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ABSTRACT

We present a comprehensive analysis of weak gravitatienaing by large-scale structure in tHebble Space Telesco@nsmic
Evolution Survey (COSMOS), in which we combine space-bag#dxy shape measurements with ground-based photomedkic r
shifts to study the redshift dependence of the lensing saymhconstrain cosmological parameters. After applyingveeak lensing-
optimized data reduction, principal component interpotafor the spatially and temporally varying ACS point-sgaefunction,
and improved modelling of charge-transfer fil@dency, we measure a lensing signal which is consistent putle gravitational
modes and no significant shape systematics. We carefullyagst the statistical uncertainty from simulated COSM@®8-fields
obtained from ray-tracing through the Millennium Simutetj including the full non-Gaussian sampling variance. &g our lens-
ing pipeline on simulated space-based data, recalibratdimear power spectrum corrections using the ray-traainglysis, employ
photometric redshift information to reduce potential @nination by intrinsic galaxy alignments, and marginalizer system-
atic uncertainties. We find that the weak lensing signalescalith redshift as expected from General Relativity for acoodance
ACDM cosmologg/, including the full cross-correlations beem diferent redshift bins. Assuming a flaCDM cosmology, we mea-
sureog (Qm/0.3)%°! = 0.75+ 0.08 from lensing, in perfect agreement with WMAP-5, yieldijiaint constraintsQ, = 0.26618%52,

og = 0.802"2928 (all 68.3% conf.). Dropping the assumption of flatness arigugriors from the HST Key Project and Big-Bang nu-
cleosynthesis only, we find a negative deceleration paemgat 94.3% confidence from the tomographic lensing analysisjging
independent evidence for the accelerated expansion of tinvetde. For a flavCDM cosmology and priow € [-2, 0], we obtain
w < —0.41 (90% conf.). Our dark energy constraints are still reédyi weak solely due to the limited area of COSMOS. However,
they provide an important demonstration for the usefullé$smographic weak lensing measurements from space.
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1. Introduction pernovae|(Riess etlal. 1998; Perlmutter et al. 1999; Riesls et
] ) 2007; | Kowalski et all 2008; Hicken etlial. 2009), cosmic mi-
During the last decade strong evidence for an accelipwave background (de Bernardis et/al. 2000; Spergel et al.
ated expansion of the Universe has been found with s&603:[Komatsu et al. 2009), galaxy clusters (Allen et al.&200
eral independent cosmological probes including type la Sgtantz et all 2008, 2009; Vikhlinin et 4l. 2009), baryon acous
tic oscillations |(Eisenstein etlal. 2005; Percival etlal.020

Send gprint requests toT. Schrabback 2009), integrated Sachs-Wolfé&ect (Giannantonio et &l. 2008;

* Based on observations made with the NAGSA Hubble Space /Granettetal. 2008; Ho etal. 2008), and strong gravitationa
Telescopg obtained from the data archives at the Space Telescdg#ising (Suyu et al._2009). Within the standard cosmoldgica
European Coordinating Facility and the Space Telescopengei framework this can be described with the ubiquitous presenc
Institute, which is operated by the Association of Univééesi for of a new constituent named dark energy, which counteraets th
Research in Astronomy, Inc., under NASA contract NAS 5-2%655
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attractive force of gravity on the largest scales and cbuates (2006); Kitching et al.|(2007); Massey et al. (2007c). Dark e
~ 70% to the total energy budget today. There are various atgy constraints from previous weak lensing surveys wene li
tempts to explain dark energy, ranging from Einstein’s cosmited by the lack of the required individual photometric reifts
logical constant, via a dynamic fluid named quintessence, tdJarvis et al. 2006; Hoekstra et al. 2006; Semboloni et @620
possible breakdown of General Relativity (¢.9. Huterer &dar Kilbinger et al. |[2009a) or small survey area (Kitching et al.
2007; Albrecht et al. 2009), all of which lead to profound iimp 2007). The currently best data-set for 3D weak lensing is
cations for fundamental physics. In order to make substhntgiven by the COSMOS Survey (Scoville et al. 2007a), which
progress and to be able to distinguish between tfferéint sce- is the largest continuous area ever imaged with kheéble
narios, several large dedicated surveys are currentlyghidéa Space Telescop@HST), comprising 1.64 dégof deep imag-
signed. ing with the Advanced Camera for Surveys (ACS). Compared
One technique holding particularly high promise to corto ground-based measurements, the HST point-spread func-
strain dark energy_(Albrecht etlal. 2006; Peacock et al. [200®n (PSF) yields substantially increased number dessibie
Albrecht et al.| 2009) is weak gravitational lensing, whidi+ u suficiently resolved galaxies and better control for systemat-
lizes the subtle image distortions imposed onto the obdenies due to smaller PSF corrections. Although HST has been
shapes of distant galaxies while their light bundles passed for earlier cosmological weak lensing analyses (e.g.
through the gravitational potential of foreground struesii(e.g. [Refregier et all 2002; Rhodes et al. 2004; Miralles et al.5200
Bartelmann & Schneider 2001). The strength of the lensing ddeymans et al! _2005; Schrabback etial. 2007), these studies
fect depends on the total foreground mass distributiorgped- lacked the area and deep photometric redshifts which aik ava
dent of the relative contributions of luminous and dark eratt able for COSMOSI| (llbert et al. 2009). This combination of su-
Hence, it provides a unique tool to study the statisticabpre perb space-based imaging and ground-based photometric red
ties of large-scale structure directly (for reviews see rieatter shifts makes COSMOS the perfect test case for 3D weak lens-
2006; Hoekstra & Jalin 2008; Munshi et lal. 2008). ing studies. Massey etlal. (2007¢) conducted an earlier 3ikwe
Since its first detections by Bacon ef al. (2000); Kaiser et &nsing analysis of COSMOS, in which they correlated theishe
(2000);/ Van Waerbeke etlal. (2000) and Wittman etlal. (200®ignal between three redshift bins and constrained theematt
substantial progress has been made with the measuremerdesfsityQ, and power spectrum normalization. In this paper
this cosmological weak lensingfect, which is also called cos-we present a new analysis of the data, with severéminces
mic shear. Larger surveys have significantly reduced &tatisompared to the earlier study: we employ a new, exposureebas
cal uncertainties (e.q. Hoekstra etlal. 2002; Brown Et ah320 model for the spatially and temporally varying ACS PSF, whic
Jarvis et al. 2003; Massey etlal. 2005; Van Waerbekellet ab;200as been derived from dense stellar fields using a princgrat ¢
Hoekstra et al. 2006; Semboloni etlal. 2006; Hetterscheili e ponent analysis (PCA). Our new parametric correction fer th
2007 Fu et al. 2008), while tests on simulated data haveolad timpact of charge transfer ifficiency (CTI) on stellar images
better understanding of PSF systematics (Heymans|et éa20Climinates earlier PSF modelling uncertainties causebjie
Massey et &l. 2007a; Bridle etlal. 2010, and referencesit)eresion of CTl- and PSF-induced stellar ellipticity. Using tatest
Finally, being a geometricfiect, gravitational lensing dependgphotometric redshift catalogue of the field (llbert et alo9y) we
on the source redshift distribution, where most earliersnea Split our galaxy sample into five individual redshift binsdeaud-
ments had to rely on external redshift calibrations fromstiimall  ditionally estimate the redshift distribution for very ifaigalax-
HubbleDeep Fields. Here, the impact of sampling variance wégs forming a sixth bin without individual photometric réxfss,
demonstrated by Benjamin et al. (2007), who recalibratee edoubling the number of galaxies used in our cosmologicalana
lier measurements using photometric redshifts from themmuygsis. We study the redshift scaling of the shear signal betwe
larger CFHTLS-Deep, significantly improving derived cosmdhese six bins in detail, employ an accurate covarianceixnatr
logical constraints. obtained from ray-tracing through the Millennium Simubet;
Dark energy fiects the distance-redshift relation and sup¥hich we also use to recalibrate non-linear power spectrm c
presses the time-dependent growth of structures. Being segftions, and marginalize over parameter uncertaintieaddli-
sitive to both dects, weak lensing is a powerful probe ofion toQm andog, we also constrain the dark energy equation of
dark energy properties, also providing important teststhier state parametew for a flatwCDM cosmology, and the vacuum
ories of modified gravity (e.d. Benabed & Bernardéau 200energy density2, for a general (non-flathCDM cosmology,
Benabed & van Waerbéeke 2004; Schimd et al. 2007; Doré et Wlding constraints for the deceleration parameger
2007; | Jain & Zhang 2008; Schmidt 2008). Yet, in order to This paper is organized as follows. We summarize the most
significantly constrain these redshift-dependefieas, the importantinformation on the data and photometric redsfaift
shear signal must be measured as a function of soumlegue in Seckl2, while further details on the ACS data reduc
redshift, an analysis often called weak lensing tomogrtien are given in Apf.A. Sectidd 3 summarizes the weak lensin
phy or 3D weak lensing (e.g. Hu_ 1999, 2002; Hutereneasurements including our new correction schemes for PSF
2002; | Jain & Taylor 2003| Heavens 2003; Hu & Jain_2004nd CTI, for which we provide details in Adpl B. We conduct
Bernstein & Jain 2004; Simon etlal. 2004; Takada &|Jain P00Ovarious tests for shear-related systematics in Skect. 4.Héale t
Heavens et al. 2006; Taylor et al. 2007). Redshift inforovati present the weak lensing tomography analysis in Bect. 5, and
is additionally required to eliminate potential contantioa cosmological parameter estimation in Sekt. 6. We discuss ou
of the lensing signal from intrinsic galaxy alignments (e.dindings and conclude in Seft. 7.
King & Schneidei 2002; Hirata & Seljak 2004; Heymans et al. Throughout this paper all magnitudes are given in the AB
2006b; Joachimi & Schneider 2008). In general, weak lensisgstem, wherdg;4 denotes thé8Extractor (Bertin & Arnouts
studies have to rely on photometric redshifts (e.g. Beif@&); [1996) MAG_AUTO magnitude measured from the ACS data
libert et all 2006; Hildebrandt etlal. 2008) given that mdshe (Sect[Z.1), whilé™ is the MAG_AUTO magnitude determined by
studied galaxies are too faint for spectroscopic measureame |llbert et al. (2009) from the Subaru data (SEcf. 2.2.1). \ress
So far, tomographic cosmological weak lensing techniquessts we employ a reference WMAP-5-like (Dunkley et al. 2009
were applied to real data by Bacon et lal. (2005); Sembolaali et flat ACDM cosmology characterized b9, = 0.25, og = 0.8,
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h=0.72,Q4 = 0.044,ns = 0.96, where we use the transfer funcfurthermore, we reject scattered light and large, potintia
tion by|Eisenstein & Hul (1998) and non-linear power spectruoorrectly deblended galaxies by runnBExtractor with a low

