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ABSTRACT
We develop a clustering-based redshift estimation approach for CMB lensing tomography, focusing on the kernel
function of the lensing galaxies. Within a linear galaxy bias framework, we derive estimators for this kernel from
two-point cross-correlations between lens mass and reference samples. The reconstructed kernel then enables a
theoretical prediction for the angular cross-power spectrum𝐶𝑔𝜅 between CMB lensing convergence and lens galax-
ies. As a proof of concept, we measure 𝐶𝑔𝜅 by correlating the Planck PR4 convergence map with NVSS+SUMSS
radio galaxies (0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 3). We estimate the radio-galaxy kernel by collectively cross-correlating their distribution
with spectroscopic and photometric surveys (2MPZ, LOWZ-CMASS, eBOSS DR16 LRGs, and Gaia-unWISE
QSOs). From the measured 𝐶𝑔𝜅 , we obtain 𝜎8 = 0.86+0.12

−0.09 when the density parameter is set to the Planck value of
Ω𝑚 = 0.315; this is in good agreement with the Planck normalisation of 𝜎8 = 0.812.

Key words: Cosmology: Cosmic Microwave Background – Cosmology: Gravitational Lensing – Cosmology:
Large-Scale Structure of Universe

1 INTRODUCTION

Statistical cross-correlation analysis of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) and the large-scale structure (LSS) of the
Universe has been developed to reveal the growth history
of the Universe over the past 13.8 billion years, testing the
concordance cosmology i.e. the flat ΛCDM model based on
General Relativity. In the case of weak gravitational lensing
of the CMB, the CMB field is distorted into a non-Gaussian
state from the Gaussian primary CMB field due to a rela-
tivistic gravitational deflection sourced by the LSS. Thus the
non-Gaussian component of the CMB indicates the impact of
the foreground LSS, and various techniques to reconstruct the
CMB lensing convergence field from the non-Gaussian signal
have been developed: e.g. Hu & Okamoto (2002); Lewis &
Challinor (2006); Maniyar et al. (2021). At present, several
CMB lensing convergence maps have become available for
practical usage, enabling a range of high-precision statistical
analyses: Planck PR4 (Carron et al. 2022); Atacama Cosmol-
ogy Telescope (ACT) DR6 (Madhavacheril et al. 2024); and
South Pole Telescope (SPT) (Omori et al. 2017).

As is well established from Lewis & Challinor (2006), the
CMB lensing convergence field integrates the line-of-sight
overdensity of matter inhomogeneities weighted with the di-
mensionless lensing kernel function, projected on the celestial
sphere. In principle, the LSS field at a localised redshift can
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be used to extract the CMB convergence at that redshift: the
cross-correlation of the CMB convergence and the LSS yields
a CMB lensing tomography of the growth of LSS. The CMB
lensing kernel function has a peak at 𝑧 ≈ 2 but is broadly
distributed from 𝑧 ≈ 0.1 and its tail decreases only gradually
at the higher redshift end, so there are various opportunities
to construct CMB lensing tomography over a wide range of
redshifts. In addition, the CMB lensing convergence field is
an all-sky quantity. Thus the LSS fields with larger sky cov-
erage can provide higher signal-to-noise for CMB lensing
tomography, especially for the linear growth of the LSS.

Measurements of CMB lensing in statistics of angular
cross-correlations started with radio galaxy samples from the
NRAO VLA Sky Survey (NVSS) and the CMB map provided
by the Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) in
Smith et al. (2007). These measurements of cross-correlations
between LSS and the CMB lensing convergence were con-
firmed by various authors Das et al. (2011); van Engelen et al.
(2012); Holder et al. (2013). Regarding CMB lensing tomog-
raphy, all-sky tomography up to 𝑧 ≲ 0.6 was completed by
Peacock & Bilicki (2018) and at 𝑧 ≲ 0.8 by Hang et al. (2021),
extended to higher redshift slices with unWISE quasar sam-
ples (Krolewski et al. 2021) and with Gaia-unWISE QSOs
(Alonso et al. 2023; Piccirilli et al. 2024). The deepest mea-
surement of CMB lensing was obtained by Miyatake et al.
(2022), using Lyman-Break Galaxies; see Wilson & White
(2019) for more detail on its methodology.

The central task of attaining CMB lensing tomography
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is to determine the statistical properties of the galaxies that
trace the LSS, namely the line-of-sight distribution and the
bias of galaxy samples. For this purpose, it is appropriate
to make use of galaxy samples with known redshifts as well
as covering a larger portion of the sky. As is often the case,
however, the existing galaxy catalogues have limitations i.e.
known redshifts but small sky coverage or large sky coverage
while redshifts are unknown. One method for overcoming
this shortage of galaxy catalogues with known redshifts is
the estimation of the redshift distribution and bias of galaxy
samples via the so-called ‘clustering redshift’ method: us-
ing measured cross-correlation functions with samples that
have known spectroscopic or photometric redshifts (Newman
2008; Rahman et al. 2015).

In this paper, we employ a clustering redshift analysis to
derive the kernel function of lensing galaxies via a data-
driven method, aiming to proceed with CMB lensing tomog-
raphy. We choose radio galaxies as lensing galaxies as they
are expected to be a major source of CMB lensing. Radio
galaxies are indeed composed of active galactic nuclei at the
centre of massive galaxies which generate an enormous out-
flow of energy that generates bright radio emission; typically
𝐿500 MHz (rest) > 1027 W Hz−1 (Miley & De Breuck 2008)
in luminosity. Currently, tens of millions of sources are found
in existing radio surveys, e.g., NVSS (Condon et al. 1998); the
Sydney University Molonglo Sky Survey (SUMSS) (Mauch
et al. 2003); and the VLA FIRST survey (Becker et al. 1995).
The radio catalogues with the widest coverage have surveyed
more than 80% of the whole sky. But spectroscopy of radio
galaxies in the NVSS is generally lacking, being confined to
small sub-samples such as the 150 galaxies in CENSORS
(Best et al. 2003; Brookes et al. 2008). For all surveys, the lo-
cal part of the redshift distribution can be deduced from spec-
troscopic galaxies in the SDSS (White et al. 1997; Helfand
et al. 2015).), but redshifts for fainter and more distant galax-
ies are lacking. At this point, the clustering redshift analyses
are crucial in order to estimate the full form of the radio-
galaxy redshift distributions.

The redshift distribution for radio galaxies is estimated us-
ing the following set of spectroscopic and photometric sam-
ples: the 2MASS Photometric Redshift catalogue (2MPZ:
Bilicki et al. (2014)); LOWZ-CMASS plus eBOSS DR16
galaxies (Dawson et al. 2016); and Gaia-unWISE photo-
metric QSOs (Storey-Fisher et al. 2024), applying a clus-
tering redshift analysis over 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 3 in order to trace the
higher-redshift tail of the radio kernel. Concretely applying
the methodology to an all-sky combined radio catalogue of
1.4 GHz NVSS-SUMSS radio samples covering 80% of the
sky, we divide the sample into a foreground part that is recon-
structed with the spectroscopic and photometric samples and
a residual part that comes purely from the highest redshifts
beyond the range of the calibration samples. We then measure
the angular cross-correlation of CMB lensing convergence in
Planck PR4 map and the NVSS-SUMSS radio map in paral-
lel with the clustering redshift analysis, constraining 𝜎8, the
amplitude of cosmic density fluctuations at the present.

The remainder of this paper is constructed as follows. In
Sec. 2, we develop the theory of CMB lensing and intro-
duce the statistics with auto- and cross-correlations in angu-
lar scales for galaxy distributions and the CMB lensing. In
Sec. 3, we explain the clustering redshift analysis and derive
the estimators of the lensing galaxy kernel function in either
configuration space or harmonic space and we explain CMB
lensing tomography in harmonic space. In Sec. 4, we provide

the data we use in the analysis. In Sec. 5, we demonstrate
the clustering redshift analysis in deriving the lensing galaxy
kernel function and proceed with a CMB lensing tomogra-
phy analysis using the derived kernel function. In Sec. 6, we
sum up our paper and give some discussion on the prospects
for future studies of this type. In the Appendix, we supply
detailed analyses of intrinsic parameters that might affect the
main results. Throughout the paper, we set the fiducial cos-
mology by the flat ΛCDM model, giving the parameters ob-
tained by Planck 2018 as (ℎ,Ωbℎ

2,Ω𝑐ℎ2, ln(1010𝐴𝑠), 𝑛𝑠) =
(0.67, 0.0023, 0.12, 3.045, 0.964). Note that the amplitude of
the power spectrum can be given by 𝜎8,fid = 0.812 as an
alternative to 𝐴𝑠 .

2 THEORY

We now summarise the theoretical description of the statisti-
cal quantities involved in CMB lensing and galaxy distribu-
tions. Following the formulation in Lewis & Challinor (2006),
we describe CMB lensing as the solution of the geodesic mo-
tion of the CMB photons given the inhomogeneous gravita-
tional potential and the spatial curvature in a time-evolving
universe. We assume a homogeneous and isotropic universe
described by the flat ΛCDM model as a background:

𝐻 (𝑧) = 𝐻0

√︃
Ω𝑚 (1 + 𝑧)3 + 1 −Ω𝑚 . (1)

Here 𝐻 (𝑧) is the Hubble parameter at redshift 𝑧, and Ω𝑚 is
the matter-density fraction in the universe at present. Note
that we ignore the radiation component Ω𝑟 , focusing on the
epoch well after the last scattering of CMB. The homogene-
ity and isotropy at the largest scales are consistent with the
observational data (Mather et al. 1990). The flatness of the
Universe is assumed following the measurement of the posi-
tion of the first acoustic peak of CMB temperature anisotropy
(Spergel et al. 2003; Ade et al. 2014; Aghanim et al. 2020a).
We define the comoving distance as 𝜒(𝑧) =

∫ 𝑧
0 𝑑𝑧′/𝐻 (𝑧′). 𝑐

denotes the speed of light. Hereafter we omit the argument 𝑧
from 𝐻 and 𝜒 for concise notation except where we need to
discuss this dependence explicitly.

2.1 Field quantities

We then describe the growth of LSS on a background us-
ing perturbation theory relative to the background solution.
The matter-density contrast 𝛿(𝜒, n̂) ≡ 𝜌m (𝜒, n̂)/𝜌̄m (𝜒) − 1,
where n̂ is the angular position on the sky, is the key
quantity characterising the LSS. We assume that the den-
sity contrast is linear i.e. 𝛿 = 𝐷+ (𝑧)𝛿ini. with the linear
growth factor 𝐷+. We describe a galaxy field based on the
scale-independent linear bias model. We define the three-
dimensional galaxy number fluctuation for a given galaxy
sample as 𝛿𝑔 (𝜒, n̂) ≡ 𝑛𝑔 (𝜒, n̂)/𝑛̄𝑔 (𝜒) − 1, where 𝑛𝑔 and
𝑛̄𝑔 denote the number density and the mean number density
of galaxies, respectively. Under the linear bias approxima-
tion, we can write the relation between the galaxy number
fluctuation and the matter-density contrast as

𝛿𝑔 (𝜒, n̂) = 𝑏𝑔 (𝑧)𝛿(𝜒, n̂) , (2)

where 𝑏𝑔 (𝑧) is the scale-independent linear bias of the galaxy.
The two-dimensional galaxy field is defined by the following
integration:

𝛿𝑔 (n̂) =
∫ 𝑧max.

0
d𝑧 𝐾𝑔 (𝑧)𝛿(𝜒, n̂) , (3)
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with the galaxy kernel function along the line of sigh:

𝐾𝑔 (𝑧) =
𝑏𝑔 (𝑧)
𝑛̄𝑔 (𝑧)

d𝑛̄𝑔
d𝑧

(𝑧) . (4)

Here we change the argument of the functions from 𝜒 to 𝑧.1.
The upper limit of the integral is determined by the maximum
redshift of the galaxy included in the sample i.e. 𝑧max..

The linear bias model well approximates the matter fluc-
tuation on large scales, but it is invalid for 𝑘 > 0.1 ℎMpc−1

where scale dependent bias arises due to the nonlinear evo-
lution of the structures. Hence it is necessary to examine
whether the scale-independent linear bias model is applica-
ble; we investigate this issue for our sample in App.B, showing
that the derived bias factor is consistent with scale indepen-
dence as long as we properly model the nonlinear dark matter
overdensity via HALOFIT (Smith et al. 2003; Takahashi et al.
2012).

