arXiv:1312.6646v2 [astro-ph.CO] 27 Apr 2014

Measurement of the Cosmic Microwave Background Polarization Lensing Power Spectrum with the POLARBEAR experiment

Polarbear Collaboration, P.A.R. Ade,^1 Y. Akiba,^2 A.E. Anthony,^3 K. Arnold,^4 M. Atlas,^4 D. Barron,^4 D. Boettger,^4 J. Borrill,^{5,6} S. Chapman,^7 Y. Chinone,^{8, 9} M. Dobbs,^{10} T. Elleflot,^4 J. Errard,^{5, 6} G. Fabbian,^{11, 12} C.

Feng^∗,^4 D. Flanigan,^{9, 13} A. Gilbert,^{10} W. Grainger,^{14} N.W. Halverson,^{3, 15, 16} M. Hasegawa,^{8, 2} K. Hattori,^8 M. Hazumi,^{8, 2, 17} W.L. Holzapfel,^9 Y. Hori,^8 J. Howard,^{9, 18} P. Hyland,^{19} Y. Inoue,^2 G.C.

Jaehnig,^{3, 16} A. Jaffe,^{20} B. Keating,^4 Z. Kermish,^{21} R. Keskitalo,^5 T. Kisner,^{5, 6} M. Le Jeune,^{11} A.T. Lee,^{9, 22} E. Linder,^{6, 22} E. M. Leitch,^{23, 24} M. Lungu,^9 F. Matsuda,^4 T. Matsumura,^8 X. Meng,^9 N.J. Miller,^{25} H. Morii,^8 S. Moyerman,^4 M.J. Myers,^9 M. Navaroli,^4 H. Nishino,^{17} H. Paar,^4 J. Peloton,^{11} E. Quealy,^{9, 26} G. Rebeiz,^{27} C.L. Reichardt,^9 P.L. Richards,^9 C. Ross,^7 I. Schanning,^4 D.E. Schenck,^{3, 15} B. Sherwin,^{9, 28} A.

Shimizu,^2 C. Shimmin,^9 M. Shimon,^{4, 29} P. Siritanasak,^4 G. Smecher,^{30} H. Spieler,^{22} N. Stebor,^4 B. Steinbach,^9 R. Stompor,^{11} A. Suzuki,^9 S. Takakura,^{31, 8} T. Tomaru,^8 B. Wilson,^4 A. Yadav,^4 and O. Zahn^{22} 1School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University 2The Graduate University for Advanced Studies 3Center for Astrophysics and Space Astronomy, University of Colorado, Boulder 4Department of Physics, University of California, San Diego 5Computational Cosmology Center, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 6Space Sciences Laboratory, University of California, Berkeley 7Department of Physics and Atmospheric Science, Dalhousie University, Halifax, NS, B3H 4R2, Canada 8High Energy Accelerator Research Organization (KEK) 9Department of Physics, University of California, Berkeley 10Physics Department, McGill University 11AstroParticule et Cosmologie, Univ Paris Diderot, CNRS/IN2P3, CEA/Irfu, Obs de Paris, Sorbonne Paris Cité, France 12International School for Advanced Studies (SISSA) 13Columbia University 14Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, STFC 15Department of Astrophysical and Planetary Sciences, University of Colorado, Boulder 16Department of Physics, University of Colorado, Boulder 17Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe (WPI), Todai Institutes for Advanced Study, The University of Tokyo 18University of Oxford 19Physics Department, Austin College 20Department of Physics, Imperial College London 21Physics Department, Princeton University 22Physics Division, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 23Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of Chicago, 5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637, USA 24Kavli Institute for Cosmological Physics, University of Chicago, 5640 South Ellis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637, USA 25Observational Cosmology Laboratory, Code 665, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center 26Physics Department, Napa Valley College 27Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of California, San Diego 28Miller Institute for Basic Research in Science, University of California, Berkeley 29School of Physics and Astronomy, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv, Israel 30Three-Speed Logic, Inc.

