(k). This suggests that there is no
strong exclusion effect between saddle points and other
types of critical points (at the same threshold) since the
matter flows through filaments (a type of saddle point)
that are closely connected to either peaks or voids. This
is because when the thresholds are the same, curvature
and gradient constraints can be smoothly mapped from
one to the other, contrary to peak-void for instance where
the gradient constraint and the sign of the curvature im-
pose two configurations that are incompatible in the zero
separation limit. When transformed to real space for
2PCFs calculation, the above mentioned zero-lag value
would turn into a Dirac delta-like function on small an-
gular separations and thus not impact the convergence
among different orders of perturbative bias expansion on
large angular scales. This is confirmed in Fig. 4 where
we show the corresponding 2PCFs.

For all 2PCFs, results from different orders of pertur-
bative bias expansion converge with respect to each other
on large angular separations. There are amplitude incre-
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FIG. 3. Auto and cross power spectrum of different critical points in 2D weak lensing fields above a given threshold ν = 0.3 and
a smoothing scale R = 15′. The subscript “p” represents peaks while “v” and “s” stand for voids and saddle points respectively.
Blue curve represents the LO in the power spectrum, corresponding to the first line on the right hand side of Eq. (59). Orange
curve is the sum of the LO and the 2nd-order Gaussian approximation (∝ P (k)2 term) in the NLO, which is the second line
term in Eq. (59). Green curve is the full NLO prediction including the bispectrum correction expressed by the third line term
in Eq. (59). The color curves in all the other sub-panels have the same representation as that denoted in the top left subplot.
The fluctuations on large k scales are the residuals of the unphysical components from the perturbative bias expansion after
smoothing. They will not impact the 2PCFs on intermediate and large angular separations after the Hankel transform as we
will show in Sec. VI with the peak 2PCF as an example.

ments for ξpp, ξvv, ξss and ξpv towards small angular scales starting between 30′ and 70′, those are caused by
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FIG. 4. Auto and cross 2PCF of different critical points in 2D weak lensing fields above a given threshold ν = 0.3 and a
smoothing scale R = 15′. The subscript “p” represents peaks while “v” and “s” stand for voids and saddle points respectively.
Blue curve represents the LO in the 2PCF, which is Hankel transformed from the first line on the right hand side of Eq. (59).
The orange curve is the sum of the LO and the 2nd-order Gaussian approximation (whose Fourier counterpart is the ∝ P (k)2

term) in the NLO, which is the sum of the Hankel transform of the first two line terms in Eq. (59). The green curve is the
full NLO prediction including the bispectrum correction, i.e. the Hankel transform of the complete expression of Eq. (59). The
color curves in all the other sub-panels have the same representation as that denoted in the top left subplot.

the unphysical component in the perturbative expansion prediction which cannot correctly capture the non per-
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turbative exclusion zones. Compared to the 2nd-order
Gaussian approximation, the shape of the non-Gaussian
correction is almost proportional to the Gaussian contri-
bution on most of the scales. Thereby, the total shape
of the extreme 2PCF does not change much by the ef-
fect of non-Gaussianity, but the amplitude does change,
especially around their maxima beyond the unphysical
angular scales. Among the auto 2PCFs, ξpp reaches its
maximum around 70′ which is larger than that of ξvv at
60′ and in turn larger than 45′ for ξss. This relationship
is consistent with what was found in 3D [18] where peak
2PCF has the largest maximum separation, followed by
that of voids and then saddle points. This might be due
to the different rarity of critical points above the same
threshold, thus causes different characteristic separations
in their clustering.

If we examine ξps and ξvs instead, we would find that
their 2PCF maxima are on much smaller angular sepa-
rations compared to the other four 2PCFs. This again
indicates that saddle points have a weak exclusion effect
with respect to peaks and voids above the same thresh-
old, reflecting a shell-like structure in the distribution of
saddle points around a given extremum, reminiscent of
a cubic crystal lattice as pointed out by Refs. [18, 51].
It implies that cross 2PCFs between saddle points and
other extreme may better explore small-scale physics.