The CMB lensing convergence field 𝜅(n̂) is given as

𝜅(n̂) =
∫ 𝑧∗

0
d𝑧𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)𝛿(𝜒, n̂) , (5)

where 𝑧∗ is the redshift at the last scattering surface of CMB.
Note that 𝜅(n̂) is by definition a two-dimensional field the
gravitational lensing performs a projection from the last scat-
tering surface to the celestial sphere. Given the Poisson equa-
tion and taking a small-angle approximation, the CMB lens-
ing kernel is derived as

𝐾𝜅 (𝑧) ≡
3Ω𝑚𝐻2

0
2𝑐𝐻

(1 + 𝑧) (𝜒∗ − 𝜒)𝜒
𝜒∗

, (6)

where 𝜒∗ ≡ 𝜒(𝑧∗) is the comoving distance to the last scat-
tering surface. Note that the comoving distance appears as we
assume the global spatial curvature to be zero.

2.2 Statistical angular correlations

Summary statistics help extract cosmological information
from the LSS. The angular auto-correlation of galaxies pro-
vides the underlying matter clustering, although galaxies are
biased tracers of the underlying dark matter distribution. The
angular cross-correlation of galaxies at a certain redshift and
a convergence field of CMB lensing enable us to extract the
dark matter distribution at the redshift of the galaxy sam-
ple. Note that the dark matter distribution measured from the
cross-correlation is still around the biased tracer. We briefly
summarise the definition of these angular correlations in the
following subsections.

2.2.1 Configuration-space correlation function

A projected correlation function is defined as

𝑤𝐴𝐵 (𝜃) ≡
〈
𝛿𝐴(n̂)𝛿𝐵 (n̂′)

〉
ens. , (7)

where 𝛿𝐴(n̂) ≡
∫

d𝑧𝐾𝐴(𝑧)𝛿(𝜒, n̂) and the subscripts A and
B denote the types of fields, and ⟨·⟩ens. denotes the ensemble
average over hypothetical universes. Under the assumption

1 Throughout this paper, we define a dimensionless kernel function
𝐾𝐴, which differs by 𝐻/𝑐 factor from𝑊𝐴 of the ordinary definition
of the kernel function in the literature.

that 𝜃 is small and the sky is flat, we can apply the Limber
approximation (Limber 1953) and obtain

𝑤𝐴𝐵 (𝜃) =
∫ ∞

0
d𝑧 𝐾𝐴(𝑧)𝐾𝐵 (𝑧)𝑤(𝜒𝜃) . (8)

Here 𝑤(𝜒𝜃) is the projected two-point correlation function
of matter,

𝑤(𝑧, 𝜃; 𝜋max) ≡
2𝐻 (𝑧)
𝑐

∫ 𝜋max

0
d𝜋 𝜉

(√︃
(𝜒𝜃)2 + 𝜋2

)
. (9)

𝜋max denotes the maximum projection length along the
line of sight. 𝜉 (𝑟) is the three-dimensional two-point
correlation function of matter-density contrast, 𝜉 (𝑟) ≡〈
𝛿 ( 𝜒, n̂)𝛿(𝜒′, n̂′)

〉
ens. =

∫
d𝑘𝑘2𝑃𝑚 (𝑘, 𝑧) 𝑗0 (𝑘𝑟)/2𝜋2 with

the matter-power spectrum 𝑃𝑚 (𝑘, 𝑧) and the zeroth spherical
Bessel function 𝑗0 (𝑥). Recalling that we assume the matter-
power spectrum keeps translation and rotational invariance,
the two-point correlation function only depends on the co-
moving separation, 𝑟 ≡ |𝜒n̂ − 𝜒′n̂′ |. In practice 𝜋max is ap-
propriately chosen so that the systematics from the peculiar
velocities of galaxies i.e. the effect of redshift-space distor-
tions (RSD) is not effective, namely confirming that the RSD
correction from the Kaiser RSD factor is negligible; cf. Nock
et al. (2010). We will describe how specifically we choose the
values for 𝜋max. given the dataset in Table. 2 in Sec. 4.

2.2.2 Harmonic-space correlation function

We employ the harmonic-space angular power spectrum fol-
lowing the convention of CMB measurements e.g. Aghanim
et al. (2020a), which also has become common in galaxy
surveys (Hikage et al. 2019; Andrade-Oliveira et al. 2021;
Loureiro et al. 2022; Shaikh et al. 2024; Farren et al.
2024). The projected field variable is expanded as 𝛿𝐴(n̂) =∑∞
ℓ=0

∑ℓ
𝑚=−ℓ 𝑎𝐴,𝑙𝑚𝑌ℓ𝑚 (n̂) in terms of the spherical harmon-

ics 𝑌ℓ𝑚 (n̂). Then we define the angular power spectrum be-
tween the 𝐴 and 𝐵 fields as

𝐶𝐴𝐵 (ℓ) ≡ (2ℓ + 1)−1
ℓ∑︁

𝑚=−ℓ

〈
𝑎𝐴,ℓ𝑚𝑎𝐵,ℓ𝑚

〉
ens. . (10)

As long as the Limber approximation is valid (Limber 1953;
Kaiser 1992) we obtain 𝐶𝐴𝐵 as

𝐶𝐴𝐵 (ℓ) =
∫ ∞

0
d𝑧
𝐾𝐴(𝑧)𝐾𝐵 (𝑧)
𝜒2𝑐/𝐻

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒

, 𝑧

)
, (11)

which computes the integral of the matter-power spectrum
weighted by kernel functions along the line-of-sight. The pro-
jected two-point correlation function in configuration space
is related to the angular power spectrum via the Hankel trans-
form

𝑤𝐴𝐵 (𝜃) =
∫ ∞

0

ℓdℓ
2𝜋

𝐶𝐴𝐵 (ℓ)𝐽0 (ℓ𝜃) , (12)

where 𝐽0 (𝑥) is the zeroth-order Bessel function.

2.3 Amplitude of cosmological density fluctuations

The amplitude of cosmological matter-density fluctuations is
the key quantity characterising how the LSS grows in cosmic
history. We define the amplitude parameter 𝜎 through

𝜎2 (𝑅, 𝑧) ≡
∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑘𝑘2

2𝜋2 𝑃lin.
𝑚 (𝑘, 𝑧)𝑊2 (𝑘𝑅) , (13)

𝑊 (𝑘𝑅) ≡ 3 𝑗1 (𝑘𝑅)
𝑘𝑅

,

MNRAS 000, 1–22 (2024)
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where 𝑗1 (𝑥) is the first spherical Bessel function and
𝑃lin.
𝑚 (𝑘, 𝑧) is the linear matter-power spectrum. Note that

𝑊 (𝑥) is the Fourier transform of the top-hat window func-
tion in configuration space, so that 𝜎2 denotes a smoothed
fluctuation at a finite radius 𝑅. We introduce 𝜎8 ≡ 𝜎(𝑅 =

8[ℎ−1Mpc], 𝑧 = 0) representing the fractional linear rms
matter fluctuation. Note that the statistical two-point func-
tions 𝑤𝐴𝐵 in Eq. (8) and 𝐶𝐴𝐵 in Eq. (11) are proportional
to 𝜎2

8 .

3 CMB LENSING TOMOGRAPHY WITH
RECONSTRUCTED KERNEL FUNCTION

The conventional analysis for CMB lensing tomography re-
quires a knowledge of the redshift distribution of lens galaxies
and in addition one has to determine the value of the linear
bias of the lens galaxies in order to complete the theoretical
interpretation of galaxy-CMB lensing measurements. In this
methodology, the auto-correlation function of the lens galax-
ies is the key quantity for disentangling the linear bias from
𝜎8. However, some lens samples lack a redshift estimation
for each galaxy, while others only have noisy measurements
of auto-correlation functions due to systematics. These are
issues that we must confront when using radio galaxies as a
lens sample for CMB lensing tomography.

To avoid these obstructions and enhance the utility of ra-
dio samples to constrain 𝜎8, we use the so-called clustering
redshift method. This approach does not provide a redshift es-
timation for each galaxy but enables us to quantify the kernel
function of the lens galaxies given a certain range of redshifts,
namely the multiplication of the linear bias and the redshift
distribution of our lens sample, i.e., 𝑏𝑔d𝑛̄𝑔/d𝑧(𝑧) in Eq. (4).
Regarding the advantage, clustering-based analysis directly
provides the kernel function from measured correlation func-
tions and thus one does not have to assume a model of the
kernel or even have to separate 𝑏𝑔 and d𝑛̄𝑔/d𝑧 in comput-
ing a theoretical prediction of CMB lensing tomography with
radio galaxies. We will describe in detail in Sec. 3.2 how
this approach can be advantageous for predicting the angular
cross-power spectrum between lens galaxies and the CMB
lensing convergence.

3.1 Clustering-based redshift estimation

The clustering redshift method was originally established by
Newman (2008), and later refined by Rahman et al. (2015) to
determine the lensing kernel function. The clustering-based
redshift estimation relies on the fact that two different galaxy
samples located in the same redshift are associated with the
same underlying matter fluctuations. As a result, the redshift
distribution of a galaxy sample without known redshifts can
be estimated through the cross-correlation between the galaxy
sample with unknown redshifts and galaxy samples with well-
known redshifts.

We formulate the reconstruction of the kernel function
which is expressed using measured correlation functions. We
now consider the situation that there are two different types of
galaxy catalogues, where one has well-known redshifts and
the other has unknown redshifts, and they have an intersection
in volume. We denote the former as a reference sample and
the latter as an unknown-redshift sample, in short, 𝑟 and 𝑢,
respectively.

3.1.1 Narrow redshift slices

We first consider the case where the intersections are well-
localised in redshifts. We divide the sample into the redshift
bins so that each bin consists of an equal number of galaxies
i.e. 𝑁 out of the total galaxy number 𝑁𝑟 . Then we make a
histogram of the reference galaxy as

1
𝑛𝑟 (𝑧)

d𝑛𝑟
d𝑧

(𝑧) = 1
𝑁𝑏

𝑁𝑏∑︁
𝑖=1

1
Δ𝑧𝑖

Π

(
𝑧 − 𝑧𝑖
Δ𝑧𝑖

)
+ O(Δ𝑧2) . (14)

Here 𝑧𝑖 denotes the centre of the 𝑖-th bin and the width of
redshift bin Δ𝑧𝑖 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, · · · , 𝑁𝑏 with 𝑁𝑏 ≡ [𝑁𝑟/𝑁].
Π(𝑥) is the rectangular function defined as

Π(𝑥) =


1 (−1/2 < 𝑥 < 1/2)
1/2 (𝑥 = ±1/2)
0 (𝑥 < −1/2, 𝑥 > 1/2)

(15)

Note that the correction starts from the second-order inΔ𝑧 due
to the symmetry of the rectangular function. The correction
at O(Δ𝑧2) becomes more negligible as the bin widths get
narrower. The equality satisfied up to the order O(Δ𝑧) is
hereafter denoted as ≈. The bin widths differ in different
bin numbers. The order of magnitude of the bin widths is
expressed by 𝑁 , 𝑁𝑟 , and a certain redshift span of the sample
𝑧range as

Δ𝑧𝑖 = O
(
𝑁

𝑁𝑟
𝑧range

)
, (16)

provided that the distribution does not decay sharply in the
range of 𝑧range. Substituting the approximated distribution
Eq. (14) into the kernel function of Eq. (2) and calculating
the correlation function, Eq. (8), we obtain the formulae of
the correlation functions for 𝑖-th redshift bin as

𝑤𝑟𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃) ≈
𝑏2
𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)
Δ𝑧𝑖

𝑤(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃, 𝜋max,𝑖) , (17)

𝑤𝑢𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃) ≈ 𝑏𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)𝐾𝑢 (𝑧𝑖)𝑤(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃, 𝜋max,𝑖) , (18)

where 𝜋max,𝑖 ≡ Δ𝑧𝑖𝑐/2𝐻 (𝑧𝑖). We analytically solve the equa-
tions for 𝐾𝑢 (𝑧𝑖) by eliminating the 𝑏𝑟 term and obtain

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧𝑖) ≡

𝑤𝑢𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃)/𝑤(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃, 𝜋max,𝑖)√︁
𝑤𝑟𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃)Δ𝑧𝑖/𝑤(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃, 𝜋max,𝑖)

. (19)

Note that the scale dependence vanishes as the dark matter
correlation function cancels in the combinations 𝑤𝑟𝑟/𝑤 and
𝑤𝑢𝑟/𝑤, respectively. This suggests that we obtain estimators
of the kernel function at the individual angular bins where the
correlation functions are measured, reducing the statistical
error on 𝐾rec.

