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Abstract. We present a new approach for extracting information about cosmic magnetic
fields using cross-correlations between extragalactic Faraday rotation measure (RM) cata-
logs and galaxy surveys. Specifically, we propose measuring the two-point cross-correlation
between RM squared, RM?, towards background sources and the projected density field of
foreground galaxies, (RM? x g), as a function of transverse separation. This statistic is
analogous to the “projected fields” estimator used for the kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (kSZ)
effect, <kSZ2 x g). Our estimator avoids contamination, on average, from RM contributions
originating in the background source or the Milky Way, and is also free from the noise bias
that arises when correlating the absolute value of the RMs with galaxies. Moreover, by bin-
ning in foreground galaxy redshifts, (RM? x g) enables a tomographic reconstruction of the
redshift evolution of large-scale cosmic magnetic fields. We model this statistic using the
ILLUSTRIS-TNG cosmological magnetohydrodynamic simulations and compare with approx-
imate analytic predictions. In analogy with the kSZ case, we show that <RM2 X g) can be
related to a bispectrum involving two copies of the electron-density—weighted magnetic field
strength and one of the galaxy overdensity. On large scales, the correlation approximately
traces the shape of the electron-galaxy two-point function, with an amplitude governed by the
average electron-weighted magnetic field strength and the smoothing scale of the RM mea-
surements. In ILLUSTRIS-TNG, the effective field strength is primarily set by the magnetic
field amplitudes within the inner regions of galaxy-hosting dark matter halos. It increases
towards low redshift, driven by dynamo amplification and magnetized outflows. Our fore-
casts suggest that (RM? x g) is detectable at high significance with current galaxy surveys
and future RM catalogs from the SKA, offering a tomographic probe of large-scale magnetic
fields across cosmic time.
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1 Introduction

Magnetic fields are found throughout the universe, in planets, stars, compact objects, galaxies,
clusters of galaxies, and in the filaments of the cosmic web [1-3|. Indirect evidence suggests
that magnetic fields may even pervade much of the low-density intergalactic medium [4].
Despite their ubiquity, the origin, evolution, and spatial structure of cosmic magnetic fields
remain poorly understood. Ideally, we would map the “magnetic cosmic web” in three dimen-
sions, tracing its structure alongside the sheets, filaments, halos, and voids of the large-scale
structure distribution. A better observational census of the magnetic cosmic web can help
in addressing some of the major open questions in cosmic magnetism [1-3]. Which processes
seed the universe with magnetic fields? Do magnetic fields form before galaxies and provide
an additional fossil relic of the early universe? How are seed magnetic fields amplified? How
do magnetic fields impact the formation of stars, galaxies, and cosmic structure? What role
do outflows from galaxies and active galactic nuclei (AGN) play in spreading magnetic fields
throughout the universe?



Fortunately, there are outstanding prospects for improving our census of cosmic magnetic
fields in the near future and making progress on these open questions. A key observational
probe is Faraday rotation: the polarization angle of a linearly polarized source rotates by
an angle proportional to wavelength-squared and to the so-called rotation measure (RM) [5].
The RM is obtained by integrating, along the line of sight to the background source, the
product of the electron density and the magnetic field component parallel to the sightline.
Excitingly, the number of extragalactic RM measurements is growing rapidly [6, 7], and the
Square Kilometer Array (SKA) is expected to provide ~ 107 extragalactic RM measurements,
spanning nearly the full sky [8, 9].

One issue with RM measurements, however, is that they provide only an integral con-
straint. Thus, each RM generally receives contributions from magnetized plasma within the
source, in the Milky Way, as well as from other intervening material. The latter contribution
depends on the particular path traced through the large-scale structure, with some sightlines
passing through halos and filaments, while others traverse mainly void regions.

An elegant approach for sharpening the interpretation of RM measurements is to pursue
cross-correlations with tracers of large-scale structure, such as galaxy surveys [10-13|. A key
advantage of this technique is that only RM contributions from near the redshifts of the
galaxies surveyed lead to an average cross-correlation, while Milky Way and intrinsic source
RM contributions do not produce an average correlation signal. However, a complication
is that direct RM-galaxy correlations cancel because the RM field can be either positive or
negative. Previous work hence considered cross-correlations between the absolute value of
the RM field and the galaxy distribution. Drawbacks of this approach include that [RM] is
not differentiable at RM = 0, and that it is difficult to relate this cross-correlation to the
underlying power spectra and bispectra of the magnetic field, electron density, and galaxy
distributions. Furthermore, this statistic is biased by noise, as we will discuss.

We propose here, for the first time, a promising alternative: the cross-correlation func-
tion between the RM-squared field and the galaxy distribution, measured as a function of
the transverse separation between the foreground galaxy distribution and background RM?
measurements. We will often denote this by the shorthand (RM? x g) in what follows. This
statistic avoids cancellations and noise bias, and is analogous to the “projected fields” estima-
tor employed successfully in the context of the kinetic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect, (kSZ? x g)
[14-16].

Next, we simulate this statistic. Along with observational advances in extragalactic
RM catalogs, there has also been important progress in cosmological magnetohydrodynamic
simulations [17-22]. Notably, the publicly available ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations provide
realizations of the magnetized cosmic web across cosmological volumes, along with models
for the distributions of baryons, galaxies, and the underlying dark matter |21, 23-25|. This
allows us to explore the information content of the (RM? x g) cross-correlation function, and
to sharpen our understanding of the science that can be extracted from future measurements.
We also develop an analytic framework for interpreting the simulation results and those of
future observations.

Finally, we forecast the prospects for measuring (RM? x g) correlations using current
and upcoming extragalactic RM catalogs and galaxy survey data. These calculations help
quantify the expected science return of our proposed analyses and may provide useful guidance
for optimizing future survey strategies.

Section 2 describes the (RM? x g) statistic used in this work. There we also present
our methodology for constructing simulated RM maps and for estimating cross-correlation



statistics from the simulations. In Section 3 we show calculations of our (RM? x g) statistic
from the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations, exploring the signal’s scale and redshift dependence.
We also compare with the approximate analytic model, mentioned earlier, which can explain
some of the main features of the simulation results. In addition, we investigate the scale and
redshift dependence of the (|[RM| x g) statistic in ILLUSTRIS-TNG. Next, Section 4 forecasts
the (RM? x g) detection prospects for current and forthcoming RM catalogs and galaxy
surveys. We summarize our conclusions in Section 5. Appendix A provides some details
regarding the (RM? x g) statistic and its relation to the underlying statistical properties of
the cosmic magnetic fields, the electron density distribution, and the galaxy fluctuation field.
Appendix B justifies an approximate expression used in this work to estimate error bars for
future (RM? x g) measurements. Finally, Appendix C tests how well the simulation results
converge with increasing resolution.

2 Methods

First, we introduce the RM?-galaxy cross-correlation statistic, and given an overview of its
properties. We then describe our approaches for constructing RM maps and estimating
(RM? x g) from the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations. We also compare the RM2-based estimator
with the absolute-value alternative, (|RM| x g), employed in earlier work.

2.1 Simulating Rotation Measure Maps
The Faraday RM along a line of sight (LoS) in the sky direction @ is proportional to an

integral of the electron—density—weighted line-of-sight magnetic field component:
ﬂ ne(ev Z)BH (07 Z)
dz  (1+2)2

RM(0) = 8.12 x 10° rad m—2/ Cdz (2.1)
0

where z; is the redshift of the source. Here, n. is the proper electron number density in
cm™3, By is the proper magnetic field component along the LoS in uG, and dl/dz is the
proper distance per unit redshift in Mpc units. The (1 + 2z)~2 factor arises because of the
A? dependence of Faraday rotation, and accounts for the wavelength stretching between the
plasma frame and the frame of an observer on Earth.

It will be convenient to work primarily in comoving coordinates. Let us express the
proper electron abundance as n. = (ne(z = 0))(142)3[1+6,], where §. describes the fractional
electron abundance fluctuations, and (n.(z = 0)) is the mean electron number density at
z = 0. After moving to an integral over comoving length scales, the redshift scaling factors
in the RM integral cancel, and we have:

RM(8) = Wiar / dxO (xs — )[1 + 6.(x8. X)) B| (x8. X). (22)

where Wry = 8.12 x 10°(ne(z = 0)) radm2uG~!Mpc~! is a constant pre-factor. The
top-hat function, ©(x), simply enforces the upper cut-off in the integration at the comoving
distance to the source, xs. In the flat-sky approximation, adopted throughout this work,
angular positions and transverse comoving separations are related by r; = x(2)0.

In our analysis, we construct RM maps in each coeval (fixed redshift) simulation snapshot
by evaluating Eq. 2.2. As mentioned earlier, RM-galaxy cross-correlations would suffer from



cancellations since the RM field can be either positive or negative. Here, we circumvent this
issue by working with the squared-RM field:

A(8) = RM?(9). (2.3)

We then cross-correlate this with the projected galaxy overdensity field d,(0) in different
galaxy redshift bins.

2.2 The RM2-galaxy cross-correlation statistic and its properties

The (RM? x g) cross-correlation function can be related to a bispectrum involving the under-
lying electron-density, magnetic field, and galaxy distribution fluctuations. As alluded to the
Introduction, the relationship can be derived in close analogy to the case of the (kSZ2 X g)
signal [14]. We leave the details of the derivation to Appendix A, but summarize key points
here.

