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The IceCube neutrino telescope has detected a diffuse flux of high-energy astrophysical neutrinos,
but the sources of this flux have largely remained elusive. Using the 10-year IceCube public dataset,
we search for correlations between neutrino events and tracers of large-scale structure (LSS). We
conduct a combined cross-correlation analysis using several wide-area galaxy catalogs spanning a
redshift range of z = 0.1 to z ∼ 2.5 as well as maps of the cosmic infrared background. We do
not detect a definitive signal, but find tantalizing hints of a potential positive correlation between
neutrinos and the tracers of LSS. We additionally construct a simple model to interpret galaxy-
neutrino cross-correlations in terms of the redshift distribution of neutrino sources. We put upper
limits on the clustering amplitude of neutrinos based on the measured cross-correlations with galaxies
and forecast the improvements on these constraints that can be obtained using future detectors. We
show that, in the future, neutrino-galaxy cross-correlations should be a powerful probe to constrain
properties of neutrino source populations.

I. INTRODUCTION

High-energy astrophysical neutrinos have now been ob-
served by the IceCube Neutrino Observatory through
several detection channels [1–4]. In addition, IceCube
has found evidence for neutrino emission from several
astrophysical sources including two active galaxies [5, 6]
and the Galactic disk [7]. Despite these detections, which
astrophysical populations contribute the bulk of the dif-
fuse neutrino flux remains an open question.

A common method used to search for neutrino emission
from a class of objects is a stacking analysis, where the
neutrino emission is stacked at the locations of objects
in some test catalog in order to look for potential excess
emission over the background. Some examples of this
kind of analysis include Refs. [8–11], where the poten-
tial sources considered included blazars, active galactic
nuclei (AGN), star-burst galaxies, and galaxy clusters.
Stacking analyses allow potentially weak signals from in-
dividual sources to be amplified, but relies on the choice
of a catalog that contains many of the same galaxies that
are neutrino sources.

Cross-correlations with large scale structure (LSS) can
also be used to search for neutrino sources [12, 13], as-
suming only that the neutrino sources reside in galaxies
or galaxy clusters, which are known to be tracers of large
scale structure. For a cross-correlation analysis, there is
no need to design a source catalog that is likely to match
actual neutrino sources, instead the method exploits the
fact that matter is highly clustered on large scales in the
Universe and thus any tracers of LSS (e.g. galaxies) are
spatially correlated with each other. Cross-correlation
analyses are ubiquitous in cosmology in terms of both
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the two-point correlation function in real space or the
power spectrum in Fourier or harmonic space. Ref. [12]
first proposed using the cross-correlation between neu-
trinos and galaxy samples to constrain the fraction of
observed neutrinos that are correlated with LSS over a
certain redshift range.

In this paper we build on the analysis of Ref. [12] by
including several additional important components. We
include modelling of the IceCube point spread function
(PSF) and show that it has a very significant impact on
the measured cross-correlation. We additionally model
the details of galaxy clustering to illustrate how different
galaxy samples can be sensitive to the redshift distribu-
tion of neutrino sources. We conduct an analysis of the
10-year IceCube public dataset of track-like events and
provide forecasts for how well a future detector could con-
strain the properties of the neutrino source population.

Motivated by the fact that both AGN activity and
star formation in the Universe peak between redshifts
z ∼ 1− 3 [14–17], we are especially interested in looking
for correlations between high-energy neutrinos and LSS
around redshift z ∼ 1. Whether neutrino sources can
be detected at such large cosmological distances depends
on the rarity of luminous high-energy neutrino sources,
so we conduct our cross-correlation analysis with tracers
of LSS over a very broad redshift range from z = 0.1
to z ∼ 2.5, including maps of the cosmic infrared back-
ground (CIB) that trace the entire star-formation history
of the Universe.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section II, we
introduce the neutrino and galaxy data sets used in our
analysis. We provide an overview of the theory needed
to model large-scale cross-correlations between neutrinos
and galaxies in Section III. We describe the details of
the analysis in Section IV and present the results in Sec-
tion V. Finally, we conclude in Section VI.

Throughout this paper we assume a standard flat
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ΛCDM universe based on the Planck 2018 results [18]:
(Ωm,Ωb, h, σ8, ns) = (0.31, 0.049, 0.677, 0.81, 0.967).

II. DATA

A. IceCube neutrinos

IceCube detects neutrinos through multiple different
channels. Here we focus on “track-like” events, where
a muon, produced by the interaction of a muon neu-
trino with the Antarctic ice, produces a long track of
Cherenkov radiation that can be reaonably accurately
traced back to an angular position on the sky.

The 10-year IceCube point-source data release1 [19]
consists of a catalog of just over a million track-like neu-
trino candidates detected between April 2008 and July
2018 with sky coordinates, reconstructed energies, and
estimated angular uncertainties. The event selection was
designed to identify tracks from high-energy muons pass-
ing through the IceCube detector and uses different se-
lection criteria in the Northern and Southern skys.

In the Southern sky (corresponding to events that orig-
inate above the detector), while strict cuts on recon-
struction quality and minimum energy are used, events
in the public data release are still dominated by two
foregrounds: atmospheric muons and atmospheric muon
neutrinos, both of which are produced from cosmic rays
interacting with the atmosphere. In the Northern sky
(corresponding to events that originate below the detec-
tor), atmospheric muons are blocked by the Earth, while
the atmospheric neutrino foreground still remains. Due
to the reduced foregrounds, the minimum energy cut is
lower than in the Southern sky. The reconstructed neu-
trino energies in the Northern sky are more like lower lim-
its rather than unbiased estimates due to energy losses,
especially at high energies, from interactions inside the
Earth [19].

We limit our analysis to the northern sky (defined as
dec. > −5◦) in order to avoid the very large atmospheric
muon foreground that is present in the southern sky.

B. Galaxy samples

For our cross-correlation analysis, we look for large
galaxy samples that span a variety of redshift ranges and
have wide and uniform coverage in the northern sky. We
provide details on the samples used below and their prop-
erties are summarized in Table I.