𝑢 . We will consider in detail the estimation of
𝐾rec.
𝑢 in Sec. 5.3.1. The advantage of the estimator Eq. (19)

is that one does not have to separate the bias and the redshift
distribution for the unknown sample, directly calculating the
projected correlation functions with the derived kernel. This
advantage is particularly helpful for radio samples for which
the bias and redshift distributions are less well established
than for other spectroscopic/photometric galaxy samples.

In harmonic space, we similarly derive the relations be-
tween the observables and the matter power spectrum as

𝐶𝑟𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ) ≈
𝑏2
𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)
Δ𝑧𝑖

𝐶 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ) , (20)

𝐶𝑢𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ) ≈ 𝑏𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)𝐾𝑢 (𝑧𝑖)𝐶 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ) , (21)
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where 𝐶 denotes

𝐶 (𝑧, ℓ) ≡ 𝑃𝑚 ((ℓ + 1/2)/𝜒(𝑧), 𝑧)
𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)

. (22)

We analytically solve the equations for 𝐾𝑢 (𝑧𝑖) and obtain

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧𝑖) ≡

𝐶𝑢𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ)/𝐶 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ)√︁
𝐶𝑟𝑟 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ)Δ𝑧𝑖/𝐶 (𝑧𝑖 , ℓ)

, (23)

which gives the harmonic-space complement to Eq. (19).
Siminar to Eq. (19), the multipole dependence vanishes for
𝐾rec.
𝑢 and thus there are estimators of the kernel function in-

dividually obtained at the multipole bands where the angular
power spectrum are measured, reducing the statistical error
on 𝐾rec.

𝑢 . We will discuss the estimation of 𝐾rec.
𝑢 in Sec. 5.3.2.

3.1.2 Broad redshift slices

We derive the approximated kernel functions from the corre-
lation functions when an individual galaxy in the reference
sample has a probability distribution with a significant spread.
Formulating this case is necessary in practice for the cases
where the number density of the reference in certain redshift
bins is too low to trace the high signal to noise of corre-
lation statistics, or where there are limiting uncertainties in
photometric redshifts of reference samples.

Let us define the following quantities that characterise the
peak and the width of the probability distribution of a refer-
ence sample: d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧 ≡ 𝑛−1

𝑟 d𝑛𝑟/d𝑧 as

𝑧mean ≡ 𝐸 [𝑧] , (24)

𝜎2
𝑧 ≡ 𝐸

[
(𝑧 − 𝑧mean)2

]
, (25)

with the functional 𝐸 [𝑋 (𝑧)] ≡
∫

d𝑧𝑋 (𝑧) (d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧). Suppose
that d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧 is well approximated by a Gaussian distribution
centred on 𝑧mean., with a standard deviation 𝜎. In this case,
the measured correlation functions are expressed via the the-
oretical models as

𝑤𝑟𝑟 = 𝐸 [𝑏2
𝑟 (d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)𝑤] , (26)

𝑤𝑢𝑟 = 𝐸 [𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑢𝑤] . (27)

In harmonic space, we obtain

𝐶𝑟𝑟 = 𝐸 [𝑏2
𝑟 (d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)𝐶] , (28)

𝐶𝑢𝑟 = 𝐸 [𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑢𝐶] , (29)

In what follows, let us validate the above estimators given
reasonable assumptions. In comparison to the narrow slices,
which correspond to the limit 𝜎𝑧 → 0, one can obtain
𝐸 (𝑋 (𝑧)) → 𝑋 (𝑧) and d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧 → 𝛿(𝑧 − 𝑧mean) , reproducing
the formulae for the narrow redshift slices at the order of 𝜎2

𝑧 .
One may relax the required sharpness of d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧 to

𝑏−1
𝑟 |d𝑏𝑟/d𝑧 |, 𝐾−1

𝑢 |d𝐾𝑢/d𝑧 | ≪ d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧 . (30)

as discussed in Rahman et al. (2015). This allows us to pick
the kernel function out of the integral. We obtain the fol-
lowing approximate relations for the correlation functions in
configuration space as

𝑤𝑟𝑟 (𝑧mean, 𝜃) ≈ 𝑏2
𝑟 (𝑧mean)𝐸 [𝑤(d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)] , (31)

𝑤𝑢𝑟 (𝑧mean, 𝜃) ≈ 𝑏𝑟 (𝑧mean)𝐾𝑢 (𝑧mean)𝐸 [𝑤] , (32)

and in harmonic space as

𝐶𝑟𝑟 (𝑧mean, ℓ) ≈ 𝑏2
𝑟 (𝑧mean)𝐸 [𝐶 (𝑧, ℓ) (d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)] , (33)

𝐶𝑢𝑟 (𝑧mean, ℓ) ≈ 𝑏𝑟 (𝑧mean)𝐾𝑢 (𝑧mean)𝐸 [𝐶 (𝑧, ℓ)] , (34)

introducing the mean linear bias 𝑏(𝑧mean) and the kernel
function 𝐾𝑢 (𝑧mean) at 𝑧 = 𝑧mean. Therefore, we obtain the
estimator of the kernel function as

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧mean, 𝜎𝑧) ≡

𝑤𝑢𝑟/𝐸 [𝑤]√︁
𝑤𝑟𝑟/𝐸 [𝑤(d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)]

, (35)

in configuration space, and

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧mean, 𝜎𝑧) ≡

𝐶𝑢𝑟/𝐸 [𝐶]√︁
𝐶𝑟𝑟/𝐸 [𝐶 (d𝑝𝑟/d𝑧)]

, (36)

in harmonic space, respectively. We obtain 𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧mean) =

𝐾𝑢 (𝑧mean) substituting Eqs. (31) and (32) into Eq. (35), or
substituting Eqs. (33) and (34) into Eq. (36), as long as the
condition Eq. (30) holds. The scale dependence of the matter
correlation function is cancelled out as long as the proper
model for the nonlinear matter power spectrum is assumed.

We remark on the comparison with the original clustering
redshift estimation process discussed in Rahman et al. (2015).
We separately derive the narrow and broad redshift distribu-
tions. In practice applying the estimation of the kernels, we
will assign either narrow or broad redshift slices concerning
the distribution of the reference samples. In addition, we find
that the derived kernel functions in Eqs. (19), (23), (35),
and (36) are proportional to 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid., where 𝜎8,est. is
the true value of the amplitude and 𝜎8,fid. is the amplitude
given the fiducial cosmology. These scaling arise from in-
serting 𝑤𝑟𝑟 , 𝑤𝑢𝑟 ∝ 𝜎2

8,est. and 𝑤 ∝ 𝜎2
8,fid. into Eqs. (19)

and (35) and inserting 𝐶𝑟𝑟 , 𝐶𝑢𝑟 ∝ 𝜎2
8,est. and 𝐶 ∝ 𝜎2

8,fid.
into Eqs. (23) and (36). This reflects the fact that one cannot
know 𝜎8,est. a priori. We will carefully treat this proportion-
ality in Sec. 3.2 and Sec. 5 in which 𝜎8,est. can be constrained
in combination with the derived kernel function for the radio
sample and the measured angular cross correlation between
the radio sample and Planck CMB lensing convergence.

3.2 Estimator of CMB lensing tomography with
reconstructed kernel function

We theoretically derive the angular cross-power spectrum
between a lens sample and the CMB lensing convergence,
given a kernel function for a lens sample that is reconstructed
by the clustering-redshift analysis. We denote the lens sample
with the subscript 𝑢 following the previous subsection. The
angular cross-power spectrum between the lens sample and
the CMB lensing convergence is given as

𝐶𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) =
∫ 𝑧∗

0
d𝑧
𝐾𝑢 (𝑧)𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)
𝜒2𝑐/𝐻

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒

, 𝑧

)
. (37)

Let us suppose that the lensing kernel function is recon-
structed by reference samples at 𝑁rec. redshift bins that are
composed of both narrow slices and broad slices that satisfy
the condition Eq. (30) in redshift. Note that the number 𝑁rec.
does not include the bins missed or removed during the re-
construction. Given the reconstructed kernel, the integral on
the right-hand side can be approximated by

𝐶𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) ∼ Σ𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) + 𝑆𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) , (38)

Σ𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) ≡
𝑁rec.∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧𝑖)𝐾𝜅 (𝑧𝑖)𝛿𝑧𝑖
𝜒2 (𝑧𝑖)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧𝑖)

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧𝑖)

, 𝑧𝑖

)
,

𝑆𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) ≡
∫ 𝑧∗

𝑧max
d𝑧
𝐾res.
𝑢 (𝑧)𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)
𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧) , 𝑧

)
.

𝐾res.
𝑢 (𝑧) denotes the residual component from higher red-

shifts that is not reconstructed from the reference samples.
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Note that 𝛿𝑧𝑖 need not coincide with the bin widths taken for
the reconstruction, which enables one to calculate Σ𝑢𝜅 even if
some bins are missed. Thus 𝑧𝑖 and 𝛿𝑧𝑖 denote the representa-
tive redshift of the 𝑖-th bin and the width between the 𝑖-th and
𝑖+1-th bins, respectively. 𝑧𝑖 and 𝛿𝑧𝑖 are equivalent to the cen-
tre of 𝑖-th bin and 𝛿𝑧𝑖 = O(Δ𝑧𝑖) in the case of narrow slices.
On the other hand, in the case of broad slices 𝑧𝑖 = 𝑧mean,𝑖
and 𝛿𝑧𝑖 = O(𝜎𝑧,𝑖). Note that Σ𝑢𝜅 becomes more accurate up
to O(𝛿𝑧2) as 𝛿𝑧𝑖 gets smaller because the first-order term of
Taylor expansion of the integrand in Eq. (37) around the 𝑖-th
bin centre 𝑧 = 𝑧𝑖 vanishes. This indicates that one can assume

𝐾𝑢 (𝑧) ≈
𝑁rec.∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾rec.
𝑢 (𝑧𝑖)Π

(
𝑧 − 𝑧𝑖
𝛿𝑧𝑖

)
+ 𝐾res.

𝑢 (𝑧)Θ(𝑧 − 𝑧max) ,

(39)

as long as we are estimating 𝐶𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) at the order of O(𝛿𝑧2),
provided the narrow slices are accomplished. Here Θ(𝑥) de-
notes the Heaviside function.

We find that Σ𝑢𝜅 is proportional to 𝜎8,est.𝜎8,fid., substi-
tuting 𝐾rec.

𝑢 ∝ 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid. and 𝑃𝑚 ∝ 𝜎2
8,fid.. On the other

hand, the left-hand side 𝐶𝑢𝜅 (ℓ) is proportional to 𝜎2
8,est. as it

can be measured using two-point statistics. Then we define

𝛼 ≡ 𝐶𝑢𝜅

Σ𝑢𝜅 + 𝑆𝑢𝜅
, (40)

estimating𝜎8,est.. Provided 𝑆𝑢𝜅 is negligibly small compared
to Σ𝑢𝜅 , we obtain 𝛼 = 𝐶𝑢𝜅/Σ𝑢𝜅 and 𝜎8,est. = 𝛼𝜎8,fid.. Note
that 𝛼 now consists only of the measured two-point statistics
as 𝑆𝑢𝜅 is ignored. In practice, however, one cannot quantify
𝑆𝑢𝜅 solely by observables with dependence on a dataset, in-
troducing systematic uncertainty to measure 𝜎8,est.. Eq. (40)
implies that the larger 𝑆𝑢𝜅 makes 𝛼 smaller, ending up with
estimating a smaller value of 𝜎8,est.. We will assess 𝑆𝑢𝜅 with
a specific choice of models for the kernel function given a
dataset in Sec. 5

4 DATASET

In this section, we provide the dataset composed of the lensing
galaxies, the reference galaxy samples, and the CMB lensing
convergence map, to proceed with the tomographic analysis
of CMB lensing. The lens galaxies are selected from a com-
bined radio sample consisting of NVSS (Condon et al. 1998)
and SUMSS (Mauch et al. 2003), which cover most of the sky
and potentially trace the lens distribution up to 𝑧 ∼ 3 (Best
et al. 2003; Brookes et al. 2008). The reference galaxies are
selected from the publicly available redshift samples that have
a significant overlap with the lensing galaxy sample. They are
spectroscopic redshift samples, LOWZ-CMASS and eBOSS
DR16 LRGs, and the photometric redshift samples, 2MPZ
and Gaia-unWISE quasars, spanning 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 3. We use
Planck PR4 (Carron et al. 2022) as the latest CMB lensing
convergence map, with the best understanding of calibration
and noise properties. In the following subsections, we de-
scribe each dataset in more detail.