It is helpful to turn to harmonic space, assuming the flat-sky and Limber approximations
throughout. The Fourier transform of A(@) involves the convolution between the transforms
of the RM fields:

d%t,
Al) = | —=RM(£—£1)RM(4;). 2.4
(©)= [ RN - e)RME) (24)
Note that here we neglect any smoothing of the RM field from, for example, the finite angular
resolution of the RM observations. We investigate the impact of RM-smoothing in Section
3.4. The projected galaxy fluctuation field can be described by

64(0) = / dxWy(x)dg(x0, X), (2.5)

where Wy(x) gives the probability per unit comoving length to find a galaxy at comoving
distance .

As shown in Appendix A, the angular cross-power spectrum of the A(@) and d,(0) fields
is given by:

Cao®) = Wi [ S0 (k= 552). 2.6

where the triangle power spectrum 7 (k) is defined by an integral over a bispectrum:

d%q
T (ks 2) Z/WBBMBL,”;Q(/C —4q.9,—k;2). (2.7)

This expression has the same general form as an analogous result in the case of the kSZ
projected fields signal |14, 16]. Here B||(x) = [1 + de(x)] Bj(x) is the LoS component of the
electron-density—weighted magnetic field. The | subscript refers to the projection perpendic-
ular to the wavevector k, so that B 1,)|(k) denotes the component of B that is perpendicular
to k but parallel to the LoS. The 3D bispectrum B describes correlations between two copies
of the electron-density—weighted magnetic field, B 1> and the galaxy distribution dg.

The real-space angular correlation function is the Fourier transform of C 4(¢):

wrseg(6) = [ 5o LR(O)Cag(0), (2.8



where our notation has moved back to RM? from “A”, as A is mainly convenenient in harmonic
space. Using Eq. 2.6, this can be written as:

wnaees(0) = Wi [ x@ 0" LY [ TR0y T(h: ). (2.9)

Alternatively, the same correlation can be expressed as a line-of-sight projection of the 3D
correlation between the squared B field and the galaxy overdensity:

oo

- dx”ﬁéﬁg (, /xﬁ + x262; z) . (2.10)

wrsieg(6) = Wi [ @0 oW, |
Following Eq. 2.10, we define a coeval correlation function:

Wz g (6) = / AXO(Xs — X)Wy (X)Weoera (05 2), (2.11)

Weoeval (715 2) = WP%M/ d$||€gﬁyg (\/xﬁ + ri;Z) : (2.12)

and 7 = x(2)0. In the limit of a narrow galaxy redshift bin, so that Wy(x) is sharply
peaked at a single redshift, z < z;, measurements of <RM2 x g) directly probe the coeval
projected correlation function of Eq. 2.12. In what follows, we generally refer to this simply
as wrm2,g(71;2). The projected correlation function above is related to the triangle power
spectrum through Eq. 2.9, which itself is an integral over a bispectrum (Eq. 2.7). Eq. 2.11 also
shows that the angular cross-correlation function for an arbitrary foreground galaxy redshift
distribution can be obtained by taking an appropriate weighted average of the coeval projected
correlation functions at different redshifts. This result assumes the Limber approximation. In
practice, this means that the full angular correlation function, for an arbitrary galaxy redshift
distribution, can be modeled by combining coeval projected correlation functions measured
from a sequence of simulation snapshots.

where

2.3 Mock RM Maps and Statistics from ILLUSTRIS-TING

We use cosmological magnetohydrodynamical (MHD) simulations from the ILLUSTRIS-TNG
project! to construct mock RM maps and to model their cross-correlations with the galaxy
distribution. The ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulation suite are state-of-the-art simulations of galaxy
formation in its proper cosmological context: these simulations self-consistently follow the
coupled evolution of dark matter, gas, stars, active galactic nuclei (AGN), and magnetic
fields across cosmic time [20, 21, 26-28]. The simulation suite includes three different boxsizes:
TNG50, TNG100, and TNG300, with respective comoving side lengths of 50, 100, and 300
Mpc, each of which has been run at three different resolution levels. For example, TNG300-
1 represents the highest-resolution version of the TNG300 simulation, with 2500% Voronoi
gas cells, while TNG300-3 is the lowest-resolution case, containing 64 times fewer resolution
elements.

In most of this work, we adopt the TNG300-3 simulation. The large volume of TNG-300
allows us to estimate the correlation functions of interest on fairly large scales. Although
this run has lower resolution than the TNG300-1 and TNG300-2 simulations, it allows faster

"http://www.tng-project.org
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estimates of the cross-correlation functions. In Appendix C we test the impact of resolution
on our results for select cases, and find that the lower resolution runs still provide fairly
accurate results.

For each simulation snapshot from z ~ 0 —4, we first interpolate the electron abundance
and magnetic fields from the simulated fluid elements onto a regular 3D Cartesian grid with
co-moving voxels of 0.41 Mpc/h side length. We perform a similar interpolation for the
dark matter particle and subhalo positions. Next, we use Eq. 2.2 to estimate the coeval RM
field across each snapshot. The RM field is estimated for each of 500% evenly spaced lines
of sight per snapshot, with each LoS pointing along the z-axis, normal to the x — y plane.
We also perform similar LoS-projections for the electron and halo overdensity fields, and the
Z2-component of the magnetic field.

Figure 1 shows a visualization of the resulting projected halo and electron overdensity
distributions, along with the magnetic field strength, and the coeval RM field. Specifically,
the magnetic field strength is characterized here by the absolute value of the 2-component of
the magnetic field, |B,|, after projection. All four fields broadly trace the same filamentary
large-scale structure, as expected. By eye, correlations can easily be discerned between the
simulated RM? field (bottom right) and the projected halo distribution (upper left). The
qualitative behavior seen here partly motivates our RM?-galaxy cross-correlation analysis,
which may help to infer the statistical properties of these fields. Another notable feature of
the maps is the large contrast between the regions with large RM? (and hence large |B.|),
and those with low RM? (and hence small |B,|). The distributions of the projected mag-
netic field strengths and the RMs are broad and non-Gaussian. Further, one can see that
the regions of enhanced |B,| and RM? are more spatially-extended than the corresponding
electron overdensities. This reflects the amplification of magnetic fields in collapsed regions
and the outflow-driven transport of magnetized plasma into the surrounding circumgalactic
and intergalactic media [29].

We then turn to estimate the coeval cross-correlation signals across each available TNG300-

3 snapshot from z = 0 — 4. In most of this work, we study simulated RM?-halo cross-
correlations, rather than cross-correlations with simulated galaxies. In this study, we confine
our attention to scales larger than the size of individual galaxies. In this large-scale regime,
we expect the galaxies and dark matter halos to trace the same large-scale structure, and so
RM?2-halo cross-correlations will differ from RM?-galaxy cross-correlations mainly in overall
amplitude. That is, we expect a linear-biasing description to be a reasonable approximation
on most scales and redshifts of interest. In this regime, using the full simulated halo catalog
provides a less-noisy estimate of the simulated cross-correlation signals than is possible from
the less abundant simulated galaxy populations. Generally, we expect the RM?-halo cross-
correlations to be lower in amplitude at roughly the factor of ~ 2 level than RM?-galaxy
correlations, with the precise factor depending on the galaxy sample and redshift. The lower
amplitude here reflects the smaller clustering bias around the low-mass halos included in
the ILLUSTRIS-TNG catalogs. Where relevant, we provide further comparisons between the
expected RM?-halo and RM?-galaxy cross-correlation signals in what follows.

In order to estimate wRMz,g(r 1;2) from the simulations, we employ a stacking-based
method. Specifically, for each simulation snapshot, we shift the gridded RM field such that
each halo’s position is centered. We then determine the average value of RM? as a function
of transverse separation, computing averages by summing over all simulation pixels in each
bin and over all of the halos in the snapshot of interest. Finally, we subtract off the global
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Figure 1: Projected fields in TNG300-3 at z = 0. In each panel, the fields are projected
along the full length of the simulation box, L. = 205 h~! Mpc, and the slice widths match
Lyox. Top left: the projected halo overdensity field. Top right: the electron overdensity field.
Bottom left: the absolute value of the projected line-of-sight component of the magnetic
field. Bottom right: the RM? contributions from magnetized plasma across the coeval box.
The projected maps illustrate how the large-scale dark matter halo distribution, the electron
density, magnetic field strength, and RM? fields all trace the same underlying distribution
of large-scale structure. This motivates measuring cross-correlations between the halo (or
galaxy) distribution and RM? measurements to infer some of the statistical properties of
these fields. The ranges on the RM? and magnetic field strength color bars encapsulate 5%-
95% of the simulation pixels.

2 Figure 2

average RM? value to determine the excess RM? around the simulated halos.
shows a schematic illustration of our wRMz,g(r 1;%) estimation procedure. As a test of our
correlation-function estimation procedure, we applied it to determine the dark matter particle-

halo cross-correlation function, and found close agreement with an alternate particle-based

2Note that in the simulations we only consider the coeval RM? produced by magnetized plasma at the
redshifts of the simulated halos. In the case of actual data, the RM? fields will contain contributions from
magnetized plasma at a range of redshifts, generally beyond those spanned by the galaxies in the survey
being used for cross-correlation measurements. One can still determine the excess RM? around the galaxies
by subtracting estimates of RM? around random locations.
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Figure 2: Schematic illustration of the stacking method and radial binning used in computing
the coeval cross-correlation functions. The radial bins increase logarithmically from the halo
center out to half of the box size (102.5 Mpc/h). Left: The RM? grid stacked around 391,144
halos from TNG300-3 at z = 0. Middle: The radial binning employed, showing rings from r
to r + dr. Right: Zoomed-in view of the stacked grid and inner radial bins near the stacking
center. The excess RM? around the stacked simulated halos is visible by eye. Measuring this
signal in upcoming data sets as a function of scale, redshift, and potentially galaxy properties
should help extract a wealth of information about cosmic magnetic fields.

estimation code from [30] across the scales relevant for our current study, r; ~ 0.4 — 50
Mpc/h.