1 http://doi.org/DOI:10.21234/sxvs-mt83

1. WISE-SuperCOSMOS

WISE-SuperCOSMOS2 [WI-SC, 20] is a full-sky low-
redshift photometric galaxy catalog. These galaxies were
obtained by cross-matching data from the Wide-field In-
frared Survey Explorer [WISE, 21] with the photographic
plates of SuperCOSMOS [22, 23]. WI-SC contains ∼ 20
million sources up to redshift of z = 0.4. The photomet-
ric redshifts have a mean error of σz/(1 + z) ≈ 0.035.
We divide the catalog into 5 equal-size redshift bins be-
tween z = 0.1 and z = 0.35 (labelled as WI-SC 1 through
5 in Table I). We estimate the redshift distribution of
each bin by convolving the photometric redshift distri-
butions with Gaussians given by the mean photometric
redshift errors. We use the sky mask constructed by Ref.
[20] that masks the galactic disk, bulge, the Magellanic
clouds, and other areas of large stellar contamination or
dust extinction. As noted in Refs. [24, 25], some stellar
contamination and obscuration still remains at the few
per cent level, but we treat this as negligible due to the
fact that our measurements are severely limited by the
quality of the neutrino data.

2. DESI LRGs

To probe redshifts between z ∼ 0.4 and z ∼ 1, we use
luminous red galaxy (LRG) samples selected from DESI
Legacy Imaging Surveys DR93 by Ref. [26]. These sam-
ples have wide sky coverage and spectroscopic redshift
distributions, and are designed for cross-correlation ap-
plications with 4 tomographic bins. We specifically use
the “extended LRG” sample that has 2-3 times as many
galaxies as the main sample presented in Ref. [26] in or-
der to gain lower shot noise at the expense of a slighlty
less clean sample. In Table I, these samples are labelled
as DESI 1–4.

3. unWISE galaxies

To probe redshifts up to z ∼ 2, we use the unWISE
galaxy samples presented by Refs. [27, 28]. These galax-
ies were selected from the unWISE catalog [29] that con-
tains over two billion objects observed by WISE. Ref.
[27] divided the unWISE catalog based on magnitude
and color and rejected stars using Gaia data [30] to cre-
ate three galaxy samples with median redshifts of ∼ 0.6,
1.1, and 1.5. These galaxy samples are referred to as
unWISE Blue, Green, and Red, respectively. The un-
WISE catalog is based on only two infrared bands, so
these galaxy samples do not have photometric redshifts,
but the overall redshift distributions were characterized

2 http://ssa.roe.ac.uk/WISExSCOS.html
3 https://www.legacysurvey.org/dr9/description/
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through both cross-correlations with spectroscopic sam-
ples and cross-matches with COSMOS data [27]. In our
analysis we use the cross-correlation redshift distribution
as this also includes information about the bias evolu-
tion of the unWISE samples. We also use the mask con-
structed by Ref. [27] that is based on the Planck lensing
mask and includes corrections for area lost due to sub-
pixel masking around bright sources.

4. Quaia

Quaia4 is an all-sky quasar catalog based on quasar
candidate catalogs from Gaia and infrared data from
unWISE [31]. The catalog contains almost 1.3 million
sources brighter thanG = 20.5. Redshifts were estimated
for each object by matching Gaia and unWISE photom-
etry and Gaia-estimated redshifts to SDSS DR16Q spec-
troscopic redshifts [32]. Following Ref. [33], we divide the
G < 20.5 catalog into two redshift bins using a bound-
ary of z = 1.47 and estimate their redshift distributions
through PDF stacking, where we assume that the redshift
estimate for each event is drawn from a Gaussian with a
standard deviation equal to the estimated redshift error.
We call these samples Quaia 1 and Quaia 2. We addi-
tionally use the published selection function models5 for
the two redshift bins to construct sky masks and correct
for non-uniform sky coverage.

5. CIB maps

In addition to galaxy catalogs, we use the large-scale
CIB maps generated by Ref. [34] based on the Planck
High-Frequency Instrument sky maps at 353, 545, and
857 GHz. Ref. [34] removed the Galactic dust emission
from these maps using a template based on H I column
desnity. These maps trace the integrated extragalactic
infrared emission and thus act as maps of unresolved
galaxies over a very wide redshift range.

We use the sky mask constructed by Ref. [34] based
on the Planck 20% Galactic plane mask and an upper
limit on the H I column density of NH I = 4 × 1020

cm−2. This choice for the limit on the H I column den-
sity trades larger sky coverage for more Galactic contam-
ination. Since we only use cross-spectra in our analysis
and do not use the CIB auto-spectra, this contamination
should not bias our results. We also confirmed that using
smaller H I thresholds does not significantly change our
final results.

4 https://zenodo.org/records/10403370
5 https://zenodo.org/records/8098636

Galaxy sample n̄ [deg−2] z̄ δz bg

WI-SC 1 122 0.13 0.04 1.0
WI-SC 2 137 0.18 0.04 1.1
WI-SC 3 142 0.23 0.04 1.1
WI-SC 4 121 0.27 0.04 1.1
WI-SC 5 46 0.32 0.05 1.3

DESI 1 186 0.47 0.07 1.7
DESI 2 311 0.63 0.08 1.9
DESI 3 422 0.79 0.09 2.0
DESI 4 438 0.93 0.10 2.1

unWISE Blue 3409 0.64 0.29 1.7
unWISE Green 1846 1.1 0.47 2.4
unWISE Red 109a 1.5 0.47 3.4

Quaia 1 23 0.97 0.38 1.9∗

Quaia 2 26 2.1 0.56 3.4∗

CIB 353 – 2.0 1.1 3.9∗

CIB 545 – 1.8 1.0 3.5∗

CIB 857 – 1.5 0.9 2.9∗

a Value from A. Krolewski (private communication), differs from
that reported in Ref. [27].