4.1 Radio samples

4.1.1 NVSS

NVSS covers the sky north of declination 𝛿 > −40◦ ( 𝑓sky ≈
0.82) at 1.4 GHz, containing about 1.8 million galaxies and

being claimed to be 99 per cent complete at integrated flux
density 𝑆1.4 GHz = 3.5 mJy (Condon et al. 1998). The reso-
lution of images is nearly uniform with 45′′ FWHM, which
means that the majority of radio sources are unresolved. The
uniformity of the source number density in declination is con-
firmed in the samples above 10 mJy/beam, but fainter objects
display some systematic variation that breaks the uniformity;
see Fig.1 in Blake & Wall (2002). We mitigate this problem
when combining the NVSS map with the SUMSS catalogue,
controlling the flux cut so that the number density is close to
uniform over the whole sky.

4.1.2 SUMSS

SUMSS observations were carried out with the Molonglo
Observatory Synthesis Telescope, operating at 843 MHz with
a 5 deg2 field of view. In the first data release (Mauch et al.
2003), the catalogue covers approximately 3,500 deg2 of the
southern sky with 𝛿 ≤ 30◦, containing about 0.1 million
radio sources. The angular resolution reaches 1-2 arcsec for
sources with peak brightness 𝐴843 ≥ 20mJy/beam and is
always better than 10 arcsec. Mauch et al. (2003) showed that
the samples to a depth of 8 mJy at 𝛿 ≤ −50◦ and 18 mJy
at 𝛿 > −50◦ are highly uniform. In the second data release
(Murphy et al. 2007) the survey area is completed, extending
the sky coverage to 8,100 deg2 ( 𝑓sky ≈ 0.25) with 𝛿 ≤ −30◦
and |𝑏 | > 10◦ i.e. the removal of the Galactic plane. The
catalogue contains 210,412 radio sources to a limiting peak
brightness of 6 mJy/beam at 𝛿 ≤ −50◦ and 10 mJy/beam at
𝛿 > −50◦.

We combine the two radio catalogues so that the mean sur-
face number density of radio objects is uniform. We compare
the two catalogues in the overlapping region−40◦ < 𝛿 < 30◦,
adjusting the lower flux limit for each catalogue so that the
surface number density becomes equivalent. We find that the
fluxes of NVSS and SUMSS are related approximately as
𝑆SUMSS = 𝑆NVSS (0.843/1.4)−0.8, which indicates that the
SUMSS sample should be chosen with a flux limit > 12 mJy
to match NVSS (see a similar analysis consistent with ours
in Tiwari & Aluri 2019). As a result, we obtain the NVSS-
SUMSS catalogue, which approximates a sample selected at
1.4 GHz with a flux limit > 8 mJy. In what follows, we as-
sume that the slight difference in intrinsic selection frequency
causes no important difference in the redshift distribution be-
tween the NVSS and SUMSS contributions.

4.2 Spectroscopic redshift samples

4.2.1 LOWZ-CMASS sample

The LOWZ-CMASS sample consists of two distinct subsam-
ples obtained from the SDSS Baryonic Oscillation Spectro-
scopic Surveys (BOSS). The LOWZ sample consists of lumi-
nous red galaxies (LRGs) up to 𝑧 ≈ 0.4 and the CMASS sam-
ple consists of massive galaxies in 0.4 < 𝑧 < 0.7. The LOWZ
sample is defined using colour-magnitude cuts that follow
the predicted track of a passively-evolving stellar population
(Schlegel et al. 1998), similarly selecting the brightest and the
reddest galaxies to those of SDSS-I/II Cut-I LRGs (Eisenstein
et al. 2001). The LOWZ sample extends the SDSS-I/II LRGs
by selecting fainter galaxies, thereby increasing the number
density. The CMASS sample is selected by using (g-r) and
(r-i) colours to isolate high redshift galaxies, which is similar
to the approach of SDSS-I/II Cut-II (Eisenstein et al. 2001)
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and 2SLAQ LRGs (Cannon et al. 2006). It is a critical dif-
ference in proceeding with CMASS sample selection that the
colour boundaries for the SDSS-I/II Cut-II and the 2SLAQ
LRGs have been entirely removed. Alternatively, a sliding
cut in colour-magnitude relations is specifically designed to
collect the more massive objects as uniformly as possible as
a function of redshift.

The statistical properties of the LOWZ and CMASS sam-
ples have been well understood after carefully treating the
systematics from stellar density and seeing: cf. Anderson
et al. (2014); for more detailed information on weights, see
Reid et al. (2016) and Ross et al. (2017). Clustering analyses
of the DR12 LOWZ and CMASS samples, using two-point
statistics, can be found in Cuesta et al. (2016) and Gil-Marín
et al. (2017), which provide the clustering signature of the
LOWZ-CMASS samples at three different bins of redshift.
The random samples required for estimation of clustering
signals are designed to follow the equivalent redshift distri-
bution as the galaxy samples, and have been corrected with
the same weighting as the galaxy samples. We will calcu-
late the two-point correlation functions between the NVSS-
SUMSS sample and the LOWZ-CMASS sample in configu-
ration space, taking advantage of the fact that the masks are
well characterised in both cases.

4.2.2 eBOSS DR16 LBGs

The extended Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey
(eBOSS Dawson et al. 2016) is the successor of BOSS in the
fourth generation of the SDSS (Blanton et al. 2017). eBOSS
traces Emission Line Galaxies (ELGs) and quasars (QSOs),
as well as new LRGs in the redshift range 0.6 < 𝑧 < 1.0
and 𝑧eff = 0.698 combined with the previous BOSS sam-
ple (cf. Ross et al. 2020). The eBOSS DR16 LRGs is com-
posed of 202,642 CMASS samples in 0.5 < 𝑧 < 0.75 and
174,816 eBOSS LRGs. The random samples consist of 50
times more objects than in the data to minimize the shot
noise contribution in the estimated correlation function, with
redshifts being randomly sampled from the data. The spec-
troscopic information is finally matched to the remaining tar-
gets; see Bautista et al. (2021) for more detail. We calculate
the cross-correlation between the NVSS-SUMSS sample and
the LOWZ LRGs in configuration space, as for the CMASS
sample.

In our analysis, we do not use the ELGs and QSOs for
the following reasons. It is known that for the ELGs sam-
ple, the 2-halo model is not able to well describe the power
spectrum because the haloes hosting ELGs are undergoing
infall motion, and thus imprint filamentary structure onto the
clustering signal (Osato & Okumura 2023). We do not use
the QSOs in DR16 because they are too sparse to measure the
cross-correlation between NVSS-SUMSS lens galaxies. In-
stead, we use the QSO sample from the photometric redshift
catalogues provided by Gaia-unWISE samples as explained
below.

4.3 Photometric redshift samples

4.3.1 2MASS Photometric redshift catalogue

The 2MASS Photometric Redshift catalogue (2MPZ: Bilicki
et al. 2014) is a galaxy catalogue that covers the local Universe
up to 𝑧 ≈ 0.3 over most of the sky (except for very low Galac-
tic latitudes). The redshifts of the 2MPZ galaxies were deter-
mined by photometric cross-matching with 2MASS, WISE

Catalogue # of samples range of redshifts

2MPZ 928,352 [0.,0.3]
LOWZ-CMASS North 953,255 [0.,1.00]
LOWZ-CMASS South 372,601 [0.,1.13]

eBOSS LRG North 107,500 [0.60,1.00]
eBOSS LRG South 67,316 [0.60,1.00]

Gaia-unWISE 1,295,502 [0.80,4.]

NVSS+SUMSS 835,552 -

Table 1. The property of the reference redshift samples and the
NVSS-SUMSS radio samples. The highest number of galaxies is in
the LOWZ-CMASS samples.

and SuperCOSMOS all-sky samples. 8-band photometry is
provided for all the matched galaxies, spanning from the pho-
tographic 𝐵𝑅𝐼, through near-IR 𝐽𝐻𝐾𝑠 up to the mid-IR W1
and W2. The error of the photometric redshifts is calibrated
through the neural network ANNz (Collister & Lahav 2004),
which was trained using the SDSS, 6dFGS, and 2dFGRS
counterparts in 2MPZ (over 30%). After applying a flux cut
of 𝐾𝑠 < 13.9(Vega) to ensure uniform sky coverage, the final
2MPZ sample includes 928,352 galaxies with median red-
shift 𝑧med. = 0.08 and typical photo-𝑧 error 𝜎𝛿𝑧 = 0.015,
spanning 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 0.3 (see Figure 12 in Bilicki et al. 2014).
We will calculate the angular cross-power spectrum between
the NVSS sample and the 2MPZ in harmonic space as the sur-
vey mask is simple, following the related study by Peacock &
Bilicki (2018).

4.3.2 Quaia: Gaia-unWISE quasars

The Gaia-unWISE quasar catalogue (Quaia) is a highly ho-
mogeneous and complete all-sky catalogue of quasars that
are derived from 6.6 million quasar candidates observed by
Gaia’s low-resolution blue and red slitless spectrophotome-
ters in the third data release of the space-based Gaia mission
(Storey-Fisher et al. 2024).

Combined with the unWISE infrared data (Lang 2014) to
improve the sample fidelity, 1,295,502 objects are selected
in the original catalogue to the magnitude limit 𝐺 < 20.5,
satisfying (1) the number of contaminants such as stars
and non-quasar galaxies is reduced by nearly 4× compared
with those based on proper motions and Gaia and unWISE
colours, and (2) the number of the objects whose redshifts
are ill-determined of the order of |Δ𝑧/(1 + 𝑧) | > 0.2 are
suppressed below 6% with a 𝑘-nearest neighbour model of
colours and redshifts trained through cross-matching with
the SDSS DR16 QSOs quasar samples with high-precision
spectroscopic redshifts. The median redshift is 𝑧med. = 1.67.

The all-sky selection function includes astronomical sys-
tematics that can reduce the quasar number density: the dust
extinction, stellar density, and the survey pattern of the Gaia
satellite (see Sec. 3.3 in Storey-Fisher et al. 2024). Making use
of the selection function, the Gaia-unWISE catalogue suits
cosmological analyses. For our purpose of measuring the an-
gular cross-power spectra between the NVSS-SUMSS radio
samples, we describe the further detail of the selection func-
tion in App. D. We summarise the properties of the reference
samples in Table. 1.
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4.4 Planck CMB lensing

We employ the CMB lensing map reconstructed with the
Planck PR4 data release (Akrami et al. 2020). Compared
with the previous data release, the PR4 release becomes more
suitable for the cosmological analysis since it examines var-
ious assumptions in PR3 analysis (Aghanim et al. 2020b),
making the analysis sub-optimal in noise treatment. The PR4
analysis exploits the improved low-level data processing of
NPIPE, accomplishing 20% improvement in signal-to-noise
at all scales The details of the study are summarised in Carron
et al. (2022).

5 CMB LENSING TOMOGRAPHY WITH THE
RECONSTRUCTED NVSS-SUMSS KERNEL

We estimate the correlation functions in configuration space
and angular power spectra in harmonic space depending on
the dataset. We employ configuration-space measurement
of the cross-correlations between LOWZ-CMASS, eBOSS
LRGs, and the NVSS-SUMSS galaxies, where the compli-
cated survey masks are well characterised. We process the
reconstruction of the kernel function of the NVSS-SUMSS
galaxies following the narrow redshift slice formulated in
Sec. 3.1.1. The noise effects are suppressed by combining the
random catalogues. The random catalogues for the LOWZ-
CMASS and eBOSS LRG samples are publicly available,
while we create a random catalogue for NVSS-SUMSS sam-
ple by uniformly distributing 107 point sources in (RA,DEC)
over the sky coverage of NVSS-SUMSS. Note that the infor-
mation for the line-of-sight distribution of the radio samples
cannot be taken into account for this random catalogue since
the spectroscopic/photometric redshifts are not measured for
the entire radio sample.

In harmonic space, we measure the cross-correlation be-
tween the NVSS-SUMSS radio sample with the photometric
redshift samples from 2MPZ and Gaia-unWISE following the
reconstruction procedure for the broad redshift slice formu-
lated in Sec. 3.1.2. We subtract shot noise from the measured
power spectra. We derive a method that simultaneously fits
the estimated kernel function and the cross-noises given the
model of the matter-power spectrum.

Throughout these reconstructions of the kernel function,
we primarily select the range of scales of separation or mul-
tipole to ensure the scale independence of the reconstructed
kernel function, followed by the conditions that reduce other
systematics. We supply a way to select the scales in order to
mitigate the systematics in App. C and D.