We will also consider (|RM| x g) cross-correlations for comparison. This statistic — or
slight variations of it — has been considered in previous studies, both in simulations [11] and
observations [12]. The latter study placed an upper bound on a closely related quantity from
observational data.

Note that the cross-correlation estimators used in [11] and [12] compute the average
galaxy abundance in radial bins around RM sources, weighted by the deviation of each |[RM]|
value from the global mean. This approach is actually equivalent to our method, which
calculates the excess |[RM| (or RM?) value in bins around galaxies. The equivalence holds
under the assumption that, on cosmological scales, the RM and galaxy density fields are
statistically homogeneous and isotropic.

3 Simulated Cross-Correlation Signals and Their Interpretation

3.1 The Simulated (RM? x g) and ([RM| x g) Signals

In general, the observed RM towards a background source consists of three distinct compo-
nents:

RMObS == RMIH + RMpat;h + GRM, (31)

where RMj, is the intrinsic contribution from magnetized plasma within the source, GRM
is the galactic foreground contribution from the Milky Way, and RMa¢1, is the contribution
from other structures along the path of propagation. As alluded to earlier, we can statistically
extract the portion of RMa¢, at redshifts close to those of tracer galaxies, as a function of
the tracer redshift. The remaining components, RM;, and GRM, arise from regions which
are physically distant from the tracer galaxies, and should therefore be uncorrelated with the
galaxy survey and act only as noise. The cross-correlation statistics hence isolate the RM
contributions at different redshifts.
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Figure 3: Two-point cross-correlation functions between the RM and halo overdensity fields,
computed using two estimators: wgys2 (715 2) (left panels) and wirmy (71 2) (right panels).
Here we show coeval cross-correlations in narrow redshift bins (see text) from z = 0 to z = 4.
Note that the scales considered here lie beyond the virial radius of most of the halos included
in the stacks, and so the signal here reflects the large-scale correlated excess RM? (or [RM]
around the stacked halos. The cross-correlations increase strongly with decreasing redshift,

as we will discuss. The two estimators show broadly similar scale dependence and redshift
evolution trends.



Figure 3 shows cross-correlations between each of the RM? and [RM| fields with the halo
distribution in ILLUSTRIS-TNG for narrow halo redshift bins from z = 0 — 4. As anticipated,
the simulations show fairly strong excess RM? and |RM| signals close to the halo centers. In
the regimes considered here, these signals mainly reflect the contribution from the magnetized
plasma in correlated neighboring systems, rather than from material within the central halo
itself. This is the case because we consider r; 2 0.4 Mpc/h here, which is beyond the virial
radius of most of the halos in the stack. Nevertheless, each estimator picks up a clear excess
RM? or |RM| signal from correlated neighboring halos. The cross-correlations decline with
increasing r : this is natural given that correlations between the central and neighboring halo
positions decrease with growing spatial separation. We will sharpen this statement for the case
of wRszg(r 1;2) in the following subsection. At large scales, both estimators become noisy
and suffer from finite boxsize effects around r; 2 20 Mpc/h or so (see e.g. [27] where similar
boxsize effects can be observed in estimates of the projected galaxy correlation functions from
ILLUSTRIS-TNG).

Another notable feature is the strong redshift evolution in both wgyp2 4(r1;2) and
wiRrM|g (T 1;2). In each case, the signals increase strongly towards low redshifts, with the
signal strength growing by around 3-4 orders of magnitude from z ~ 4 to z ~ 0. As we will
discuss and quantify, this arises largely because of the progressive amplification of magnetic
field strengths across cosmic time. A key point here is that measurements of wgy2 4, and pos-
sibly wrm| g, as a function of redshift, offer a relatively clean means to extract the evolution
of large-scale magnetic fields empirically.

Although both estimators show broadly similar redshift and scale dependence, there are
some important differences between the two correlation functions. First, wryz2 4 is easier to
connect to the statistical properties of the underlying fields involved. That is, it can be more
readily connected to the power spectra and bispectra of the magnetic field, electron density,
and galaxy/halo distribution fluctuations. Second, in Section 4.3 we will show that WRM|,g
suffers from noise bias, while wgy2 ¢ is immune to noise bias. On the other hand, a potential
advantage of w)ry| ¢ 1s that it is less dominated by rare high RM pixels, which are amplified
by the quadratic weighting in wgy2 o. This makes wry2 o especially sensitive to the tails in
the joint probability distribution of magnetic field strength and electron density. For example,
the mean electron-density—weighted magnetic field is much larger than the median one. Since
WRM|,¢ 1nvolves only a linear weighting of the RM data, it should be less dominated by
the rare high RM pixels. In practice, we advocate measuring both statistics, as their joint
measurement and interpretation should help ensure the robustness of our conclusions.

3.2 Analytic Model for (RM? x g) Cross-Correlations

To help interpret the simulation results for <RM2 x g), we develop an analytic approximation.
Specifically, in Appendix A we argue that the triangle power spectrum of Eq. 2.7 may be
approximated as: ,

T(h) ~ 2KP.y(8) [ G5 Py(ay = 0.0.), (32)
where K is a redshift-independent calibration factor determined from the simulations, P, 4(k)
is the electron-galaxy cross-power, and Pj(q) is the 3D power spectrum of the electron-
density—weighted line-of-sight magnetic field B” =1+ 56]B||. The electron-density—weighted
magnetic field power is evaluated for transverse Fourier modes, with ¢ = 0, owing to the
projection involved. The triangle power spectrum 7 (k) hence includes an integral of the B”
power spectrum over ¢ .

~10 -



As detailed in Appendix A, this approximation comes from a lowest-order expansion
of the bispectrum in Eq. 2.7, neglecting higher-order terms and cross-correlations between
electron and magnetic field fluctuations (which have distinct coherence scales). However, it
includes a heuristic step which we do not attempt to rigorously justify. In particular, our ap-
proximation involves replacing Pg with Py (i.e., swapping the magnetic field power spectrum,
which arises in the lowest-order expansion, with its electron-density—weighted counterpart)
and introducing K. These steps are intended to approximately capture electron-weighting and
non-linear (beyond leading order) effects, but lack rigorous justification. Although it would
be interesting to investigate this further in future work, the approximate formula provides
physical intuition and matches the simulation results fairly well.

Substituting Eq. 3.2 into Eq. 2.9 yields

dk d*q1
wnag (11 = 10:2) = 2K Wy [ GERI0 0] Peglhs2)x [ e Py = 0.0152). (53
where Wgryt is the RM prefactor defined earlier in Eq. 2.2. This expression highlights that
the shape of the RM?-halo correlation is governed primarily by how electrons cluster around
galaxies or halos, P, 4(k;z), while the normalization is set by the projected strength of the
density—weighted magnetic field through the term o [ d?q 1 Pg.
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Figure 4: Power spectrum of the electron-density—weighted line-of-sight magnetic field as a
function of redshift. Here we take only the ¢ = 0 modes of this field, because line-of-sight
Fourier modes are suppressed in projection. The quantity plotted shows the contribution to
the electron-weighted magnetic field strength per d1n ¢, . The integral of this power spectrum,
over all ¢y, largely governs the amplitude of wgy2 ,(r1;2). In ILLUSTRIS-TNG the electron-
density—weighted magnetic field strength increases strongly towards low redshift.

In order to get a feel for the important ingredients here, we first plot the power spectrum
of the electron-density—weighted line-of-sight magnetic field in Fig. 4. Here we show the
contribution per logarithmic interval in ¢ , i.e., quE (g = 0,q1). This helps to understand
which Fourier modes dominate the integral in Eq. 3.2 and Eq. 3.3. Note that the units of
[ d*q, Pz(q = 0,q1) are puG?Mpc/h. First, the figure shows that the power spectrum is
close to a white-noise spectrum: the term o quB(q” = 0,q, ) increases just a little more
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Figure 5: The (3D) electron density—halo cross-power spectrum (left panel) and the real-space
projected electron-halo two-point cross-correlation function (right panel). These functions
characterize spatial correlations between the free electron and halo distributions, and largely
determine the large-scale shape of the wRMzg(r 1;2) correlation function. We extrapolate
the simulated 3D electron density-halo cross-power spectrum to large scales (beyond the
fundamental mode of the simulation box) assuming a linear biasing model (dashed lines).
The projected electron-halo cross-correlation function is computed based on the cross-power
in the left panel, and the linear theory extrapolation to low k. The amplitude of the projected
electron-halo correlation function increases towards low redshift.

steeply towards small-scales than the white-noise expectation, quB(qH =0,q1) x qi. This
shows that the electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength fluctuations are dominated
by small-scale Fourier modes. Second, this power spectrum grows rapidly towards decreasing
redshifts, with the overall amplitude increasing by about three orders of magnitude from
z~3toz~0.