Another interesting feature to observe is the existence
of oscillations in ξpp on scales beyond θ = 100′ once we
multiply the signal by θ2. The corresponding 2PCF is
plotted in Fig. 5. At least two additional oscillation peaks
at θ ≈ 150′ and 300′ can be observed. This wiggly feature
is related to the effect of BAOs in the underlying mat-
ter power spectrum. If we remove the baryon component
from the underlying matter power spectrum and recalcu-
late the peak 2PCF, we would obtain the result shown in
the right panel of Fig. 5. The peaks at 150′ and 300′ both
vanish and overall amplitude of the correlation function
is reduced. It is well-known that baryonic features are
highly suppressed in weak lensing power spectrum due to
the line-of-sight projection shown in Eq. (57). However,
these features can be enhanced in 3D peak correlation
functions for both Gaussian and mildly non-Gaussian
density field as pointed out in Refs. [29, 30, 52]. In
this paper we confirm this property in 2D mildly non-
Gaussian weak lensing fields. We do not observe such
significant BAO related features in other types of corre-
lation functions. We believe this is because peaks have
larger curvatures in very overdense regions compared to
other critical points, e.g. voids, and therefore can bet-
ter amplify the strongly suppressed BAO features in the
weak lensing convergence power spectrum. Since our
gn(k1, . . . ,kn) functions are computed with respect to
the Gaussian random field (Eqs. (28) and (36)), based
on the symmetry argument, the 2PCF of voids as a crit-
ical point should be able to exhibit BAO features if we
modify our modeling and probe voids below an under-
dense threshold. However, we leave this aspect to future
investigations.

We explore the influence of the Gaussian smoothing
kernel scale, R, on the computed 2PCFs, focusing on the
non-Gaussian effects arising from the inclusion of the bis-
pectrum correction compared to the second-order Gaus-
sian approximation. In Fig. 6, we vary R in the compu-
tation of the peak power spectrum (Eq. (59)) from 10′

to 25′. Using an angular separation of 150′, which is
significantly larger than the range of smoothing scales,
we calculate the difference between the full NLO compu-
tation of the peak 2PCF and its second-order Gaussian
approximation. The results show that the fractional dif-
ference decreases as the smoothing scale increases, indi-
cating that stronger smoothing of the underlying cosmic
density field reduces the non-Gaussian effects introduced
by the bispectrum correction.
With the above discussion, we establish the analyt-

ical 2PCFs, including the mildly non-Gaussian correc-
tion, among all pairs of critical points in 2D weak lensing
convergence field on large angular separations. Previous
literature such as those cited in Sec. I showed that peak
2PCF is sensitive to cosmological parameters such as Ωm

and σ8, and it can add constraining power to the infer-
ence of these parameters complementary to peak num-
ber count. However, those simulation-based models for
the peak 2PCF do not extend to large angular separa-
tions where our model is valid and fast in its predic-
tions. Therefore our model can contribute effectively to
the cosmological inference. Additionally, the BAO fea-
tures features on large scales for peak 2PCFs can serve as
an independent standard ruler [52] without galaxy bias
by just looking at the amplitude of the fields in weak
lensing maps, to study the evolution of LSS and test dif-
ferent cosmological models, an area that is currently not
sufficiently explored.

VI. NUMERICAL PREDICTIONS COMPARED
TO MONTE CARLO INTEGRATIONS

In this section, we aim to validate our perturbative
bias expansion approach. In order to do this, we com-
pare one of our predictions for 2PCFs of critical points in
the previous section, the peak 2PCF ξpp(θ), to a full nu-
merical integration of the peak 2PCF obtained by a MC
integration method in Mathematica (for comparison of
other critical point 2PCFs, please refer to Appendix. E).
In the MC integration, we assume a Gaussian probabil-
ity density distribution for the underlying density field.
This assumption guarantees that our full numerical in-
tegration result is exact and can be used to validate our
theoretical prediction from perturbative bias expansion
approach on large angular separations.
In practice, we use the same MC integration method as

that presented in Sec. IV of Ref. [6] but in 2D. We draw
random numbers of dimension 8 from the joint Gaus-
sian conditional probability of (α, ζij) at position x1 and
(α, ζij) at position x2 which satisfy ηi = 0. We only keep
the drawn sample if α is above the amplitude threshold
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FIG. 5. Left : The same peak 2PCF as in Fig. 4 but multiplied by θ2. Right : Same as the left panel, but the underlying matter
power spectrum is calculated without baryons while kept at the same total matter density parameter.
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ν and eigenvalues of ζ are negative. With det|ζ(k)ij (x1)|
and det|ζ(k)ij (x2)| computed, we have

⟨np(ν,x1)np(ν,x2)⟩

≈ PG [η(x1) = η(x2) = 0]

N

∑
k∈S

det|ζ(k)ij (x1)|det|ζ(k)ij (x2)| ,

(63)

where N is the total number of drawn sample, S is the
subset of the drawn indices that correspond to the sam-
ple satisfying the conditions on the eigenvalues and am-

plitude. We can use the same procedure to evaluate the
expectation value of the peak number density ⟨np(ν,x)⟩.
The peak 2PCF ξpp(θ) would therefore be

