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- Errors: tﬁeory vs simulations
-S/N Jorec[ictions (SDSS & DES)

“Harmonic vs conﬁgumtion space
-Combined data
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All sky Montecarlo simulations

Simulate both CMB and LSS as gaussian fields with the
corresponding ¢ 1 spectrum for TT, GG and also TG:

Boughn, Crittenden & Turok 1998
->Compare to theory: effects of cross-correlation TG? fsky?
->Compare to JK

(2] + 1)

Both for variance Cov(wi,wz) = ) iz Pi(cos(61))pi(cos(62))
and covariance | o

Theory:
-diagonal gaussian errors in ¢ 1 transfer to w2
-gaussian configurational (real space) errors in w2
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10% sky
7=0.33
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0.6

Jack-knife errors

Eigenvectors for eigenvalues 1,2,34 (20-21)

Covariance matrix

V-1 &
£5; = W 2 Awk(0;)Aw*(8;)

Ak (0) = R (0) — o8 (0)

Singular Value Decomposi

2 distributi SVD
Poor-man w2 distribution ( )

Boostrap?




Comparison of JK errors with MC errors
_JK=10.207 + 0.041 (true=0.224) JK=0.193 + 0.045 (true=0.202)

JK= 0.170 + 0.049 (true=0.167) JK=0.113 + 0.039 (true=0.107)
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Difference between MC covariance and JK
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S/NA2 = fsky*(21+1) /[ 1+ C,(TT)*C,(GG)/C(TG)"2]




S/NA2 = fsky*(21+1) /[1+ C,(TT)*C,(GG)/C,(TG)"2]
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D*b=1




S/NA2 = fsky*(21+1) /[1+ C,(TT)*C,(GG)/C(TG)"2]
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Comparing Configuration and

Harmonic space error analysis
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Comparing Configuration and
Harmonic space error analysis

Marginalized over sigmag

20-21 & LRG







Data Compilation

(Nolta et al., astro- | (Dust model) :
ph/0305467) and Boughm & . NVSS+HEAO
Crittenden (astro-ph/0305001).

Radio Galaxies (NVSS) +X-ray - . : :
HEAO (both at z =0.8-1.1) 0.1

(Fosalba & EG astro-ph/05468)

mean redshift (Z)

Figure 4. Symbols with error bars correspond to the different
z=0.15-0.3 measurements wr¢ /b in Table 1. As an illustration of the shape,
(Fosalba, EG, Castander, astro- the continuous, short-dashed and long-dashed lines show the con-
ph/0307249) z=0.3-0.5 cordance (£2,, = 0.3, = 0.7), opened (2, = 0.3,24 = 0.0)

SDSS team (Scranton et al 0307335) and closed (S.}m = 0.3, = 1.1) model predictions (:fxt H = 6°).

The dotted line corresponds to the galaxy-galaxy prediction (and

(Afsilor’di et al 0308260) also the dust contamination model). All lines have arbitrary nor-
z=0.1 malization.
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Conclusions Premiminary!

- JK errors are quite OK (for Gaussian sim).
- theory errors are OK for gaussian case.

- cross-correlation: up to 20%

-c 1 equiv. to w2 (despite diff. assumptions on
mask and gaussianity)

- S/N ~ 4-5 (model dependent). Who cares?
- WMAP3xSDSS4 detection 1s high

- whatch out for b dependence and b=b(z)

- DES error in w up to ~ 20%

- tomography: w=w(z)?

- constraints on ¢_s?