corrections according 10 Smith et al. (2003). 0.50 detection threshold for 3960 adjacent pixels, where we fur-
ther expand each object mask by six pixels. The combinedsnask

2 Data for the stacks were visually inspected and adapted if nacgss
Our fully filtered mosaic shear catalogue contains a to-

2.1. HST/ACS data tal of 446934 galaxies withigi4 < 26.7, corresponding to

- . 76 galaxiegarcmirf, where we exclude double detections in
The COSMOS Survey (Scoville etlal. 2007a) is the largest COQOegrlappiné tiles and reject the fainter component in theeca

tiguous field observed with thidubble Space Telescopgpan- : . ; :
: , , : of close galaxy pairs with separationd)’5. For details on the
ning a total area of 77 x 77 (1.64deg). It comprises 579 weak lensing galaxy selection criteria see App] B.6.

ACS tiles, each observed in F814W for 2028s using four " . :

dithered exposures. The survey is centred at 10"00M28.6°, In addmpn to the stacked images, our fully tlme_-dgpendent
6 =+02°1221’0 (J2000.0), and data were taken betweé%SF analysis (s_ee Seidt. 3, A@B'S). makes use of |nd|V|duaI €
October 2003 and Novembér 2005, posures, for which we use the cosmic ray-clearG&iRimages

We have reduced the AQSFC data starting from the before resampling, provided MultiDrizzle during the run

flat-fielded images. We apply updated bad pixel masks, Sgﬁi_th less aggressive cosmic ray masking. These are only used

tract the sky background, and compute optimal weights as dg" the analysis of high signal-to-noise stars, which cardee-
tailed in Apém. F?)r the image regipstratiorr)h distortiogn - Uied automatically in the half-light radius versus sigb@inoise

tion, cosmic ray rejection, and stacking we ¥sd tiDrizz1d} spacl. Here we employ simplified field masks only excluding
(Koekemoer et 2l. 2002), applying the latest time-depetuien the outer regions of a tile with poor cosmic ray masking.
tortion solution from_Anderson (2007). We iteratively aligx-
posures within each tile by cross-correlating the posstioh 2 2 photometric redshifts
compact sources and applying residual shifts and rotations N _ _ _ _

In tests with dense stellar fields we found that the defat2.1. Individual photometric redshifts for i* < 25 galaxies

cosmic ray rejection parametersiltiDrizzle can lead to . . .
- : : : We use the public COSMOS-30 photometric redshift cata-
false flagging of central stellar pixels as cosmic rays, eafig logue from_llbert et al.| (2009), which covers the full ACS mo-

if telescope breathing introduces significant PSF vanatigee ~—° : ; -
Sec(3)between combined xposures Hence,sars wilbe 1 40012 TaGNLGe e 0 25 (ubgnebcisacrer
tially rejected in exposures with deviating PSF propert(@s ric catalogue, which i.ncludes imaging in 20 optical bands, a

the contrary, galaxies will not be flagged due to their shnio . .
: : ; : well as near-infrared and deep IRAC data (Capak et al. 2009, i
light profiles, leading to dferent dfective stacked PSFs for eparation). Ilbert et all (2009) computed photometritstt

stars and galaxies. To avoid any influence on the lensing ar%rlm theLe Pharecode (S. Arnouts & O. libert; aldo libert ef al.

ysis, we create separate stacks for the shape measuremey ; . =
galaxies and stars, where we use close to default cosmic .2}30")’ reaching an excellent accuracyaof (1., = 0.012 for

rejection parameters for the formetrfiz_cr_snr="4.0 3.0" 1*% 24 andz < 1.25. The near-infrared (NIR) and infrared cov-

driz_cr_scale="1.2 0.7", see_Koekemoer etlal. 2002, 2007)‘;@36 exger;]qf? thehcapatﬁilit)é f?r reILabIekphtestima;tiofntrfo
but less aggressive masking for the lattériz_cr_snr="5.0 t'lg I?)r red S IIE ‘:j V‘:j edr?z) ez I?bm?r tre‘a(zgnoogvefs c()ju of the op
3.0",driz_cr_scale="3.00.7"). As a result, the false masking Ical banas. Extended o~ 2, lIIDerLela. i ) find an accu-

: : ; fo = 0.06 ati* ~ 24. The comparison to spectro-
of stars is substantially reduced. On the downside somalactifcy O10azz) >
cosmic rays lead to imperfectly corrected artifacts in tael gc(:)c())p:c re_t?]shlfts f“_)rg:;ge. ng?MOS-ggsp satmptle (lr‘]'.”y '“ttal'
lar” stacks. This is not problematic given the very low fiant ) with i = 5.6 Indicates a o calastropnic out-

- median
of affected stars, for which the artifacts only introduce addio lier rate (defined aZpnot — Zsped/(1 + Zeped > 0.15) for galax-
noise in the shape measurement.

ies at 15 < Zgpec< 3. In particular, for 7% of the high-redshift
Al ; ; 1.5) galaxies a low-redshift photo{znet < 0.5) was as-
For the final image stacking we employ th&NCZ0S3 in- (?SpeC> . . ; ;
terpolation kernel and a pixel scale dfd®, which minimizes signed. This degeneracy is expected for fainty 24) high-
noise correlations and aliasing without unnecessarilaten-

redshift galaxies, for which the Balmer break cannot be-iden
; : : ified if they are undetected in the NIR data (limiting depth
ing the PSF (for a detailed comparison to other kernels s%é ) !
. : v 23.7,K ~ 237 at o). Due to the employed magnitude prior
Jee et dl. 2007). Based on our input noise models (see App. et i
we compute a correctly scaled RMS image for the stack. \/@2“ contamination is expected to be mostly uni-directidioah

match the stacked image WCS to the ground-based catalogu@l%b to low redsh_ifts. .
libert et al. (2009). We tested this by comparing the COSMOS-30 catalogue

We employ our RMS noise model for object detedl©® photometric redshifts estimated by Hildebrandt et a0

tion with SExtractor (Bertin & Arnouts|[1996), where we N the overlapping CFHTLS-D2 field using only optiazigriz
require a minimum of 8 adjacent pixels being at leadi@nds and th&PZ photometric redshift code (Benitez 2000).
1.4 above the background, employ deblending parametét§'® We indeed find that 56% of the matched: 25 galaxies
DEBLEND _NTHRESH = 32, DEBLEND_MINCONT = 0.01, and mea- W/th COSMOS-30 photas in the range Z zc3 < 4 are identi-
sureMAG_AUTO magnitudedg;4, Which we correct for a mean fied atzpp < 0.6 in the D2 catalogue, if only a weak cut to reject
galactic extinction iset of 0.035/(Schlegel et/al. 1998). Objectg@laxies with double-peaked D2 phat&DFs (ODDS> 0.7) is
near the field boundaries or containing noisy pixels, foraluhi applied.

fewer than two good input exposures contribute, are aute
matically excluded. We also create magnitude-scaled polyg’ Arn = 0.25 pixel wide kernelS/N > 20, defined as in Erben etlal.

onal masks for saturated stars and theiffrdction spikes. (2001); peak flux 25000e _ _
3 A more stringent cut ODDS 0.95 reduces this fraction to 14%.

1 MultiDrizzle version 3.1.0 Yet, it also reduces the absolute number of galaxies by arfddt. Note
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If not accounted for, such a contamination of a low-phpto- 0 L B S Sy
sample with high-redshift galaxies would be particuladyere L %

for weak lensing tomography, given the strong dependentteof
lensing signal on redshift. In Selct. 5 we will therefore sgdilax-
ies with assignedynot < 0.6 into sub-samples with expected low -
(i* < 24) and highi(* > 24) contamination, where we only in-

clude the former in the cosmological analysis. Matching our o)
shear catalogue to the fully masked COSMOS-30 plzatat- -
alogue yields a total of 194 976 unique matches.