5.1 Binning of redshifts for reference samples

We define the bins of redshifts that are utilised for reconstruct-
ing the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function. We divide the refer-
ence redshift samples into the redshift bins to trace the dis-
tribution as precisely as possible, whereas the widths should
be set so as to retain a high signal-to-noise ratio of measure-
ments while mitigating the RSD effect. Given each reference
sample, we employ equipartition of the number of galaxies
in each bin. We thus assign a single bin for 2MPZ, 5 bins
for LOWZ-CMASS, 2 bins for eBOSS LRGs, and 3 bins for
Gaia-unWISE, in total 11 bins spanning 0 ≲ 𝑧 ≲ 3. The mean
redshifts, the widths of the bins, and the projection lengths
of the bins are summarised in Table. 2. The approximated

bin name 𝑧mean Δ𝑧 𝜋max [ℎ−1Mpc]

2MPZ 0.086 0.225 -
LOWZ-CMASS bin1 0.151 0.325 904
LOWZ-CMASS bin2 0.381 0.133 324
LOWZ-CMASS bin3 0.482 0.0685 156
LOWZ-CMASS bin4 0.548 0.0649 142
LOWZ-CMASS bin5 0.858 0.555 1016

eBOSS LRG bin1 0.668 0.137 281
eBOSS LRG bin2 0.868 0.262 475
Gaia-unWISE bin1 0.789 2× 0.30 -
Gaia-unWISE bin2 1.476 2× 0.29 -
Gaia-unWISE bin3 2.348 2× 0.51 -

Table 2. The values of the redshift bin widths and the projection
lengths. Photometric samples do not refer to projection lengths, al-
ternatively taking the full ranges of their redshift distributions in
projection integrals. The bin widths for photometric samples are set
to be twice rms in the sample redshifts.

redshift distributions of the bins are shown in Fig. 1. We
find that the fifth bin in the LOWZ-CMASS and the second
bin in eBOSS DR16 LRGs exhibit inhomogeneity within the
bins, causing the low amplitudes in the redshift distribution
function. Indeed, in Fig. 1, the actual distributions in the
last bins for each LOWZ-CMASS and eBOSS LBGs sharply
decay within the bin widths. We will not use the last bins
of CMASS-LOWZ and eBOSS LRG for the NVSS-SUMSS
kernel because these bins are not well approximated by a
constant density, which can cause underestimation of recon-
structed kernel functions. We will compare the reconstructed
NVSS-SUMSS kernel function without the two bins and the
ones measured from the two bins in Fig. 8, and argue that
these two bins indeed cause the underestimation of given a
model of the kernel function.

5.2 Estimators of two-point correlation function

5.2.1 Configuration-space correlations

We calculate the configuration-space two-point correlation
functions with the Landy-Szaley estimator (Landy & Szalay
1993),

𝑤𝐴𝐵 (𝜃) ≡
𝐷𝐷𝐴𝐵 − 𝐷𝑅𝐴𝐵 − 𝑅𝐷𝐴𝐵 + 𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐵

𝑅𝑅𝐴𝐵
, (41)

where 𝐷𝐷 or 𝐷𝑅 represent the normalised number of pairs
separated within a certain range about an angular radius 𝜃.
The Landy-Szalay estimator is free from biases due to the
finite number of random samples and is known to be the most
accurate estimator in the literature. We calculate the Landy-
Szalay estimator for LOWZ-CMASS, eBOSS DR16 LRGs,
and NVSS-SUMSS galaxies, over the sky combined with
the north and the south of the SDSS BOSS-eBOSS survey
window. The covariance of the measurements is estimated
by the bootstrap method processed with 1,000 resamplings
from 192 sub-regions divided into approximately equal areas.
We calculate the Landy-Szalay estimator using the publicly
available package TreeCorr (Jarvis 2015) with the brute-
force computation of the Landy-Szalay estimator i.e. taking
binslop = 02.

2 The two-point correlation function without the binslop = 0
configuration can be inaccurate: cf. https://www2.physik.
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Figure 1. The probability density of the reference samples in redshifts, showing the binning of redshifts of tracers for the reconstruction of
the distribution of lensing galaxies. We apply the narrow redshift slices for the LOWZ-CMASS samples and eBOSS DR16 LRGs, whereas the
broad redshift slices for 2MPZ and Gaia-unWISE QSOs.

5.2.2 Harmonic-space angular power spectra

We measure the angular power spectra with a fast numerical
transformation of spherical harmonics by using HEALPix
(Gorski et al. 2005). We divide the sky into 𝑁pix pixels where
𝑁pix = 12𝑁2

side with 𝑁side = 1024, and thus the area in the
unit pixel is about 11.8 arcmin2.

Let us consider the geometry of surveys. All surveys define
only a limited region of the sky over which their proper-
ties can be considered statistically homogeneous, so that we
need to infer information about the entire sky from the data
within limited masks. In configuration-space analysis, masks
are straightforwardly treated as a selection of sub-samples out
of the full sample; but masks in a harmonic-space analysis
need to be de-convolved in order to extract the information
of interest. Here we briefly introduce the masking effect in
harmonic space in a simple way as follows. Let us think of
the masked field as

𝛿𝑊
𝐴

= 𝑊 (n;Ω𝐴)𝛿𝐴 , (42)

where the mask is defined as

𝑊 (n;Ω) =
{

1 (n ∈ Ω)
0 (n ∉ Ω) .

(43)

We shall introduce 𝑓sky ≡ Ω/4𝜋 to denote the unmasked
fraction of the all-sky solid angle. For a given galaxy sample
𝛿𝑔 is estimated by

𝛿𝑔 (n) ≡
𝑛𝑔 (n)
𝑛̄𝑔 · 𝑠(n)

− 1 , (44)

where 𝑛̄𝑔 is the average number density of a galaxy sample
and 𝑠(n) denotes the effective fraction of a tracer galaxy given
a specific selection function.

While in configuration space the mask is multiplicative to

uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/
Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf

the observables, in Fourier space this multiplication creates
convolution, ending up with a mode mixing between different
multipoles ℓ. This problem is circumvented as far as consid-
ering that the angle 2𝜋/ℓ is smaller than the size of the masks.
In this case, mode couplings are suppressed obtaining a sim-
ple formula so-called ’Pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ)’ estimator (Wandelt et al.
2001; Hivon et al. 2002; Gorski et al. 2005),

𝐶̂ (ℓ) ≈ 𝐶masked (ℓ) ⟨𝑠⟩Ω〈
𝑠2

〉
Ω

, (45)

where ⟨𝑥⟩Ω denotes the average of 𝑥(n) over the unmasked
area. In our analysis, we typically focus on the scales of
O(ℓ) = 100 and the size of the mask is of order 10 deg.,
therefore the Pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ) approximation, Eq. (45), is still
valid. A more detailed analysis may be needed by using the
original treatment of masks depending on the multipoles ℓ
in Peebles (1973); Hauser & Peebles (1973), and the ’unified
pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ) framework’ of Alonso et al. (2019). Throughout
our measurement, we simply apply the simple pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ)
estimator since the scales of interest are small in comparison
with the masks.

We now describe the geometry of the masks for the samples
used here. The mask for the 2MPZ sample is selected from
the mask for WISE×SuperCOSMOS galaxy catalogue (see
Bilicki et al. 2016 for details of the construction of the WI×SC
mask) as a conservative choice, following the analysis of
CMB lensing tomography presented in Peacock & Bilicki
(2018).

The mask for Gaia-unWISE is designed using the selection
function that carefully takes into account the effects of system-
atics: dust extinction, stellar density, and the survey pattern of
the Gaia satellite (see Sec. 3.3 in Storey-Fisher et al. 2024).
The mask is constructed using 𝑁side = 64 (∼ 1 deg./pixel).
In the first harmonic analysis of the Gaia-unWISE sample
(Alonso et al. 2023), the authors chose a threshold in the se-
lection function 𝑠 as 𝑠 > 0.5 and refitted the weight of the
selection functions depending on the redshift slices, i.e., the
three bins as described in Table. 2. We do not follow this ap-

MNRAS 000, 1–22 (2024)

https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf
https://www2.physik.uni-bielefeld.de/fileadmin/user_upload/theory_e6/Master_Theses/MA_MarianBiermann.pdf


10 Shun Arai et al.

Figure 2. Illustrations of sky maps with a Mollweide projection in
galactic coordinates. The top figure shows the NVSS-SUMSS map
smoothed at 0.5◦FWHM spanning between 0 and 3 the mean surface
number density 𝑛mean = 24.4 deg−2, with the masking of radio emis-
sion from the galactic plane at |𝑏 | ≤ 10◦. Note that there are some
spots in which fewer galaxies are observed in the Southern celestial
hemisphere, whereas the mean surface number density is almost uni-
form. The bottom figure shows the CMB lensing mask, which already
includes the radio |𝑏 | ≤ 10◦ masked region.

proach, but rather validate the choice of the threshold value of
the selection function conservatively, using the errors of the
reconstruction to see how sensitively the reconstructed ker-
nel function depends on the threshold. We confirm that the
threshold choice has little impact on the reconstructed kernel
function within the error bars (see App. D for more detail).
We choose a representative threshold of 𝑠 > 0.8 for our main
results.

The mask for the NVSS-SUMSS sample is the simplest,
consisting just of a cut in galactic latitude below |𝑏 | = 10◦.
The masked map of the NVSS-SUMSS map is shown in the
top figure in Fig. 2. When computing the angular cross-power
spectrum between the NVSS-SUMSS sample and Planck PR4
convergence map, the mask for the NVSS-SUMSS sample is
completely contained within the mask of the Planck PR4
lensing map.

5.3 Estimators of kernel function

We now derive the estimator and the error of the reconstructed
kernel function. Assuming independence of the angular scales
in the reconstructed kernel, there are individually measured
kernel functions at the location of the bins in angle or multi-
pole i.e. 𝑀𝜃 or, ℓbin, respectively. In what follows, we derive
the estimator separately for configuration-space or harmonic-
space measurements.

5.3.1 Estimator in configuration space

The kernel function can be, in general, denoted as
𝐾rec.
𝑔 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ). We combine the measured lensing kernel for

each angular bin into the averaged estimator,

𝐾𝑔 (𝑧𝑖) ≡
1
𝑀𝜃

𝑀𝜃∑︁
𝐼=1

𝐾rec.
𝑔 (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) . (46)

where 𝐼 denotes the index of the bin of the angle. The error
budget of 𝐾𝑔 (𝑧𝑖) is obtained as

𝜎2
𝐾 (𝑧𝑖) = 𝑇𝑌 · Tr(COV) · 𝑌 , (47)

where𝑌 ≡ 𝑇 (𝜕𝐾𝑔/𝜕𝑤, 𝜕𝐾𝑔/𝜕𝑤′) and the covariance matrix
COV is defined as

COV𝑤𝑤′ ,𝐼 𝐽 (𝑧𝑖) ≡
𝑀 − 1
𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑋
(𝑘 )
𝑤,𝐼

𝑋
(𝑘 )
𝑤′ ,𝐽 . (48)

Here 𝑋 (𝑘 )
𝑤,𝐼

≡ 𝑤 (𝑘 ) (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) − 𝑤̂(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) where 𝑤 (𝑘 ) (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) the
angular correlation measurement at separation 𝜃𝐼 on the 𝑘-th
bootstrap subsample, where we have 𝑀 = 192 subsamples.
𝑤̂ is the averaged correlation function over all the bootstrap
sub-samples,

𝑤̂(𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) =
1
𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑤 (𝑘 ) (𝑧𝑖 , 𝜃𝐼 ) . (49)

Note that the trace in Eq. (47) is taken for the indices of the
bins of the angle 𝐼 and 𝐽.