31Osaka University

Gravitational lensing due to the large-scale distribution of matter in the cosmos distorts the primordial Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) and thereby induces new, small-scale B-mode polarization. This signal carries detailed information about the distribution of all the gravitating matter between the observer and CMB last scattering surface. We report the first direct evidence for polarization lensing based on purely CMB information, from using the four-point correlations of even- and odd-parity E - and B-mode polarization mapped over ∼ 30 square degrees of the sky measured by the Polarbear experiment. These data were analyzed using a blind analysis framework and checked for spurious systematic contamination using null tests and simulations. Evidence for the signal of polarization lensing and lensing B-modes is found at 4.2σ (stat.+sys.) significance. The amplitude of matter fluctuations is measured with a precision of 27%, and is found to be consistent with the Lambda Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) cosmological model. This measurement demonstrates a new technique, capable of mapping all gravitating matter in the Universe, sensitive to the sum of neutrino masses, and essential for cleaning the lensing B-mode signal in searches for primordial gravitational waves.

Introduction: As Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) photons traverse the Universe, their paths are gravitationally deflected by large-scale structures. By measuring the resulting changes in the statistical properties of the CMB anisotropies, maps of this gravitational lensing deflection, which traces large-scale structure, can be reconstructed. Gravitational lensing of the CMB has been detected in the CMB temperature anisotropy in several ways: in the smoothing of the acoustic peaks of the temperature power spectrum [1–3], in cross-correlations with tracers of the large-scale matter distribution [4–10], and in the four-point correlation function of CMB temperature maps [11–14].

The South Pole Telescope (SPT) collaboration recently reported a detection of lensed polarization using the cross-correlation between maps of CMB polarization and sub-mm maps of galaxies from Herschel/SPIRE [15]. A companion paper to this one has also shown the evidence of the CMB lensing-Cosmic Infrared Background crosscorrelation results using Polarbear data [16], finding good agreement with the SPT measurements. This crosscorrelation is immune to several instrumental systematic effects but the cosmological interpretation of this measurement requires assumptions about the relation of submm galaxies to the underlying mass distribution [17].

In this Letter, we present the first direct evidence for gravitational lensing of the polarized CMB using data from the Polarbear experiment. We present power spectra of the lensing deflection field for two four-point estimators using only CMB polarization data, and tests for spurious systematic contamination of these estimators. We combine the two estimators to increase the signal-to-noise of the lensing detection.

CMB lensing: Gravitational lensing affects CMB polarization by deflecting photon trajectories from a direction on the sky n + d(n) to a new direction n. In the flat-sky approximation, this implies that the lensed and unlensed Stokes parameters are related by

(Q ± iU)(n) = (Q̃ ± iŨ)(n + d(n)), (1)

where Q̃ or Ũ denotes a primordial Gaussian CMB polarization map, Q and U are the observed Stokes parameters, and d(n) is the deflection angle. The CMB polarization fields defined in Eq. (1) are rotation-invariant under the transformation e^{±2iϕ} and can be decomposed into electric- (E-) and magnetic-like (B-) modes [18].

Taylor expanding Eq. (1) to first order in the deflection angle reveals that the off-diagonal elements of the twopoint correlation functions of E- and B-modes are propor-

∗Corresponding author: cfeng@physics.ucsd.edu

tional to the lensing deflection field, d(n). Quadratic estimators take advantage of this feature to measure CMB lensing [19–21]. The two lensing quadratic estimators for CMB polarization are:

d_{EE} (L) = A_{EE} (L) L ∫ d^2l (2π)^2

E(l)E(l^′)

C^{EE}_l L · l ĈEE_l ĈEE_{l′} cos 2ϕ^{ll′} , (2) and d_{EB} (L) = A_{EB} (L) L ∫ d^2l (2π)^2

E(l)B(l^′)

C^{EE}_l L · l ĈEE_l ĈBB_{l′} sin 2ϕ^{ll′} . (3) In Eqs. (2, 3), l, l^′, and L are coordinates in Fourier space with L = l + l^′. The angular separation between l and l^′ is ϕ_{ll}′ , C^{EE}_l is the theoretical lensed power spectrum, ĈEE_l and ĈBB_l are lensed power spectra with experimental noise. The estimators are normalized by A_{EE} (L) and A_{EB} (L) so that they recover the input deflection power spectrum [21].

