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We present a first measurement of the galaxy-galaxy-CMB lensing bispectrum. The signal is
detected at 26σ and 22σ significance using two samples from the unWISE galaxy catalog at mean
redshifts z̄ = 0.6 and 1.1 and lensing reconstructions from Planck PR4. We employ a compressed
bispectrum estimator based on the cross-correlation between the square of the galaxy overdensity
field and CMB lensing reconstructions. We present a series of consistency tests to ensure the
cosmological origin of our signal and rule out potential foreground contamination. We compare
our results to model predictions from a halo model previously fit to only two-point spectra, finding
reasonable agreement when restricting our analysis to large scales. Such measurements of the
CMB lensing galaxy bispectrum will have several important cosmological applications, including
constraining the uncertain higher-order bias parameters that currently limit lensing cross-correlation
analyses.

INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Over the past decades, analyses of the power spectrum
in large-scale structure have provided us with increas-
ingly powerful constraints on cosmology. However, since
structure formation becomes non-linear on small scales,
a wealth of additional information about both cosmology
and astrophysics is encoded in small-scale non-Gaussian
statistics. In recent years, cosmologists have pioneered
precise measurements of such non-Gaussian statistics in
both cosmic shear and galaxy clustering observables.
However, non-Gaussian statistics involving CMB grav-
itational lensing have generally not yet been detected,
with the notable exception of one 5σ measurement of the
Lyman-α – CMB lensing bispectrum [1].

Such a signal is generically expected to be present even
in the absence of primordial non-Gaussianity due to the
non-linear, gravitational evolution of the matter density
field. Different approaches of probing non-Gaussian sig-
nals in CMB lensing analyses have been studied theoret-
ically. Several non-Guassian statistics, for example the
CMB lensing probability density function, peak counts
[2], and the CMB lensing bispectrum [3] have been dis-
cussed in the context of studying the non-linear evolu-
tion of the matter field. Furthermore, the CMB lensing
bispectrum was explored as a probe of modified grav-
ity [3]. More recent work explored the noise biases aris-
ing when the CMB lensing bispectrum is measured from
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reconstructed CMB lensing maps [4]. The lensing bis-
pectrum has also been explored in the context of galaxy
weak lensing [see e.g. Refs. 5–7, and references therein].
An analysis including the weak lensing bispectrum from
the Dark Energy Survey found consistent and improved
parameter constraints [by 15-25% compared to a power
spectrum only analysis; 8].

In this paper, we present the first detection of the CMB
lensing – galaxy bispectrum; our measurement employs
two powers of unWISE galaxies along with one Planck
PR4 CMB lensing map. The detection significance for
our measurement is perhaps surprisingly large for a first
determination, with our measurement reaching a signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) of ∼20. We validate our detection
with a number of consistency and null-tests, finding no
evidence for significant systematic errors. We also com-
pare our measurement with expectations from a simple
halo model calculation.

Measurements of the CMB lensing-galaxy-galaxy bis-
pectrum can contribute to cosmology in several ways.
They can, of course, be used to directly constrain cos-
mological parameters, with a different dependence than
the power spectrum on the amplitude of structure and
matter density parameters. They can also contribute sig-
nificantly to modelling and characterising galaxy popu-
lations, e.g., placing independent constraints on the pa-
rameters of an HOD model. However, perhaps the most
promising application of projected CMB-lensing-galaxy
bispectra is constraining higher-order bias parameters.
Assuming the bispectrum can be modelled with a con-
sistent theoretical approach (e.g., Effective Field Theory
(EFT) or Hybrid EFT (HEFT)), bispectrum information
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on parameters such as the non-linear galaxy bias, b2, can
in principle break degeneracies that are a crucial limiting
factor in CMB lensing cross-correlation tomography anal-
yses. Additional information on higher-order bias param-
eters can be expected to allow more powerful constraints
from smaller-scale galaxy cross-correlations, while reduc-
ing the impact of prior volume effects. Ref. [9] showed
significant improvements for example in constraints on
the neutrino mass from the inclusion of the bispectrum
between CMB lensing and galaxy surveys.