5.3.2 Estimator in harmonic space

We derive an estimator of the kernel function dealing with
shot noises in harmonic analysis, particularly focusing on the
angular cross-power spectra of two galaxy catalogues. In an
ideal case where the two samples are generated by completely
different random processes, there is no shot noise correlation
between them. But in practical cases there are some sample
overlaps, and two samples are then not statistically indepen-
dent. Under this situation, the pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ) estimator denoted
𝐶̂ (ℓ) between the sample 𝐴 and the sample 𝐵 is given as

𝐶̂𝐴𝐵 (ℓ) = 𝐶𝐴𝐵 (ℓ) +
𝑛𝐴𝐵

𝑛𝐴𝑛𝐵
, (50)

where 𝑛𝐴, 𝑛𝐵, and 𝑛𝐴𝐵 denote the number of the sample
of 𝐴, 𝐵, and the objects mutual both in 𝐴 and 𝐵 per unit
solid angle, respectively. Note that 𝑛𝐴𝐵 = 𝑛𝐴 if 𝐴 = 𝐵,
otherwise 𝑛𝐴𝐵 < min(𝑛𝐴, 𝑛𝐵). 𝑛𝐴 is determined through
𝑛𝐴 = 𝑛masked

𝐴
, where 𝑛masked

𝐴
denotes the number density of

the sample 𝐴 in the masked region.
We subtract the shot noise 1/𝑛𝐴 from the auto-power spec-

tra of the sample 𝐴without further processing. To subtract the
shot noise in the angular cross-power spectrum between the
reference and the unknown samples, namely the cross-noise,
we fit the amplitude of the noise based on Eq. (50). Ideally,
the cross-noise is determined if the number of mutual objects
in both samples is identified. In practice, we simply fit the
angular cross-power spectrum with the following model and
derive the amplitude of cross-noise as

𝐶̂𝑟𝑟 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)
𝐸 [𝐶 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)]

= 𝑏2
𝑟 (𝑧𝑖) +

1
𝑛𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)𝐸 [𝐶 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)]

, (51)

𝐶̂𝑔𝑟 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)
𝐸 [𝐶 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)]

= 𝑏𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)𝐾𝑔 (𝑧𝑖) +
𝑎𝑔𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)

𝑛𝑟 (𝑧𝑖)𝐸 [𝐶 (ℓ, 𝑧𝑖)]
, (52)
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by taking 𝑎𝑔𝑟 to be an additional free parameter. One can
confirm whether 𝑎𝑔𝑟 obtained from a fitting is consistent
with the surface density of the mutual objects between the
𝑔 and 𝑟 samples by using 𝑛𝑔𝑟 = 𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑛𝑔, where 𝑛𝑔𝑟 denotes
the number density per unit solid angle of the mutual objects
that are in both the NVSS-SUMSS sample and the reference
sample i.e. 2MPZ and Gaia-unWISE QSOs. This is because
one can derive 𝑛𝑔𝑟 by cross-matching the samples and identi-
fying the mutual objects. The assumption we take here is that
the kernel function should be scale-independent in multipole
moments. We fit the measured angular cross-power spectra
in each redshift bin and simultaneously obtain 𝑏2

𝑟 , 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 and
𝑎𝑔𝑟 at 𝑧 = 𝑧𝑖 .

In Table 3, we summarise the best-fitting values of 𝑏2
𝑟 ,

𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 and 𝑎𝑔𝑟 for the reconstruction from 2MPZ and Gaia-
unWISE QSOs, respectively. Note that the best-fit values of
𝑎𝑔𝑟 are well-determined and less than unity, showing the
further stronger posterior constraints on the prior range 0 <
𝑎𝑔𝑟 < 1. One may consider the cross-noise estimate via
cross-matching either between 2MPZ and NVSS-SUMSS or
Gaia-unWISE quasar NVSS-SUMSS within a certain sky
region clean from astrophysical systematics. We leave this
further investigation for future work.

To analyse the scale where the linear bias model in Eq. (2)
holds, we cut the range of the angular scales and the multipole
moments as follows. We consider only 𝜃 ∈ [0.3◦, 1◦] when
computing the cross-correlation between the NVSS-SUMSS
sample and the spectroscopic samples: LOWZ-CMASS and
eBOSS LRGs. The lower cut is determined by the previous
studies on the measurements of galaxy clustering for LOWZ-
CMASS and LRGs which ensures that the linear bias model
is applicable. The lower cut may also be useful in mitigating
unknown systematics in cross-correlations due to multiple im-
ages corresponding to a single double radio galaxy in the radio
catalogues. The upper cut is designed to mitigate the effect of
a significant amount of the unknown non-Gaussian compo-
nent (see Xia et al. 2010, Hernández-Monteagudo 2010, Chen
& Schwarz 2016). We set 20 ≤ ℓ ≤ 250 for 2MPZ following
the previous analysis in Peacock & Bilicki (2018) that also ap-
plied the HALOFIT nonlinear model and a scale-independent
bias. For Gaia-unWISE we adopt 180 ≤ ℓ ≤ 540. We cut the
largest multipole to ℓ = 540 so that the linear approxima-
tion of the density contrast is applicable. On the other hand,
we cut the smallest multipole when analysing the un-WISE
QSOs, so as to avoid the systematic leakage of dust emission
(see Alonso et al. 2023). In App. C, we expand the analysis
to other choices of ℓmin., showing how the results depend
on the choice of the lowest multipoles, concluding that for
ℓ ≥ 100 the amplitude of the reconstructed kernel function is
not biased by dust contamination. We calculate 𝐾𝑔 from the
fitted values of 𝑏2

𝑟 and 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔. The error 𝜎2
𝐾
(𝑧𝑖) is calculated

from the standard deviation of the MCMC samples with the
posterior probability derived from the MCMC chain provided
by emcee3. The best-fit values of 𝑏2

𝑟 , 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔, 𝑎𝑔𝑟 are shown
in Table. 3.

5.4 Results of CMB lensing tomography

We are now in a position to carry out the tomographic analysis
of the CMB lensing signal, using the reconstructed NVSS-
SUMSS kernel function. The main output of this analysis

3 https://emcee.readthedocs.io/en/stable/

will be an estimate of the amplitude of the matter density
fluctuations. We measure the angular cross-power spectrum
between NVSS-SUMSS galaxies and the Planck PR4 CMB
lensing convergence by using the pseudo-𝐶 (ℓ) method as
described in Sec. 5.2.2. Then we estimate 𝜎8 via a maxi-
mum likelihood analysis, fitting the measured 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) by the
analytical method described in Sec. 3.2. To clarify the uncer-
tainty from the highest-redshift residual part in estimating 𝜎8
that we introduced in Eq. (40), we will consider two mod-
els for the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function that take into ac-
count nuisance parameters in estimating 𝜎8. The first model
in Sec. 5.4.1 provides a minimum model with two constant
parameters, whereas the second model in Sec. 5.4.2 consists
of four nuisance parameters in a continuous fitting function
of redshift. We will argue that using the latter model for the
NVSS-SUMSS kernel function is preferred in 𝜒2 statistics,
successfully treating uncertainty from the residual signal in
estimating 𝜎8. After marginalising over the uncertainty of the
nuisance parameters, we will show that the estimation of 𝜎8
can be reliable given our choice of model and dataset, quan-
titatively assessing the relation between the deepest redshift
that is decomposable as a tomographic bin and the noise in
the measurement of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (see Fig. 5). After these steps, we
obtain the constraint 𝜎8 = 0.86+0.12

−0.09.

5.4.1 Model with a constant 𝐾res.
𝑔

As we show in Sec. 3.2, 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) is computed by combining
two parts: the summation of the reconstructed part Σ𝑔𝜅 and
the high-redshift residual part 𝑆𝑔𝜅 . For the ideal case where
the reference sample completely covers the redshift distribu-
tion of the lens galaxies, 𝑆𝑔𝜅 has no systematic effect on the
measured 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) as Σ𝑔𝜅 ≫ 𝑆𝑔𝜅 . In our case, however, this
ideal property is not guaranteed: the NVSS-SUMSS can ex-
tend to 𝑧 > 2.3 where few reference samples exist, and thus
we need to estimate 𝑆𝑔𝜅 as well as𝜎8 taking this into account.

We introduce a constant 𝐾res.
𝑔 model for the angular cross-

power spectrum 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) as

𝐶model
𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) =

𝜎8,est.
𝜎8,fid.

Σ
∑︁
𝑖

𝜔𝑖 (ℓ) +
(
𝜎8,est.
𝜎8,fid.

)2
𝑆𝜅 (ℓ) , (53)

where

𝜔𝑖 (ℓ) ≡
𝐾𝜅 (𝑧𝑖)𝛿𝑧𝑖

𝜒2 (𝑧𝑖)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧𝑖)
𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧𝑖)

, 𝑧𝑖

)
,

𝑆𝜅 (ℓ) ≡ 𝐾
∫ 𝑧∗

𝑧max
d𝑧

𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)
𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧) , 𝑧

)
,

𝐾 = 𝐾res.
𝑔 = const. (54)

Note that 𝑖 spans all the redshift bins where the NVSS-SUMSS
kernel function is reconstructed (see the detail about the bin-
ning in Fig. 1 and Table. 2). The first term on the right-hand
side in Eq. (53) fits the summation derived from the recon-
structed kernel function in each bin by Σ. The second term in
Eq. (53) fits the residual component coming from 𝑧 > 𝑧max.
where the reconstruction of the kernel is not performed. Note
that the first term in the right-hand side scales as𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid.
becauseΣ fits the reconstructed kernel function that is already
proportional to 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid. (see the discussion of this prop-
erty in Sec. 3.1).

We adopt a maximum likelihood analysis to estimate the
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sample 𝑧𝑖 𝑏𝑟 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 𝑎𝑔𝑟

2MPZ 0.074 0.99+0.007
−0.007 0.60+0.05

−0.06 0.46+0.28
−0.26

Gaia-unWISE bin1 0.789 1.42+0.22
−0.22 2.29+0.75

−0.74 0.37+0.12
−0.12

Gaia-unWISE bin2 1.476 2.30+0.56
−0.56 2.69+1.02

−1.08 0.19+0.11
−0.10

Gaia-unWISE bin3 2.348 3.34+1.73
−1.73 1.27+1.25

−0.87 0.38+0.08
−0.09

Table 3. The fitted values and the errors of 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 and 𝑎𝑔𝑟 for 2MPZ (20 ≤ ℓ ≤ 250) and Gaia-unWISE (180 ≤ ℓ ≤ 540) . The priors are
uniform: 𝑏𝑟 ∈ [0., 10.], 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 ∈ [0., 10.] and 𝑎𝑔𝑟 ∈ [0., 1.]. The values indicate the median, 0.16 and 0.84 percentiles for the lower and the
upper bound, respectively. The posterior distributions are displayed in App. C.

parameters. The log-likelihood of this model is defined as

ln(L) ≡ −
∑︁
ℓ

(
(𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) − 𝐶model

𝑔𝜅 (ℓ))2

2𝜎̂2
𝑔𝜅 (ℓ)

)
−

(
(Σ(ℓ) − Σ

∑
𝑖 (𝜔𝑖 (ℓ))

2𝜎2
Σ
(ℓ)

)
. (55)

𝜎Σ (ℓ) is defined as

𝜎2
Σ (ℓ) ≡

∑︁
𝑖

𝜔2
𝑖 (ℓ)𝜎

2
𝐾 (𝑧𝑖) , (56)

provided that the errors in the kernel function for each bin
are statistically independent. Here 𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) and 𝜎̂2

𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) are
the measured pseudo angular cross-power spectrum and its
standard deviation, respectively.

We show the derived constraints on the parameters with
the posterior distributions in Fig. 6. The best-fit parameters
are shown in Table 4. We find that 𝜎8 is degenerate with
𝐾 , which can be understood as follows. Σ is determined by
the reconstructed kernel function by the second term of the
likelihood as well as the amplitude of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 . Then 𝐾 fits 𝐶𝑔𝜅
given the value of Σ. Since 𝜎8 and 𝐾 both both amplify 𝐶𝑔𝜅 ,
𝜎8 and 𝐾 have an anti-correlation in their values once 𝐶𝑔𝜅 is
fixed by the measurement. In addition, we also find that the
best-fit 𝜎8 is smaller. The smaller 𝜎8, however, seems not to
be cosmological but to be systematics of the NVSS-SUMSS
kernel assumed here. The constant amplitude of 𝐾res.

𝑔 tends
to overestimate the ingredients of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 from the higher red-
shift part of the correlation, making the estimated 𝜎8 smaller
than that of Planck 2018 (Aghanim et al. 2020b) given the
measured amplitude of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 . This is because the kernel func-
tion must decrease as the redshift becomes higher, reflecting
the fact that there are fewer samples of the NVSS-SUMSS
galaxies at higher redshifts given the flux limit for the entire
sample. These results motivate the construction of a better
model of the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function to measure 𝜎8,
characterising the features of the kernel function with which
the reconstructed kernel function and the residual kernel func-
tion are properly correlated. In the next subsection, we will
introduce a candidate for such a model.

5.4.2 Double lognormal model for the NVSS-NVSS kernel

We introduce a fitting formula of the radio kernel function as

𝐾model
𝑔 (𝑧) =

𝜎8,est.
𝜎8,fid.