TABLE I. Galaxy samples used in the cross-correlation anal-
ysis. We list the mean number density per square degree (n̄),
the mean redshift (z̄), standard deviation of the redshift dis-
tribution (δz), and linear bias (bg) obtained through fitting
the galaxy auto-spectra. Note that most samples are fit using
a constant bias, while samples marked with (∗) use a redshift
dependent bias (see Section III for details) and we report the
average bias (beff =

∫
bg(z)pg(z) dz). The values of z̄, δz, and

bg for the CIB samples are calculated based on the model
from Ref. [35].

III. THEORY

We are interested in modelling the angular cross-
spectrum between galaxies with known properties and
some unknown astrophysical neutrino sources. In both
cases, the projected overdensity field on the sky δ(n̂) is
related to the 3D overdensity field ∆(x, t)

δ(n̂) =

∫
dχ p(χ)∆(χn̂, t(χ)), (1)

where p(χ) = H(z)p(z) is the normalized comoving dis-
tance distribution of galaxies or neutrino sources and p(z)
is the corresponding normalized redshift distribution6.
Using the Limber approximation [36, 37](which is gen-

erally valid for scales ℓ ≳ 20), we can relate an angu-
lar power spectrum CXY

ℓ to the corresponding 3D power
spectrum PXY (k, z):

CXY
ℓ =

∫
dχ

χ2
pX(χ)pY (χ)PXY

(
ℓ+ 1/2

χ
, z(χ)

)
, (2)

6 Using units with c = 1.

https://zenodo.org/records/10403370
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where X,Y ∈ {g, ν} represent galaxy or neutrino source
overdensity fields.

We can then further use the linear bias approximation
that is valid on large scales to write PXY in terms of the
matter power spectrum Pm:

PXY (k, z) = bXbY Pm(k, z) +ASN, (3)

where ASN is a constant shot noise amplitude and bX and
bY are the linear bias factors for the corresponding fields.
In the case of the neutrinos, the situation is compli-

cated by the very large background of atmospheric neu-
trinos. Assuming that the atmospheric neutrinos are uni-
formly distributed across the sky and uncorrelated with
the astrophysical ones, bν is completely degenerate with
fastro, the fraction of neutrinos that are astrophysical [see
appendix A in 12]. This is the exact same effect that an
unclustered stellar contamination has on the measure-
ment of galaxy bias [27]. Since astophysical and atmo-
spheric neutrinos are completely indistinguishable on an
event-by-event basis, the combination bνfastro determines
the amplitude of Cgν

ℓ .
Putting everything together, we model the galaxy

auto-spectra as

Cgg
ℓ =

∫
dχ

χ2
[bg(z)pg(z)H(z)]

2
Pm (kℓ, z) +Agg

SN, (4)

where, in general, the galaxy bias can vary with redshift
to account for galaxy evolution over cosmic time and we
have defined kℓ = (ℓ+ 1/2)/χ.
The neutrino auto-spectrum is modelled as

Cνν
ℓ = (fastrobν)

2

∫
dχ

χ2
[pν(z)H(z)]

2
Pm (kℓ, z) +Aνν

SN.

(5)
While redshift evolution of bν is almost certainly ex-
pected if neutrino sources have a wide redshift distribu-
tion, there is not enough information to disentangle the
degeneracy between bν and pν(z), so we model it as a
constant effective bias.

The galaxy-neutrino cross-spectrum is modelled as

Cgν
ℓ = fastrobν

∫
dχ

χ2
pν(z)bg(z)pg(z) [H(z)]

2
Pm (kℓ, z)

(6)
We ignore the shot noise contribution to the cross-

spectra, because it is significant only if a large fraction
of the neutrinos and the galaxies are in common between
the catalogs. Since most of the neutrinos are expected
to be non-astrophysical and there are vastly more galax-
ies in each galaxy sample than there are astrophysical
neutrinos, the shot noise term should be negligible.

We calculate all of these theory quantities using the
Core Cosmology Library7 (CCL) [38]. The matter power

7 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/CCL

spectrum Pm(k, z) is calculated using the HaloFit model
[39] as implemented in CCL. The remaining components
that go into the theory prediction for the galaxy-neutrino
cross-spectrum (Eq. (6)) for a given galaxy sample are:
the galaxy bias bg and redshift distrribution pg(z), the
neutrino source redshift distribution pν(z), and the neu-
trino clustering amplitude bνfastro.
For the galaxy catalogs, the redshift distributions are

determined using photometric redshift estimates or cross-
correlations with spectroscopic samples as described for
each galaxy sample in Section II B. We determine the
galaxy bias factors by directly fitting Eq. (4) to the
measured galaxy auto-spectra as described below in Sec-
tion VA. The only galaxy sample that we model with a
redshift-dependent bias is Quaia, where we use the quasar
bias evolution model from Ref. [40]:

b(z) = 0.278((1 + z)2 − 6.565) + 2.393. (7)

Following Ref. [33], we fit a constant amplitude times this
functional form to the Quaia auto-spectra. Since the WI-
SC and DESI samples have relatively narrow redshift dis-
tributions, we assume that redshift evolution in the bias
of these sample is negligible, while the unWISE cross-
correlation redshift distributions already include the ef-
fect of bias evolution, and so we fit a single constant
effective bias to these samples.
The CIB maps have to be treated slightly differently

since they do not consist of resolved galaxies. Ultimately
the CIB model still consists of a galaxy bias and redshift
distribution, but the redshift distribution is written in
terms of the infrared emissivity of galaxies across redshift
and the cosmic star-formation rate desnity. We directly
follow Section 2 of Ref. [35] to construct a linear model of
the CIB anisotropies and we use the best fit parameters
reported in their Table 3.
Finally, assuming a model for the neutrino source red-

shift distribution pν(z) allows us to put constraints on the
properties of the neutrino source population. The am-
plitude of the cross-correlation determines the quantity
bνfastro which directly depends on how neutrino source
trace the underlying matter distribution, while the full
shape of the cross-spectrum depends on the details of the
redshift distribution of the sources. In practice, though,
as we will see below, these constraints are heavily de-
graded by the statistical errors in the neutrino maps.