S
2.2.2. Estimating the redshift distribution for i* > 25 galaxies L

In order to include galaxies without individual phate-in our -
analysis, we need to estimate their redshift distributieig.[1 —_
shows the mean photometric COSMOS-30 redshift for galaxies

in our shear catalogue as a functiorigf,.. In the whole magni-

tude range 23 ig14 < 25 the data are very well described by the oCOSMOS (I09) A
relation P R

(2) = (0.276+ 0.003)(s14— 23) + 0.762+ 0.003 (1) 23 24 25 26 7
For comparison we also plot points from tHabbleDeep Field- la14

North (HDF-N,[Fernandez-Soto et al. 1999) ardbble Ultra g 1 Relation between the mean photometric redshiftigngd
Deep Field (HUDF_Coe et 51, 20@jor the extended magni- magnitude for COSMOS, HUDF, and HDF-N, where the error-
tude range 23 igi4 < 27, where both catalogues are redshifia s indicate the error of the mean assuming Gaussian scat-
complete. The HDF-N data agree very well with the COSMOg; and neglecting sampling variance. The bestdit (1) to the
fit over the whole extended range, on average to 2%. In cQROSMOS data frorigy4 < 25 is shown as the bold line, whereas
trast, the mean photometric redshifts in the HUDF are on &je thin lines indicate the conservative 10% uncertainty-co
erage higher thari (1) by 16% for 23ig14 < 25 and 10% for gjgered for the extrapolation in the cosmological analyEie

25 < ig14 < 27. The diference between the HDF-N and HUDR pE.N data agree with the relation very well, whereas the
can be regarded as a rough estimate for the impact of samplmgan redshifts are higher in the HUDF both feis < 25 and

variance .in such small fields. The fact thqt the HUDF galaxu,ass14 > 25, demonstrating the influence of sampling variance in
systematically deviate froni](1) not only fag14 > 25 butalso g ch small fields.

for ig14 < 25 where COSMOS-30 photzs are available, indi-

cates that it is most likelyfiected by sampling variance con-

taining a relative galaxy over-density at higher redsl@iven — (i _ i i .
the excellent fit for the COSMOS galaxies and very good agrqvé]t1uer:]e Zﬁke”zﬁgglg)’ﬁ%n?,vue dn;?é(r[r?’“(rllsem bezs?-)gi.ttiLrjmzmga?arr?]?e)t(ers
ment for the HDF-N data we are thus confident to G$e (1) for(g,’ﬂ, ¢, d,y) = (0.678 5.606 0.581 1.851, 1.464) from the indi-
limited extrapolation tdsi4 < 26.7 for our shear galaxies. Thisiqal magnitudes, photzs, and (symmetric) 68% photer-

is also motivated by the fact thahs < 25 andigis > 25 galax- org of al| galaxies with 2% ig14 < 25. From Eqgs.[{1) and1?2)
ies are not completely independent, but partially probestilee e then numerically compute the non-linear relation betwge

large-scale structure atftérent luminosities. _ agdi814, for which we provide the fitting formulae
Due to the non-linear dependence of the shear signal on red-

shift it is not only necessary to estimate the correct medshié
of the galaxies, but also their actual redshift distribatiom weak (=7
lensing studies the redshift distribution is often parairetl as _ (e n— 23)/4]] for 23 <ims< 27 4

p(2) o (z/20)* exp[—(z/zo)ﬁ] (e.g. [Brainerd et al. 1996), which %al[( g14— 23)/4] or 23<ig 4)
Schrabback et all (2007) extended by fittimgs in combina-

tion with a linear dependence of the median redshift on magith (ao,...,a;) = (1.237,1.691,-12167,43591, -76.076,
nitude, leading to a magnitude-dependantYet, it was noted 72567, —-35.959 7.289). The total redshift distribution of
that this fit was not fully capable to reproduce the shape ef tthe survey is then simply given by the mean distribution
redshift distribution of the fitted galaxies. Given the teglac- ¢(2) = Zszl p(Zig14x)/N.

curacy needed for the analysis of the larger COSMOS data, we We chose the functional form dfl(2) because its first addend

aHUDF (CO6) |
oHDF-N (F-S99)

0.4466814— 23)+ 1235 for 22<igis <23 (3)

use a modified parametrization allows for a good description of the peak of the redshiftribist
7\ 2\ 2\ tion, while the second addend fits the magnitude-dependitnt t
p(Zig1q) o< (—) (exp[— (—) } +cU? exp[— (_) D , (2) at higher redshifts; see Fig. 2 for a comparison of the datia an
% i) ) model in four magnitude bins. In Fig. 3 we compare the actual

that, in contrast, 26% (22%) of the matched galaxies with ®Bgoz redshift distribution for the combined HDF-N and HUDF data

2 < 705 < 4 are placed atcso < 0.6 for ODDS> 0.7 (ODDS> 0.95). to the one wepredictfrom thei( magnitude distribution and the

These could be explained by Lyman-break galaxies, whictbeteer fit to the COSMOS data, finding very good agreement also for

constrained by the deepar observations in the CFHTLS-D2. In any25 < is14 < 27. The only major deviation is given by a galaxy

case we expect negligible influence on our results givenreatrnent over-density in the HUDF phota-data neaz ~ 3.2, which is

for faint zc3o < 0.6 galaxies.
4 For the HUDF we interpolatig; , from thei,7s andzgso magnitudes 5 We employ the CERN Program Library MINUIT

provided in the Coe et al. (2006) catalogue. (http://wwwasdoc.web.cern.ch/wwwasdoc/minuit/).
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24 <i* < 25 are truly atz= 2, increasing the estimated mean
redshift by 8%. Compared to the fit uncertainty i (1) %)

this constitutes the main source of error for our redshiftag¢
olation. In the cosmological parameter estimation ($§cwe
constrain this uncertainty and marginalize over it usingua n
sance parameter, which rescales the redshift distributitinn

a conservatively chosenl0% interval. Note that the4% dif-
ference between the measured and predicted mean redghét of
combined HDF-N and HUDF data in FIg. 3 actually suggests a
smaller uncertainty.

3. Weak lensing shape measurements

To measure an accurate lensing signal, we have to carefully ¢
rect for instrumental signatures. Even with the high-reoh
space-based data at hand, we have to accurately accountffor b
PSF blurring and ellipticity, which introduce spurious phalis-
tortions. To do so, one requires both a good model for the PSF,
and a method which accurately employs it to measure unbi-
ased estimates for the (reduced) gravitational shéam noisy
galaxy images.

For the latter, we use the KSBformalism (Kaiser et al.
1995; [Luppino & Kaiser| 1997; Hoekstra el al. _1998), see

Fig. 2. Redshift histogram for galaxies in our shear catalogterPenetal.|(2001); Schrabback et al. (2007) and App.B.1 for
with COSMOS-30 photas (dotted), split into four magnitudedeta'ls on our implementation. As found with simulations of

bins. The solid curves show the fit according & (1) add (
which is capable to describe both the peak and high redzaﬂiftt2

Fig. 3. Combined redshift histogram for the HDF-N and HUDIEn -
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round-based weak lensing data, KSBan significantly un-
erestimate gravitational shear (Erben ét al. 2001; Batah e
001;/Heymans et al. 2006a; Massey et al. 2007a), where the
calibration biagm and possible PSF anisotropy residuglsle-
fined via

gobs_ gtrue — mgtrue +c, (5)
depend on the details of the implementation. Massey et al.
(2007a, STEP2) detected a shear measurement degradation fo
faint objects for our pipeline, which is not surprising givihe

fact that the KSB- formalism does not account for noise. While
Schrabback et al. (2007) simply corrected for the resultiiegn
calibration bias, the 3D weak lensing analysis performea@ he
requires unbiased shape measurements not only on avetdge, b
also as function of redshift, and hence galaxy magnitudesined

(see e.d. Kitching et al. 2008, 2009; Semboloni €t al. 2008).
therefore empirically account for this degradation withosvpr-

law fit to the signal-to-noise dependence of the calibrabias

(6)

S/N\ 038

—0.078(

photozs, split into two magnitude bins. The solid curves show ] . )
the prediction according thl(1]](2) and the galaxy magmitig- WhereS/N is computed with the galaxy size-dependent KSB
tribution. The good agreement for 25ig14 < 27 galaxies con- Weight functioni(Erben et &l. 2001), and corrected for nowe
firms the applicability of the model in this magnitude regime relations as done in_Hartlap et al. (2009). &gN relates to

the significance of the galaxy shape measurement, it previde

a more direct correction for noise-related bias than fits as a
also partially responsible for the higher mean redshifti[E function of magnitude or size. We have determined this oerre
and which may be attributed to large-scale structure. tion using the STEP2 simulations of ground-based weak lens-

Our fitting scheme assumes that the COSMOS-30 pbkotoing datal(Massey et al. 2007a). In order to test if it perforeis

provide unbiased estimates for the true galaxy redshiftably for the ACS data, we have analysed a set of simulated
However, in Seck.2]2 we suspected tifat 24 galaxies with ACS-like data (see App.B.2). In summary, we find that the re-
assigned < 0.6 might contain a significant contamination withmaining calibration bias isn = +0.008+ 0.002 on average, and
high-redshift galaxies. To assess the impact of this uacey; |m < 0.02 over the entire magnitude range used, which is neg-
we derive the fits for[{1) and(2) using only galaxies witligible compared to the statistical uncertainty for COSMOS
23 < i* < 24, reducing the estimated mean redshift of shehikewise, PSF anisotropy residuals, which are characdrim
galaxies without COSMOS-30 photoby 4%. As an alterna- (8) byc, are found to be negligible in the simulation (dispersion
tive test, we assume that 20% of tlze< 0.6 galaxies with o = 0.0006), assuming accurate PSF interpolation.
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Weak lensing analyses usually create PSF models from the2D shear-shear correlations and tests for
observed images of stars, which have to be interpolatechéor t systematics
position of each galaxy. Typically, a high galactic latéudlCS i i
field contains only~ 10— 20 stars with sflicientS/N, which are To measure the cosmological signal and conduct tests fer sys
too few for the spatial polynomial interpolation commonied tematics we compute the second-order shear-shear canelat
in ground-based weak lensing studies. In addition, a stabke i A
model cannot be used, given that substantial temporal P&F va, () = Zij iy & Vxivx DA
ations have been detected, mostly caused by focus changes re 2i.j Aj

sulting from orbital temperature variations (telescopesltining), f . :
. ; from galaxy pairs separated b= |{}; — #j|. Here,Ajj =1 if
mid-term seasonalfgects, and long-term shrinkage of the opti: : ‘o I ; |