DATA

In this work we employ the following datasets. The
CMB lensing map is obtained from the Planck PR4 lens-
ing analysis [10]. Although the standard lensing map
including optimal filtering is our baseline throughout, we
also use different variations of the Planck PR4 lensing
map for null-tests. The CMB lensing signal is recon-
structed up to a maximum multipole of Lκ−max = 2048.

The galaxy density maps used are either the Blue or
Green sample from the unWISE galaxy catalogue. The
unWISE galaxy catalogue is constructed from the Wide-
Field Infrared Survey Explorer (WISE) survey [11], in-
cluding four years of the post-hibernation NEOWISE
phase [12, 13]. The WISE satellite mapped the entire
sky at 3.4 (W1), 4.6 (W2), 12 (W3) and 22 (W4) µm,
although NEOWISE only measured in bands W1 and
W2 due to a lack of cryogen necessary for the longer-
wavelength bands. As a result, unWISE [14, 15] is con-
structed only from the much deeper W1 and W2 bands.
Three galaxy samples are selected from unWISE using
W1-W2 colour cuts, called the Blue, Green, and Red
samples, at z ∼ 0.6, 1.1, and 1.5, respectively. These
samples are extensively described in Refs. [16] and [17].
Here we only use the lower redshift samples, Blue and
Green, which have substantially larger number densities.
We include corrections for observational effects affecting
the galaxy number density in these samples which were
first derived in Ref. [18].

DETECTION OF CMB
LENSING-GALAXY-GALAXY BISPECTRUM

FROM THE SQUARED GALAXY FIELD

We use the following estimator to rapidly compute a
compressed CMB lensing-galaxy-galaxy bispectrum: We
square the galaxy over density, δg(n̂) in real space and
measure the harmonic-space cross-correlation of the δ2g
field with the lensing convergence field κ. The overden-
sity is given in terms of the observed galaxy number den-
sity in the direction of n̂, ng(n̂), and the mean number

density over the entire sky n̄ as

δg(n̂) =
ng(n̂)− ⟨ng⟩

⟨ng⟩
. (1)

This can be compared to methods that have been used
to detect the projected field kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich
(kSZ) [see e.g. Refs. 19–21]. These estimators are some-
times called skew spectra and have been studied (theoret-
ically) in the literature, for example in Ref. [22], or pre-
vious work, eg. Refs. [23] and [24]. The resulting power

spectrum, Cg2κ
L , is related to the angular bispectrum,

Bggκ
ℓℓ′ℓ′′ (details are shown in the appendix below).
This compressed statistic can, of course, not capture

all the information in the full bispectrum. However, we
note that for non-linear couplings such as the b2 higher
order bias term as well as the growth term in the F2 mat-
ter perturbation theory kernel, this estimator is expected
to be close to optimal (see e.g. Ref. [22] for a detailed ex-
amination of this estimator).
In this work we present two different measurements of

the compressed CMB lensing-galaxy-galaxy bispectrum.
In order to optimise the SNR we employ a Wiener-filtered
galaxy map. The Wiener-filter can be written in har-
monic space as

ag,WF
ℓm = agℓm

Cgg,fid
ℓ

Cgg,fid
ℓ +Ngg

ℓ

(2)

where Ngg
ℓ is the shot noise. By default we also filter the

galaxy density to remove all modes ℓ < 20 in order to sup-
press spurious power from large scale systematics. Fur-
thermore, we suppress small scale fluctuations by setting
all modes with ℓ ≥ 3000 to zero. We do not additionally
filter the lensing reconstruction in any way. With this fil-
tering scheme the compressed bispectrum is detected at
26σ for the Blue sample and at 22σ for the Green sam-

ple. This uses all bandpowers in Cg2κ
L for which L ≥ 100.