IV. ANALYSIS METHODS

A. Maps

To measure the neutrino-galaxy cross-correlations, we
construct projected overdensity maps of each tracer using
HEALPix [41] as implemented by healpy [42] with the
resolution parameter Nside = 512, corresponding to an
angular resolution of ∼ 7′.
For DESI, unWISE, and the CIB, high resolution

HEALPix maps were already available which we down-

https://github.com/LSSTDESC/CCL
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-0.45 1.45δν

FIG. 1. Neutrino over-density map for all events above 1
TeV, where each event has been smoothed using its respective
angular uncertainty.

graded to the target resolution by calculating the spher-
ical harmonic coefficients aℓm for each map, zeroing out
all coefficients with ℓ ≥ 3Nside, and finally converting
back to real space maps. This procedure ensures that no
aliasing occurs.

For WI-SC and Quaia, we constructed the maps di-
rectly from the catalogs using their respective masks.
With Quaia, we additionally directly follow the proce-
dure laid out in [33] to take into account the Quaia se-
lection function.

We turn the CIB differential intensity maps into unit-
less fluctuation maps similar to the galaxy overdensity
maps by dividing by the CIB monopole given in Table
12 of Ref. [43].

For the neutrinos, as a first step, we consider all events
with reconstructed energies E ≥ 1 TeV. This selection
removes the lowest energy events that are expected to
be dominated by atmosperic neutrinos while keeping a
fairly large sample (∼ 400, 000 events) to minimize sta-
tistical errors. Later, we also present results for neutri-
nos binned by energy, but the analysis steps are exactly
the same as described here for the single bin. We con-
struct a smoothed neutrino counts map Nν for a given
event selection by treating each event as a 2D circular
Gaussian centered at the reported angular position and
using the reported angular uncertainty as the standard
deviation. This procedure is essentially the same as used
by the IceCube collaboration to construct spatial likeli-
hoods for point source searches [44, 45]. In our analysis,
constructing a smoothed counts map allows us to maxi-
mize the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) by weighting events
according to the quality of their localization.

Next, we use randomized data to construct an estimate
of the local mean neutrino counts N̄ν . At a given energy,
the effective area of the IceCube detector depends only
on the source declination (due to the unique position at
the South Pole); we can generate random realizations of
the neutrino count maps by randomizing the R.A. val-
ues of each event. We construct the mean counts map

WI-SC DESI 1

unWISE Quaia 1

CIB 353 Neutrinos (E > 1 TeV)

0.0 0.5 1.0

sky weights

FIG. 2. Sky masks or weights maps (in equatorial coordi-
nates) for each of the tracers used in the analysis. For WI-SC
and unWISE, the same mask is used for each sample in the
group. DESI, Quaia, and the CIB all have masks specific to
each sample in the group, so we only show a representative.

by averaging 50 randomized smoothed counts maps and
then making the resuting map independent of R.A. by
averaging over declination bands.

The neutrino overdensity is δν = Nν/N̄ν −1. We show
the neutrino overdensity map in Fig. 1. The neutrino
sky mask is based on a binary mask and inverse-variance
weights. The binary mask masks the sky where dec.
≤ −5◦ and dec. ≥ 80◦. The lower limit removes the
astrophysical muon background, while the upper limit
excludes the pole where the mean map becomes less ac-
curate due to few events. We then also use a weights
map that is proportional to the mean counts map in
order to weight the neutrino overdensity in an inverse-
variance fashion. We show the resulting weights map
together with the masks used for all of the galaxy sam-
ples in Fig. 2. The effective fraction of the sky that is
covered by both the neutrino mask and a galaxy sample
ranges from 9% for the CIB maps to 23% for the WI-SC
samples.
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B. IceCube effective beam

While galaxy positions are generally measured at a
precision of roughly a few arc-seconds, IceCube’s degree-
scale sky localization of track-like events introduces very
significant smoothing that must be taken into account
by modelling the detector point-spread function (PSF, or
beam window function in harmonic space). In general,
the IceCube beam window function is neither constant
nor isotropic, since the estimated event angular uncer-
tainties depend on energy and declination.

We assume that on large scales the overall effect of
the combination of the detector PSF and our additional
smoothing of each event using its estimated PSF on the
measured power spectra can be described by an effective
beam Beff

ℓ , such that

Cνν,obs
ℓ = (Beff

ℓ )2 Cνν,true
ℓ (8)

and

Cgν,obs
ℓ = Beff

ℓ Cgν,true
ℓ . (9)

We estimate the effective beam directly from the data.
Since our smoothed neutrino overdensity map effectively
contains two powers of the PSF (one from the detector
and one from the smoothing operation during map con-
struction), we use

Beff
ℓ = C ν̃ν̃

ℓ /Cνν
ℓ , (10)

where ν̃ and ν represent the smoothed and non-smoothed
neutrino maps respectively. In the simplest case, where
the PSF does not vary significantly across the sky, this
estimate should be equivalent to averaging the squares
of the Gaussian beams calculated from each event’s an-
gular uncertainty (the beam for each event is squared
to account for the two powers of the PSF, as mentioned
above). We show these two estimates of the effective
beam in Fig. 3, where we additionally compare them to
a Gaussian beam calculated from the median angular un-
certainty of all selected events. We find that the two esti-
mates of the effective beam agree very well, except at very
large spatial scales where spatial variations in the beam
become more significant. We also see that the effective
beam is very non-Gaussian, even though we assumed that
the PSF for each event was Gaussian. Correctly mod-
elling this beam is important for any cross-correlation
analyses.

To fully validate this estimate of the effective beam,
we would need to do detailed simulations of the IceCube
detector, but we have validated this procedure on simple
realisations of Gaussian random fields. There is an in-
herent uncertainty in this estimate of the effective beam
due to the assumption that all events can be described
by circular Gaussians. As can be seen from the catalog of
high-energy neutrino alerts [46], the more detailed event
spatial likelihoods are very often non-circular and often
non-Gaussian.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

`

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

B
`

effective beam

analytic estimate

Gaussian

FIG. 3. Effective beam for the smoothed neutrino map con-
sisting of all events with E > 1 TeV. The analytic estimate
is calculated by averaging the Gaussian beams of each event.
We also plot a Gaussian beam corresponding to the median
angular uncertaintiy of all selected events to show that the
overall effective beam is highly non-Gaussian. Essentially no
information remains in the power spectra past ℓ ∼ 350.