. the galaxy separatiod falls within the considered angular
cal telescope z_issembly (OTA) (e.g. Krist 2003; Lallo et 80€2 in agroun)éa zfnd Aij = 0 otherwise. In[7) we approxi?nate
Anderson & Kingl 2006] Schrabback et al. 2007; Rhodes|et gl' ' g )

= N ; . our reduced shear estimatgs- y/(1 — «) ~ y with the shear
2007). To circumvent this problem, we have implemented Ao commonly done in cosmological weak lensing (typically

PSF correction scheme based on principal component analy-"~_7 on . ; )
sis (PCA), as first suggested by Jarvis & Jain (2004). We have 1%~ 3%; correction employed in SeLLP.4), decompose it
Into the tangential componeptand the 45 degree rotated cross-

analysed 700g;4 exposures of dense stellar fields, interpolate : :
the PSF variation in each exposure with polynomials, and p&omponentyx relatively to the separation vector, and employ

formed a PCA analysis of the polynomial cbeient variation. umfggma\geilr%htjr.tant consistency check in weak gravitational
We find that~ 97% of the total PSF ellipticity variation in P Y 9

random pointings can be described with a single parameter Ireensmg, the signal can be decomposed into a curl-free compo

lated to the change in telescope focus, confirming earlgrlie nént (E-mode) and a curl component (B-mode). Given that lens

1 ' ... _ing creates only E-modes, the detection of a significant Bleno
e.glRhodes et al. 2007). However, we find that additionat va. <. . .
z(itigns are still significanz. In particular, we detect a defence |nd|cate§ the presence of uncorrected residual systesnatibe
on the relative angle between the pointing and the orbitat te.data' Crittenden et al_(2002) show tgatcan be decomposed

scope movemelitsuggesting that heating in the sunlight doe'QtO E-and B-modes as
&:(0) £ £°(6)

()

not only change the telescope focus, but also creates slifghit
tional aberrations dependent on the relative sun angleseltie- ¢e/p(d) = 2 (8)
viations may be coherent between COSMOS tiles observed un-

der similar orbital conditions. To account for thie=t, we split with

the COSMOS data into 24 epochs of observations taken cIoseJ?/ * dg > [ dd
in time, and determine a low-order, focus-dependent residé (¢) = ¢-(9) +4f gff(ﬁ) -1 f ﬁff(ﬁ) ©)
L . 6 4
model from all stars within one epoch. We provide further de-
tails on our PSF correction scheme in App.IB.5. We plot this decomposition for our COSMOS catalogue in the

As an additional observational challenge, the COSMOS ddit panel of Figl#t. Given that the integration [d (9) extend
sufer from defects in the ACS CCDs, which are caused by tfifinity, we employACDM predictions ford > 40', leading to
continuous cosmic ray bombardment in space. These defects?aslight model-dependence, which is indicated by the dashed
as charge traps reducing the charge-transffeziency (CTE), an curves corresponding teg = (0.7, 0.9), whereas the points have
effect referred to as charge-transferffimency (CTI). When the been computed farg = 0.8. Within this section, error-bars and
image of an object is transferred across such a defect dpaing covariances are estimated from 300 bootstrap resamplesrof o
allel read-out, a fraction of its charge is trapped andsttasilly 9alaxy shear catalogue, which accounts for both shot noide a
released, ectively creating charge-trails following objects inshape noise. As seen in Hig. 4, we detect no significant B-mode
the read-oug-direction (e.d. Rhodes etlal. 2007; Chiaberge ket dis- However, note that dierent angular scales are highly corre-
2009, Massey et al. 2010). For weak lensing measurements @gd forég;s, which mixes power on a broad range of scales and
dominant &ect of CTl is the introduction of a spurious ellip-Potentially smears out the signatures of systematics.
ticity component in the read-out direction. In contrast ®P  An E/B-mode decomposition, for which the correlation be-
effects, CTI &ects objects non-linearly due to the limited deptfveen diferent scales is weaker, is provided by the dispersion of
of charge traps. Hence, the twiects must be corrected sepathe aperture mass (Schnelder 1996)
rately. As done by Rhodes et al. (2007), we employ an empiri- 1 (% g9 9 9 9
cal correction for galaxy shapes, but also take the depeedeq? ROEE f = [§+(ﬁ)-|-+ (_) £+ & (NT- (_)} , (10)
on sky background into account. Making use of the CTI flux- o 2 6 6 0
dependence, we additionally determine and apply a para
ric CTI model for stars, which is important as PSF and CT
induced ellipticity get mixed otherwise. We present dstaih

fih T. given in[Schneider et al! (2002), where we employ
he aperture mass weight function proposed by Schneidér et a

. ; . (1998). The computation of_ (10) requires integration from
our CTl correction schemes for stars in App.|B.4 and for gakx zero, which is not practical for real data. We therefore

in App[E.8. Note thal Massey etlal. (2010) recently pres}hm?runcategi for 6 < 005, where the introduced bias is
ﬁn?(tert\h(t)?hto nﬁO;Leijt formC;I'I dger(]:tle/ or;ﬁtihg :P?gre Iervel.i Wgmall compared to our statistical errors (Kilbinger et #108).
ence aialygis gs glscs) gOHF]ZiI(‘)nY]Zd b)(/atﬁeatesfsle pres?en?gdtlséée%/l assey et al.[(200Vc) measure a significant B-mode compo-
) 2 / e ai ; _
However, for weak lensing data with much stronger CTE degr, ent(M1) at scales 1s ¢ < 3, whereas this signal is neg

. o . ﬁ’gjible in the present analysis. We quantify the on average
dation, such as ACS data taken after Servicing Mission 4; theiig gy positive(M2) by fitting a mean fiset taking the boot-
pixel-based correction should be superior. L

strap covariance into account (correlation between neighb

. . - el 7
6 Technically speaking, we show a dependence on the veldodty a ing points= 0.5), yielding a%) =(1£4)x 107" f
ration plate scale factor in Fig.B.6. all points are considered, akiM?)(6 < 6’) = (1.0+ 1.4) x 107
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Fig. 4. Decompoasition of the shear field into E- and B-modes usingliear correlation functiafi, s (left), aperture mass dispersion
(Mgp/ﬁ (middlg), and ring statisticsRR)g/g (right). Error-bars have been computed from 300 bootstrap ressgblthe shear
catalogue, accounting for shape and shot noise, but notafopkng variance. The solid curves indicate model preainsifor
og = (0.7,0.8). In all cases the B-mode is consistent with zero, configntive success of our correction for instrumentéets.
For &g/g the EEB-mode decomposition is model-dependent, where we havereskrg = 0.8 for the points, while the dashed
curves have been computed feg = (0.7,0.9). The dotted curves indicate the signal if the residugbtitity correction discussed
in App.[B.8 is not applied, yielding nearly unchanged resultote that the correlation between points is strongesfdgy and
weakest fokRR)g /.

or(M2)(@ < 2) = (4.0+ 4.7) x 1078 if only small scales are in- T T T
cluded, consistent with no B-modes. T :

The cleanest BB-mode decomposition is given by the ring i 7
statistics [(Schneider & Kilbinger 200/7; Eifler et al. 200%kee - -
also| Fu & Kilbinger| 2010), which can be computed from the o F 4
correlation function using a finite interval with non-zeower
integration limit

€sys

b4
R =5 [ Fle@zon @z 0] Q)

with functionsZ. given inlSchneider & Kilbingern (2007). We
compute{RR)g,s USing a scale-dependent integration limes
outlined in_Eifler et al.|(2009b). As can be seen from the right
panel of Fig[#, als¢RR)g is consistent with no B-mode signal.

The non-detection of significant B-modes in our shear cat- - @ {jysrescor 4
alogue is an important confirmation for our correction sceem - O gsyswescor |
for instrumental &ects and suggests that the measured signal is TR c ol TR
truly of cosmological origin. 0.1 1 10

As a final test for shear-related systematics we compute the 6/arcmin

correlation between corrected galaxy shear estimatesd un-

corrected stellar ellipticities Fig. 5.Cross-correlation between galaxy shear estimates and un-

Yx € vy <€) corrected stellar ellipticities as definedlin{12). The sigs con-
e ey > (12) sistent with zero if the residual ellipticity correctiorsdiissed in
/%X App.[B.8 is applied (circles). Even without this correctigman-

which we normalize using the stellar auto-correlation ag- sugles) itis at a level negligible compared to the expectedntes
gested by Bacon etlal. (2003). As detailed in Appl B.6, we ef@gical signal (dotted curves), except for the largestess;akhere
ploy a somewhat ad hoc residual correction for a very wede error-budget is anyway dominated by sampling variance.
remaining instrumental signal. We find thé¥*s is indeed only

consistent with zero if this correction is applied (. ygt

even without correctiorgsYs is negligible compared to the ex-

pected cosmological signal. The negligible impact can akso

seen from the two-point statistics in Fig. 4, where the moare

computed including residual correction, while the dottieed

indicate the measurement without it. We suspect that tlsislre number of stars per ACS field. In any case we have verified that
ual instrumental signature could either be caused by thigelim this residual correction has a negligible impact on the csg
capability of KSBr to fully correct for a complex space-basedcal parameter estimation in Sedt. 6, changing our comgs ain
PSF, or a residual PSF modelling uncertainty due to the lavg at the 2% level, well within the statistical uncertainty.