This large scale cut is based on fluctuations observed for
the lowest two bandpowers in the null-test described be-
low1. The maximum available value of L is set by the
lensing reconstruction which only includes multipoles up

to Lκ−max = 2048. The Cg2κ
L bandpowers are shown in

Fig. 1. Alternatively, when restricting the maximum lens-
ing multipole to Lκ−max = 1000 to conservatively guard
against foreground systematics in the lensing reconstruc-
tion, we still obtain a SNR of 22 and 19 for the Blue and
Green samples respectively.
While the bispectrum measured from the Wiener-

filtered map yields a high SNR detection of Cg2κ
L it

1 Our null-tests pass even when bandpowers with L < 100 are in-
cluded, but we consistently find lower PTEs across all tests when
those large scales are included and thus conservatively exclude
them.
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FIG. 1. First detection of the galaxy-galaxy-CMB lensing bispectrum obtained via the compressed bispectrum estimator. The

solid data points show a detection of Cg2κ
L at 26σ and 22σ (for 100 ≤ L ≤ 2048) for the Blue (left; z̄ = 0.6) and Green (right;

z̄ = 1.1) samples of unWISE galaxies using Wiener-filtered versions of the galaxy over density maps (light, circular data points).
When imposing a more restrictive cutoff on the maximum lensing multipole to conservatively guard against foreground biases,
using 100 ≤ L ≤ 1000, we still obtain a SNR of 22 and 19 for the two samples respectively. When instead filtering the galaxy
maps to exclude highly non-linear scales (ℓ < 300 and ℓ < 450 for Blue and Green respectively) we obtain 5σ and 9σ detections
(on scales 100 ≤ L ≤ 2 ∗ ℓmax; dark, triangular data points). The grey lines show an approximate, halo-model based prediction

for Cg2κ
L based on the HOD fit in Ref. [25] (solid for Wiener-filter and dashed for conservative scale cuts). We note that we do

not perform a fit of the model parameters to the observed bispectrum and so we only compare with theory curves to check that
the form of our results does not drastically differ from theoretical expectations and that a detection of the signal is unsurprising
given the size of our errors.

contains significant information from small, highly non-
linear scales. Such scales are likely outside the regime
of validity of the perturbative models commonly used
in cosmological analysis. We thus also show results ob-
tained using more conservative filters. We remove all
modes ℓ > ℓg−max = 300 for the Blue sample and
ℓ > ℓg−max = 450 for the Green sample. These scale cuts
are chosen to correspond approximately to a maximum
scale kmax = 0.2h−1Mpc at the mean redshift of the two
samples (z̄ = 0.6 for Blue and 1.1 for Green). For this
more conservative measurement we also impose a more
restrictive cut on large scales in the galaxy density, re-
moving all modes ℓ < 50. Using these more conservative
scale cuts we still obtain a detection at 5σ and 9σ for
the Blue and Green samples of galaxies respectively us-
ing multipoles for which 100 ≤ L < 2ℓg−max (the signal
vanishes for larger multipoles, see Eq. 12). These band-
powers are also shown in Fig. 1 for comparison.

COVARIANCE

To estimate the data covariance we rely on 480 Gaus-
sian lensing reconstruction simulations. The generation
of correlated galaxy realisations is discussed in Ref. [26].
These simulations do not contain the signal we are prob-

ing in this work2 and thus yield the covariance under the
assumption that the bispectrum vanishes as appropriate
for a detection claim. The disconnected, Gaussian part
of the six-point function, captured by our simulations,
is expected to be the dominant contribution to the data
covariance. The diagonal elements of the covariance ma-
trix are shown in Fig. 2 and all off-diagonal correlations
are small (< 10%).

DATA SYSTEMATICS TEST

To establish the cosmological origin of the signal ob-
served and to rule out potential foreground contamina-
tion we perform a series of consistency tests on the data.
This includes null-tests comparing different lensing re-
construction options and different large scale masks.
Firstly, we investigate stability for different varia-

tions of the lensing reconstruction. To test for po-
tential contamination from foregrounds such as thermal
Sunyaev-Zeldovich (tSZ) clusters or the Cosmic Infrared
Background (CIB) we assess the consistency of bispec-
trum bandpowers measured using lensing reconstructions