Next, we consider P, 4(k) in Fig. 5. The left-hand panel shows the 3D electron-halo
cross-power spectrum as a function of wavenumber and redshift. The dashed lines show
extrapolations to low k& based on a linear biasing model: on large-scales the cross-power is
assumed to follow P, 4(k) = bebgPin(k), where the linear theory power spectrum is computed
using the Eisenstein & Hu transfer function [31], as implemented in the Colossus package
[32]. The factor beby is adjusted to match the simulation results at low k. Using the entire
ILLUSTRIS-TNG halo catalog we find, for example, b.by = 2 at 2 = 3 and beby = 0.72 at z = 0.
This linear biasing model allows us to extrapolate predictions to length-scales beyond those
that are well-captured in the TNG300 series ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulation suite. The right-
hand panel shows the resulting projected electron-halo cross-correlation function, computed
as the first integral in Eq. 3.3. The linear biasing model allows reliable predictions at large r | .
Although we 4(r; 2) shows some growth towards low z, the evolution is much milder than
in the projected electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength. Hence, our approximate
expression (Eq. 3.3) suggests that the redshift evolution in the amplitude of wgp2 ¢(71;2) is
primarily dictated by growth in the electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength. In the
approximate formula, the shape of the RM?2-galaxy correlation function is, however, governed
by wegq(ri;2). Here, the relevant scale dependence in ILLUSTRIS-TNG can be discerned
by inspecting the right-hand panel of Fig. 5. The results at each redshift show a similar
scale dependence. These curves can also potentially be determined empirically via other
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Figure 6: Comparison between the simulated RM?-halo cross-correlation function and the
analytical approximation of Equation 3.3, evaluated at various redshifts. The solid lines
show measurements from ILLUSTRIS-TNG, while the dashed lines are the analytic results.
The agreement is generally good, demonstrating that the analytic model captures much of the
redshift evolution and scale dependence of the simulated signals. Note that, in agreement with
the model, the amplitude of the correlation function in the simulations drops by roughly three
orders of magnitude from z = 0 to z = 3. The analytic model is most successful at r; = 1
Mpc/h. At large separations, r; 2 10 Mpc/h, we expect the model to be reasonably accurate
but the simulation measurements are too noisy to provide a sharp test. The approximate
model appears less successful at the highest redshift shown, z = 3.

measurements, including fast radio burst (FRB) dispersion measure-galaxy cross-correlations
(DM-galaxy) [33-35| and kSZ-galaxy cross-correlations |36].

Figure 6 compares the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulation results for wgy2 o against the analytic
approximation of Eq. 3.3. The constant factor K in the equation has been adjusted to match
the simulation results on intermediate scales around 1 Mpc/h < r; < 10Mpce/h, yielding
K = 3. The analytic approximation provides a relatively good description of the simulation
results, keeping in mind that the simulation measurements become noisy and suffer from
finite-size box effects at r; = 10 — 20 Mpc/h or so. The amplitude, redshift evolution, and
scale dependence are broadly reproduced by the simple approximate formula, even though
the strength of the correlation grows by approximately three orders of magnitude from z ~ 3
to z ~ 0. The model is generally less successful on the smallest scales (r; < 1 Mpc/h), where
it is unlikely to fully capture non-linear effects.

Otherwise, the most notable discrepancy between the simulation results and the model
is at z = 3, where the cross-correlation exhibits a flatter scale dependence than expected
from the analytic formula. The origin of this behavior remains unclear and requires further
investigation. However, note that the observational prospects at such high redshifts are
currently limited since this requires RM measurements towards sources at z 2 3 and relatively
high number density galaxy catalogs for cross-correlations.

The comparison between the simulation and analytic results supports the notion that
the redshift evolution in the RM?-halo cross-correlation is primarily driven by the growth of
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the projected electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength across cosmic time. That is,
the amplitude of the correlation function mainly traces [ (d;Tq)gPB(q” = 0,q1;2) (Eq. 3.3).
Thus, measurements of wgyp2 ¢ (715 2) across redshift effectively trace the cosmic evolution of
magnetic energy density, provided the electron-galaxy cross-correlation, weg(71;2), can be
modeled or constrained independently from FRB and/or kSZ cross-correlation measurements.
Relating the above projected field integral to the volume-averaged magnetic energy density
requires modeling the coherence length of B, since the coherence scale links projected rms
fluctuations to their full 3D values. One must also account for the electron-density weighting
inherent in B. Despite these caveats, this approach offers a relatively direct route towards a
census of cosmic magnetic energy density across cosmic time.

3.3 On the Redshift Evolution of Magnetic Field Strength in ILLUSTRIS-TNG

Next we turn to consider the strong increase in the electron-density—weighted magnetic field
towards low redshifts observed in our calculations from the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations.
Note that in low-density regions, magnetic-flux—freezing in the ionized IGM causes the mag-
netic fields in these regions to scale as (1 + z)?, leading to a decline over time. In contrast,
dynamo amplification processes lead to significant enhancements within collapsed halos, which
grow over time [29, 37, 38|. The amplified magnetic fields also spread into the surrounding
gas, driven by AGN and galactic outflows, which produce bubbles of magnetized plasma that
can extend beyond the virial radius of the host dark matter halos [29].

In order to obtain a further qualitative feel for which structures shape the (RM? x g)
signal, Figure 7 shows visualizations across example slices through ILLUSTRIS-TNG simula-
tion snapshots, inspired by a similar figure in [29]. Here, we extract the LoS magnetic field
strengths and electron overdensities across representative sightlines at z = 0 and z = 3. At
low redshifts, the electron density contrasts are sharpened and amplified relative to the higher
redshift case, a natural consequence of gravitational instability. More striking is the enormous
contrast in the z ~ 0 magnetic field strengths, which vary by six orders of magnitude along
the example LoS shown in the figure. At z = 3, the corresponding spread in field strengths
is only about a factor of ten. Note that the smallest values of the magnetic field actually
drop from z = 3 to z = 0: this is a consequence of magnetic flux-freezing in the low density
IGM. The z = 0 magnetic field strength in the middle-left panel of the figure shows a partly
web-like and partly bubble-like topology, while the z = 3 field shows a more diffuse and purely
web-like structure. Only a handful of tiny magnetized bubbles are visible in the slice at z ~ 3.
These results illustrate the progressive amplification of magnetic fields in overdense regions,
along with the growth of magnetized bubbles over time.

For present purposes, the key point is that our (RM? x g) statistic is dominated by highly-
magnetized overdense environments. The electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength
then increases sharply towards low-z, driven by the amplification processes occurring in over-
dense regions. Furthermore, note that our correlation-function estimator determines the mean
value of the RM? field in an annulus around a halo or galaxy center. The highly non-Gaussian
magnetic field strength and electron overdensity fields, evident in Figures 1 and 7, imply that
the mean values of RM? may greatly exceed the median RM? values. In any case, the power
of our method is that it delivers a census of the projected electron-density-weighted field
strength at a given redshift. This should follow without relying on a particular cosmological
MHD model, at least to the extent that our simulation-calibrated analytic formula (Eq. 3.3)
holds generally. In order to further interpret the inferred projected electron-density—weighted
field strengths, however, it will be important to compare with ILLUSTRIS-TNG and other
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Figure 7: Line-of-sight magnetic field strength (left column) and electron density (right col-
umn) in TNG300 over a region of size (205 Mpc/h)? x 0.41 Mpc/h, at redshifts z = 0 (top row)
and z = 3 (bottom row). The upper panels show the magnetic field and electron overdensity
along an example line of sight (indicated in red in the lower panels). At z = 0 the magnetic
field strength is strongly enhanced in overdense regions, partly owing to magnetized outflows
in the simulations, which are visible as “bubble-like structures in the top left panel. At z = 3,
both the electron and magnetic field distributions are more uniform. The magnetized bub-
bles at this redshift are smaller and fill less of the simulation volume, while magnetic dynamo
and other amplification processes have been underway for less time. In ILLUSTRIS-TNG,
the overall amplitude of electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength increases strongly
with decreasing redshift owing to these magnetized outflows and amplification processes. The
amplitude of the (RM? x g) correlation versus redshift largely traces this evolution. Inspired
by a related figure in |29].
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Figure 8: Simulated RM?-halo cross-correlation function and the analytical approximation
from Equation 3.5, evaluated at redshift z = 0 with various Gaussian smoothing scales,
spanning from o = 0.5 pixels = 0.21 Mpc/h out to o = 2 pixels = 0.82 Mpc/h. Solid lines
show measurements from ILLUSTRIS-TNG, with smoothing applied to simulate coarser RM
grids. The cross-correlation is a strong function of smoothing scale; this is expected based
on the B power spectrum of Figure 4 which shows that high ¢, fluctuations are strong.
In practice, this implies that the signal is sensitive to the precise smoothing scale of the
measurements.

MHD simulations. Additional insights will likely be gained by measuring other statistical
properties of the RM fields, including (|[RM| x g), which should be less dominated by highly
overdense regions.

3.4 The Effect of the RM Smoothing-Scale

Since our (RM? x g) statistic involves the squared field, it is sensitive to the precise smoothing
scale of the RM measurements. This is especially the case since the B power spectrum
includes strong high-g, fluctuations (see Figure 4). In practice, the RM measurements will
be beam-smoothed at the angular resolution of the observations, and additional filtering may
be applied when constructing RM maps or during foreground cleaning steps.

Our mock RM fields are implicitly smoothed at the resolution of the mesh we use to
grid the magnetic field and electron density fields before taking their product and projecting
along the line of sight. Note that this is a 3D smoothing and this is not precisely the same as
the angular smoothing that will be applied to the RM measurements from current and future
surveys. Nevertheless, we note that the cell size of our 3D mesh is 0.41 Mpc/h. This is at
least broadly comparable to the expected mean separation between the RM sources in the
case of upcoming SKA data. Ultimately, the SKA is expected to measure roughly ~ 2 x 107
RMs across nearly the full sky [8]. This corresponds to a mean source separation of 160” or
a comoving spacing of 0.46 Mpc/h at a typical foreground galaxy redshift of z = 0.2. This
is similar to the size of our 3D mesh. Hence, if we consider measurements from an SKA RM
map, with a resolution governed by the RM source separation, our gridding procedure should
broadly mimic the expected smoothing in the data. In order to make a detailed comparison
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with upcoming data, however, it will be important to employ a finer 3D mesh and to closely
match the angular resolution of the RM observations in our mock data.