ξpp(θ) =
⟨np(ν,x1)np(ν,x2)⟩

⟨np(ν,x)⟩2
− 1 , (64)

where the angular θ dependence is from the covari-
ance matrix of the joint Gaussian conditional probabil-
ity in ⟨np(ν,x1)np(ν,x2)⟩. The high dimensionality of
the above integration makes the computation expensive,
however, we parallelized the algorithm on a local cluster
such that the calculation is completed within a reason-
able period of time. Another subtlety in our MC in-
tegration method is that on small angular separations,
θ ≲ 40′, the covariance matrix between two points at x1

and x2 would become non-invertible due to the numeri-
cal instability in the integrand of some entries. In order
to qualitatively show the exclusion effect of the critical
point clustering, which our perturbative bias expansion
is incapable of fully capturing, we approximate the weak
lensing power spectrum by a power law Pκ(k) ∝ kn when
performing MC integration on these scales. The power
index n is determined by solving γ =

√
(n+ 2)/(n+ 4),

where γ is from Eq. (11) computed with the weak lens-
ing power spectrum from Boltzmann solver, and the right
side comes from expressing γ in terms of Pκ(k) ∝ kn.
In Fig. 7, for each angular separation, we perform 60

estimations of the 2PCF to obtain the mean value and the
associated estimated standard deviation. For each MC
integration, we draw 20 million times 8 random numbers
for which evaluation is parallelized on 16 cores. On the
local cluster, one such estimation for all angular separa-
tions took averagely half an hour (with some variability).
We observe from Fig. 7 that on angular scales θ ≥ 100′,

the theoretical predictions are almost identical to the
MC integration result. This proves that the convergence
behavior of our theoretical prediction among different
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FIG. 7. 2PCF for peaks above the threshold ν = 0.3 with a
flat ΛCDM model under Planck 2018 cosmological parame-
ters. The underlying density field is smoothed by a Gaussian
kernel with a smoothing scale R = 15′. The color curves ex-
ploit the same convention to those in Fig. 4. Red dots and
the corresponding error bars in the top panel are the mean
and standard deviation from 60 estimations of the MC in-
tegration. Purple dots and the corresponding error bars in
the bottom panel are the mean and standard deviation from
60 estimations of the MC integration but with a power law
approximation for the weak lensing convergence power spec-
trum. The full 2PCF is divided into two panels, each covering
a different range of linear scales, allowing for a clearer exam-
ination of the small amplitude at larger separations.

orders of approximation is correct. On angular scales
θ ≈ 55′, the 2nd-order Gaussian approximation already
reproduces quite accurately the 2D weak lensing peak ex-
clusion effect [50, 51] as demonstrated by the MC result
on the same scale. The non-Gaussian correction from bis-
pectrum does not add significant changes to the predicted
exclusion scale if one compares the orange to the green
curve on θ ≈ 55′. On further smaller scales, there is an
increase of the predicted peak 2PCF and the convergence
of predictions from different orders of approximation is
very poor. This is a well-known feature that the pertur-
bative bias expansion on small scales cannot capture the
non-perturbative exclusion zone, as demonstrated by the
power law approximation MC result in the bottom panel
of Fig. 7.

On angular scales between 50′ and 100′, the theoret-
ical prediction from 2nd-order Gaussian approximation
is much closer to the MC integration result compared to
the LO prediction as expected. Note that in principle
one could extend the perturbative expansion to higher