2 We verify that we indeed obtain a signal consistent with zero
when applying our pipeline to these simulations.
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FIG. 2. Diagonal elements of Cov(Cg2κ
L ). The uncertainties

on the bandpowers obtained by squaring the Wiener-filtered
galaxy density maps and cross-correlating it with the CMB
lensing reconstruction are shown as solid lines. The dashed
lines show uncertainties on our analysis with more conserva-
tive scale cuts which remove small scale information from the
galaxy density maps. The blue and green curves correspond
to the two unWISE samples. We note that the simulations
used to obtain this estimate of the measurement uncertainty
do not include the bispectrum signal and thus yield the de-
tection covariance. Independently, the Gaussian contribution
to the six-point function is expected to dominate.

based only on the temperature or polarisation data from
Planck. We also perform a consistency test with a lensing
reconstruction performed on Planck maps for which the
tSZ contamination has been explicitly deprojected using
internal linear combinations (ILCs) of different frequency
maps.

We note, that such lensing reconstructions are not
available for the optimally filtered version of the Planck
PR4 lensing reconstruction [10]. Instead we use lens-
ing reconstructions which apply the lensing pipeline from
Ref. [27] to the Planck PR4 (NPIPE) CMB maps. These
reconstructions are also described in Ref. [10] and are
found to be consistent with results obtained using a more
optimal filtering scheme. We refer to these maps as PR4
2018-like. In particular we use reconstructions based
on temperature data only (TT), polarisation data only
(EE & EB), the combination of polarisation data and
the temperature-polarisation cross-correlation (TE, EE
& EB), and the minimum variance combination of tem-
perature and polarisation combinations (MV). Addition-
ally, we use temperature-only and minimum variance ver-
sion of reconstructions which employ deprojection of the
tSZ signal (SZ deproj. TT and SZ deproj. MV re-
spectively). We also establish the consistency between
the PR4 2018-like reconstruction and our baseline, op-
timally filtered Planck PR4 reconstruction.

To estimate the null-test covariance matrix we obtain
consistent lensing reconstruction simulations for each of

the data maps used. Because the signal cancels in these
null-tests the simulations are expected to yield an accu-
rate representation of the relevant covariance. As sum-
marised in Table I, we find the null-test bandpowers to
be consistent with zero within the expected errors for all
these tests (two examples are also shown in Fig. 3).
Secondly, we also perform null-tests using different

galactic and ecliptic masks. As shown and discussed in
Refs. [16] and [26] such tests are not necessarily expected
to pass given varying selection properties for the unWISE
galaxies over the survey footprint, i.e. the galaxy red-
shift distribution and bias may change in areas of deeper
or shallower WISE imaging. We therefore take these
test only as an approximate consistency test. We do in-
deed find one PTE < 0.05 (probability to exceed) when
comparing our baseline analysis of the Green sample of
galaxies and an analysis only considering ecliptic lati-
tudes above 30◦ (β > 30◦). The PTE for the compar-
ison between the baseline analysis of the Green sample
and measurements based on a more conservative galactic
mask (40% galactic mask) also yields a marginal PTE
of 0.07. For the Blue sample of galaxies both tests are
passing. Overall, while we do find statistically signifi-
cant differences for some null-tests comparing the differ-
ent large scale masks this is likely due to fluctuations in
the galaxy selection properties. The observed bispectra
are qualitatively consistent, and we emphasize that we
detect the bispectrum at high significance in all analysis
variants (as also shown in Table I), which strongly dis-
favors the possibility that our measurement comes from
spurious contamination rather than a real cosmological
signal.

MODELLING

In this work we do not attempt a full cosmological anal-
ysis on the observed bispectrum. However, to demon-
strate the utility of the bispectrum information we com-
pare to theoretical predictions based on the halo model
derived from the two-point function constraints on the
Halo Occupation Distribution (HOD) for the unWISE
samples from Ref. [25]. We stress that these predictions
are not a fit to any of the bispectrum measurements pre-
sented here, they are derived purely from fits to the two-
point functions; they are therefore only approximate the-
oretical curves that are intended to allow an assessment
of whether the measured spectrum’s shape and amplitude
agree, at some level, with expectations.
To compute the predictions we employ class sz3

[28]. Within the halo model, the bispectrum is given as
the sum of the one-, two- and three-halo contributions,