Another caveat is that Eqs. (8) and (9) are not neces-
sarily both true. In the case of a strongly spatially vary-
ing beam, there could be significant differences between
the effective beams defined in terms of cross-spectra with
different galaxy samples. In our analysis, all the galaxy
samples have fairly similar coverage in the Northern sky
and we have explicitly checked that the result of Eq. (10)
does not significantly change when computing the power
spectra using the overlap of the neutrino mask and the
different galaxy sample masks.

C. Angular power spectra and covariance matricies

We use the pseudo-Cℓ algorithm implemented by
NaMASTER8 [47] to compute all galaxy auto-power spec-
tra and galaxy-neutrino cross-power spectra. Full details
can be found in Refs. [47, 48], here we briefly sketch the
method.
An observed field X̃ with incomplete sky coverage can

be modelled as the product of the true underlying field X
with a mask w. Often the the mask is treated simply as a
binary map where w = 1 for pixels on the sky that have
been observed and w = 0 where they have not, but in
general w can be designed to optimally weight different
regions of the sky based on varying noise levels. The
pseudo-Cℓ for two fields X and Y is then defined as

C̃XY
ℓ =

1

2ℓ+ 1

∑
m

X̃ℓmỸ ⋆
ℓm. (11)

8 https://github.com/LSSTDESC/NaMaster

https://github.com/LSSTDESC/NaMaster
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Since the observed and true fields are related through a
product with the mask in real space, in harmonic space
they are related through a convolution. The expectation
value of the pseudo-Cℓ is then related to the underlying
true Cℓ

⟨C̃ℓ⟩ =
∑
ℓ′

Mℓℓ′Cℓ′ , (12)

where Mℓℓ′ is the mode-coupling matrix that can be
computed directly from the power spectra of the masks.
Eq. (12) is not directly invertible due to the loss of in-
formation on the masked sky, so the pseudo-Cℓ is binned
into bandpowers by assuming that it is piecewise constant
in a number of discrete bins and a “binned” mode-copling
matrix is computed that can be inverted to obtain an es-
timate of the true power spectrum. If one or both of
the fields are smoothed by a PSF, then we divide the
pseudo-Cℓ by the corresponding beam window function
before inverting the mode coupling matrix.
NaMaster efficiently handles all of these operations and

also provides a way to bin a theory power spectrum using
the exact same bandpowers as a measured power spec-
trum to enable direct comparison.

We binned the power-spectra using linear bins of width
∆ℓ = 50 in the range 2 ≤ ℓ < 3Nside. While we calcu-
lated the cross-spectra all the way out to ℓ = 1536 to
avoid power leakage, we discard all bandpowers above
ℓ = 350 for the analysis in order to avoid systematic
errors from mis-characterizing the IceCube PSF at small
scales and from the breakdown of the linear bias assump-
tion at non-linear scales. We additionally discard the first
bandpower at ℓ < 50 in order to avoid potential large-
scale systematics in the galaxy maps and the neutrino
mean map.

We calculate the covariance matrix for each power
spectrum analytically using the narrow kernel approx-
imation implemented in NaMaster [49] which assumes
that all fields are Gaussian and accounts for the
mask-induced mode coupling. For the galaxy-neutrino
cross-spectra we calculate the full combined covariance

Cov
(
Cgν

ℓ , Cg′ν
ℓ′

)
in order to account for correlations be-

tween galaxy samples g and g′. We confirm that the
diagonal elements of the covariance matrix agree very
well with the variance computed from 50 realizations of
randomized neutrino maps. We find that the off-diagonal
elements between ℓ-bins in the covariance from mode cou-
pling is roughly on the order of 10−3 times the diago-
nal elements, while off-diagonal elements between galaxy
samples can be significant. In Fig. 4 we show the full cor-
relation matrix (defined as Rij = Cij/

√
CiiCjj , where

Cij are the elements of the covariance matrix) for the
measured cross-spectra. Because of the substantial over-
lap in the redshift ranges of the various galaxy samples,
there is substantial covariance between the cross-spectra
that must be taken into account in any data interpreta-
tion.

We assume that our data (the power spectra) all fol-
low multivariate Gaussians with covariances as calculated
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FIG. 4. Correlation matrix for all of the measured cross-
spectra. Cross-spectra involving galaxy samples with similar
redshift distributions show significant correlations.

above. To fit a model to the data (either individual
galaxy auto-spectra or a set of galaxy-neutrino cross-
spectra), we use chi-squared minimization with

χ2 = (d−m)TC−1(d−m), (13)

where d is the data vector, C is the corresponding co-
variance matrix, and m is the model prediction given
some parameter values. For the combined analysis of all
of the cross-correlations, we construct the data vector by
concatenating all of the measured galaxy-neutrino cross-
correlations between 50 < ℓ < 350.

V. RESULTS

In Fig. 5, we plot all of the measured galaxy-neutrino
cross-spectra grouped by the mean redshift of the galaxy
sample. In each panel, the grey points represent a cross-
spectrum between the neutrinos and an individual galaxy
sample. We also overlay in red the weighted average (tak-
ing into account all relevant galaxy-galaxy correlations)
of all of the individual cross-spectra in each panel in order
to increase the SNR.
Taken as a set, the measured cross-spectra are consis-

tent with zero. We calculate a combined null chi-square
value of χ2

null = dTC−1d = 106.2 with 102 total data
points, giving a probability-to-exceed (PTE) of 0.37, in-
dicating that we are unable to reject the null hypothesis
that neutrino events are not correlated with LSS.
We do see hints of a positive excess, though, in the

cross-spectra with galaxy samples in the 0.5 < z < 1.25
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FIG. 5. Measured galaxy-neutrino cross-spectra grouped by
the mean redshift of the galaxy sample. In each panel, we plot
the individual cross-spectra as grey points. The cross-spectra
for each galaxy sample are offset in the ℓ-direction to aid in
visualization. To increase the SNR, we also plot the weighted
average of each group of cross-spectra in red.