orders in the context of Gaussian approximation (e.g,
the 3rd-order Gaussian approximation would include the
P (k)3 term in NNLO in Eq. (35)) but the convergence
of such high-order bias expansion is known to be slow
because of the non-perturbative nature of the small-scale
exclusion zone (as also shown in Ref. [6] for 3D peaks
in Gaussian distributed density field). Adding a bispec-
trum correction on top of it leads to an excess of 2PCF
amplitude which gradually deviates from the exact Gaus-
sian MC result on θ ≈ 100′ and reaches its maximum
around 70′, within the context of our chosen smooth-
ing scale and threshold. Around θ = 70′, the amplitude
of the 2PCF including the bispectrum (non-Gaussian)
correction is about 17% larger than that from the 2nd-
order Gaussian approxiamtion. This discrepancy reduces
to about 8% on θ ≈ 100′. When comparing the theo-
retical NLO prediction to the exact MC integration re-
sult under Gaussian assumption, the discrepancy due to
non-Gaussianity at tree-level bispectrum is within the
MC sample standard deviation. However, note that with
higher-order non-Gaussian corrections or more accurate
numerical and survey experiments, we will be able to
statistically distinguish them. A further investigation of
how well the bispectrum correction characterizes the non-
Gaussian part in the 2PCFs of critical points requires a
detailed comparison to the N-body simulations. This is
beyond the scope of this paper and we leave it to future
works.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we extended the general formalism pre-
sented in Ref. [29] for peak statistics in mildly non-
Gaussian density field to 2PCFs of 2D critical points,
including peaks, voids and saddle points. We applied this
formalism to the case of mildly non-Gaussian weak lens-
ing convergence field. Analytically we derived the pertur-
bative bias expansion up to the NNLO, taking the linear
terms of trispectrum induced by nonlinear evolution of
gravitational instability into account, in Eq. (35). For
the numerical calculation, we only consider the lowest-
order non-Gaussian correction as in Eq. (59), which is
composed of linear terms of the bispectrum. In order to
evaluate correlation functions for different types of criti-
cal points in 2D weak lensing fields, one needs to compute
the gijklm terms in Eq. (46) and adjust the integration
limits within there to a specific critical point type accord-
ingly (Eqs. (47), (49) and (52)), where in Appendix. C
we show plots of them as functions of the density field
threshold ν.
As a demonstration, we calculated six power spectra

and their corresponding 2PCFs from all possible combi-
nations of the three types of critical points in 2D weak
lensing field, above a given threshold chosen here to be
ν = 0.3 and with a specific Gaussian smoothing scale
R = 15′. We observed similar properties (shown by
Figs. 3 and 4) as for the clustering of 3D critical points
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measured from N-body simulations in previous works
such as Ref. [18]. The angular separation where the cor-
relation function reaches its maximum beyond the exclu-
sion zone is largest for peaks, followed by that of voids
and then saddle points. Saddle points are implied to
have a weak exclusion effect with respect to peaks and
voids, reflecting a shell-like structure in the distribution
of saddle points around a given extremum. Meanwhile
we also notice that our theoretical prediction is incapable
of fully capturing the nonperturbative exclusion zone on
small angular scales, as expected due to its very nonlin-
ear nature. Another interesting feature is that the effect
of BAOs is enhanced in 2D peak 2PCF (Fig. 5), com-
pared to the underlying weak lensing convergence power
spectrum where the effect is suppressed due to the line-
of-sight projection. We believe this enhancement is due
to the derivative constraint (curvature) on the weak lens-
ing convergence peak field as discussed in Sec. V and can
be used as a BAO probe for weak lensing data.

In order to validate the theoretical prediction, we chose
the peak 2PCF as an example and compared it to the
exact and yet computationally intensive MC integration
result, which assumes a Gaussian distributed underly-
ing density field. The two are almost identical on large
angular separations down to approximately 100′ (Fig. 7).
Interestingly, part of the exclusion zone on the outer edge
can be described by the perturbative bias expansion. The
non-Gaussian correction from the bispectrum contribu-
tion modifies the correlation function most significantly
around the maximum region.

Eventually, the main purpose of this paper has been
to provide the analytical framework for the clustering of
critical points in 2D weak lensing field, which is definitely
non-Gaussian on scales of interests. There are certain
directions to further extend and apply this work. One

is to serve as a benchmark test for N-body simulations
that are used to measure weak lensing peaks or minima
clustering, to prevent those statistics from being biased
by simulation systematic effects. One can also combine
fast and accurate analytical predictions on large angu-
lar scales with detailed measurement from simulations
on small scales, which saves significant time and compu-
tational resources, and could allow us to achieve a hybrid
summary statistic of critical points clustering. This hy-
brid summary statistic could then be exploited in infer-
ence tasks in the ongoing and next-generation weak lens-
ing surveys to extract more information from the large-
scale structure of the Universe. Additionally, we have
observed features like BAOs and inflection points (ob-
served in Ref. [18] from simulations) on large scales for
weak lensing peak 2PCFs. These features could serve as
independent standard rulers, independent of galaxy bias,
to study the evolution of the large-scale structure and test
different cosmological models, an area that is currently
under-explored. We hope to address the possibility of the
above applications in the near future.
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L. Montier, G. Morgante, A. Moss, P. Natoli, H. U.
Nørgaard-Nielsen, L. Pagano, D. Paoletti, B. Partridge,
G. Patanchon, H. V. Peiris, F. Perrotta, V. Pettorino,
F. Piacentini, L. Polastri, G. Polenta, J. L. Puget,
J. P. Rachen, M. Reinecke, M. Remazeilles, A. Renzi,
G. Rocha, C. Rosset, G. Roudier, J. A. Rubiño-Mart́ın,
B. Ruiz-Granados, L. Salvati, M. Sandri, M. Savelainen,
D. Scott, E. P. S. Shellard, C. Sirignano, G. Sirri, L. D.
Spencer, R. Sunyaev, A. S. Suur-Uski, J. A. Tauber,
D. Tavagnacco, M. Tenti, L. Toffolatti, M. Tomasi,
T. Trombetti, L. Valenziano, J. Valiviita, B. Van Tent,
L. Vibert, P. Vielva, F. Villa, N. Vittorio, B. D. Wan-
delt, I. K. Wehus, M. White, S. D. M. White, A. Zac-
chei, and A. Zonca, Planck 2018 results. VI. Cosmologi-
cal parameters, A&A 641, A6 (2020), arXiv:1807.06209
[astro-ph.CO].