3 https://github.com/CLASS-SZ/class sz

https://github.com/CLASS-SZ/class_sz
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TABLE I. Summary of null-test we performed on the data. We provide the SNR for each of the analysis variations as well as the

χ2 for the null bandpowers (∆Cg2κ
L = Cg2κ

L,variation − Cg2κ
L,baseline) and the corresponding probability to exceed (PTE). The tests

comparing different large-scale masks are not necessarily expected to pass due to fluctuations in galaxy selection properties
over the survey footprint. Among null-tests expected to pass we find no failing null tests (PTE < 0.05). Note that the analyses
using different lensing reconstructions based only on a subset of the Planck data (TT only, EE & EB, and TE, EE, & EB) and
those which explicitly deproject contamination from SZ clusters are not the optimally filtered PR4 reconstructions, but instead
the PR4 2018-like results.

Blue Green

SNR χ2(∆Cg2κ
L ) PTE SNR χ2(∆Cg2κ

L ) PTE
TT only 25.2 30.6 0.80 21.3 31.8 0.62
EE & EB 10.5 45.7 0.18 10.9 35.0 0.47
TE, EE, & EB 13.2 43.4 0.25 12.0 36.7 0.39
SZ deproj. (MV) 25.1 32.9 0.70 22.6 26.8 0.84
SZ deproj. (TT only) 24.2 37.1 0.51 21.8 38.1 0.33
MV (PR4 2018-like) 25.9 23.1 0.97 21.8 20.4 0.98
40% galactic mask 21.1 44.5 0.22 18.9 47.8 0.07
ecliptic latitude β > 30◦ 19.6 37.5 0.49 18.3 55.1 0.02

Bggκ(k1, k2, k3) = Bggκ
1h +Bggκ

2h +Bggκ
3h , which in turn can be computed as

Bggκ
1h (k1, k2, k3) =

〈
ûg
k1
ûg
k2
ûκ
k3

〉
n

(3)

Bggκ
2h (k1, k2, k3) =

〈
ûg
k1
ûg
k2

〉
n

〈
b(1)ûκ

k3

〉
n
Plin(k3) + permutations (4)

Bggκ
3h (k1, k2, k3) = 2

〈
b(1)ûg

k1

〉
n

〈
b(1)ûg

k2

〉
n

〈
b(1)ûκ

k3

〉
n
F2(k1, k2, k3)Plin(k1)Plin(k2) + permutations (5)

+
〈
b(1)ûg

k1

〉
n

〈
b(1)ûg

k2

〉
n

〈
b(2)ûκ

k3

〉
n
Plin(k1)Plin(k2) + permutations.

Here ûg
k and ûκ

k are the Fourier transformed radial den-
sity profiles for galaxies and CMB lensing, Plin(k) is the
linear power spectrum and F2(k1, k2, k3) is the standard
perturbation theory tree-level bispectrum kernel. The
averages, ⟨. . . ⟩n, denote an average over all haloes and
the permutations should be understood as permuting the
galaxy and lensing profiles consistently with the associ-
ated wave numbers. The first and second order halo bias
parameters, b(1) and b(2) are computed in class sz using
the peak background split formulas. We refer to Ref. [29]
for further details on the halo-model bispectrum in this
context and to Ref. [25] for details on the HOD prescrip-
tions.

Given that we aim only for an approximate, first model
comparison we rely on a simple implementation that em-
ploys the Limber and flat-sky approximations. The com-
pressed projected bispectrum is given then by

Cg2κ
L =

1

2π

∫ π

0

dθ

∫
ℓ2d ln ℓ w(L)w(|L+ ℓ|)I(L, ℓ, θ)

(6)

I(ℓ, ℓ′, θ) =

∫
dχW 2

g (χ)Wκ(χ)B
ggκ

(
ℓ′

χ
,
|ℓ+ ℓ′|

χ
,
ℓ

χ

)
(7)

where |ℓ+ ℓ′| = ℓ+ ℓ′ + 2ℓℓ′ cos θ.