In order to explore the dependence of our results on smoothing scale, we consider the
filtered RM field, denoted by RM,(6). In Fourier space, RM,(¢) = F(/)RM(¢), where F(¢)
describes the Fourier transform of the smoothing filter, which encodes the effect of the finite
angular resolution of the observations and any additional filtering applied to the data. The
smoothed and then squared map can be expressed as:

A,(6) = / %RMJ(E L)RM,(6)

- / éif)gF(M — 41|)F(41)RM (€ — £1)RM(£). (3.4)

The corresponding analytical expression for the smoothed RM?-halo cross-correlation func-
tion is:

2

Wnai (s = X052) = 2K Wy [ GERI OO Peglh2) x| 55 Pl = a) F(0) P (ai2).

(3.5)

Figure 8 shows the result of the RM-smoothing on the RM2-halo cross-correlation func-

tion at z = 0. Here we employ Gaussian filters with ¢ = 0.5 — 2 pixels, corresponding to

comoving scales of o = 0.21 —0.82 Mpc/h. The results are strongly sensitive to the smoothing

scale, with WRp2 7g(r 1;2) dropping by about two orders of magnitude in the case of the o = 2

pixel smoothing scale. This strong dependence is expected given the steep ¢ dependence of
the B power spectrum.

For example, consider the case that Pz(q = 0,¢1) = constant, i.e., that B has a white-

noise power spectrum. A short calculation then shows that [d?q,/ (277)2PB(q|| = 0,q1)

drops by a factor of Werf2 (0kNyq) upon Gaussian smoothing, where knyq is the Nyquist

frequency. For a two-cell smoothing, this gives a reduction by a factor of ~ 16w ~ 50. The
actual suppression is even larger, because PB(qH =0,q,) grows a little more rapidly towards
high ¢, than in the white-noise case. Figure 8 shows the results of the full calculation following
Eq. 3.5, and confirms that the smoothing scale dependence is captured by the analytic model
of Eq. 3.5.

The main implications of these results are as follows. First, the signal could be larger
than in our current models if the B power continues increasing towards smaller scales and
the observational smoothing is less than that from our simulation mesh. For example, note
that current NVSS measurements have an angular resolution of about 45" [39]: this is a
factor of a ~ few finer than the effective resolution of our simulation mesh at a typical
redshift of z = 0.2. On the other hand, Appendix C investigates the convergence of our
RM?2-halo cross-correlation results with simulation resolution (for a fixed mesh scale). There,
the results are found to decrease with increasing resolution, perhaps because magnetic field
reversals are better-captured at high resolution. Second, however, the figure shows that the
signal may drop steeply if the observations lead to more RM smoothing than in our baseline
calculations. Clearly, accurate comparisons between upcoming measurements and models
will require carefully matching to the smoothing scale and pixelization of the observations.
Related, any additional filtering steps (e.g. to mitigate galactic foreground contamination)
must be carefully included in the model.
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4 Measurement Forecasts

We now turn to forecast the prospects for measuring the RM2-galaxy cross-correlation in
current and upcoming surveys. We account for three main sources of RM measurement noise:
i) noise from residual galactic foreground contributions to the RM (ocgrm), ii) scatter induced
from intrinsic source contributions to the RM estimates (oi,), and iii) instrumental /sky noise
in the RM measurements (oops). In principle, additional RM contributions along the line of
sight that are at disparate redshifts from the foreground galaxy sample also contribute to the
variance of the cross-correlation estimate. In practice, this makes a sub-dominant contribution
to the cross-correlation error budget, and we neglect it in what follows. We assume that noise
sources i-iii are uncorrelated with the galaxy distribution, and so contribute to the cross-
correlation error budget, but do not impact the average <RM2 X g) signal.

4.1 RM Noise Budget

First, let us consider the instrumental/sky part of the error budget, due to thermal mea-
surement noise. In order to arrive at plausible numbers here, we briefly summarize the noise
estimates from current RM catalogs. The median RM instrumental noise from the NVSS [40]
catalog, for sources with RM measurements and optical cross-matches, is oops = 10.8 rad m =2
[41]. The LOFAR Two-metre Sky Survey (LoTSS) reports a median uncertainty of oops =
0.06 rad m~2 [7], but the greater precision here is largely due to its operating at lower frequen-
cies. Next, the POSSUM survey, conducted with ASKAP, reports a median uncertainty of
Oobs = 1.2 rad m~2 [42]. In what follows, we take the POSSUM number to be representative
of what can be achieved in future surveys with the SKA [8], at similar frequencies near 1—1.4
GHz.

For the galactic foreground contribution, note that one can use measurements of pulsar
RMs in different sky directions to try and estimate and subtract the galactic RM (GRM)
term. The relevant noise term for the GRM then reflects the foreground residuals leftover
after subtracting an estimate of the GRM along the line of sight. Here, we adopt a GRM
uncertainty of ogrm = 1.2 rad m~2 based on the POSSUM survey results [42]. This should
be a conservative estimate as additional improvements may be possible from focusing on high
galactic latitude regions, and from using additional pulsar RM measurements (which will help
with foreground removal).

Finally, we consider the intrinsic RM contributions. The intrinsic RM is expected to
follow a symmetric zero-mean distribution, as it is equally likely to be positive or negative.
Reference [42] estimates an rms intrinsic RM of oy, = 6.4 rad m~2 from the POSSUM survey.
We adopt that value in what follows.

The total RM noise, oo, can then be computed by adding these three contributions in
quadrature:

Ttot = \/ngs+JéRM+ai2n' (4.1)

Adopting the above values from the literature: oops = 1.2 radm ™2, ogry = 1.2 rad m ™2, and
oin = 6.4 radm™2, gives oo; = 6.6 rad m—2. Hence, the dominant contribution to the noise
is from the intrinsic source RM term.

4.2 (RM? x g) Forecast Results

We can now forecast the expected error bars on wgyz2 4(71;2). We consider the case of
correlations with narrow foreground galaxy redshift distributions, in which the signal follows
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Figure 9: Error bar forecasts for measuring (RM? x g) in various narrow redshift bins. In
each case we assume correlations between RM grids and 10° galaxies, and the error bars
are 1 — o uncertainties. The different panels vary in the RM sample sizes considered with
Nrum = 107 (top row), 10° (bottom left), and 103 (bottom right). The cross-correlations are
extrapolated beyond r| > 20 Mpc/h using the approximate model of Equation 3.3 to better
cover scales where direct simulation estimates are noisy. The bottom row case is intended
to represent current RM samples, the top row is for the expected SKA data set, and the
bottom left is an intermediate case. In each scenario, we assume oio; = 6.6 radm~—2. The
SKA sample promises precise (RM2 X g) measurements across a broad range of spatial scales
and redshifts. The intermediate sample also allows high signal-to-noise-ratio measurements,
while even current RM catalogs may enable detections for lower redshift bins. For visual
clarity, we shift the points and error bars in different redshift bins by 5%, so that the error
bars do not overlap, although we adopt the same radial binning at each redshift.

the results of the previous section. We then neglect sample variance contributions to the error
budget for both the RM and galaxy distribution signals. That is, we assume that both signals

are noise dominated. Under these approximations, Appendix B shows that the the statistical
error in each radial bin is given by:

2
R \/5 " Otot
ring = )
vV NRM : Ngalaxy
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where Nryp is the number of RM sources in the bin, and Ngalaxy is the number of galaxies
used in the stacking analysis. Note that Ngy depends on the area of the radial bin. We
further assume that the error bars in the different radial bins are uncorrelated, which should
be a good approximation in the noise-dominated limit.

Figure 9 shows the resulting error bar estimates for wgy. g(r 1;%) in several narrow
foreground galaxy redshift bins around z = 0,0.1, and 0.5. These results are shown for
three different RM samples: an SKA-like catalog with 10° RMs (top), a sample with 10°
RMs (bottom left) — broadly comparable to the union of all currently available catalogs —
and a case with 10> RMs (bottom right), along the lines of the catalog used in the analysis
of reference [12]. The only assumption required about the RM redshifts is that they are
known to be beyond the galaxy redshift bins. In [12] an optical cross-matched catalog was
used to extract only RM sources that are established to be at higher redshift than the tracer
galaxies. In practice, a similar cross-matching effort may be required for the larger upcoming
RM samples. In each galaxy redshift bin and scenario, we assume that cross-correlation
measurements can be carried-out with the entire set of background RM sources. We consider
cross-correlations with 10® galaxies in each redshift bin. This is comparable to the size of the
sample already analyzed in [12] from the WISExSuperCOSMOS catalog, which contains over
20 million galaxies with photometric redshifts [43]. Larger samples, across a wider redshift
range, are available now from DESI [44], with further improvements expected soon. The DESI
galaxies have spectroscopic redshifts [44], although even photometric redshifts — provided they
are well-calibrated — are sufficient for our analysis.

In the case of the SKA-like survey, the total SNR is enormous and our forecasts suggest
that wry2 ¢(7L; 2) can be detected across a wide range of scales from 7 ~ 0.5 — 50 Mpc/h
at high significance. Note that the statistical error bars decrease towards large scales as
larger annuli contain more RM?-galaxy pairs. For logarithmic radial bins, the error decreases
as 1/v/Nra o< 1/r;. On the other hand, the signal scales roughly as wrm2,g(T152) X
TIO'S (Eq. 3.3), so the large radial bins have slightly higher SNR. However, it may be more
challenging to detect the weaker signal at large radius because of systematic effects that are
neglected in these initial forecasts.