[49] T. Baldauf, U. Seljak, R. E. Smith, N. Hamaus, and
V. Desjacques, Halo stochasticity from exclusion and
nonlinear clustering, Phys. Rev. D 88, 083507 (2013),
arXiv:1305.2917 [astro-ph.CO].

[50] T. Baldauf, S. Codis, V. Desjacques, and C. Pichon,
Peak exclusion, stochasticity and convergence of pertur-
bative bias expansions in 1+1 gravity, MNRAS 456, 3985
(2016), arXiv:1510.09204 [astro-ph.CO].

[51] S. Codis, D. Pogosyan, and C. Pichon, On the connectiv-
ity of the cosmic web: theory and implications for cos-
mology and galaxy formation, MNRAS 479, 973 (2018),
arXiv:1803.11477 [astro-ph.CO].

[52] V. Desjacques, M. Crocce, R. Scoccimarro, and R. K.
Sheth, Modeling scale-dependent bias on the baryonic
acoustic scale with the statistics of peaks of Gaus-
sian random fields, Phys. Rev. D 82, 103529 (2010),
arXiv:1009.3449 [astro-ph.CO].

[53] S. Ma, Statistical Mechanics (World Scientific, 1985).

Appendix A: Generalization of the Gram-Charlier A
series expansion with the Wiener-Hermite

functionals

In this paper, we adopt the following Fourier transform
convention

f̃(k) =

∫
d2xe−ik·xf(x) , f(x) =

∫
d2k

(2π)2
eik·xf̃(k) .

(A1)
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where Df̃ is the same to that mentioned in Eq. (18).
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expansion theorem [53]

lnZ(J) =

∞∑
n=1

in

n!

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · ·
∫

d2kn
(2π)2

× ⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(kn)⟩cJ(k1) · · ·J(kn) , (A3)

and if we take the exponential on both sides of the above
equation, we would have

Z(J) = exp

[
−1

2

∫
d2k

(2π)2
P (k)J(k)J(−k)

]
× exp

[ ∞∑
n=3

in

n!

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · ·
∫

d2kn
(2π)2

× ⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(kn)⟩cJ(k1) · · ·J(kn)

]
. (A4)

where we used the definition of the density field power
spectrum similar to Eqs. (22) and (23)

⟨f̃(k1)f̃(k2)⟩c = (2π)2δD(k1 + k2)P (k) . (A5)

We invert the transformation in Eq. (A2) and replace
Z(J) with the expression in Eq. (A4)

P(f̃) =

∫
D̂JZ(J)exp

[
−i

∫
d2k

(2π)2
J(k)f̃(k)

]
=

∫
D̂Jexp

[ ∞∑
n=3

in

n!

∫
d2k1
(2π)2

· · ·
∫

d2kn
(2π)2

⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(kn)⟩cJ(k1) · · ·J(kn)

]
exp

[
−1

2

∫
d2k

(2π)2
P (k)J(k)J(−k)

]
×exp

[
−i

∫
d2k

(2π)2
J(k)f̃(k)

]
= exp

[ ∞∑
n=3

(−1)n

n!