redshift range, where all of the ℓ bins show positive cor-
relation. To explore this further, we calculate the quan-
tity ⟨ℓCgν

ℓ ⟩ for each galaxy sample, where we take the
average in an inverse-variance weighted fashion over the
range 50 < ℓ < 350. This quantity is plotted against
the mean redshift of each galaxy sample in Fig. 6. For
tracers of LSS, ℓCℓ is generally roughly flat, so averaging
this quantity over a range in ℓ provides a rough model-
independent measurement of the amplitude of cluster-
ing. In Fig. 6, we see that several galaxy samples have
a positive cross-correlation amplitude with the neutrinos
at a level of ≥ 1.5σ, specifically: DESI 3 (2.1σ), DESI 4
(1.8σ), unWISE Green (1.5σ), and Quaia 1 (1.7σ). These
are not independent measurements, though, since the
galaxy samples are correlated with each other. Using the
full covaraince matrix (Fig. 4), we find that combining all
of the galaxy samples results in positive cross-correlation
at a redshift of z ∼ 1 at roughly a 2σ level.
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FIG. 6. Amplitude of galaxy-neutrino cross-correlations as
a function of the mean galaxy sample redshifts. The galaxy
samples are: WI-SC (red), DESI (green), unWISE (purple),
Quaia (orange), and the CIB (blue). The horizontal error
bars on each point represent the standard deviation of the
galaxy sample’s redshift distribution.

A. Model fit

To interpret the measured cross-correlations and at-
tempt to constrain the neutrino source populations, we
fit models to the galaxy auto-spectra and the galaxy-
neutrino cross-spectra.
For each of the galaxy samples, we use NaMASTER to

calculate the auto-spectrum Cgg
ℓ and its covariance us-

ing the same procedure as described above, except that
no effective beam is used. We then fit a simple two pa-
rameter model based on Eq. (4) where both the galaxy
bias and shot noise amplitudes are free parameters. For
all galaxy samples other than Quaia, we assume a con-
stant bias. This should be a valid approximation for the
WI-SC and DESI samples that have narrow redshift dis-
tributions, while the unWISE redshift distribution, di-
rectly measured through cross-correlations, includes the
redshift dependence of the bias [27]. For Quaia, we use
the quasar bias evolution model from Ref. [40] and sim-
ply fit the overall amplitude; this was shown to be a
good fit to the Quaia sample [33]. We obtain good fits
for all of the galaxy auto-spectra (PTE ≥ 0.1) and list
the resulting effective bias values in Table I. These fits
generally agree with previous values found in the liter-
ature [25, 27, 33] with the caveat that we are using a
very simplified model that does not include magnification
bias, non-Gaussianities, or other higher-order effects. To
model cross-correlations with the CIB, we use the best-fit
model from Ref. [35] which is valid on linear scales.
To model the neutrino cross-correlations we use

Eq. (6), treating the combination bνfastro as a free pa-
rameter. Our cross-correlation measurements have very
low SNR, so we do not attempt to fit a model for the neu-
trino redshift distribution pν(z). Instead, we construct
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three potential models for the neutrino redshift distribu-
tion and compute the best fit amplitude bνfastro for each
template.

The first model for the neutrino redshift distribution is
inspired by the potential peak at z ∼ 1 seen in Fig. 6 and
is based on the parameterization used to model the red-
shift distribution of galaxies observed by the Vera Rubin
Observatory [50]:

pν(z) ∝ z2 exp
(
−z2

)
. (14)

While this model is potentially able to fit the peak seen in
Fig. 6, a more physically motivated model should include
flux-weighting. Unlike samples of galaxies where a galaxy
is in the catalog if it is above some detection limit, regard-
less of how bright it is, a sample of detected neutrinos will
be more likely to come from objects with higher fluxes.
To model this, we use FIRESONG9 [51] to construct poten-
tial realizations of flux-weighted neutrino redshift distri-
butions. These distributions should describe the propor-
tion of detected neutrinos rather than neutrino sources
at each redshift. We construct two model distributions
using FIRESONG. The first assumes that the co-moving
number density of neutrino sources is constant across
redshift, while the second assumes that the number den-
sity of neutrino sources is proportional to the cosmic star
formation rate density as parameterized by Madau and
Dickinson [16, Eq. 15]. Both source distributions are
weighted by the observed source fluxes, including the
neutrino K-correction, where we have assumed that all
sources have a power-law spectrum with index γ = 2.37
[2] and identical neutrino luminosities. All three neutrino
redshift distributions are shown in Fig. 7.

Once pν(z) is specified, the model for the galaxy-
neutrino cross-spectra becomes fully linear in bνfastro.
For each pν(z) model, we compute a template t that rep-
resents the model prediction for all of the galaxy-neutrino
cross-correlations between 50 < ℓ < 350 evaluated at
bνfastro = 1. We then analytically solve for the best fit
value and 1σ error of bνfastro:

bνfastro =
dTC−1t

tTC−1t
, (15)

σ(bνfastro) =
(
tTC−1t

)−1/2
, (16)

where d is the data vector containing all of the meeasured
galaxy-neutrino cross-spectra between 50 < ℓ < 350 and
C is the full covariance matrix. Here we have ignored any
uncertainty in the galaxy or CIB models since the data
is completely dominated by noise from the neutrinos.

The results from fitting these three models to the data
are summarized in Table II. While all three models are
preferred by the data over the null model, the significance
is very low and the differences between the χ2 values
for the different models are not large enough to claim a

9 https://github.com/icecube/FIRESONG
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FIG. 7. Model neutrino redshift distributions used to fit the
measured cross-correlations. The first model is described by
Eq. (14) and represents a neutrino source distribution that
peaks at z ∼ 1. The second model includes flux-weighting
and assumes a constant co-moving number density of neu-
trino sources. The last model also includes flux-weighting,
but assumes the number density of neutrino sources is pro-
portional to the cosmic star-formation rate density.