The redshift evolution of the signal can also be captured, with strong detections expected
across all of the redshift bins considered here. This is encouraging for the goal of measuring
the redshift evolution of the average cosmic magnetic energy density. Although the signal
drops steeply with increasing redshift, it is likely possible to make measurements at higher
redshifts, provided clean samples of sufficiently high redshift RM sources, and tracer galaxies,
can be assembled.

The bottom two panels also suggest that initial detections may be feasible with current
data sets. Here, the scaling is straightforward to understand as these current samples are,
respectively, 2 and 4 orders of magnitude smaller than the ultimate SKA ones. Hence, the
error bars in these cases are, respectively, 1 and 2 orders of magnitude larger than for the
SKA case. As an illustrative example, the total SNR forecast at z = 0.1, summed over all
radial bins is 36.5 for 10> RMs and 3.65 for 103 RMs. This motivates carrying out pilot
measurements with the existing data sets.

4.3 (|RM| x g) and Noise Bias

We can also consider the (|RM| x g) estimator. First, we caution that this statistic is biased
by noise. After taking the absolute value of the noisy RM field, the expectation value of
the signal is modified by the noise: that is, ((RM + n|) # (|]RM]|), even if the noise, n, has
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Figure 10: Illustration of the impact of noise bias on two RM-galaxy cross correlation
estimators: wrn2 g(71;2) (left panel) and wrn| ¢(r1;2) (right panel). In each case, simu-
lated RM grids are degraded by including zero-mean Gaussian noise with standard deviations
of orm = {1,2,5,10} radm~2. These cases span plausible estimates of the noise for cur-
rent /upcoming surveys (see text), including detector noise, residual foregrounds, and intrinsic
source contributions to the effective RM noise. The wyry ¢ (r1; z) estimator is subject to noise
bias, as expected, while wRszg(rl; z) remains robust to noise. In the case of w|RM|7g(m_; z),
the noise can strongly bias estimates of the strength of this correlation unless efforts are made
to correct for it. Of course, the noise still impacts the variance of wgp2 ¢(r1;2), but it does
not suffer from an average bias.

zero mean. The absolute value operation breaks the symmetry of the noise around zero and
leads to a bias. This also biases the cross-correlation, wyry4(71;2), even when the noise
is uncorrelated with the galaxy distribution. The bias arises because the difference between
(IRM + n|) and (|]RM|) depends on |RM] itself, which is correlated with galaxy overdensity.
In contrast, our wgye2 ¢(71;2) estimator is unbiased by noise, at least as long as the
RM?-noise is uncorrelated with the galaxy distribution. This is straightforward to see:

(RM +n)? x g) = <R1\/I2 +2RMn +n® x g)
= <RM2 x g) + (2RMn x g>+<n2 X g)
—_— ——
=0 =0
= <RM2 X g>.

Here, the second term vanishes because the noise n has zero mean and is uncorrelated with
both the galaxy distribution and the RM field. The third term vanishes because n? is uncor-
related with the galaxy overdensity, which has zero mean (note that g here is short-hand for
Jg).

In order to quantify how biased wyrnm|g(71;2) is, we add Gaussian random noise with
zero mean and standard deviations of orym = {1,2,5,10} radm~2 to the mock RM maps.
Figure 10 compares the two estimators, wrn|g(71;2), and wry2g(r1;2), in the presence
of this noise. As expected, wryz2 ¢(r1;2) is unbiased by noise. However, noise leads to a
systematic suppression in w|RM‘7g(r 1;%), where the bias depends on the noise level. The
suppression is roughly at the factor of ~ 2 level for the most realistic cases with opy ~
5 — 10rad m~2. The signal is suppressed here, rather than enhanced, because the noise bias
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is largest when the true |RM]| is small, while large [RM| values occur preferentially in galaxy
overdensities. This leads to a negative correlation between the |[RM| noise bias and dg, and a
suppression in the cross-correlation.

Note that the previous study of reference [11| considers |RM| cross-correlations, while
normalizing their estimator by (|RM|). This suffers from additional noise bias, since the mean
value of |[RM]|, in the denominator of their estimator, is also biased by noise. In addition,
employing the normalized estimator requires knowledge of the average |RM| values — where the
relevant average includes only contributions from structures near the tracer galaxy redshifts
— but these are not known a priori.

We can also compare our forecasts with the work of [12], which used a variant of the
|IRM|-galaxy cross-correlation estimator considered here. Their estimator essentially measures
the foreground surface density of galaxies around RM sources, weighted by the excess value
of |RM]|, above that around random locations. That work cross-correlated 1,742 background
RMs from NVSS with the foreground galaxy distributions from WISExSuperCOSMOS. Trans-
lating from their statistic to our related one, wyrn| (715 2), their results correspond to a 3 —o
upper bound of 3.8 radm™2 on scales of ;| = 1 — 2.5 Mpc. Our forecasts for this data set
yield an SNR of 0.9 for the same scales, so the lack of detection in the earlier study is not
surprising. Extending their analysis to larger scales (out to r; ~ 50 Mpc/h), we forecast an
SNR of 1.5, tantalizingly close to a detection. Of course, this is an idealized forecast, and it
neglects the noise bias concern for this estimator, among other simplifications. Matching to
the properties of their sample, we forecast an SNR of 3.9 at z = 0.1 for the wryp2 4(71;2)
statistic. Although the noise is larger for this statistic, the signal is too (see Figure 3), and
so the SNR turns out to be a little higher.

Hence, we conclude that a detection of this signal may be within striking distance.
Recall that our model signals are computed by cross-correlating with the entire ILLUSTRIS-
TNG halo catalog: this likely underestimates the large-scale cross-correlation signals at the
factor of ~ 2 level, because the observed WISE and DESI galaxies tend to reside in larger
and more highly clustered host dark matter halos than the typical halos in ILLUSTRIS-TNG.
Future work should refine our forecasts by matching the models more closely to the expected
galaxy properties, further investigating the smoothing-scale dependence, incorporating sample
variance in the error budget, and assessing systematic errors from foreground cleaning and
other practical concerns. Furthermore, compiling a larger set of background RMs and using
DESI galaxy catalogs could enable near-term detections.

5 Conclusion

We presented a new technique to extract more information about cosmic magnetic fields from
current and forthcoming Faraday RM data sets. Our method uses cross-correlations between
the squared RM field and the galaxy distribution, wgnp2 g(71;2). This statistic allows one
to cleanly extract contributions to the RM measurements which originate near the redshifts
of the foreground tracer galaxies. The RMs intrinsic to the source, from other structures at
disparate redshifts, and from the Milky Way impact only the variance of this cross-correlation
and not its average value.

We showed that wgpp2 ¢(71; 2) is related to a bispectrum involving two factors of the line-
of-sight component of the electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength and one factor
of the galaxy density fluctuations. We found a useful approximation in which the scale-
dependence of this statistic is primarily governed by the electron-galaxy cross-correlation
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function, while the amplitude is mainly determined by an integral over the electron-density—
weighted magnetic field strength. This form should apply broadly beyond the specific case of
the ILLUSTRIS-TNG model.

Using simulated RM maps and halo catalogs from the TNG300-3 simulation, we find that
the (RM? x g) signal increases by about three orders of magnitude from z = 3 to z = 0. This
evolution is driven by the amplification of magnetic fields in overdense regions by dynamo
processes, aided by magnetized plasma transported into the surrounding gas from AGN and
galactic outflows. The resulting electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength shows a
broad distribution with a long tail towards high field strength, and a nearly white-noise
spatial power spectrum. Consequently, the (RM? x g) statistic is primarily sensitive to the
enhanced field strengths in the inner regions of dark matter halos, and exhibits a significant
dependence on the observational RM smoothing scale. Nevertheless, it offers a promising
means for determining the redshift evolution of electron-weighted magnetic fields.

Our (RM? x g) statistic has advantages over the related statistics considered in previ-
ous work, which are variants of (|[RM| x g). First, it connects more directly to the statistical
properties of the underlying magnetic field, electron density, and galaxy distribution fluctu-
ations. This makes the modeling and interpretation more transparent. Second, (RM? x g)
is immune to noise bias, in contrast to the ({RM| x g) estimator. Third, our statistic yields
a slightly higher SNR. On the other hand, (|RM| x g) weights highly overdense regions less
strongly and may therefore be complementary. Pursuing both estimators jointly will likely
be advantageous.

We forecasted the prospects for measuring wgy2 ¢(r1;2) using current and future RM
catalogs and galaxy surveys. In the long term, for an SKA-like survey with ~ 107 RM
measurements over most of the sky, combined with ~ 10° galaxies per redshift slice, we
expect highly significant wgyp2 4(71; 2) detections across a wide range of spatial scales and
redshifts. Even in the near term, signal detections appear achievable with existing NVSS RM
data, particularly when supplemented with recent SKA pathfinder measurements.

In future studies, it will be important to extend our treatment in several ways. First,
we used the entire ILLUSTRIS-TNG halo catalog, rather than a mock galaxy sample. A
proper synthetic galaxy sample is needed for realistic comparisons with observational data.
Second, it will be important to ensure that the models closely match the smoothing scales
of observational results given the sensitive dependence there. Third, our forecasts should be
refined to include sample variance contributions. Next, a more rigorous investigation of the
bispectrum of Eq. 2.7 may improve our approximate analytic expression (Eq. 3.3). Finally,
constructing detailed mocks will help develop data analysis pipelines, assess systematic effects,
and prepare for measurements with upcoming data.

In summary, the (RM? x g) statistic provides a powerful new tool for tracing the evolu-
tion and spatial distribution of cosmic magnetic fields. Our simulation studies and analytic
modeling should help interpret future measurements. Together with the increasing size and
fidelity of RM catalogs and galaxy survey data, this should advance our understanding of
the cosmological origin, amplification, and spatial distribution of large-scale cosmic magnetic
fields.