∫
d2k1 · · ·

∫
d2kn⟨f̃(k1) · · · f̃(kn)⟩c

δn

δf̃(k1) · · · δf̃(kn)

]
PG(f̃) , (A6)

where PG(f̃) is the Gaussian probability density func-
tional

PG (f̃)

=

∫
D̂Jexp

[
− 1

2

∫
d2k

(2π)2
P (k)J(k)J(−k)

−i

∫
d2k

(2π)2
J(k)f̃(k)

]

∝ exp

[
−1

2

∫
d2k

(2π)2
f̃(k)f̃(−k)

P (k)

]
, (A7)

up to a normalization constant and in the last line of
Eq. (A6), we used the following identity∫

D̂JinJ(k1) · · ·J(kn)PG(J)

×exp

[
−i

∫
d2k

(2π)2
J(k)f̃(k)

]
= (−1)n × (2π)2n

δn

δf̃(k1) · · · δf̃(kn)
PG(f̃) .(A8)

With Eq. (A6), we can apply the power series expan-
sion to the exponential term. This will give the func-

tional derivatives of the Gaussian probability density
functional which can be expressed using Eq. (19) as

Hn(k1, . . . ,kn)PG(f̃)/(−1)n. Substituting this into the
power series expansion, we can obtain the generalized
Gram-Charlier A series expansion in Eq. (20).

Appendix B: Diagrammatic method to evaluate
⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G factors

Based on Appendix. A of Ref. [38], here we present the
diagrammatic rules in Fourier space for the products of
generalized Wiener-Hermite functionals ⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G.

1. Corresponding to each H⋆
ni

or Hni
, draw ni points

labeled by k
(1)
i , . . . ,k

(ni)
i , representing each mode.

2. Create
∑

i ni/2 pairs out of all the points such that
two points in the sameH⋆

ni
orHni

are not paired. If∑
i ni/2 is an odd number, then ⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G = 0.

3. Associate factors (2π)2δD(k
(p)
i + k

(q)
j )P (k

(p)
i ) (p ∈

{1, . . . , ni}, q ∈ {1, . . . , nj}) for each pair if the two
points are from H⋆

ni
and H⋆

nj
respectively. If the

two points are from H⋆
ni

and Hnj
separately, the
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associated factors change to δD(k
(p)
i − k

(q)
j ) (p ∈

{1, . . . , ni}, q ∈ {1, . . . , nj}) for each pair. We then
make products of these factors.

4. Sum up these products from all possible pair con-
figurations.

With the above diagrammatic rules, it is very conve-
nient to compute any ⟨H⋆

nH⋆
mHl⟩G factors with n+m+ l

equal to an even number. Below we show all non-zero
results needed in deriving Eq. (30).

⟨H⋆
0H⋆

0H0⟩G = 1 , (B1)

⟨H⋆
1(k1)H⋆

1(k
′
1)H0⟩G = (2π)2P (k1)δ

2
D(k1 + k′

1) , (B2)

⟨H⋆
2(k1,k2)H⋆

2(k
′
1,k

′
2)H0⟩G = (2π)4P (k1)P (k2)δ

2
D(k1 + k′

1)δ
2
D(k2 + k′

2) + sym , (B3)

⟨H⋆
0H⋆

3(k1,k2,k3)H3(k
′
1,k

′
2,k

′
3)⟩G = δ2D(k1 − k′

1)δ
2
D(k2 − k′

2)δ
2
D(k3 − k′

3) + sym , (B4)

⟨H⋆
1(k1)H⋆

2(k
′
1,k

′
2)H3(k

′′
1 ,k

′′
2 ,k

′′
3)⟩G = δ2D(k1 − k′′

1)δ
2
D(k

′
2 − k′′

2)δ
2
D(k

′
3 − k′′

3) + sym , (B5)

⟨H⋆
3(k1,k2,k3)H⋆

3(k
′
1,k

′
2,k

′
3)H0⟩G = (2π)6P (k1)P (k2)P (k3)δ

2
D(k1 + k′

1)δ
2
D(k2 + k′

2)δ
2
D(k3 + k′

3) + sym , (B6)

⟨H⋆
1(k1)H⋆

4(k
′
1, . . . ,k

′
4)H3(k

′′

1 ,k
′′

2 ,k
′′

3 )⟩G

= (2π)2δ2D(k1 + k′
1)δ

2
D(k

′
2 − k

′′

1 )δ
2
D(k

′
3 − k

′′

2 )δ
2
D(k

′
4 − k

′′

3 )P (k1) + sym , (B7)

⟨H⋆
2(k1,k2)H⋆

3(k
′
1,k

′
2,k

′
3)H3(k

′′

1 ,k
′′

2 ,k
′′

3 )⟩G

= (2π)2δ2D(k1 + k′
1)δ

2
D(k2 − k

′′

1 )δ
2
D(k

′
2 − k

′′

2 )δ
2
D(k

′
3 − k

′′

3 )P (k1) + sym , (B8)