Sys —
é:tt /XX (0) -
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Table 1. Definition of redshift bins, number of contributing T I I
galaxies, and mean redshifts. i 7
S i
Bin  Znin  Znax N 2 X
1 00 06 i*<24:22294 0.37 0L i
it >24:29817 — L i
2 06 1.0 58194 0.80 in i
3 1.0 13 36382 1.16 N i
4 13 20 25928 1.60 o O \
5 20 40 21718 2.61 - \ i
6 00 50 251958 54+0.15 \ i
i \ 6 i
*: Here we also exclude 259 galaxies with< 24, which have a o \\ i
significant secondary peak in their redshift probabilitgtdbution at 8 ~
thOLZ > 0.6. Yo \\ N
~
~ -
~ |
5. Weak lensing tomography sl 4 : T~
In this section we present our analysis of the redshift deépece o 0 — ) —— > —— !3 ‘ 4
of the lensing signal in COSMOS. We start with the definition

of redshift bins in Sedi.5l1, summarize the theoreticahfra
work in Sect5.R, describe our angular binning and treatrofn
intrinsic galaxy alignments in SeEi. 5.3, elaborate on thead-
ance estimation in Se€t.%.4, present the measured redshift
ing in Sect 5.6, and discuss indications for a contaminaio
faint zpnor < 0.6 galaxies with high redshift galaxies in S€ct]5.

Fig. 6. Redshift distributions for our tomography analysis. The
solid-line histogram shows the individual COSMOS-30 red-
shifts used for bins 1 to 5, while theftBrence between the
dashed and solid histograms indicates the<24 < 25 galax-
les with zynot < 0.6, which are excluded in our analysis due to
potential contamination with high-redshift galaxies. Tlhag-
5.1. Redshift binning dashed curve corresponds to the estimated redshift distib

. . o . for ig14 < 26.7 shear galaxies without individual COSMOS-30
We split the galaxies with individual COSMOS-30 phawinto hotoz, which we use as bin 6.
five redshift bins, as summarized in Table 1 and illustrated P
Fig.[d. We chose the intermediate limits- (0.6, 1.0, 1.3) such
that the Balmgrh000A break is approximately located at thavhere J denotes the'"-order Bessel function of the first kind
centre of one of the broadbamdi*z" filters. This minimizes and¢ is the modulus of the two-dimensional wave vector. These
the impact of possible artifical clustering in phatepace and can be calculated from line-of-sight integrals over thee¢ar
hence scatter between redshift bins for galaxies too faitiet dimensional (non-linear) power spectritn(see Secl. 612) as
detected in the Subaru medium bands. Given our chosen limits 9HA02
most catastrophic redshift errors are faint bin 5 galadesii- Phf) = —L dXQkCY)QI(X) pé( 4 )() (15)
fied as bin 1 (Sedf.2.2.1). Thus, we do notinclade0.6 galax-  “ act o a(y) fk()”)’
ies withi* > 24 in our analysis due to their potential contami- . .
nation with high redshift galaxies, but study their lensaignal /th the Hubble parametéto, matter density2r, scale factoa,
separately in Se¢t.3.6. We use all galaxies without indiaid comoving radial distangg, comoving distance to the horizgs,
photoz estimates with 22 g1 < 2611 as a broad bin 6, for and comoving angular diameter distanfg€y). The geometric

which we estimated the redshift distribution in SECt. 2.2.2 lens-eficiency factors

Xh f ’
a0 = [ dr p) " E (16)
X fK(X )
Extending the formalism from SeEt. 4, we split the galaxy sarare weighted according to the redshift distributiops of
ple into redshift bins and cross-correlate shear estinbatisgeen the two considered redshift bins (see elg. Kaiser 1992;
binsk andl Bartelmann & Schneider 2001; Simon efial. 2004).

5.2. Theoretical description

éio) =

Zi,j(')’ti')’{,j + Viyiylxyj)Aij o o
— , (13) 5.3. Angular binning and treatment of intrinsic galaxy
2ij A alignments

where the summation extends over all galaxi@s bin k, and 5 sjx redshift bins define a total of 21 combinations of hefis
all galaxiesj in bin I.Jhesg are estimates for the shear crosgi, nairs (including auto-correlations). For each redsiiif pair
correlation functiong?, which are filtered versions of the CON-( 1), we compute the shear cross-correlatigfisnd& in six
vergence cross-power spectra logarithmic angular bins betweeriDand 30. We include all

" 1 " of these angular and redshift bin combinations in the amalys
&-0) = o f dt € Joja(CO)P(£) (14)  of the weak lensing redshift scaling presented in this sacto

0 keep it as general as possible. Yet, for the cosmologicalmar

7 Including galaxies with* < 25 which are located in masked re-ter estimation in Sedtl 6, we carefully select the includied o
gions for the ground-based phatazatalogue, but not for the space-minimize potential bias by intrinsic galaxy alignments an
based lensing catalogue. certainties in theoretical model predictions.
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In order to minimize potential contamination by intrinsiaistribution as in the COSMOS data. We incorporate photemet
alignments of physically associated galaxies, we exclinge tric redshift errors for bins 1 to 5 by randomly misplacingaal
auto-correlations of the relatively narrow redshift bingol5. redshifts assuming a (Ssymmetric) Gaussian scatter acaptdi
These contain the highest fraction of galaxy pairs at sinédd- the 1o errors in the phota@-catalogue. In contrast, the redshift
shift, and hence carry the strongest potential contantnati calibration uncertainty for bin 6 is not a stochastic but a-sy

An additional contamination may originate from alignmentematic error, which we account for in the cosmological mode
between intrinsic galaxy shapes and their surroundingityenditting in Sect[6.
field causing the gravitational shear (e.g. Hirata & SeljgR4 The value ofog = 0.9 used for the Millennium Simulation
Hirata et al. 2007). A complete removal of thiffext requires is slightly high compared to current estimates. This wilddo
more advanced analysis schemes (g.g. Joachimi & Schneideroverestimation of the errors, hence our analysis can e co
2008), which we postpone to a future study. Yet, following thsidered slightly conservative. We have to neglect the césgyo
suggestion by Mandelbaum et al. (2006), we exclude luminodependence of the covariance (Eifler et al. 2009a) in thenpara
red galaxies (LRGs) in the computation of the shear-shear cter estimation, given that we have currently only one sirtioite
relations used for the parameter estimation. This reduces vith high resolution and large volume at hand.
tential contamination, given that LRGs were found to carry We need to invert the covariance matrix for the cosmological
the strongest alignment signal (Mandelbaum &t al. 2006220@arameter estimation in Sect. 6. While the covariance estim
Hirata et al. 2007). We select these galaxies from the Ikteat. C, from the ray-tracing realizations is unbiased, a bias i®int
(2009) photoz catalogue with cuts in the photometric typejuced by correlated noise in the matrix inversion. To obgain
modyy < 8 (“ellipticals”) and absolute magnitudely < -19, unbiased estimate for the inverse covariaGcé we apply the
excluding a total of 5751 galaxf@swe accordingly adapt the correction
redshift distribution for the parameter estimation.

In the cosmological parameter estimation, we additional
exclude the smallest angular bia € 0:5), for which the the-
oretical model predictions have the largest uncertainty ttu

required non-linear corrections (Séctl6.2) and the infleedf | o tor. As discussed in Sectb.3, we exclude the smallgsian

baryons (e.d. Rudd etial. 2008). bin and auto-correlations of redshift bins 1 to 5, yielding 160
While we do not exclude LRGs and the smallest angular bifhq 4 moderate correction factos 0.4390. In contrast, for the

for the redshift scaling analysis presented in the currectian, | data vector including all bins and correlations+ 252), a

we have verified that their exclusion leads to only very smglby substantial correction factor= 0.1185 would be required.

changes, which are well within the statistical errors anthdd pence our optimized data vector also leads to a more robust

R .- —p=-2 .-
Ez—lzcc*l:%c*l forp<n-2 17)

discussed in_Hartlap etlal. (2007), where 288 is the number
of independent realisations amdis the dimension of the data

affect our conclusions. covariance inversion.
In order to limit the required correction for the covariance
5.4. Covariance estimation inversion, we do not include more angular bins in our analy-

sis. We have therefore optimized the bin limits using Gaussi
In order to interpret our measurement and constrain cosn@variances (Joachimi et/al. 2008) and a Fisher-matrixyaisal
logical parameters, we need to reliably estimate the data e®ming at maximal sensitivity to cosmological parameters.
variance matrix and its inverse. Massey et al. (2007c) esti-
mate a covariance for their analysis from the variation be- , ) )
tween the four COSMOS quadrants. This approach yields t8c>- Redshift scaling of shear-shear cross-correlations

few independent realisations and may substantially uistiere\ye plot the shear-shear cross-correlatigffsbetween all red-
mate the true errors (Hartlap et al. 2007). We also do not eghitt bins and the broad bin 6 in FIg. 7. These cross-coielat
ploy a covariance for Gaussian statistics (€.g._Joachiali etcarry the lowest shot noise and shape noise due to the lange nu
2008) due to the neglected influence of non-Gaussian saggr of galaxies in bin 6. The good agreement between the data
pling variance. This is particularly important for the sivedale 3nd ACDM model already indicates that the weak lensing sig-
signal probed with COSMOS._(Kilbinger & Schneider 200543 roughly scales with redshift as expected. The errorseeor
Semboloni et 1. 2007). Instead, we estimate the covariai@ee spond to the square root of the diagonal elements of thedyHl r
trix from 288 realisations of COSMOS-like fields obtainealrfr tracing covariance. Points are correlated not only withied
ray-tracing through the Millennium Simulation (Springebé  ghift bin pair, but also betweenftérent redshift combinations,
2005), which combines a large simulated volume yieldingynans their lensing signal is partially caused by the same forew
quasi-independent lines-of-sight with a relatively highatial stryctures. In addition, galaxies in bin 6 contribute tfatent
and mass resolution. The latter is needed to fully utilize theross-correlations. Note that our relatively broad anghblas
small-scale signal measureable in a deep space-basegdl.surveiead to a significant variation of the theoretical modeithin a

_The details of the ray-tracing analysis are given ipin. When computing an average model prediction for a bin, we
Hilbert et al. (2009). In brief, we use tilted lines-of-stghrough therefore weight according to tifedependent number of galaxy
the simulation to avoid repetition of structures along thgairs within this bin. Likewise, we plot points at thejfectives,
backwards lightcone, providing us with 32 quasi-indepedeyhich has been weighted accordingly.