The power spectrum of these estimators is:

⟨d_α(L)d^∗_β (L^′)⟩ = (2π)^2δ(L − L^′)(C^{dd}_L + N^{(0)}_{αβ} (L) (4)

+ higher-order terms).

Here, C^{dd}_L is the deflection power spectrum and N^{(0)}_{αβ} is the lensing reconstruction noise, α and β are chosen from {EE, EB}, however we do not use α = β = EE as our focus is on the direct probe of CMB lensing represented by the conversion of E -to-B patterns. The BB estimator also probes B-modes, but it does not make a substantial contribution to the deflection power spectrum [21], so it is not used in this work. The four-point correlation function takes advantage of the fact that gravitational lensing converts Gaussian primary anisotropy to a non-Gaussian lensed anisotropy. When calculating this non-Gaussian signal, however, there is a “Gaussian bias” term N^{(0)} which is the disconnected part in the fourpoint correlation that has to be subtracted. The Gaussian bias is zero when α ≠ β (i.e., ⟨d_{EE}(L)d^∗_{EB}(L^′)⟩) because ⟨E(l)B(l^′)⟩=0 under the assumption of parity invariance. However, the Gaussian bias is much larger than the lensing power spectrum in the α = β case. The Gaussian bias can be estimated, and removed, in several ways [11, 13, 14]; the methodology employed in this Letter is described in the Data Analysis section.

Data Analysis:

The Polarbear experiment [22] is located at the James Ax Observatory in Northern Chile on Cerro Toco at West longitude 67^∘47^′10.4^{′′}, South latitude 22^∘57^′29.0^{′′}, elevation 5.20 km. The 1,274 polarizationsensitive transition-edge sensor bolometers are sensitive to a spectral band centered at 148 GHz with 26% fractional bandwidth [23]. The 3.5 meter aperture of the telescope primary mirror produces a beam with a 3.5^′ full width at half maximum (FWHM). Three approximately 3^∘ × 3^∘ fields centered at right ascension and declination (23h02m, −32.8^∘), (11h53m, −0.5^∘), (4h40.2m, −45.0^∘), referred to as “RA23”, “RA12”, and “RA4.5”, were observed between May 2012 and June 2013. The patch locations are chosen to optimize a combination of low dust contrast, availability throughout the day, and overlap with other observations for cross-correlation studies.

The time-ordered data are filtered and binned into sky maps with 2^′ pixels. Observations of the same pixel are combined using their inverse-noise-variance weight estimated from the time-ordered data. All power spectra are calculated following the MASTER method [24]. We construct an apodization window from a smoothed inverse variance weight map. Pixels with an apodization window value below 1% of the peak value are set to zero, as are pixels within 3^′ of sources in the Australia Telescope 20 GHz Survey [25]. Q and U maps are transformed to E and B maps using the pure-B transform [26].

We reconstruct the lensing deflection field by applying the two estimators in Eqs. (2, 3) to the sky maps for l, l^′ ∈ {500, 2700}. In these estimators, C^{EE}_l , C^{BB}_l are calculated using CAMB [27] for the WMAP-9 bestfit cosmological model. The theoretical deflection power spectrum, which is used in simulations, is estimated with CAMB as well. We calculate power spectra for these reconstructions with the requirement that B-mode information is included, thus there are two estimates of the lensing power spectrum: ⟨d_{EE} d^∗_{EB} ⟩ and ⟨d_{EB} d^∗_{EB} ⟩, hereafter referred to as ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ respectively. Intuitively, these two four-point correlation functions can be split into a product of two two-point correlations, EE or EB, each of which is proportional to a deflection field (dark matter distribution) on the sky. So these fourpoint correlation functions estimate the squared deflection field which is proportional to the deflection power spectrum. The first estimator ⟨EEEB⟩, which we will refer to as the cross-lensing estimator, is nearly free of Gaussian bias. The second estimator, ⟨EBEB⟩, requires calculation and removal of the large Gaussian bias [11– 14]. The unbiased, reconstructed lensing power spectrum is calculated as follows:

C^{dd}_L = (⟨d(L)d^∗ (L)⟩ − N^{(0)}_L )/T_L, (5)

where both the Gaussian bias N^{(0)}_L and the transfer function T_L are calculated using simulations. The mean estimated deflection is subtracted from the reconstructions and the realization-dependent Gaussian bias is subtracted for our final results.

We create 500 simulated lensed and unlensed maps to estimate the Gaussian bias and establish the lensing transfer function. The lensed and unlensed simulations are used in calculations to estimate the lensing amplitude and to test the null hypothesis of no lensing, respectively. In the following context, “lensed” or “unlensed” refers to the case with or without lensing sample variance. We create map realizations of the theoretical spectra calculated by CAMB. In the lensed case, map pixels are displaced following Eq. (1) to obtain lensed maps. We convolve each realization by the measured beam profile and filter transfer function, and add noise based on the observed noise levels in the polarization maps.

We estimate the Gaussian bias by estimating the lensing power spectrum from a suite of unlensed simulated maps. The finite area of the Polarbear fields results in a window function that couples to large-scale modes, biasing them at l < 300. This low-l bias has also been seen in temperature lensing reconstructions [28, 29]. After verifying with simulations that it is proportional to the lensing power spectrum, we correct this bias by calculating a transfer function derived from the ratio of the average simulated reconstructed lensing spectrum to the known input spectrum for l < 300. This transfer function produces only 0.2σ difference in the overall significance of the two lensing estimators ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩. We validate the lensing reconstruction by correlating the estimated deflection fields from lensed map realizations with the known input deflection field. All the spectra for all patches and estimators agree with the input lensing power spectra.

Correlations between lensing estimators: Assuming CMB polarization is lensed, the two lensing estimators ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ make a correlated measurement of the lensing power spectrum. Monte Carlo simulations can precisely estimate these correlations [30]. We produce 500 simulated lensing reconstructions for each lensing estimator, for each patch, and this correlation information is used to combine the two lensing estimators.

The covariance matrix between two band-powers is defined as

C_{AB} = ⟨(C^{sim}_A − C̄^{sim}_A )(C^{sim}_B − C̄^{sim}_B )⟩; (6)

here the combined band-power is C_A = (C_{channel 1}, C_{channel 2}, ...) and each C_{channel X} is coadded from simulations of all patches, with channel X either being ⟨EEEB⟩ or ⟨EBEB⟩ and A or B being the index of the band-power. The lensing amplitude A is constructed as A = ∑ AB C^{(th)}_A C^{−1}_{AB} C^{(obs)}_B ∑ AB C^{(th)}_A C^{−1}_{AB} C^{(th)}_B (7) using Polarbear data (obs) and the WMAP-9 best-fit ΛCDM model (th). The variance of A is

(ΔA)^2 = 1 ∑ AB C^{(th)}_A C^{−1}_{AB} C^{(th)}_B

, (8)

and the significance of the lensing detection is A/ΔA.