{
(𝛼1 + 𝛼2) exp

(
− ln2 (𝑧)

𝛽2
1

)
+ 𝛼2 exp

(
− ln2 (𝑧)
(𝛽1 + 𝛽2)2

)}
. (57)

Note that 𝐾model
𝑔 (𝑧) is proportional to 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid. as we fit

the reconstructed kernel function (see the further discussion
on this in Sec. 3). This model tries to capture the following
features of the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function, introducing
the four parameters 𝛼1,2 and 𝛽1,2. Firstly, the redshift distri-
bution of the sample converges to zero at 𝑧 = 0. Secondly, the
redshift distribution of the NVSS-SUMSS sample is likely to
have two distinct peaks, representing the two different popu-
lations of radio sources: star-forming galaxies at low redshifts
and the AGN at higher redshifts (see Mauch & Sadler 2007
and for other radio samples cf. McAlpine et al. 2013). Finally,
the lognormal distribution has a mild decrease of its tail to-
wards higher redshifts, featuring the tail distributions of bright
AGN at higher redshifts. We set the parameter space with the
hierarchy of the parameters as 𝛼1,2 > 0. and 𝛽1,2 > 0. The
first term in Eq. (57) features a larger amplitude with a smaller
deviation, tracing the AGN population. The second term in
Eq. (57), on the other hand, features a smaller amplitude with a
wider deviation, following the distribution of the star-forming
galaxies. Then 𝐶radio 𝜅 is derived as

𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) ≡
𝜎8,est.
𝜎8,fid.

∫ 𝑧∗

0
d𝑧
𝐾model
𝑔 (𝑧)𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)
𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)

𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧) , 𝑧

)
.

(58)

We adopt the maximum likelihood estimation of the best-fit
parameters with the following log-likelihood,

ln(L) ≡ −
∑︁
ℓ

{
(𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) − 𝐶model

𝑔𝜅 (ℓ))2

2𝜎̂2
𝑔𝜅 (ℓ)

}
−

∑︁
𝑖

{
(𝐾𝑔 (𝑧𝑖) − 𝐾model

𝑔 (𝑧𝑖))2

2𝜎2
𝐾
(𝑧𝑖)

}
, (59)

and we proceed with MCMC sampling to obtain the poste-
rior distribution of the parameters. Note that 𝑖 spans all the
redshift bins where the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function is re-
constructed (see the detail regarding the binning in Fig. 1 and
Table. 2).

We show the derived constraints on the parameters with
the posterior distributions in Fig. 7. The best-fit parameters
are shown in Table 5. We find that 𝜎8 is consistent with that
of Planck 2018 obtained from TT-TE-EE correlations in the
2-𝜎 credible interval, considering the degeneracy between𝜎8
and 𝛼1. The degeneracies between and 𝜎8 and 𝛼2 and 𝛽1,2
are not significant. Fig. 8 shows the comparison between the
reconstructed kernel function and the best-fit model. We find
that 𝛼2 and 𝛽2 trace the first two bins from 𝑧 = 0.

Remarkably, the double lognormal model exhibits
𝜒2/d.o.f. ≈ 0.967 given 𝜒2 ≡ −2ln(L), showing a good
match to the data. Fig. 3 shows the histogram of 𝜒2/d.o.f.
made from all the realisations in MCMC analysis. We find
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Figure 3. The histogram of 𝜒2/d.o.f.. Here we collect 132,600
samples of (𝜎8, 𝛼1, 𝛼2, 𝛽1, 𝛽2 ) . The median (red), and the quantile
range: 0.16 and 0.84 are shown by the blue dotted and the blue dashed
lines, respectively.

Figure 4. Cumulant of reconstructed𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ = 225) . The black line is
the model computed with the median. The other coloured lines are 10
random samples drawn from the entire 132,600 MCMC realisations.

that most of the models are distributed with a small dispersion
around unity, indicating that the double lognormal model is
a good candidate to explain the data. On the other hand, we
find 𝜒2/d.o.f. ≈ 0.669 for the constant 𝐾res.

𝑔 model, indi-
cating that this model seems insufficient to explain the data
compared to the double lognormal model. Fig. 9 compares
the measured angular cross-power spectrum and the theoret-
ical prediction made by the best-fit parameters of the radio
kernel functions of the two models.

5.5 Robustness of constraint on 𝜎8

We will further examine whether the uncertainty in the kernel
function in 𝑧 > 𝑧max. affects the estimation of 𝜎8 given the
double lognormal model. We quantify the range of redshift
in which the tomographic separation is capable of given the
reconstructed kernel function, calculating the signal-to-noise
ratio

SNR ≡
∑︁
ℓ

(
(𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) − 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.))2

𝜎̂2
𝑔𝜅 (ℓ)

)
. (60)

Recall that 𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) and 𝜎̂2
𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) are the measured pseudo angu-

lar cross-power spectrum and its variance, respectively. Note
that 𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) contains the entire redshift range covered by the
NVSS-SUMSS sample. On the other hand, 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.) is

Figure 5. Separable redshifts as a function of signal to noise ratio.
The blue and orange points represent the different 10 subsamples of
the entire 132,600 MCMC realisations: the blue points were sampled
between 0.16-0.84 quartiles of 𝜒2 distribution, whereas the orange
ones were sampled from the entire distribution (see the 𝜒2 distribu-
tion in Fig. 3)

calculated as

𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.) ≡
∫ 𝑧sep.

0
d𝑧
𝐾model
𝑔 (𝑧)𝐾𝜅 (𝑧)
𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)

𝑃

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧) , 𝑧

)
.

(61)

𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.) describes the truncated 𝐶𝑔𝜅 up to 𝑧 = 𝑧sep..
Subtracting it from the measured 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) can then give an in-
dication of the residual contribution to CMB lensing sourced
by the NVSS-SUMSS galaxies at 𝑧 > 𝑧sep.. In this sense,
the SNR in Eq. (60) explicitly assesses whether the residual
signal is below or above the noise.

Given the SNR we can determine 𝑧sep. by solving the above
formula for 𝑧sep.. Since 𝐾model

𝑔 (𝑧) depends on the parameters
(𝜎8, 𝛼1, 𝛼2, 𝛽1, 𝛽2), 𝑧sep. therefore has this same dependence.
Note that𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.) is monotonic as 𝑧sep. increases, there-
fore there is a unique solution for 𝑧sep. for each SNR. Before
calculating 𝑧sep. from Eq. (60), we compute the cumulant
𝑐(ℓ, 𝑧) ≡ 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧)/𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep. max.), which quantitatively
shows the percentage of each tomographic bins as a function
of redshift. In Fig. 4, we show 𝑐(ℓ, 𝑧) for a selection of sam-
ples from the 132,600 MCMC realisations at ℓ = 225. We set
𝑧sep. max. = 10 above which the cumulant converges well to
unity. Note that we confirmed that the other multipoles de-
viate little from each other in showing the main feature. We
find that the cumulant is less than unity, converging around
𝑧 ≈ 4. This indicates that the NVSS-SUMSS radio samples
may provide the deepest tomographic dissection of the CMB
lensing signals in redshift, extending the previous results of
Peacock & Bilicki (2018); Krolewski et al. (2021); Alonso
et al. (2023); Piccirilli et al. (2024) to higher redshifts.

We then assess how much the higher redshift information
can be separable with the PR4 × radio angular cross-power
spectrum measurement errors. Fig. 5 shows the derived 𝑧sep.
as a function of signal-to-noise ratio. We find that 𝑧sep. ≈ 2
is the redshift at which one can separate the tomographic
slices from the measured 𝐶̂𝑔𝜅 obtained by the NVSS-SUMSS
× Planck PR4 given SNR = 1. Regarding that we made
the tomographic reconstruction of the NVSS-SUMSS kernel
function up to 𝑧 ≈ 2.3, this means that there is no evidence
for residual signals explaining the measured 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ) given
the present dataset. Recalling that the residual component
systematically makes 𝜎8 smaller given Eq. (40), we conclude
that such a bias from the residual component does not affect
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params. 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid. Σ 𝐾 𝜒2/d.o.f.

best fit 0.82+0.33
−0.18 1.14+0.07

−0.07 0.68+0.82
−0.53 12.05/18

Table 4. The best-fit parameters of the constant 𝐾 res.
𝑔 model of the angular cross-power spectrum between the NVSS-SUMSS sample and

Planck PR4 CMB lensing convergence map. The values of the parameters indicate the median, 0.16 and 0.84 percentiles for the lower and the
upper bound, respectively.

Figure 6. The posterior distributions and the contour maps for the parameters of the constant𝐾 res.
𝑔 model. The blue contours represent confidence

regions, corresponding to 1-𝜎 (68%), 2-𝜎 (95%), or 3-𝜎 (99.7%), and 4-𝜎 (99.9973%) credible intervals, respectively. The red-shaded region
shows the 1-𝜎 credible interval obtained from Planck 2018 TT-TE-EE model (Aghanim et al. 2020a). The MCMC analysis was configured with
20,000 steps per walker. The first 100 steps were discarded as burn-in, and a thinning factor of 15 was applied, resulting in a total of 132,600
samples.
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params. 𝜎8,est./𝜎8,fid. 𝛼1 𝛼2 𝛽1 𝛽2 𝜒2/d.o.f.

best fit 1.07+0.16
−0.12 1.22+0.41

−0.37 0.14+0.04
−0.03 0.45+0.04

−0.03 1.27+0.23
−0.17 15.48/16

Table 5. The best-fit parameters for the double lognormal model of the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function and 𝜎8. The angular cross-power
spectrum between the NVSS-SUMSS sample and Planck PR4 CMB lensing convergence map. The values of the parameters indicate the
median, 0.16 and 0.84 percentiles for the lower and the upper bound, respectively.

Figure 7. The posterior distributions and the contour maps for the parameters of the double lognormal model are shown. The blue contours
represent confidence regions, corresponding to 1-𝜎 (68%), 2-𝜎 (95%), or 3-𝜎 (99.7%), and 4-𝜎 (99.9973%) credible intervals, respectively.
The red-shaded region shows the 1-𝜎 credible interval obtained from Planck 2018 TT-TE-EE model (Aghanim et al. 2020a). The MCMC
analysis was configured with 20,000 steps per walker. The first 100 steps were discarded as burn-in, and a thinning factor of 15 was applied,
resulting in a total of 132,600 samples.
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Figure 8. Comparison of the NVSS-SUMSS kernel function (left) and the kernel of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (right) with the best-fit lognormal model. The
data points with filled circles show the results of reconstruction: 2MPZ (green), LOWZ-CMASS (blue), eBOSS DR16 LRGs (orange), and
Gaia-unWISE (red). The two points with open circles show the reconstructed values of the kernel function determined by the removed bins:
the fifth bin in LOWZ-CMASS and the second bin in eBOSS DR16 LRGs, showing the smaller amplitude. The solid thick lines show the
best-fit double-lognormal function: the total (red), the primary (blue), and the secondary (green), respectively. The solid thin lines shape the
double-lognormal function with the parameters (𝜎8, 𝛼1, 𝛼2, 𝛽1, 𝛽2 ) randomly selected from 20,000 realisations. As a reference, we show the
CENSORS spectroscopic subsample of the NVSS galaxies by the grey histogram in the left figure and the grey-filled circles in the right figure,
showing 129 objects with > 8mJy out of 147 sources whose redshifts are obtained by either spectroscopy, 𝐾-𝑧 estimate, 𝐾-𝑧 limit, or 𝐼-𝑧
estimate; cf. (Brookes et al. 2008). The CENSORS catalogue is available from https://vizier.cds.unistra.fr/viz-bin/VizieR-3?
-source=J/MNRAS/416/1900/censors.

Figure 9. Comparison between the measurement of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 from NVSS-SUMSS × Planck PR4 and two different model of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 . The points are
the measured values using a bandwidth of ℓbin = 30. The red and blue solid lines denote the predictions of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 from the constant 𝐾 res.

𝑔 model
and the double lognormal model given the best-fit parameters, respectively. The best-fit parameters for the constant 𝐾 res.

𝑔 model and the double
lognormal model are summarised in Tables. 4 and 5, respectively.

the measurement of 𝜎8 given the sensitivity of the Planck
PR4 CMB lensing convergence.

6 CONCLUSIONS

We have discussed the method of CMB lensing tomography
empowered by clustering redshift estimation applied to lens-
ing galaxies, estimating the amplitude of the cosmological
density fluctuation at present i.e. 𝜎8. We demonstrated our

method with the existing dataset of the Planck PR4 conver-
gence map and the radio galaxies of NVSS-SUMSS all-sky
samples representing the foreground lenses. We derived the
kernel function of the radio galaxies with the help of the mea-
sured correlation functions with reference samples that have
known redshifts, i.e. LOWZ-CMASS, eBOSS LRG, 2MPZ,
and Gaia-unWISE QSOs, applying the clustering-based red-
shift estimation method. Based on the reconstructed kernel
function of the NVSS-SUMSS radio galaxies, we constrained
𝜎8 using two different models of CMB lensing kernel derived
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in this way. We confirmed that the 𝜎8 values derived from the
two models are consistent with the fiducial Planck 2018 TT-
TE-EE + Low-E value i.e. 𝜎8 = 0.812. We found that the
model with the better prescription of the radio distribution
gave the tighter constraint: 𝜎8 = 0.86+0.12

−0.09.
We estimated the cumulant of the CMB lensing cross-

power spectrum,𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ, 𝑧sep.)/𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ), in order to clarify the
issue of a possible residual contribution from the radio galax-
ies at 𝑧 > 𝑧sep. given the fitting function of the reconstructed
radio kernel. We found that the cumulant does not reach unity
up to 𝑧 ≈ 4. This indicates that there may be a significant
correlation amplitude with radio samples which comes from
such high redshifts, leaving a potential measurement of such
high-redshift tomographic angular cross-power spectrum in
future CMB experiments and radio surveys. At present, how-
ever, the dataset of Planck PR4 and the NVSS-SUMSS radio
galaxies could not show any residual signals with a significant
signal-to-noise ratio at 𝑧 ≈ 2 within the measurement error
of 𝐶𝑔𝜅 (ℓ), as shown in Fig. 5.