4degx4deg fields, which we further subdivide into nine |nstead of plotting 21 separation-dependent, noisy cross-
COSMOS-like subfields, yielding a total of 288 realisatioMe  correlations, we condense the information into a single plo

randomly populate the fields with galaxies, employing theesa showing the redshift dependence of the signal. Here we assum
galaxy number density, field masks, shape noise, and redstgt the predictions for our reference cosmology desctibe!-

- o ative angulardependence of the signalfaiently well, and fit
8 In the cross-correlation between two redshift bins, it vidog suf- the data points as

ficient to exclude LRGs in the lower redshift bin only. Howgvier )

convenience we generally exclude them. £t (g) = ghlrelgklmodigy (18)
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1.5x10-4 {4"._I T .
I Lot
T b 5x10-5

contamination. For a 24 i* < 25 sample with single-peaked
photoz probability distribution a mild increase is detected. This
is still consistent with expectations, suggesting at mmstdon-
tamination. We also study a sample of galaxies each of which
has a significant secondary peak in their photometric rédshi
probability distribution atzyno2 > 0.6, amounting to 36% of

all 24 < i* < 25 galaxies withz,not < 0.6. This sample shows a
strong boost in the lensing signal, suggesting strong oaintz

tion with high-redshift galaxies.

We can obtain a rough estimate for this contamination if we
assume that the shear signal does actually scale as in oeur ref
erenceACDM cosmology. For simplicity we assume that the
cross-contamination can be described as a uni-directsmadtier
from bin 5 to bin 1, and that the true redshifts of the mispthce
galaxies follow the distribution within bin 5. The expectszh-

r 1 taminated signal is then given as a linear superpositiomef t
cross-correlation predictions with bin 1 and bin 5 respedyi
Cnld Lol L according to the relative number of contributing galaxygai

1 10

f[arcmin]

gkl
+
2x107% 4x10™* 6x107*

0

Jlr],cont (1- r)szlrlmOd + rzé_.Samod +2r(1- r)é_.15,mod (19)

+ +
Jlrl,cont — (1_ r)gil,mod+ I‘§|+5’m0d, forl>1,
Fig. 7. Shear-shear cross-correlatiofl§ between bins 1 to 6
and bin 6, where points are plotted at thgffiectived, weighted wherer is the contamination fraction, i.e. the fraction of the bin
within one bin according to thé-dependent number of con-1 galaxies with 24 i* < 25 and a significant secondary peak
tributing galaxy pairs. The curves indicatéCDM predictions in their photoz PDF, which should have been placed into bin
for our reference cosmology withrg = 0.8. Corresponding 5. We fit the measured shear-shear cross-correlatiBnsith
points and curves have been equalfiset along thex-axis for (I9) as a function of, where we fix the referencACDM
clarity. The error-bars correspond to the square root ofdihe cosmology and employ a special ray-tracing covariance-(gen
agonal elements of the full ray-tracing covariance. Notéd the erated forr = 0.5), yielding an estimate for the contamination
points are substantially correlated both between angatared- r = 0.7 + 0.2 (stat) + 0.1 (sys), where the systematic error indi-
shift bins, leading to the smaller scatter than naively etg cates the response to a change-gby 0.1. This translates to a
from the error-bars. total contamination of (2% 7 + 4)% for the 24< i* < 25 galax-

ies withZynot < 0.6, which is consistent with our estimate for the

redshift calibration uncertainty for bin 6 (Sdct. 2]2.2pthl that

kl,mod

whereg ™) is the model for the reference cosmology withVe als(;) me"ﬁq{re ar'1[ ?ncredashe_f? sigr&@gr{%r the ts.a”;p(lfem?h
og = 0.8, and&"™® is the fitted relative amplitude. In this fit, >ccondary Photometric redshitt peak, but do ot inciudethe

we take the full ray-tracing covariance between the angulfélr(@) d_ue to_the stronger deV|at|0_ns @Lra in Fig.[8. An ad- .
scales into account. We plot the resulting 21 “collapsedsss €duate inclusion would then require a more complex analysis
correlations for botkt, andé. in Fig.8, as a function of their scheme, with a comparison not to the model predictions,dut t
model prediction at a reference angular scale & Gvhere all measured cross-correlations. _ o
points are again correlated. For both cases the redshiingca . ©OUr analysis provides an interesting confirmation for the
of the signal is fully consistent withCDM expectations, show- Photometric redshift analysis by llbert ef al. (2009), vhap-
ing a strong increase with redshift. This demonstrates 3Bat Parently succeeds in identifying sub-samples of (mostly) u
weak lensing does indeed perform as expected. We note th@ftaminated and potentially contaminated galaxies cgiite
for £ the signal is somewhat low for lower redshift combici€nt!y:
nations (smalleg{"m"d), whereas it is slightly increased com-

ared to predictions at higher redshifts. This behaviourds ; ;
Fs)urprisingpas most massi\?e structures in COSMOS are Ioca?édConstramts on cosmological parameters
at 07 <z< 0.9 (Scoville et all 2007b), which create a lensing.1. Parameter estimation and considered cosmological
signal only for the higher redshift source bins. Slightetiences models

betweer¢, and¢_ are also expected, given that they probe the - . .
power spectrum with dierent filter functions, see Eq.(14). | ne statistical analysis of the shear tomography corosati
functions, assembled as data vecthris based on a standard

Bayesian approach (e.g. MacKay 2003). Therein, prior knowl
5.6. Contamination of the excluded faint z < 0.6 sample with  edge of model parametepsis combined with the information
high-z galaxies on those parameters inferred from the new observation and ex

As discussed in Se€f. 2.2, we expect a significant fractidaiof g:ressed as posterior probability distribution functiog of

i* » 24 galaxies with assigned photometric redshift: < 0.6

to be truly located at high redshiftg,e > 2. To test this hypoth- P(dipP(p)

esis, we plot the collapsed shear cross-correlations foerdi P(pid) = W (20)

ent samples of galaxies with assigrggy < 0.6 in Fig[3. For

thei* < 24 galaxies used in the cosmological analysis the sigtere,P(p) is the prior based on theoretical constraints and pre-
nal is well consistent with expectations, suggesting g@gk vious observations, ané(d) denotes the evidence. The likeli-
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Fig. 8. Shear-shear redshift scaling fér (left) and&_ (right). Each point corresponds to one redshift bin combinatidmene
we have combined ffierent angular scales by fitting the signal amplitgll&' relative to the model predictiagf"™(6) for our
referenceACDM cosmology withog = 0.8. Thelower plots show the relative amplitude as a function of the modedigtion
5&"”“”’(0?8) for a reference angular bin centreddat 0.8, whereas the amplitude has been scaled gﬁfﬁ"d(o.'a) for theupper
plots. Symbols of one kind correspond to cross-correlatafione bin with all higher-numbered bins. Within one synthelpartner
redshift bins sort according to the mean lensifficncy, from leftto rightas 1, 2, 3, 6, 4, 5. Note that pointseorrelated as each
redshift bin is used for six bin combinations, and given foa¢ground structures contribute to the signal of all bimbmations
at higher redshift. The error-bars are computed from thlerfiy-tracing covariance, accounting for this influencearfje-scale
structure.

hood functionP(d|p) is the statistical model of the measuremerdandng are negligible for our analysis. Note that we relax these
noise, for which we choose a Gaussian model priors for parts of the analysis in Sdct. 613.2 and $edt. 6.4.
1

InP(dip) = -5 [d - m(p)]'C™* [d — m(p)] + const (21)
wherem(p) is the parameter-dependent model, &1d the in-
verse covariance, which we estimated from the ray-traciady r
izations in Secf.5]4.