Estimation of systematic uncertainties: Systematic effects can generate spurious signals which could mimic the ones we want to probe. The statistical uncertainty of our measurements, which are ΔA = 0.30(0.47) for the

FIG. 1: Curl null power spectra for each of the three patches for the ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ estimators. The patch-combined curl null power spectra are shown in red for the two lensing estimators. All the curl null power spectra are consistent with zero.

unlensed (lensed) results, would overestimate the significance of our measurement if these systematic effects are neglected. We simulate the effect of measured instrument non-idealities and check the data for internal consistency and evidence of systematic instrumental errors using null tests. Leakage from temperature to polarization is constrained to be less than 0.5% by correlating temperature maps with polarization maps. A 0.5% leakage from temperature-to-polarization in maps was simulated and found to introduce an error of ΔA = ±0.10(±0.13) into the unlensed (lensed) simulations. Polarized foregrounds are estimated based on models from the South Pole Telescope [31] assuming 5% polarization fraction and constant polarization angle [32]. This contamination was simulated and found not to bias the lensing estimators but it does increase the variance by an amount of ΔA = ±0.08(±0.14) in unlensed (lensed) simulations.

We analyzed calibration and beam model uncertainty using lensed simulations. The beam model uncertainty is estimated from uncertainty in the point-source-derived beam-smoothing correction, and the variation in that correction across each field. We used the 1σ-bounds of the beam model as a simulated beam error and found that this created a change ΔA =^{+0.19}_{−0.16}. Absolute calibration error exists due to sample variance in the calibration to ΛCDM (4% including beam uncertainties), uncertainty in the pixel polarization efficiency (4% upper bound), and uncertainty in the analysis transfer function (4% upper bound), where all uncertainties are quoted in terms of their effect on C^{BB}_ℓ since these are conservative limits for error on C^{EB}_ℓ and C^{EE}_ℓ [33]. We take 10% as a bound on the calibration uncertainty, this corresponds to a calibration uncertainty of ΔA =^{+0.22}_{−0.18} in A. The total systematic error is ΔA = ±0.13(^{+0.35}_{−0.31}) for unlensed (lensed) simulations.

Null tests specific to the four-point lensing estimators are also examined. Deflection fields for different patches should be uncorrelated and this is used to test the lensing signals for potential contamination. We define a “swap-patch” lensing power spectra C^{dd,null}_L = ⟨d_{patch 1}(L)d^∗_{patch 2}(L)⟩ to test for contamination common to different patches [11]. The deflection vector field can be decomposed into both gradient and curl components, of which only the gradient component is sourced by gravitational lensing (to leading order). The curl power spectrum C^{ψψ}_L ’s consistency with zero is thus another check of data robustness [34]. While instrumental systematics could, in principle, mimic a lensing-like remapping of the CMB, such effects are generically expected to produce both gradient and curl-like deflections. A measurement of C^{ψψ}_L is thus a sensitive test for instrumental systematics. Curl estimators are constructed by replacing L · l by L × l in Eqs. (2, 3). For each of the null power spectra tests, a χ^2 statistic is calculated assuming a null (zero signal) model. The probabilities to exceed the observed χ^2 values are consistent with a uniform distribution from zero to one; the lowest PTE out of 15 tests (which include 9 swap-patch null and 6 curl null tests) is 8%. For the curl null tests, the results are shown in Fig. 1. As a further systematic check, parallel work shows that the mass distribution information seen from the lensing reconstructions in this work is strongly correlated with cosmic infrared background maps from the Herschel satellite [16].

In this work, for deflection power spectrum calculations, we adopted a blind analysis framework, whereby deflection power spectra were not viewed until the data selection and the analysis pipeline were established using realistic instrumental noise properties.

Results: We present the polarization lensing power spectrum measurements for each of the three Polarbear patches and the two B-mode estimators ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ in Fig. 2. The uncertainties in these bandpowers do not include sample variance, that is, they represent the no lensing case. Fig. 3 shows the patches co-added, and the estimators ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ combined. The left panel does not assume the existence of lensing, and we measure a lensing amplitude of 1.37 ± 0.30 ± 0.13, where the errors are statistical and systematic, respectively (this amplitude is normalized to the expected WMAP-9 ΛCDM value). The rejection of the null hypothesis has a significance of 4.6σ statistically and 4.2σ combining statistical and systematic errors in quadrature. Without using EE reconstruction to aid in the measurement of E-to-B conversion, the lensing signal

FIG. 2: Measured polarization lensing power spectra for each of Polarbear’s three patches, for both lensing estimators ⟨EEEB⟩ (left) and ⟨EBEB⟩ (right). The lensing signal predicted by the ΛCDM model is shown as the solid black curve. The measured lensing power spectra are shown for each patch in dark green (RA23), blue (RA12) and magenta (RA4.5), respectively and are offset in L slightly for clarity. The patch-combined lensing power spectrum is shown in red.