Model bνfastro χ2 / dof ∆χ2

Null model 0 106.2 / 102

Peak at z ∼ 1 0.26± 0.13 101.8 / 101 -4.4

No evolution
(flux-weighted)

0.05± 0.05 105.2 / 101 -0.9

Following SFR
(flux-weighted)

0.14± 0.10 104.1 / 101 -2.1

TABLE II. Results from fitting the amplitude bνfastro to the
galaxy-neutrino cross-spectra, assuming the three models for
pν(z) shown in Fig. 7. The last column lists the improvement
in the χ2 value relative to the null model.

preference for any given model. Again, we see that the
peak in the cross-correlations at z ∼ 1 is approximately
2σ significant.
We have no doubt that higher statistical significance

for a positive bνfastro could be achieved by carefully tai-
loring the neutrino redshift distribution pν(z), but with-
out a strong physics motivation this risks a descent into
“p-hacking.”

B. Energy binning

The quantity fastro for track-like events is expected to
depend very strongly on energy, due to the softer energy
spectrum of atmospheric neutrinos compared to the as-
trophysical ones. Here we divide the neutrino events into
three equal-size logarithmic energy bins between 103 GeV
and 106 GeV. These bins have roughly 390,000, 9,700,
and 218 events respectively. Based on Ref. [2], we expect

https://github.com/icecube/FIRESONG
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that fastro for each bin to be on the order of 0.006, 0.06,
and 0.45 respectively. For each energy bin, we construct
overdensity maps, estimate the effective beam, and com-
pute cross-spectra with the galaxy samples in the exact
same manner as described for the entire neutrino sample.

We again use the three assumed models for the neu-
trino redshift distribution and plot the resulting con-
straints on bνfastro for the three energy bins in the top
row of Fig. 8 and compare them to the expected values
of fastro from energy spectrum measurements. We find
that in the simple “peak at z ∼ 1” model, the 2σ sig-
nificant correlation between neutrinos and LSS is driven
entirely by the lowest energy bin, potentially in slight
conflict with expectations based on the energy spectrum
measurement of fastro. On the other hand, in the flux-
weighted models we get potential detections coming from
the high energy events. In the “no evolution” (“following
SFR”) model, the lowest and highest energy bins are sig-
nificant at 1σ and 1.9σ (1.5σ and 1.6σ) respectively. All
of these significances are low and the ∆χ2 values for each
of the models are not different enough to prefer one of
them over the other. At this point, it is unclear whether
we have found a real correlation between neutrinos and
LSS or simply a noise fluctuation.

C. Forecasts

To get a sense of what can be achieved with cross-
correlations between neutrinos and LSS, we forecast the
SNR achievable in an ideal cross-correlation analysis us-
ing data from a future detector. For these forecasts, we
assume that all shot noise is Poissonian, or ASN = 1/n̄,
where n̄ is the average number density over the sky of
objects being considered. We calculate the covariance
between power spectra assuming that all fields are Gaus-
sian and ignoring mask-induced mode coupling:

Cov
(
Cgν

ℓ , Cg′ν
ℓ′

)
= δℓℓ′

Cgν
ℓ Cg′ν

ℓ + Cgg′

ℓ Cνν
ℓ

(2ℓ+ 1)fskyB2
ℓ

, (17)

where fsky is the fraction of sky covered by both the
galaxy and neutrino masks and Bℓ is the effective beam
for the neutrino sample being considered.

For simplicity we only consider the galaxy catalogs, ex-
cluding the CIB maps, when calculating forecasts, since
they provide almost all of the constraining power in this
analysis, and use the effective bias values reported in Ta-
ble I. For the neutrinos, we use the same three redshift
distribution models described in Section VA and assume
a linear bias of bν = 1. The fraction of neutrinos that
are of astrophysical origin is heavily dependent on the
specific selection criteria used to build the neutrino sam-
ple. Since we are using track-like events in the northern
sky, we assume that fastro should be reasonably similar
to the measurements by Ref. [2] of the diffuse neutrino
flux using track-like events in the northern sky.

We consider three possible scenarios for future neutrino
detectors. The first scenario assumes the same number

of detected events as the currrent 10-year dataset, but
with 3 times better angular uncertainties. The second
scenario, “Gen2”, assumes 10 times as many events with
3 times better angular uncertainties (roughly in line with
what is expected from IceCube-Gen2 [52]). Finally, the
third scenario, “Gen2 ideal”, assumes 10 times as many
events with essentially no angular uncertainties. We then
calculate the expected errors on the measurements of
bνfastro, σ(bνfastro), assuming ideal measurements of the
cross-correlations out to ℓmax = 750. As a check, we con-
firm that a forecast of the expected constraining power
of current data matches the constraints we got in the
analysis of actual data.
We plot the resulting forecasts of σ(bνfastro) com-

pared with the errors obtained in the current analysis
in the bottom row of Fig. 8. As expected, in the noise-
dominated regime, we find that σ(νfastro) is independent
of bνfastro and scales linearly with 1/

√
Nν , where Nν is

the total number of neutrinos in the sample. We find
that a Gen2-like detector should provide measurements
of the galaxy-neutrino cross-spectra with roughly 5 to 6
times better SNR than the current measurements, which
should be sufficient to probe interesting values of bνfastro.
In addition, future data would provide significatly better
power to discriminate between different models of the
neutrino redshift distribution.