In our analysis we consider fiéérent cosmologi-
cal models, which are characterized by the paramet

p = (Qpog, Qm, o8, h,w, ;), with the dark energy densit@pg,
matter densityQ,,, power spectrum normalizatiang, Hubble

The practical challenge of the parameter estimation is to
evaluate the posterior within a reasonable time, as the com-
putation of one model vector for shear tomography correla-
éir%ns is time-intensive. For anfficient sampling of the pa-
rameter space, we employ the Population Monte Carlo (PMC)
method as described in_Wraith et al. (2009). This algoritem i

parameterh, and (constan) dar crergy equaton of sl P IEETTCE SaTPIng LEITUE CaEEONE
parameterw. Here, f, denotes a nuisance parameter encag]i'tional Monte—Ca?rIo Marlfov chain (MCFI)\/IC) techniques (e
sulating the uncertainty in the redshift calibration fon 6 q -9-

_ g : : Christensen et al. 2001), points are sampled from a simple di
?gnpseiEjZéIZ) = Pe(f2), which was discussed in SEcL.212.2. W‘tfribution, the so-called proposal, in our case a mixtureigiie

Gaussians. Each point is then weighted by the ratio of the pro
posal to the posterior at that point. In a number of iteragteps,

the proposal function is adapted to give better and beti@oaxp
imations to the posterior. We run the PMC algorithm for up to
eight iterations, using 5000 sample points in each itemaflo
reduce the Monte-Carlo variance, we use larger samples with
10000 to 20000 points for the final iteration. These are used
to create density histograms, mean parameter values, afid co
In all cases, we employ priors with flat PDFs tog € [0.2,1.5] dence regions. Depending on the experiment, ffectve sam-
andf; € [0.9,1.1]. In our default analysis scheme we also applgle size of the final importance sample was between 7 500 and
a Gaussian prior fdn = 0.72 + 0.025, and assume a fixed baryorL7 700. We also cross-checked parts of the analysis withdea in
densityQp = 0.044 and spectral indews = 0.96 as consistent pendently developed code which is based on the traditiamal b
with IDunkley et al. [(2009), where the small uncertaintiesn less dficient MCMC approach, finding fully consistent results.

— aflat ACDM cosmology with fixedv = -1,Qn, € [0, 1], and
Qpe = Q) =1-Qn,

— ageneral (non-flat) ACDM cosmology with fixedv = -1
andQpe = Q4 € [0, 2], Qnm € [0, 1.6], and

— aflat wCDM cosmology withw € [-2,0], Qn, € [0, 1], and
Qpe =1-Qn.
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only cross-correlations with bin 1z 0.6) are shown, hence 10 R 10 1 100 101
the diferent axis scale. The signal from tite< 24 galaxies k [h/Mpc]

used in our cosmological analysis (crosses), is well ctersis

with the ACDM prediction (curve). Galaxies with 24i* <25 Fjg 10. Comparison of the fit formulae for the non-linear

and a single-peaked phomprobability distribution (circles) growth of structure iwCDM cosmologies. Shown is the three-

show a mildly increased but still consistent signal. In corfimensional matter power spectrum, normalized by the eorre

trast, 24< it < 25 galaxies with a significant secondary peak &hondingACDM power spectrum, as a function of the wave

show a strong signal excess (squares), suggesting stroRg ¢gith w = —0.5, in the lower panel one withv = —1.5. Solid

tamination with high-redshift galaxies. curves show the fit to the simulationslby McDonald ét al. (3006
while the dashed lines have been obtained by interpolatiag t
Smith et al. [(2003) fitting formulae between the cases of an

6.2. Non-linear power spectrum corrections OCDM and aACDM cosmology as outlined in Sect.6.2. Each

- . . fit formula has been computed at redshifts 0 (black),z= 0.5
To calculate model predictions for the correlation funetiac- éblue), andz = 1 (orange). While deviations are substantial at

cording to [1#), [(16), and_{16), we need to evaluate the iD—_ "4 |ensing analysis of the deep COSMOS data is mostly

;/olveg d|i(stan<:GQ ratios antd cfompute t{'e no?-lineztarr] IOO"Ve‘r'sligensitive to structures at> 0.4, where deviations are reason-
rum Ps(k,2). Given a set of parameter values, the compu ﬁbly small. Note that the remaining cosmological paranseter

tion of the distances and the linearly extrapolated POWELSP 4ye pheen set to their default WMAP5-like values, except for
trum is straightforward. We employ the transfer function bx_g —09 '

Eisenstein & Hul(1998) for the latter, taking baryon damging
no oscillations into account (‘shape fit’).

For ACDM models we estimate the full non-linear powefrom [McDonald et al.[(2006) in Fig—10. Note that we use our
spectrum according to_Smith et al. (2008). McDonald et &qycial cosmological parameters to obtain these curvesx
(2006) also provide non-linear power spectrum cOITectiofgy o4 = 0.9, to matchrg = 0.897+ 0.097 fron{ McDonald et al.
for w# -1, but these were tested for a narrow range ip006). For most of the scales probed by our measurement the
og = 0.897+ 0.097 only. We want to keep our analysis as gefjgyo descriptions agree reasonably well. The modificatiothef
eral as possible, not having to assume such a strong pri@g.on pao fit follows the fits to the simulations more accurately on
Following theicosmo code (Refregier et al. 2008) we insteagyrge scales and at higher redshift, while it does not repred
interpolate the non-linear corrections from_Smith etlaD0@) he tendency of the fits by McDonald ef al. (2006) to dréifar
between the cases of &CDM cosmology ¢ = -1) and an |3rge wave vectors. The precision of the modification oetin
OCDM cosmology, acting as a dark energy with= —1/3. This  apove is sflicient for our aim to provide a proof of concept for
is achieved by replacing the paramefer Q, /(1 - Qp) in the  \yeak lensing dark energy measurements. However, future mea

halo model fitting function (Smith et al. 2003). This paraemet syrements with larger data sets will require accurate dittan-
is used to interpolate between spatially flat models wittk éar  myjae for general cosmologies.

ergy (f = 1) and an open Universe without dark energy<0).
We substitute by a new parametdr = —0.5(3w+1). Thus, we
obtainf’ = 1 for ACDM andf’ = 0 forwCDM with w = —1/3, 6.3. Cosmological constraints from COSMOS
mimicking an OCDM cosmology for which the original params 2 1 Fjat ACDM cosmology
eter f vanished as well.

To test this simplistic approximation, we compare the conwe plot our constraints o, andog for a flat ACDM cos-
puted corrections fow = (0.5, -1.5) to the fitting formulae mology and our default 3D lensing analysis scheme in[Fig. 11
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Table 2. Constraints onrg (2m/0.3)%, Qm, Qpe, andw from the COSMOS data for fierent cosmological models and analysis
schemes, using our default priors. We quote the margirthlizean and 68.3% confidence limits (16th and 84th percentikes
suming non-linear power spectrum corrections accordirfgniith et al.|(2003) and the description given in Sect. 6.2. dDalysis

of the Millennium Simulation (Sedi.§.4) suggests thatdheestimates should be reduced by a factér95 due to biased model
predictions for the non-linear power spectrum and redubedrscorrections. The power-law slopehave typical fit uncertainties
of o, ~ 0.02.

Cosmology Analysis « o8 (Qn/0.3)" Qm Qpe w

Flat ACDM 3D 051 Q79+009 03203 06870 -1

Flat ACDM 2D 062 068+0.11 030j8344 0.70j83§g -1
GenerahCDM 3D 077 074x012 04308 09788 3
FlatwCDM 3D 047 Q79+ 0.09 030i§3§§ 0.70i§3§§ -1.23'97%8

shift bins. We find that the 2D and 3D analyses yield consis-
—_— tent results with substantially overlapping- Yegions, as ex-
- pected. Yet, the constraints from the 2D analysis shift towa
| lower og (Qm/0.3)%%? = 0.68+ 0.11. The diference is not sur-
prising given that the strongest contribution to the legsig-
nal in COSMOS comes from massive structures rear0.7
I (Scoville et all 2007h; Massey et al. 2007b), boosting thaai
— for high redshift sources, but leading to a lower signal falag-
_ ies at low and intermediate redshifts (see right panel of§ig
The 3D lensing analysis can properly combine these measure-
ments, also accounting for the larger impact of samplings var
ance at low redshifts. In contrast, the 2D lensing analesisl$
- to a rather low (but still consistent) estimate teg, due to the
7 large number of low and intermediate redshift galaxies Vaith
0 ' shear signal.
| ’:‘““’\_‘_\ | :s The tomographic anallysis also reqluces the degeneracy be-
O — tweenQ, andog by probing the redshift-dependent growth of
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 structure and distance-redshift relation, whiclffeti substan-
Qm tially for a concordancA CDM cosmology and e.g. an Einstein-
de Sitter cosmology<,, = 1). We summarize our parameter
Fig. 11. Comparison of our constraints &, andog for a flat estimates in Tablé 2, also for the other cosmological mauteis
ACDM cosmology using a 3D (blue solid contours) versus gidered in the following subsections.
2D weak lensing analysis (green dashed contours). The@w®to e also test our selection criteria for the optimized data ve
show the 68.3% and 95.4% credibility regions, where we hayg (Sect5.B) by analysing several deviations from it fdtaa
marginalized over the parameters which are not shown. The 2lgp cosmology. We find negligible influence if the small-
a_naIyS|s favour_s sllghtlly lowerg resultln.g from the lack of mas- gt angular scales< 0’5 or LRGs are included, suggesting that
sive structures in the field at low redshifts. Nonethelé¢®scon- e measurementis robust regarding the influence of sralé-s
straints are fully consistent as our ray-tracing cova’apop-  modelling uncertainties and intrinsic alignments betwgalaxy
erly accounts for sampling variance. shapes and their surrounding density field. Performing tiad-a
ysis usingonly the usually excluded auto-correlations of the rel-
atively narrow redshift bins 1 to 5, we measure a slightlydow
08 (Qm/0.3)>%2 = 0.70 + 0.13, which is still consistent given
the substantially degraded statistical accuracy. Ifiisid align-
o8 (Qm/0.3°5L = 0.79+0.09 (683% cont). ments between physically associated galaxies contamihate
lensing measurement, we expect these auto-correlatiohs to
Here we marginalize over the uncertaintieiand the pa- most strongly ffected. However, models predict an excess sig-
rameterf, encapsulating the uncertainty in the redshift calibra&al (e.g/Heymans etal. 2006b), whereas we measure a slight
tion for bin 6, where we find that, is nearly uncorrelated with decrease within the statistical errors. Hence, we detesigio
Qm, and only weakly correlated withrg. The data allow us to nificant indication for contamination by intrinsic galaxijga-
weakly constrairf, = 1.037295, with a maximum posterior point ments.
at f, = 1.05. This constraint is nearly unchanged for the other
cosmological models considered below.
For comparison we also conduct a classic 2D lensing anfl

ysis (dashed contours in Figl11), where we use only the i@ biot our constraints for a genersCDM cosmology without
tal redshift distribution and do not split galaxies into +edy,q assumption of flatness in Figl 12. From the lensing data we
find