FIG. 3: Polarization lensing power spectra co-added from the three patches and two estimators are shown in red. The lensing signal predicted by the ΛCDM model is shown as the dashed black curve in the left panel and the solid black curve in the right panel, respectively. The polarization lensing power spectrum ⟨EEEB⟩ is in blue and ⟨EBEB⟩ dark green. Left: A 4.2σ rejection of the null hypothesis of no lensing. These data indicate a lensing amplitude A = 1.37 ± 0.30 ± 0.13 normalized to the fiducial ΛCDM value. Right: The same data, assuming the existence of gravitational lensing to calculate error bars, including sample variance and including the covariance between ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩. In this case, the lensing amplitude is measured as A = 1.06 ± 0.47^{+0.35}_{−0.31} , corresponding to 54% uncertainty on the C^{dd}_L power spectrum (27% uncertainty on the amplitude of matter fluctuations). The histograms of the amplitudes A from 500 unlensed and lensed simulations are shown in the inset boxes.

is detected at 3.2σ significance statistically.

The right panel of Fig. 3 assumes the predicted amount of gravitational lensing in the ΛCDM model. In this case, the ⟨EEEB⟩ and ⟨EBEB⟩ estimators are correlated, which changes the optimal linear combination of the two, and requires that lensing sample variance be included in the band-power uncertainties. Under this assumption, the amplitude of the polarization lensing power spectrum is measured to be A = 1.06 ± 0.47^{+0.35}_{−0.31}. The last term gives an estimate of systematic error. Since A is a measure of power and depends quadratically on the amplitude of the matter fluctuations, we measure the amplitude with 27% error. The measured signal traces all the B-modes at sub-degree scales. This signal is presumably due to gravitational lensing of CMB, because other possible sources, such as gravitational waves, polarization cosmic rotation [35] and patchy reionization are expected to be small at these scales.

Conclusions: We report the evidence for gravitational lensing, including the presence of lensing B-modes, directly from CMB polarization measurements. These measurements reject the absence of polarization lensing at a significance of 4.2σ. We have performed null tests and have simulated systematics errors using the measured properties of our instrument, and we find no significant contamination. Our measurements are in good agreement with predictions based on the combination of the ΛCDM model and basic gravitational physics. This work represents an early step in the characterization of CMB polarization lensing after the precise temperature lensing measurement from Planck. The novel technique of polarization lensing will allow future experiments to go beyond Planck in signal-to-noise and scientific returns. Future measurements will exploit this powerful cosmological probe to constrain neutrino masses [17] and delens CMB observations in order to more precisely probe B-modes from primordial gravitational waves.

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by the Director, Office of Science, Office of High Energy Physics, of the U.S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE- AC02-05CH11231. The computational resources required for this work were accessed via the Glidein- WMS [36] on the Open Science Grid [37]. This project used the CAMB and FFTW software packages. Calculations were performed on the Department of Energy Open Science Grid at the University of California, San Diego, the Central Computing System, owned and operated by the Computing Research Center at KEK, and the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Center, which is supported by the Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231. The Polarbear project is funded by the National Science Foundation under grant AST-0618398 and AST-1212230. The KEK authors were supported by MEXT KAKENHI Grant Number 21111002, and acknowledge support from KEK Cryogenics Science Center. The McGill authors acknowledge funding from the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council and Canadian Institute for Advanced Research. We thank Marc Kamionkowski and