A Derivations of (RM? x g) Expressions

Here we give derivations for the key expressions presented in this work, and motivate the
approximation analytic formula we use to interpret the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulation results.

~ 93—



We also show how to generalize from the main case explored in the body of this paper, which
assumes a narrow galaxy redshift bin, to scenarios with arbitrary galaxy redshift distributions.

A.1 Harmonic Space Statistics

We begin with the squared RM field in harmonic space and work in the flat sky approximation.
We start from Eq. 2.4, which expresses the harmonic space counterpart of the RM-squared
field as a convolution in harmonic space. We then combine with Eq. 2.5 for the projected
galaxy distribution, and calculate the angular cross-power spectrum. The angular cross-power
spectrum is the harmonic space counterpart of <RM2 x g) and is defined by:

Cag(0) = (27)260 (£ + £)(A£)5 (). (A1)
Inserting Eq. 2.4 for A(£), we can then write:

4t
(27)?

The RM in a given direction is an integral over the electron-density—weighted magnetic
field strength. As in the body of the paper, we use the following notoation:

(A(£)dg (L)) = / 7 (RM(£ — £1)RM(£1)d5(£')). (A.2)

3”(0, Z) = BH(O’ Z) [1 + (56(9, Z)] y (A3)

ie., BNH denotes the electron-density—weighted line-of-sight component of the magnetic field.
In analogy to the kSZ case [14], note that only components of B which are transverse to the
wavevector k will contribute to the projected RM field statistics. This is because line-of-sight
components of B (or momentum density in the case of kSZ) suffer from cancellations, at least
for the relatively small scales of interest here. Although B is necessarily transverse to k, the
same is not true of B. Explicitly, the transverse Fourier components of B may be written as:

B, (k) = B(k) — (k- B)k

3K « -
— B(k) + / ek =¥ [B(K)— (k- B(K)) k|, (A.4)
T
where we have made use of the fact that B is purely transverse, and so B, (k) = B(k).
Another way to see that B is not generally transverse is to consider the real space
divergence of this field:

V- B=V [1+6)B]=B-V(5)+6V-B=B-V(J). (A.5)

This implies that B is only purely transverse in locations where gradients in the electron
density distribution vanish or are perpendicular to the local magnetic field direction.

The line of sight component of the B 1 (k) follows by taking the dot product between
Equation A.4 and 2, a unit vector in the line-of-sight direction. (Recall that we are working
in the small angle approximation, where the line-of-sight direction may be taken to coincide
with the 2 direction.) This gives:

3 1./

B (k)-2= By (k) = B)(k) +/ (

ek =) Bk~ (k- B(K)) (k-2)]. (A0)
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where note that here the | symbol refers to vector components which are perpendlcular
to the direction of the wavevector k. Thus, B || (k) refers to components of B that are
perpendicular to the wavevector, yet parallel to the line-of-sight direction.

Adopting the Limber approximation, we can immediately evaluate the correlation of
interest:

(A(8) 6,(£)) = 2m)%5p (£ + ) WEy, / ff O(xe — X) Wa(x)

y d’4; B. £— 0 ﬁ ;ﬂ
(27r) By Byg x x x /)

is a bispectrum involving two copies of the z-components of the electron-

(A7)

where BBL 1B g

density—weighted magnetic field and the galaxy fluctuation field. Here WPQ{M has factored out
of the integral because the weighting factor as defined in Equation 2.2 is redshift independent.
This result is directly analogous to that of the <kSZ2 X 0g) cross-power spectrum, which can
be expressed as an integral over a momentum density-galaxy bispectrum [14, 16].

As in the case of the kSZ effect, this can alternatively be written as an integral over the
“triangle power spectrum” [14]:

14
Cag(?) WRM/ —O(xs — X)W ()T (kﬁ = ; > , (A.8)
with ' P2
) — 45 :
T(k: X,Z) _/WBBL,II?BL,I?Q (k—q,q,—k;2). (A.9)

That is, the triangle power spectrum is a two-dimensional integral over the bispectrum of
interest.

A.2 Real Space Statistics

In this study, we work with real space statistics rather than in harmonic space. Here we
discuss some of the real-space counterparts to the harmonic space statistics in the previous
subsection. We can determine the angular correlation function between J; and A = RM? by
Fourier transforming Equation A.8 yielding the usual, well-known result:

2 .
wnaeegl0) = [ GsCrs06” = [ SE(E)CrL(0), (A10)

We can further employ Equation A.8 to express this as an integral over the triangle power
spectrum:

d dk
wraeg(6) = Wi [ 5000~ 0Wet) [ GERAEOT (i) (A1)

Finally, the integral over T (k; z) can also be expressed as an integral over the 3D correlation

function between BNH2 and the three-dimensional galaxy fluctuation field d, as:
dx dk
wnaeeg(6) = Wse [ 300 = 0We) [ kIO (k2

— [ et — OWiCoW / drgse, (o). (An)

— 95



Note that the quantity f_oooo dx| §B~”2 g (1 /xﬁ + x262; z) has units of uG2 Mpc?.

The integrated correlation function term above, multiplied by the factor of WE{M can
be estimated from coeval simulation boxes. This shows how one can estimate (RM? x g) for
an arbitrary galaxy redshift distribution by stitching together the results from a set of coeval
simulation boxes. Explicitly,

wRMz,g(G) = /dx@(xs — X)Wea(X)Weoeval (X5 2), (A.13)

wcoeval(Xg; Z) = WI%M/ dxH 63”279 (\/ .%'ﬁ + X292; Z) . (A14)

Here, we take a weighted average of projected correlation functions at various redshifts, while
scaling between transverse co-moving coordinate, r|, and angle using 6 = 7 /x(z). This
approach avoids constructing full light cones and exploits the Limber approximation, which
in real space tells us that the angular correlation functions pick up most of their contributions
from pairs of points at the same radial distance.

with

A.3 Approximate Expressions

So far, the expressions given assume only the flat sky and Limber approximations. The
triangle power spectrum of Equation A.9 and the underlying bispectrum are complex and
their full investigation is deferred to possible future work. Here we attempt to determine
useful approximations for the bispectrum and the (RM? x g) correlation function. We will be
satisfied with understanding some of the main qualitative features of these statistics, rather
than deriving highly accurate perturbative expressions.

In this context, it is useful to define the magnetic field power spectrum via:

(Bik)B; (k') = (2m)*3p (k — K') [3i; — Kk ] P (k) (A.15)

The projection operator,
Py = [5ij - kzkj} : (A.16)

appearing in this equation enforces that the magnetic field is transverse. Note that with this
definition of the magnetic field power spectrum the mean-squared magnetic field strength at
a point is related to Pg(k) via

d3k

(2m)?
In some works (e.g. [45, 46]), there is an additional factor of 1/2 in front of Equation A.15,
so that the mean-squared field is just an integral over Pp(k) without the factor of 2 in
Equation A.17 under our convention.

Returning now to our main objective, we would like to arrive at an approximate expres-
sion for the following bispectrum

(BL,(k1). By |(k2)dg(ks)) = (2m)°0p (k1 + k2 + ks)Bp | 5 (k1. ko ks)  (A.18)

(B(z) - B(z)) = / 2Py (k). (A.17)

The electron-density-weighted magnetic field strength in Fourier space involves a convolution
between the magnetic field, B (k) and the electron distribution, d.(k). Note that this bis-

pectrum involves five fields, since each real space B|| involves a product of the Z-component
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of the magnetic field and the electron density fluctuation. We will start with two strong
assumptions to make headway, and then partly relax them in what follows. First, we will
assume the Gaussian field approximation in which the higher-point correlations involved in
the above statistic can be factorized into products of two-point correlation functions. Second,
we will initially neglect terms involving correlations between B)| and each of de and dg. Under
these approximations, we can apply Equation A.4 to write

3 1./
é:;gwl — K)0,(ka)) (B) (K') By (k) + (ky ¢ k2)

= (2m)%6p (k1 + k2 + kg,){ [1 — (1;2 . 2)2] Pp(ka)P. 4(k3)

<BJ_,||(kl)aBJ_7||(k2)(5g(k3)> ~ /

+(k1 — kz)},

where we have used Equation A.15 and carried out the integration over d®k’. Here P, 4(k)
is the electron density fluctuation-galaxy cross-power spectrum, which can be evaluated from
the simulations.

We can then plug this result into the triangle power spectrum formula, Equation A.9,
which yields a simple result:

d?q
(2m)

T (k) = 2P (1) [ 545 Palo) (A19)
The factor of two arises from the symmetry above under interchanging ki <> ka. Note
that the triangle power spectrum involves an integral over transverse modes, for which the
[1 —(q- 2)2} factor above is just unity. The quantity [ %PB(Q) has units of (uG)? Mpc
and is closely related to the average of Z-component of the magnetic field, after projecting
along the line-of-sight and then squaring the result.?