We have estimated 𝜎8 with our method and found that the
value is consistent with that deduced by Planck 2018, as well
as other existing measurements: cf. Krolewski et al. (2021);
Alonso et al. (2023); Piccirilli et al. (2024). To this end,
we conclude that there seems no significant evidence against
the fiducial ΛCDM model. Meanwhile, our approach in this
paper will be more desirable in probing the Universe at high
redshifts for the following reasons. One is that the highest red-
shifts will not be well surveyed until deeper galaxy catalogues
and more precise CMB lensing maps have been obtained. The
other is the mismatch of the measurements of the Hubble-
Lemaître constant 𝐻0 (Verde et al. 2019) and the tension over
the amplitude of density contrast𝜎8 (Miyatake et al. 2023) are
not reconciled at present. In addition, non-standard theories
of gravity alternatively explain the cosmic acceleration espe-
cially at a late time, speculating whether or not gravity follows
the law we know both at low and high redshifts (see compre-
hensive reviews for this field: Koyama 2016; Ferreira; Ishak
et al. 2019; 2019; Arai et al. 2023). Moreover, there is an ad-
vantage that a data-driven reconstruction of cross-correlation
signals is robust to alternative cosmological models without
the need to assume a particular theory of gravity. To this end,
we will proceed with our methodology preparing forthcom-
ing Simons Observatory (Ade et al. 2019), CMB Stage-IV
experiments (Abazajian et al. 2022) and Square Kilometre
Array Observatory (Braun et al. 2015) in the same timeline
of the Vera. C. Rubin Observatory (Ivezić et al. 2019), and the
Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope (Spergel et al. 2015).
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APPENDIX A: ESTIMATOR OF AUTO-POWER
SPECTRUM TOMOGRAPHY WITH
RECONSTRUCTED KERNEL FUNCTION

We supply here the formulae of the angular auto-power spec-
trum of a lens-mass sample, given that the clustering-redshift
analysis reconstructs a kernel function of the sample. We de-
note the lensing sample with the subscript 𝑢 following the
main text. The angular auto-power spectrum of the lens-mass
sample is given as

𝐶𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) =
∫ ∞

0
d𝑧
𝐾2
𝑢 (𝑧)

𝜒2𝑐/𝐻
𝑃𝑚

(
ℓ + 1/2
𝜒

, 𝑧

)
. (A1)

Following the logic similar to deriving 𝐶𝑢𝜅 in Sec. 3.2, we
obtain

𝐶𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) ∼ Σ𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) + 𝑆𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) , (A2)

Σ𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) ≡
𝑁rec.∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾rec.2
𝑢 (𝑧𝑖)𝛿𝑧𝑖

𝜒2 (𝑧𝑖)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧𝑖)
𝑃𝑚

(
𝑙 + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧𝑖)

, 𝑧𝑖

)
,

𝑆𝑢𝑢 (ℓ) ≡
∫ 𝑧∗

𝑧max
d𝑧

𝐾res.2
𝑢 (𝑧)

𝜒2 (𝑧)𝑐/𝐻 (𝑧)
𝑃𝑚

(
𝑙 + 1/2
𝜒(𝑧) , 𝑧

)
.

Note that the notation follows Sec. 3.2. We find thatΣ𝑢𝑢 is pro-
portional to 𝜎8,true𝜎8,fid., substituting 𝐾rec.

𝑢 ∝ 𝜎8,true/𝜎8,fid.
and𝑃𝑚 ∝ 𝜎2

8,fid.. On the other hand, the left-hand side𝐶𝑢𝑢 (ℓ)
is proportional to 𝜎2

8,true, which can be measured using two-
point statistics. Then we define

𝛽 ≡ 𝐶𝑢𝑢

Σ𝑢𝑢 + 𝑆𝑢𝑢
, (A3)

estimating 𝜎8,true independently from 𝛼 in Eq. (40). Provided
𝑆𝑢𝑢 is negligibly small compared to Σ𝑢𝑢, we obtain 𝛽 =

𝐶𝑢𝑢/Σ𝑢𝑢 and 𝜎8,true = 𝛽𝜎8,fid.. Since 𝛽 consists only of the
measured two-point statistics, a similar conclusion applies to
𝛼 provided that 𝑆𝑢𝑢 is negligible compared to Σ𝑢𝑢. One can
apply these formulae given a measurement of the auto-power
spectrum of the lensing sample, though this is not the case
with the NVSS-SUMSS dataset.

APPENDIX B: VALIDATION OF LINEAR BIAS
MODEL IN CONFIGURATION SPACE ANALYSIS

We will confirm that the galaxy biases of the reference sam-
ples are independent of scale over an angular range deter-
mined by a certain choice of scale cuts. We consider the scale
cut in the range 𝜃 ∈ [0.3◦, 1◦], the same as the definition in
the main analysis.

Figs B1 and B2 compare the theoretical predictions for the
auto-correlation functions and the cross-correlation functions
with the measurements, assuming the fiducial cosmological
model plus the HALOFIT model of the nonlinear matter-
power spectrum. Figs B1 and B2 display a good agreement
between the theory and the data, though it is not clear whether
the amplitude can be approximated in a scale-independent
way. Hence we carry out the analysis for the deviation from
the mean i.e. 𝑏𝑟/𝑏̄𝑟 − 1 and 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔/𝑏̄𝑟𝐾𝑔 − 1, as shown in
Fig. B3.
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Figure B1. The auto-correlation functions of the reference galaxies. The solid lines are theoretical predictions with estimated bias 𝑏𝑟 of each
bin. The data points span between 0.3◦ < 𝜃 < 1◦ where the measurements are carried out. The colours of the solid lines and the data points are
consistent for a given sample.

Figure B2. The cross-correlation functions between the NVSS-SUMSS galaxies and the reference galaxies. The solid lines are theoretical
predictions with estimated 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 of each bin. The data points span between 0.3 ◦ < 𝜃 < 1◦ where the measurements are carried out. The
colours of the solid lines and the data points are consistent for a given sample, as well as with the colours for the auto-correlation functions in
Fig. B1.

Fig. B3 provides a test of the scale-dependence of the
amplitudes. The measured values of 𝑏𝑟 and 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔 show a flat
dependence on scale within acceptable stochastic fluctuations
around the mean, though the last row for the LRGs is noisy. We
find that the LOWZ-CMASS bins suggest 10% precision in 𝑏𝑟
and 50% precision in 𝑏𝑟𝐾𝑔, respectively. The LRGs bin is the
most noisy, though the data points do not show distinguishable
evidence for scale dependence. In short, this establishes the
measured quantities that satisfy our assumptions made in
reconstructing the radio kernel function.

APPENDIX C: FITTING OF CROSS-NOISE MODEL
IN HARMONIC SPACE ANALYSIS

We supply the posterior distributions for the parameters of
the cross-noise model described in Sec. 5.3.2, fitting the
measured angular cross-power spectra between the NVSS-
SUMSS radio galaxies and the photometric tracers i.e. 2MPZ
and Gaia-unWISE QSOs. We apply a multipole scale cut for
2MPZ as a restriction to 20 ≤ ℓ ≤ 250, with the cut for the
Gaia-unWISE QSO sample being 180 ≤ ℓ ≤ 540 and 𝑠 = 0.8,
both of which are equivalent in defining the reference samples
to those used in the main analysis.

Fig. C1 shows the error contour of the parameters of the
cross-noise model for the NVSS-SUMSS and the 2MPZ an-
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Figure B3. The scale dependence of the measured linear biases (left column) and the radio kernel functions (right column), plotting the
normalised deviation of the measured amplitude from the mean values as shown in the titles of the columns. The last row for the left and right
columns is scaled differently in the vertical axes. The colours of the data points are the same as those for the auto-correlation functions in
Figs B1 and B2.

gular cross-power spectrum. Fig. C2, on the other hand, shows
the error contours of the parameters of the cross-noise model
for the NVSS-SUMSS and the Gaia-unWISE angular cross-
power spectrum, separated into the three redshift bins of the
QSO samples. One can see that the cross-noise amplitude
𝑎𝑔𝑟 is non-zero high significance, tracing the cross-noise
component from the data. The best-fit values of the parame-
ters of the cross-noise model are shown in Table 3. Figs C3
and C4 compare the best-fit values and the measured angu-
lar cross-power spectrum divided by 𝐸 (𝐶) between 2MPZ
and NVSS-SUMSS and between Gaia-unWISE QSOs and
NVSS-SUMSS, respectively. One can see that the prediction
of Eq. (51) traces the scale dependence of the data rather ac-
curately, which helps subtract the cross-noise component by
fitting 𝑎𝑔𝑟 .

APPENDIX D: EFFECTS OF VARIOUS SAMPLE
CUT FOR THE GAIA-UNWISE SAMPLE

We show our results are affected by exactly how we define a
Gaia-unWISE QSO sample with a given selection function 𝑠
to derive the reconstructed radio kernel function.

Firstly, we examine how the threshold value for the selec-
tion function 𝑠 of the Gaia un-WISE QSO samples affects
the amplitudes of the reconstructed kernel function. Fig. D1

shows that there is no strong dependence on the selection
threshold for the analysis: even though some systematic de-
crease of the amplitudes in the two smaller redshift bins is
observed, all the points are consistent within the error bars.
We choose a selection threshold 𝑠 = 0.8 as in the main anal-
ysis, which can be conservative in ensuring the purity of a
QSO catalogue. From this, we conclude that the various defi-
nitions of data samples have little impact on our main results.
Note that we fix the selection threshold 𝑠 = 0.8 for all the
variations.

Secondly, we investigate whether or not the scale cut of
the minimum multipole ℓmin. has any affect on the amplitude
of the reconstructed kernel function. Fig. D2 shows there is
a systematic decrease in the amplitudes of the reconstructed
kernel functions for smaller ℓmin, while ℓmin = 100, 180, 240
show a relatively stable amplitude. The error bars enlarge
for larger ℓmin as the number of bins decreases. Following
Alonso et al. (2023), we presume that the leakage from the
dust emission had some effect on the QSO maps. To avoid the
leakage while retaining a reasonable size of the error bar, we
ended up choosing ℓmin. = 180 for all analyses in the main
text.

Finally, we similarly examine the impact of the choice of
maximum multipole ℓmax. on the amplitude of the recon-
structed kernel function. Fig. D3 shows there is little sensitiv-
ity to this parameter in practice. Note that raising ℓmax. causes
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Figure C1. The posterior distribution of the fitted parameters in the
cross-noise model for the angular cross-power spectrum between the
NVSS-SUMSS galaxies and the 2MPZ galaxies.

Figure C2. The posterior distribution of the fitted parameters in the
cross-noise model for the angular cross-power spectrum between the
NVSS-SUMSS galaxies and the Gaia-unWISE galaxies. The red,
green, and blue contours shows the error regions for the first, second,
and third redshift bins of the Gaia-unWISE QSO samples, respec-
tively.

the 2-halo approximation to become less valid. The value of
ℓmax. for our main analysis is therefore set so as to mitigate
the inaccuracy of the dark-matter halo modelling on smaller
scales.

Figure C3. Multipole dependence of the linear bias of 2MPZ galaxies
𝐶̂𝑢𝑟 (ℓ )/𝐸 (𝐶 ) (ℓ ) given 20 ≤ ℓ ≤ 250.

Figure C4. Multipole dependence of 𝐶̂𝑢𝑟 (ℓ )/𝐸 (𝐶 ) (ℓ ) given 𝑠 =

0.8 and 180 ≤ ℓ ≤ 540.
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Figure D1. Reconstructed kernel functions with different values of the selection function.

Figure D2. Reconstructed kernel functions with different values of the lowest multipole cut.

Figure D3. Reconstructed kernel functions with different values of the highest multipole cut.
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