Kim Griest for useful discussions and comments. BDS acknowledges support from the Miller Institute for Basic Research in Science, NM acknowledges support from the NASA Postdoctoral Program, and KA acknowledges support from the Simons Foundation. MS gratefully acknowledges support from Joan and Irwin Jacobs. All silicon wafer-based technology for Polarbear was fabricated at the UC Berkeley Nanolab. We are indebted to our Chilean team members, Nolberto Oyarce and Jose Cortes. The James Ax Observatory operates in the Parque Astronómico Atacama in Northern Chile under the auspices of the Comisión Nacional de Investigación Científica y Tecnológica de Chile (CONICYT). Finally, we would like to acknowledge the tremendous contributions by Huan Tran to the Polarbear project.

[1] C. Reichardt, P. Ade, J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. Brevik, et al., Astrophys. J. 694, 1200 (2009), 0801.1491.

[2] S. Das, T. A. Marriage, P. A. Ade, P. Aguirre, M. Amir, et al., Astrophys. J. 729, 62 (2011), 1009.0847.

[3] R. Keisler, C. Reichardt, K. Aird, B. Benson, L. Bleem, et al., Astrophys. J. 743, 28 (2011), 1105.3182.

[4] C. M. Hirata, N. Padmanabhan, U. Seljak, D. Schlegel, and J. Brinkmann, Phys. Rev. D70, 103501 (2004), astro-ph/0406004.

[5] K. M. Smith, O. Zahn, and O. Dore, Phys. Rev. D76, 043510 (2007), 0705.3980.

[6] C. M. Hirata, S. Ho, N. Padmanabhan, U. Seljak, and N. A. Bahcall, Phys. Rev. D78, 043520 (2008), 0801.0644.

[7] L. Bleem, A. van Engelen, G. Holder, K. Aird, R. Armstrong, et al. (2012), 1203.4808.

[8] C. Feng, G. Aslanyan, A. V. Manohar, B. Keating, H. P.

Paar, and O. Zahn, Phys. Rev. D 86, 063519 (2012), 1207.3326.

[9] B. D. Sherwin, S. Das, A. Hajian, G. Addison, J. R.

Bond, D. Crichton, M. J. Devlin, J. Dunkley, M. B. Gralla, M. Halpern, et al., Phys. Rev. D 86, 083006 (2012), 1207.4543.

[10] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Arnaud, M. Ashdown, F. Atrio- Barandela, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J. Banday, et al., ArXiv e-prints (2013), 1303.5078.

[11] S. Das, B. D. Sherwin, P. Aguirre, J. W. Appel, J. R.

Bond, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 021301 (2011), 1103.2124.

[12] C. Feng, B. Keating, H. P. Paar, and O. Zahn, Phys.

Rev. D85, 043513 (2012), 1111.2371.

[13] A. van Engelen, R. Keisler, O. Zahn, K. Aird, B. Benson, et al. (2012), 1202.0546.

[14] Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, C. Armitage-Caplan, M. Arnaud, M. Ashdown, F. Atrio- Barandela, J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, A. J. Banday, et al., ArXiv e-prints (2013), 1303.5077.

[15] D. Hanson, S. Hoover, A. Crites, P. A. R. Ade, K. A.

Aird, J. E. Austermann, J. A. Beall, A. N. Bender, B. A. Benson, L. E. Bleem, et al., Physical Review Letters 111, 141301 (2013), 1307.5830.

[16] POLARBEAR Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, Y. Akiba,

A. E. Anthony, K. Arnold, D. Barron, D. Boettger, J. Borrill, C. Borys, S. Chapman, et al., ArXiv e-prints (2013), 1312.6645. PRL, accepted.

[17] K. N. Abazajian, K. Arnold, J. Austermann, B. A. Benson, C. Bischoff, J. Bock, J. R. Bond, J. Borrill, E. Calabrese, J. E. Carlstrom, et al., ArXiv e-prints (2013), 1309.5383.