A defect of this approximation is that the magnetic field strength likely has strong
correlations with the electron density distribution, as seen in the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations
(e.g. Figure 7). Here we suppose that, for present purposes, the main impact of these is to
replace Pp(q) above with Pz(q). That is, we suggest replacing the magnetic field power
spectrum in this formula with the power spectrum of the electron-density—weighted magnetic
field strength. Although a detailed investigation is beyond the scope of our current study, this
replacement may have rigorous motivation from expanding the correlations in Equation A.18
to higher order in perturbation theory, beyond the simple Gaussian fields assumption for each
of By, d, and dg. The approximate form, with the Pz(q) replacement, allows for the fact that
magnetic field strengths are highly enhanced in regions with large upward fluctuations in the
electron density field. Further, we allow for an additional redshift-independent calibration
factor K which we will match to results from the ILLUSTRIS-TNG simulations:

2
T (k) ~ 2K P, 4(k) / éf)gpé(q =0,q1). (A.20)

K is essentially a fudge factor to improve agreement with the simulations given that replacing
Pp with Pz lacks rigorous justification. Here we have made it explicit that the B power

3Note that Pg(q) itself has units of (uG)? Mpc?.
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spectrum is evaluated for transverse modes, which was left implicit earlier. We can then plug
this result into Equation A.11, finding:

wrage g (0) = 2K Wy / dx O (xs — x) Wy(x)

X [/g:)éPg(q :anj_QZ)] [/;i:kJo(kx@) P g(k; 2)

In the narrow galaxy redshift distribution limit, we arrive at Eq. 3.3 in the body of the text.
That is, wrz ¢ is proportional to the product of the projected power of the electron-density-
—weighted magnetic field and the electron—galaxy correlation.

In summary, the expressions derived here suggest that the overall scale dependence of
<RM2 x g) follows the electron density-galaxy two-point cross-correlation, while the amplitude

(A.21)

is set by [ (d;Tq)éPB(q” = 0,q1;2), the electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength. As

discussed in the body of the paper, the correlation between the RM? field and the projected
galaxy distribution across multiple redshift bins can then be used to extract how the electron-
density—weighted magnetic field strength evolves with redshift.

B Cross-Correlation Function Covariance Matrix

Here we derive the error covariance matrix for the angular correlation function wry2 4(0) and
give a useful approximation to this quantity in the noise-dominated limit, as will be defined
precisely below. These calculations justify the error bar estimates in our forecasts (§4.3) and
clarify their regime of validity.

Our general aim is to calculate the covariance between estimates of the angular corre-
lation function in two narrow angular bins centered around 6; and 0;, respectively. Using
Equation A.10, this may be written as [47]:

1 0;+00/2 9]~+A9/2 dar
Cov [wRM2,g(9i)7 wRM27g(9j)] = (AQ)Q/; 20/2 d@/g n8/2 / 6/ 75/ J() 60 JQ(EIQ)

% [(Cagll) Caglf)) = (Cag(D) (Cag€)], (B

where the integrals over 6 and 6" describe bin-averaging, Ca 4(¢) is the angular cross-power
spectrum between the RM? and 0g fluctuations, and the Jy’s are Bessel functions, as usual.

Under the approximation of Gaussian statistics, the quantity in square brackets above
is given by:

Cov[Cag(0), Cagll)] = 92:1; %513(5 ) [C/Qx,g(ﬁ) + (Caa(l) + Naa) (Cg,g(ﬁ) + nlﬂ :

g
(B.2)

Here, Ca A (¥) denotes the power spectrum of the A = RM? field, including contributions from
magnetized plasma at all redshifts, i.e., this term accounts for magnetized plasma beyond the
redshift range covered by the galaxy survey. Put differently, portions of the RM? field that
are produced at redshifts outside of those spanned by the galaxy sample do not contribute to
the average (RM? x g) signal, but they do impact the error bar on this statistic. The quantity
N, A,A describes other noise contributions to the RM? signal, which here are assumed to arise
from: instrumental noise, intrinsic contributions to the RM from the source itself, and any
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residual (un-subtracted) portions of the RM from the Milky Way, as discussed quantitatively
in §4.3. While Cx () should trace the large-scale structure, we suppose that ANa A is a
white-noise field (i.e., with an ¢-independent angular power spectrum). In this case, we can
write

Naa = 201 Qi (B.3)

where oo is the rms noise in the RM measurements, while €2;x denotes the pixel size of the
extragalactic RM map. The 20, number gives the pixel-to-pixel variance of the RM? noise
field under Gaussian statistics. Finally, Cy ¢(¢) denotes the galaxy auto-power spectrum, and
1/ng is the shot-noise in the galaxy distribution, with n, denoting the number of galaxies per
steradian in the survey. As usual, Ca () is the angular cross-power of the A and dg fields.

In this work, we take the noise-dominated limit of Equation B.2. In this approximation,
we suppose that My o > Ca a(¢) and that 1/ng > Cy o (¢) at all scales of interest. We further
assume that Cp ¢(¢) < Na a/ng for all £. These approximations simplify the calculations
considerably and are likely well-justified, mainly because the intrinsic source RM generally
dominates that from the intervening large-scale structure. Taking the shot-noise dominated
limit for the galaxy survey is a less accurate approximation at high galaxy number densities.
We nevertheless adopt it here for simplicity; see also the discussion below. Assuming the
noise-dominated limit in Equations B.1 and B.2, we arrive at:

1 0;+42 0;+52
COV[’lURMQg(Hi), wRM27g(9j)] == NA7A / ’ d9/ T d9//2df_£<]0(€9)<]0(€9/)
0 0

nngky (AH)Q i,% jf%
(B.4)
This can be simplified by noting that:
_ 0
/ 9 1oy Jo 0y = 220 =) (B.5)
21 2m0

One can then carry out the bin-averaging integrals — assuming narrow bins — and arrive
at a simple approximation for the covariance matrix of interest:

2040 Q ix
Cov[wparz (6:); wrmz g(05)] = 61— kt(t27r};A0)’ (B.6)
g tsky i

after inserting Equation B.3 into the previous expression. This equation is easy to interpret:
first, in the noise-dominated limit the covariance matrix is diagonal, as expected. Next, note
that the quantity ng{Qy is the number of galaxies in the survey, while Qpic/(2m60;A9) gives
the number of RM measurements contributing to a wgy2 , estimate in an annulus of angular
area 270; Af. Hence, the correlation function variance scales with the variance per pixel, 20,
and inversely with the number of measurement pairs in a bin, ngQg 2760, A0/ While
this formula is perhaps intuitively obvious, the above analysis clarifies its regime of validity.
A similar formula holds for the projected correlation function, expressed as a function of
transverse comoving distance, in the case of a narrow galaxy redshift bin. This is the main
forecasting equation used in our paper (Eq. 4.2), which follows from the above analysis after
swapping the angular bins above for transverse radial bins.

The biggest shortcoming in our error estimate is likely the neglect of sample variance in
the galaxy fluctuations. In representative redshift bins with 0.1 < z < 0.2, 0.2 < z < 0.3,
and 0.3 < z < 0.5, we find that the shot-noise power spectrum exceeds the galaxy clustering
power for multipoles of roughly ¢ = 100. The corresponding transverse comoving scales in real
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space are roughly 7, ~ mx(2)/¢ = 9,19,39 Mpc/h, with shot-noise dominating on smaller
scales. Hence, neglecting the clustering sample variance contribution should be a good first
approximation.

C Dependence on Simulation Resolution
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Figure 11: Comparison between the simulated RM?-halo cross-correlation function and the
analytical approximation, evaluated at redshift z = 0 across three ILLUSTRIS-TNG reso-
lution levels: TNG300-1, TNG300-2, and TNG300-3. These simulations track 2 x 25002,
2 x 12503, and 2 x 6252 DM particles plus gas cells, respectively. The RM?-halo correlation
amplitude decreases with increasing resolution. This trend is attributed to magnetic field
reversals being better resolved in higher resolution simulations, which reduce the net line-of-
sight electron-density—weighted magnetic field due to cancellation effects. In lower-resolution
runs, directional coherence in under-resolved fields enhances the projected signal. The dashed
lines show that the trend is fairly well reproduced in the analytic approximation, although
the agreement at small radius is less good at higher resolution.

To explore the impact of simulation resolution, we repeated our analysis using higher-
resolution runs among the TNG300 series, TNG300-1 and TNG300-2, which have 64 and 8
times higher resolution than TNG300-3, respectively. Figure 11 shows the RM?-halo cross-
correlation function and its analytical approximation at a representative redshift of z = 0.
The amplitude of the RM?-halo cross-correlation function decreases with increasing reso-
lution. A similar trend is seen in Figure 12, which shows the |[RM|-halo cross-correlation
function. We attribute this resolution dependence to the direction of magnetic fields in the
simulations. In higher resolution runs, the magnetic field direction is better resolved and can
vary significantly between neighboring resolution elements, leading to cancellations in the pro-
jected electron-density—weighted magnetic field. In contrast, in lower-resolution runs, these
small-scale directional fluctuations are not fully captured, resulting in a more coherent field
orientation and an artificially enhanced net projection. This effect increases the magnitude
of both the |[RM| and RM? fields in low-resolution data.

This trend is fairly well captured by the analytic approximation (Eq. 3.3), although the
small-scale agreement is less good at high resolution. Note that, in each case, the analytic
calculations adopt the Pz (q” =0,q,) and P, 4(k) power spectra measurements from the sim-
ulations at the appropriate resolution. We find that the electron-galaxy cross-power spectrum
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Figure 12: Resolution dependence of the |[RM|-halo cross-correlation at z = 0 for three Illus-
trisTNG runs: TNG300-1, TNG300-2, TNG300-3. Consistent with the RM?-based statistic,
the |RM|-halo correlation function amplitude decreases with increasing resolution.

is approximately unchanged with resolution. Instead, the dominant effect is a suppression of
the projected, electron-density—weighted magnetic field strength with increasing resolution.
The calibration constant is fixed to the low resolution value of K = 3 — adjusting this value
might impact the precise results here. The results in this section confirm that our main
conclusions are robust to simulation resolution. However, we encourage further investiga-
tion regarding the sensitivity of these statistics to simulation model, resolution, and boxsize,
especially before performing detailed comparisons with observational data.
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