The model predictions are shown as grey lines in Fig. 1
(solid for the Wiener-filtered maps and dashed for the
more conservative scale cuts). We find that the HOD
model gives good agreement with our measurements. In
the case of the analysis using Wiener-filtered galaxy maps
the measurement for the Blue sample is consistent with
the model prediction albeit with a relatively low PTE

of 0.1. The measured Cg2κ
L for the Green sample, while

not statistically consistent (PTE = 0.0002), also qualita-
tively agrees with the model prediction. The agreement
between the model and our measurement is further im-
proved for our conservative scale cuts. In this case we find

the Cg2κ
L measured for the Blue and Green samples to be

fully consistent with the model prediction (PTE = 0.40
and PTE = 0.37 respectively)4. Given that our errorbars
do not include the signal’s sample variance an underesti-
mation of the uncertainties is generically expected.

4 An initial version of this work (v1) used the HOD constraints
from Ref. [30] which are obtained by fitting the power spectrum
of the unWISE galaxies and their cross-correlation with Planck
lensing, but only on scales ℓ ≤ 1000. The updated model from
Ref. [25] is fit to smaller scales up to ℓmax = 4000 and yields
improved agreement with our measurements.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.04213v1
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FIG. 3. Null-test bandpowers for two of our tests. In both cases the bandpowers shown are ∆Cg2κ
L /Cg2κ

L,baseline =

Cg2κ
L,variation/C

g2κ
L,baseline − 1. On the top a null-test comparing the compressed bispectrum bandpowers obtained from our

baseline analysis with an analysis using a Planck lensing reconstruction which excludes the temperature auto-correlation when
reconstructing the lensing signal. The bottom panel shows a null-test comparing an analysis on our baseline footprint with
one restricted to ecliptic latitudes above 30◦. The latter is not necessarily expected to be consistent with zero, as variations
in the WISE depth with ecliptic latitude lead to fluctuations in the galaxy selection over the survey footprint which can affect
galaxy bias parameters. We do indeed find a PTE of 0.02 for the Green sample in this test. However, we detect the signal
significantly in all analysis variants.

In the appendix we show the model contributions from
the one-, two- and three-halo terms. As expected the
analysis using Wiener-filtered versions of the galaxy den-
sity map is sensitive to relatively small scales. For the
Blue sample the signal is primarily dominated by the one-
halo contribution on small scales (L ≳ 600). On larger
scales the the two- and three-halo terms are comparable
and dominate the signal. The signal from the Green sam-
ple is dominated by the one-halo contribution on small
scales above L ≃ 900, and the three-halo term on larger
scales. For the case of the more conservative scale cuts
the signal primarily arises from the three-halo contribu-
tion over the entire L-range.

The agreement between our model predictions and the
measured bispectrum indicates that our measurements
are consistent with the power spectrum. Because the
bispectrum will generally have a different parameter de-
pendence to the power spectrum we expect bispectrum
measurements to improve on constraitns derived from the
power spectrum alone. We leave a detailed investigation
of these halo model constraints which can be obtained
when including the bispectrum measurements for future

work.

We note that a bispectrum is also produced by the
post-Born correction, whose contribution is comparable
to some configurations of the κ bispectrum [31, 32]. For
the galaxy-galaxy-κ bispectrum, however, the contribu-
tion from the post-Born correction is expected to be sub-
dominant compared to the non-linear bispectrum, be-
cause the lensing and galaxy projection kernels are very
different. We confirmed this assumption using an ap-
proximate analytic calculation.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented a first measurement
of the CMB lensing – galaxy – galaxy bispectrum. The
signal is detected at 26 and 22σ significance for the two
samples of unWISE galaxies. Our measurement is by far
the most precise measurement of a non-Gaussian statis-
tic involving CMB lensing. A series of null and consis-
tency tests demonstrates that this detection is not due
to any systematic contamination of our measurement.



7

We have compared our measurement to a simple the-
oretical prediction based on an HOD model previously
fit to two-point function measurements, finding reason-
able agreement for all choices of samples and filter scales.
Going forward, the measurement of such a bispectrum
with ongoing and upcoming CMB and LSS surveys has
the potential to contribute significantly to both cosmol-
ogy and astrophysics in several ways. Perhaps the most
compelling application of such a bispectrum is that its
inclusion in a CMB lensing cross-correlation analysis is
expected, by pinning down higher-order bias parameters,
to break degeneracies that limit the cross-correlations’
constraining power. However, several other applications
appear similarly promising, including the derivation of
direct cosmological constraints from this bispectrum and
the use of the bispectrum to constrain HOD parameters
and galaxy astrophysics. We hope to explore such appli-
cations of the CMB lensing – galaxy bispectrum in future
work.
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e-prints , arXiv:2310.18482 (2023), arXiv:2310.18482
[astro-ph.IM].