[18] M. Kamionkowski, A. Kosowsky, and A. Stebbins, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 78, 2058 (1997), astro-ph/9609132. [19] W. Hu, Astrophys. J. 557, L79 (2001), astro-ph/0105424. [20] W. Hu, Phys. Rev. D64, 083005 (2001), astroph/0105117.

[21] W. Hu and T. Okamoto, Astrophys. J. 574, 566 (2002), arXiv:astro-ph/0111606.

[22] Z. D. Kermish, P. Ade, A. Anthony, K. Arnold, D. Barron, D. Boettger, J. Borrill, S. Chapman, Y. Chinone, M. A. Dobbs, et al., in Society of Photo-Optical Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference Series (2012), vol. 8452 of Society of Photo-Optical Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference Series, 1210.7768.

[23] K. Arnold, P. A. R. Ade, A. E. Anthony, D. Barron, D. Boettger, J. Borrill, S. Chapman, Y. Chinone, M. A. Dobbs, J. Errard, et al., in Society of Photo- Optical Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference Series (2012), vol. 8452 of Society of Photo-Optical Instrumentation Engineers (SPIE) Conference Series, 1210.7877.

[24] E. Hivon, K. M. Górski, C. B. Netterfield, B. P. Crill, S. Prunet, and F. Hansen, Astrophys. J. 567, 2 (2002), arXiv:astro-ph/0105302.

[25] T. Murphy, E. M. Sadler, R. D. Ekers, M. Massardi, P. J. Hancock, E. Mahony, R. Ricci, S. Burke-Spolaor, M. Calabretta, R. Chhetri, et al., MNRAS 402, 2403 (2010), 0911.0002.

[26] K. M. Smith and M. Zaldarriaga, Phys. Rev. D 76, 043001 (2007), astro-ph/0610059.

[27] A. Lewis, A. Challinor, and A. Lasenby, Astrophys. J.

538, 473 (2000), arXiv:astro-ph/9911177.

[28] L. Perotto, J. Bobin, S. Plaszczynski, J. . Starck, and A. Lavabre, ArXiv e-prints (2009), 0903.1308.

[29] T. Namikawa, D. Hanson, and R. Takahashi, MNRAS 431, 609 (2013), 1209.0091.

[30] M. M. Schmittfull, A. Challinor, D. Hanson, and

A. Lewis, Phys. Rev. D 88, 063012 (2013), 1308.0286. [31] C. L. Reichardt, L. Shaw, O. Zahn, K. A. Aird, B. A.

Benson, L. E. Bleem, J. E. Carlstrom, C. L. Chang, H. M. Cho, T. M. Crawford, et al., Astrophys. J. 755, 70 (2012), 1111.0932.

[32] E. M. Sadler, R. Ricci, R. D. Ekers, J. A. Ekers, P. J.

Hancock, C. A. Jackson, M. J. Kesteven, T. Murphy, C. Phillips, R. F. Reinfrank, et al., MNRAS 371, 898 (2006), astro-ph/0603437.

[33] The POLARBEAR Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, Y. Akiba, A. E. Anthony, K. Arnold, M. Atlas, D. Barron, D. Boettger, J. Borrill, S. Chapman, et al., ArXiv eprints (2014), 1403.2369.

[34] A. Cooray, M. Kamionkowski, and R. R. Caldwell, Phys.

Rev. D 71, 123527 (2005), astro-ph/0503002. [35] J. P. Kaufman, N. J. Miller, M. Shimon, D. Barkats, C. Bischoff, I. Buder, B. G. Keating, J. M. Kovac, P. A. R. Ade, R. Aikin, et al., Phys. Rev. D 89, 062006 (2014), 1312.7877.

[36] I. Sfiligoi, D. C. Bradley, B. Holzman, P. Mhashilkar, S. Padhi, and F. Wurthwein, Computer Science and Information Engineering, World Congress 2, 428 (2009).

[37] R. Pordes et al., J. Phys.: Conference Ser. 78, 012057 (2007).