VI. DISCUSSION

We have done a detailed analysis of the cross-
correlation between IceCube neutrinos and large-scale
structure around redshift z = 1. This is the first time
such an analysis has been carried out using the 10-year
public IceCube data and a large number of galaxy sam-
ples. We do not find a significant signal, but we do see
tantalizing hints of a positive correlation at roughly the
2σ level. The main limiting factor in this analysis is the
very high level of noise present in the neutrino maps, but
improved modelling of the IceCube PSF (especially its
uncertainty) will also be necessary to determine if this is
a physical result or a noise fluctuation.
We have parameterized the amplitude of neutrino clus-

tering in terms of the neutrino source linear bias bν and
the astrophysical fraction of neutrinos fastro, which are
completely degenerate in this cross-correlation analysis.
The degeneracy between bν and fastro can be broken by
including information about the neutrino energy spec-
trum, which allows direct measurements of fastro. In
theory it should be possible to do a simultaneous fit to
the energy spectrum and the cross-spectra with LSS for a
given neutrino event selection in order to get constraints
on both fastro and the linear bias of neutrino sources bν .
In our analysis we are not able to meaningfully con-

strain the redshift distribution of astrophysical neutri-
nos. Physical models of neutrino production in astro-
physical sources could help put theoretical priors on the
neutrino source redshift distribution. This, in turn, will
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FIG. 8. Top row: Energy-binned constraints on the galaxy-neutrino correlation amplitude for three different scenarios with
fixed neutrino source redshift distributions. We plot the mean inferred values of bνfastro with 1σ error bars for measurements
that are more than 1σ significant, otherwise we plot 95% confidence-level upper limits. Note that the significance of these
measurements can seem exaggerated due to the logarithmic axis scaling. For each model we also report the total improvement
in the χ2 value compared to the null model, assuming that the energy bins are all independent. Bottom row: Forecasts for
future measurements of galaxy-neutrino cross-correlations. We plot the sizes of 1σ error bars obtained in this work together
with 3 potential future scenarios that are described in the text. In all panels, the grey shaded regions indicate the estimated
astrophysical fraction fastro based on the energy spectrum measurement from Ref. [2] with 1 ≤ bν ≤ 3 (roughly plausible values
for the linear bias of different source populations).

allow better constraints on bν as well as on the shape of
the neutrino redshift distribution pν(z). Ultimately, this
will allow us to pin down the astrophysical populations
that build up the diffuse astrophysical neutrino flux.

While the current analysis of neutrino-galaxy cross-
correlations is severly limited by the quality of the neu-
trino data, there are some improvements that could be
done on the galaxy side as well. Given that the flux-
weighted neutrino distributions are heavily skewed to
low-redshift (Fig. 7), detailed analysis using low-redshift
galaxy samples, especially the DESI Bright Galaxy Sam-
ple [53], will be important to discriminate between these
models. At low redshifts, though, more careful modelling
than what we have done will be necessary in order to ac-
count for the more non-linear and non-Gaussian galaxy
fields. While we have used a few low-redshift samples
in this work, the majority of our galaxy samples are at
significantly higher redshifts where the simple linear bias
model should be adequate on the scales we have consid-
ered. In the future it will also be necessary to do a full
combined fit for the galaxy-neutrino cross-correlations,
taking into account the uncertainties in the galaxy data.

We have also presented forecasts for future measure-
ments of bνfastro. In the future, with data from the
IceCube-Gen2 detector, cross-correlations with LSS have
very significant potential to constrain the properties of
neutrino sources at low to medium redshift. Together
with on-going searches for neutrino point-sources, cross-
correlations with LSS should be able to provide comple-
mentary constraints on the properties of neutrino source
populations.
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Z. Zhou, DESI luminous red galaxy samples for cross-
correlations, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys. 2023, 097
(2023), arXiv:2309.06443 [astro-ph.CO].

[27] A. Krolewski, S. Ferraro, E. F. Schlafly, and M. White,
unWISE tomography of Planck CMB lensing, J. Cosmol-
ogy Astropart. Phys. 2020, 047 (2020), arXiv:1909.07412
[astro-ph.CO].

[28] A. Krolewski, S. Ferraro, and M. White, Cosmologi-
cal constraints from unWISE and Planck CMB lensing
tomography, J. Cosmology Astropart. Phys. 2021, 028
(2021), arXiv:2105.03421 [astro-ph.CO].

[29] E. F. Schlafly, A. M. Meisner, and G. M. Green, The
unWISE Catalog: Two Billion Infrared Sources from
Five Years of WISE Imaging, ApJS 240, 30 (2019),
arXiv:1901.03337 [astro-ph.IM].

[30] Gaia Collaboration, T. Prusti, J. H. J. de Bruijne,
A. G. A. Brown, A. Vallenari, C. Babusiaux, C. A. L.
Bailer-Jones, U. Bastian, M. Biermann, D. W. Evans,
and et al., The Gaia mission, A&A 595, A1 (2016),
arXiv:1609.04153 [astro-ph.IM].

[31] K. Storey-Fisher, D. W. Hogg, H.-W. Rix, A.-C. Eilers,
G. Fabbian, M. R. Blanton, and D. Alonso, Quaia, the
Gaia-unWISE Quasar Catalog: An All-sky Spectroscopic
Quasar Sample, ApJ 964, 69 (2024), arXiv:2306.17749
[astro-ph.GA].

[32] B. W. Lyke, A. N. Higley, J. N. McLane, D. P. Schurham-
mer, A. D. Myers, A. J. Ross, K. Dawson, S. Cha-
banier, P. Martini, N. G. Busca, H. d. Mas des Bour-
boux, M. Salvato, A. Streblyanska, P. Zarrouk, E. Burtin,
S. F. Anderson, J. Bautista, D. Bizyaev, W. N. Brandt,
J. Brinkmann, J. R. Brownstein, J. Comparat, P. Green,
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pis, A. Ducout, X. Dupac, G. Efstathiou, F. Elsner,
T. A. Enßlin, H. K. Eriksen, E. Falgarone, Y. Fan-
taye, F. Finelli, M. Frailis, A. A. Fraisse, E. Franceschi,
A. Frolov, S. Galeotta, S. Galli, K. Ganga, R. T.
Génova-Santos, M. Gerbino, T. Ghosh, J. González-
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Versillé, D. Herranz, E. Hivon, Z. Huang, A. H. Jaffe,
W. C. Jones, A. Karakci, E. Keihänen, R. Keskitalo,
K. Kiiveri, J. Kim, T. S. Kisner, N. Krachmalnicoff,
M. Kunz, H. Kurki-Suonio, G. Lagache, J. M. Lamarre,
A. Lasenby, M. Lattanzi, C. R. Lawrence, F. Lev-
rier, M. Liguori, P. B. Lilje, V. Lindholm, M. López-
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D. Maino, N. Mandolesi, A. Mangilli, P. G. Mar-
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