⟨H⋆
0H⋆

4(k1, . . . ,k4)H4(k
′
1, . . . ,k

′
4)⟩G = δ2D(k1 − k′

1)δ
2
D(k2 − k′

2)δ
2
D(k3 − k′

3)δ
2
D(k4 − k′

3) + sym , (B9)

⟨H⋆
1(k1)H⋆

3(k
′
1,k

′
2,k

′
3)H4(k

′′

1 , . . . ,k
′′

4 )⟩G = δ2D(k1 − k
′′

1 )δ
2
D(k

′
1 − k

′′

2 )δ
2
D(k

′
2 − k

′′

3 )δ
2
D(k

′
3 − k

′′

4 ) + sym , (B10)

⟨H⋆
2(k1,k2)H⋆

2(k
′
1,k

′
2)H4(k

′′

1 , . . . ,k
′′

4 )⟩G = δ2D(k1 − k
′′

1 )δ
2
D(k2 − k

′′

2 )δ
2
D(k

′
1 − k

′′

3 )δ
2
D(k

′
2 − k

′′

4 ) + sym , (B11)

where all “sym” expressions in the above equations de-
note all following additional terms that have the same
form as the previous one but are composed of other pair
configurations in the diagrammatic scheme.

Appendix C: Plots of gijklm factors and g1 function

Here we show the seven gijklm(ν) functions in Eqs. (38)
and (39) in Fig. 8 where we adopt the same cosmological
parameters as those in Sec. V and a smoothing scale of
15′.

By combing Fig. 8 and Eqs. (35), (38) and (39), we can
observe that g10000 and g20000 are the two dominant fac-
tors that determine the amplitude of the power spectrum
for different critical points. In both subplots, the corre-
sponding factor for voids is greater than that for saddle
points, which in turn is greater than that for peaks within
the range 0 < ν < 6. This numerically explains the
amplitude relation among the power spectrum of peaks,
voids and saddle points we computed in Sec. V.

As a schematic illustration, we show in the left panel
of Fig. 9 the g1 functions of all three types of critical
points above the threshold ν = 0.3. And we do observe

that on small to intermediate k scales, voids have a larger
function value than that of saddle points which in turn
larger than that of peaks. Furthermore, in the right panel
of Fig. 9, we show how g1 function of peaks, which has
a quadratic form, varies along with different threshold ν.
For higher threshold, larger the leading order Gaussian
response function g1 value is, therefore a higher clustering
amplitude in the 2PCF. This holds true for voids and
saddle points as well.

Appendix D: Angular integration of the peak power
spectrum

We demonstrate here how to simplify the type of in-
tegrals that appear in Eq. (59) to obtain the extrema
power spectra of 2D fields. This appendix borrows from
the derivation presented in Ref. [29] and is only shown
here for completeness.
We are interested in constrained integrals of the form

A =

∫
k1+k2=k

(
k̂1 · k̂2

)l
X (k1)Y (k2) , (D1)

where k̂1 · k̂2 is the cosine of the angle θ between k1 and
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FIG. 8. Plots of gijklm factors as functions of the threshold ν. The range of ν here is from −3 to 6. The color curves in all the
other sub-panels have the same representation as that denoted in the top left subplot. For g00100(ν) specifically, peaks, voids
and saddle points have the same constant function.
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FIG. 9. Plots of g1(k) in Eq. (38) under a Gaussian smoothing kernel with the smoothing scale R = 15′. The left panel shows
the g1 function of different critical point above the same threshold ν = 0.3. The dashed lines are the absolute value of the
negative part of the function. The right panel shows the g1 function of peak above different thresholds.

k2. In 2D, this constraint can be explicitly written as

A =

∫
d2re−ik·r

∫
d2k1

(2π)2
d2k2

(2π)2
ei(k1+k2)·r

×
(
k̂1 · k̂2

)l
X (k1)Y (k2) . (D2)

Rotational invariance of the system makes the result of
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the ki integrals only dependent on the amplitude r of
r so that we can directly perform the angular integra-
tion replacing the exponentials by their angular averages
given by Bessel functions of the first kind:

A = 2π

∫
drJ0(kr)

∫
d2k1

(2π)2
d2k2

(2π)2
J0(|k1 + k2|r)

×
(
k̂1 · k̂2

)l
X (k1)Y (k2) . (D3)

A theorem of Bessel function enables us to write

J0 (|k1 + k2| r) =
∞∑

n=−∞
(−1)nJn (k1r) Jn (k2r) e

inθ ,

(D4)

and the final trick consists in expressing k̂1 · k̂2 = cos(θ)
as a sum of exponentials thanks to Euler’s formula, and
expand its lth power thanks to the Binomial theorem.
We get