[29] B. Bolliet, J. Colin Hill, S. Ferraro, A. Kusiak, and
A. Krolewski, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys. 2023, 039
(2023), arXiv:2208.07847 [astro-ph.CO].

http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/05/030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/05/030
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01229
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/09/039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/09/039
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.07773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/140/6/1868
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.0031
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.0031
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0004-637X/731/1/53
http://arxiv.org/abs/1102.1996
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0004-637X/792/1/30
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/0004-637X/792/1/30
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.6025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/147/5/108
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0308
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0308
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/153/1/38
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/153/1/38
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.05664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/05/047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/05/047
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.07412
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aafbea
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aafbea
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.03337
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/04/033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/04/033
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.13959
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.051301
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.123526
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.02722
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.104.043518
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/07/038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/07/038
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.11724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.043530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.043530
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.6595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/04/011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.05763
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.05763
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.08121
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.08121
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08121
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08121
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.48550/arXiv.2309.05659
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.48550/arXiv.2309.05659
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.05659
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.05659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833886
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06210
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06210
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.18482
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.18482
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/03/039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/03/039
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.07847


9

[30] A. Kusiak, B. Bolliet, A. Krolewski, and J. C. Hill,
Phys. Rev. D 106, 123517 (2022), arXiv:2203.12583
[astro-ph.CO].

[31] G. Pratten and A. Lewis, Journal of Cosmology and As-
troparticle Physics 2016, 047 (2016), arXiv:1605.05662.

[32] T. Namikawa, B. Bose, F. R. Bouchet, R. Takahashi,
and A. Taruya, Phys. Rev. D 99, 063511 (2019),
arXiv:1812.10635 [astro-ph.CO].

[33] A. Zonca, L. Singer, D. Lenz, M. Reinecke, C. Rosset,
E. Hivon, and K. Gorski, The Journal of Open Source
Software 4, 1298 (2019).
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The compressed bispectrum on the curved sky

As a simple estimate of the CMB lensing-galaxy-galaxy bispectrum we compute the cross-correlation of the square
of the galaxy overdensity, δ2g , and the CMB lensing convergence, κ. The square of the galaxy overdensity can be
expressed in harmonic space as
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FIG. 4. The figure shows the one-, two-, and three-halo contributions to the halo model prediction for the compressed galaxy-

galaxy-CMB lensing bispectrum, Cg2κ
L . The left panel shows a prediction for the case where the galaxy density maps are

Wiener-filtered, while the right panel shows a prediction for the case in which small scales (ℓ > 300 and ℓ > 450 for the Green
and Blue samples respectively) have been removed from the galaxy density maps prior to squaring them. In the former case,
the information is dominated by the one halo contribution over a large range of scales, while the three-halo contribution is the
dominant source of signal in the latter case.

Halo model contributions by one-, two-, and three-halo terms

In Fig. 4 we show the contributions to the halo model prediction for the compressed galaxy-galaxy-CMB lensing
bispectrum from the one-, two-, and three-halo terms (see Eqs. 3-5). As above this computation assumes the two-point
function based halo model constraints from Ref. [25] and is not a fit to any of our bispectrum measurements. For
the SNR optimised analysis (WF) the one-halo term dominants above L ≃ 600 for the lower redshift, Blue sample
and above L ≃ 900 for the Green sample, leading to high sensitivity to the satellite distribution and the mass profile
within halos. On larger scales the three-halo contribution dominates the signal from the Green sample, while two-
and three-halo contributions are comparable for the Blue sample. When removing small scale information by filtering
out small scales, however, the signal is dominated over the entire range of Ls (for which the signal does not vanish)
by the three-halo contribution.
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