(k̂1 · k̂2)
l =

1

2l
e−ilθ

l∑
m=0

(
l

m

)
e2imθ . (D5)

Finally, combining Eqs. (D4) and (D5) into Eq. (D3),
and noticing that every integral in which n ̸= l − 2m is
0 since it gives the integral of eiθ over the full circle, we
get

A = 2π

∫
drJ0(kr)

1

2l

l∑
m=0

(
l

m

)
×(−1)l−2m

∫
kdk

2π
Jl−2m(kr)X(k)

×
∫

kdk

2π
Jl−2m(kr)Y (k) . (D6)

We have thus reduced the computation of A to a prod-
uct of two 1D integrals which are Fourier transforms (or
more specifically Hankel) of X and Y , and can thus be
very easily implemented using traditional methods such
as FFTs, and a final radial integration. This enables the
efficient numerical evaluation of the extrema power spec-
tra presented in this paper.

Appendix E: Comparison of other critical point
2PCFs to MC integration

In the main text, we showed a comparison between our
analytical predictions and the exact MC integration re-
sults with Gaussian assumption only for peak 2PCF. In
this appendix, we show the same comparison but for all
pairs of critical points. These include the auto 2PCFs of
both voids and saddle points, as well as the cross 2PCFs
among all three types of critical points. In Fig. 10, we
show the two auto 2PCFs. In both panels, the MC in-
tegration with the power law approximation of the weak
lensing convergence power spectrum (purple dots) qual-
itatively exhibits the exclusion zone on small angular
scales where our analytic theory is limited in its predic-
tion as discussed in Sect VI. On large angular separations
(θ > 100′), our analytic predictions from different orders
of perturbative bias expansion converge and agree with
the exact MC integration results under the Gaussian as-
sumption. It is worth noticing that on the high amplitude
part of both 2PCFs (θ ≈ 60′ for voids and 45′ for saddle
points), the 2nd-order Gaussian approximation has quite
a discrepancy with respect to the MC integration result,
this indicates that the 3rd-order Gaussian approximation
term in NNLO would have a more significant role for clus-
tering of voids and saddle points compared to what was
shown for peaks. Similar to the peak clustering case, the
bispectrum correction here changes the amplitude of the
2PCF but not the overall shape.
In Fig. 11 we show the comparison between all three

cross 2PCFs among different types of critical points and
their respective MC integration results. In the top panel,
we observe that there is not only an exclusion zone on
small angular scales between peaks and voids, but also
a turnover feature with negative amplitude on θ ≈ 70′,
which is captured fairly accurately by our analytic pre-
dictions. This implies that there are two angular scales
on which the clustering between a peak and a void above
the same threshold is negatively correlated, different from
what we have shown above. On the other hand, MC re-
sults in the bottom two plots confirm that there are no
exclusion zones between saddle points and the other two
types of critical points, although the amplitude of the
cross 2PCFs on small angular scales is not well described
by the analytic predictions.
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FIG. 10. Left : The auto 2PCFs of weak lensing voids (minima) above a threshold ν = 0.3 with a Gaussian smoothing scale of
15′. All colored curves and scattered dots with error bars have the same representation to those in Fig. 7. Right : The same
auto 2PCFs as those in the left panel but for weak lensing saddle points.
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FIG. 11. Top: The cross 2PCF between peaks and voids above a threshold ν = 0.3 with a Gaussian smoothing scale of 15′.
All colored curves and scattered dots with error bars have the same representation to those in Fig. 7. The bottom left and
right plots show the cross 2PCFs of peak-saddle point, and void-saddle point respectively. We divide each cross 2PCF plot into
two or three panels, covering a range of linear scales with different intervals, allowing for a clearer examination of the small
amplitude at larger separations.


	Clustering of the extreme: A theoretical description of weak lensing critical points power spectra in the mildly nonlinear regime
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Summary and intuitive discussion of our results
	2PCF of all critical points in mildly non-Gaussian weak-lensing fields
	Interpretation of LO bias terms
	BAO features in weak-lensing critical points 2PCF
	Amplitude of the non-Gaussian corrections, impact of our results

	2D critical points
	2PCFs of 2D critical points in mildly non-Gaussian fields
	Results for the 2PCFs of 2D weak lensing critical points
	Numerical predictions compared to Monte Carlo integrations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Generalization of the Gram-Charlier A series expansion with the Wiener-Hermite functionals
	Diagrammatic method to evaluate HnHmHlG factors
	Plots of gijklm factors and g1 function
	Angular integration of the peak power spectrum
	Comparison of other critical point 2PCFs to MC integration