-

S

(solid contours), showing the typical 'banana-shapedeteg
acy, from which we comp

3.2. General (non-flat) ACDM cosmology

% Here, we fit a power-law with slope minimizing the separation to
all posterior-weighted points in the,, — og plane, and compute the 1D
marginalized mean afg (Q,/0.3)* within Q,, € [0.275 0.325]. Qp > 0.32 (90% coni),
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Fig. 12.Constraints oif2n,, Q4, andog from our 3D weak lensing analysis of COSMOS for a general {fteth ACDM cosmology
using our default priors. The contours indicate the 68.3% @5.4% credibility regions, where we have marginalizedrdlie
parameters which are not shown. The non-linear blue-sediedtes the highest density region of the posterior.

where our prior excludes negative densitigs < 0. Based on L.or ]
ourQm — Q4 constraints, we compute the posterior PDF for the B 7
deceleration parameter 08— -
Go = —&8/8" = Qm/2 - Qa (22) . ]
o - n
as shown in Fid. 13, which yields S 06r 1
o < O (960% conf). 2 0.4 .
a L ,
Relaxing our priors toh=0.72+0.08 (HST Key Project, = -
Freedman et al. 20019,h? = 0.021+ 0.001 (Big-Bang nucle- 02 ]
osynthesis, locco et al. 2009), ange [0.7, 1.2], weakens this B b
constraint only slightly to - -
0.0
G < 0 (943% conf, weak priors) 2.0 -15 -10 -05 00 05 1.0

0
Employing  the recent distance ladder  estimate, ) a )
h=0.742+ 0.036 [Riessetall 2009) instead of the HST19.13.Posterior PDF forthe deceleration paramefeas com-
Key Project constraint, we obtaip < O at 94.8% confidence. Puted fromour constraints di, andQ, for a general (non-flat)
Our analysis provides evidence for the accelerated expansf*CPM cosmology, using our default priors (solid curve), and
of the Universedp < 0) from weak gravitational lensing. While USing weaker priors from the HST Key Project and Big-Bang nu-
the statistical accuracy is still relatively weak due tolingted ~ cleosynthesis (dashed curve). The ling@t 0 separates accel-
size of the COSMOS field, this evidence is independent of ekfating Go < 0) and deceleratingjf > 0) cosmologies. We find
ternal constraints of,, andQ,. Jo <.O at 96.0% confidence using our default priors, or 94.3%
We note that the lensing data alone cannot formally exclug@nfidence for the weaker priors.
a non-flat OCDM cosmology. However, the cosmological pa-
rameters inferred for such a model would be inconsistertt wit
various other cosmological prolf8sWe therefore perform our ing that the measurement is consistent witDM (w = —1)
analysis in the context of the well-establish&a€DM model, Fr%m the posterior PDF we compute B '
where the lensing data provide additional evidence for éosm

acceleration. w < -0.41 (90% conf)

for the chosen priow € [-2, 0]. The exact value of this upper
6.3.3. Flat wCDM cosmology limit depends on the lower bound of the prior PDF given the-non

For a flatwCDM cosmology we plot our constraints on the (conclosed credibility regions. We have chosen this prior asemor
stant) dark energy equation of state paramaierFig.[I2, show- negativew would require a worrisome extrapolation for the non-
linear power spectrum corrections (SEctl 6.2). For corspati

% For a lensing-only OCDM analysis the posterior peaks &je repeat the analysis with a much wider pnioe [-3.5, 0.5]

Qp ~ 01,05 ~ 1.4 (close to the prior boundaries). In the comparisofeading to a stronger upper limit < —0.78 (90% conf). While

with a ACDM analysis, the additional paramet@k causes a penalty \hna cOSMOS data are capable to exclude very large values

in the Bayesian model comparison (computed as_in_Kilbinget/e B . i - . . i
2009b). This leads to an only slightly larger evidence fa tton-flat w> —1, Iar_g_er lensing _data sets will be required to obtain re
2lly competitive constraints om.

ACDM model compared to the OCDM model, with an inconclusive e - .
idence ratio of 65:35. The evidence ratio becomes a “wediefgece” To test the consistency of the data wilCDM, we com-

(77:23) if we employ a (still conservative) priers < 1. Hence, with pare the Bayesian evidence for the flR€DM and wCDM
this prior theACDM model makes the data more than 3 times mor@odels, which we compute in the PMC analysis as detailed
probable than the OCDM model. in [Kilbinger et al. (2009b). Here we find completely inconclu
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00 yTr T =T Note that we did not apply this correction for the values giire

the previous section and listed in Table 2, as we can onlyittest
for the case of a flanCDM cosmology. Additionally, we want
to keep the results comparable to previous weak lensingestud
which we expect to be similarlyfiected.

Having eliminated this last source of systematic uncetyain
we now estimate joint constraints with WMAP-5 CMB-only
data (Dunkley et al. 2009), conducted similarly to the analy
sis byl Kilbinger et al.[(2009a). Here we assume a A&DM
cosmology, completely relax our priors @y € [0.01,0.1],
ns € [0.7,1.2], h € [0.2, 1.4], and scalerg for the lensing model
calculation according to the Millennium Simulation result
Here we also marginalize over an additional 2% uncertaimty i
the lensingrg calibration to account for the dropped remaining
mean shear calibration bias (0.8%, Sekct. 3) and limitedracgu
Fig. 14. Constraints or, andw from our 3D weak lensing Of the employed residual shear correction (Séct. 4), whieles
analysis of COSMOS for a flatCDM cosmology, assuming a timate to be 1% imrg. From the joint analysis with WMAP-5 we
prior w e [-2,0]. The contours indicate the 68.3% and 95.494nd
credibility regions, where we have marginalized over theapa
eters which are not shown. The non-linear blue-scale iteicaQ,, = 0.2663553"595/

the highest density region of the posterior. g = 030288%&8:828 (68.3%/95.4% con, MS-calib),

-1.5

w

N

o
R e R R

=
o

sive probability ratios forwCDM versusACDM of 52:48 \yhich reduces the size of WMAP-onlyr1(20) error-bars on

(we[-2,0]) and 45 : 55 ¥ € [-3.5,0.5]), confirming that the average by 21% (27%). We plot the joint and individual con-

data are fully consistent withCDM. straints in FigIb, illustrating the perfect agreementhef two
independent cosmological probes.

6.4. Model recalibration with the Millennium Simulation and
joint constraints with WMAP-5

Heitmann et al.| (2008) and Hilbert et al. (2009) found that th 14— . —
Smith et al. [(2003) fitti)ng functions slightly undt)arestimabn— N Lensmg+WMAP

linear corrections to the power spectrum. To test whethisr th AN Lensing -----
has a significant influence on our results, we performed a 1.2~y ~ N WMAP  oeeeeees
3D cosmological parameter estimation using the mean data -

vector of the 288 COSMOS:-like ray-tracing realisationgriro 1.0—1

the Millennium Simulation. Here we modify the strong pri- A S

)
ors given in Seck.6l1 to match the input values of the simula- g’ 0.8 " ‘\'\ A
B AN I

tion (Qn =0.25,05=0.9, ng=1, h=0.73, Qp = 0.045), and
find og = 0.947+ 0.006 for Q, = 0.25. This confirms the re- SRS e ‘\\:
sult of [Heitmann et al.[ (2008) and Hilbert et al. (2009), indi 06 LA E S N AN
cating that models based on _Smith etial. (2003) slightly unde ' L ‘\:“-~,', h
estimate the shear signal, hence a largegris required to fit AT
the data. Here we use actuebuced sheaestimates from the 0.4 YOI Theal ]
simulation, but employhearpredictions, as done for the real = 2 ),\\""\'- RAAN
data (see Secil 4). Usinghear estimates from the simulation 0 ZL‘ I N A R A R
yields og = 0.936+ 0.006. Hence, a minor contribution to the 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
overestimation ofrg is caused by the negligence of reduced
shear corrections (see also Dodelson &t al. 2006; Shapixe; 20 Qm

< | . . .
Kra#gecianﬁg)?;gigcgr. this underestimation of the model er'-g‘ 15. Comparison of the constraints dy, and og for a .
dictions and reduced sheaffexts, we scale our derived con-ﬁat ACDM cosmology obtained with our CO.SMOS analysls
straints onog for a flat ACDM cosmology by a factor (dashed), WMAP-5 CMB data (dotted), and joint constraints
0.9/0.947=~ 0.95(%, yielding (SO|I(_ZI): _The contours indicate the 68.3%, 95.4%, and 99.7%
s ’ ' credibility regions. Note that the weak lensing alone asialy
o (Qm/0.3)%%1 = 0.75+ 0.08 (683% conf, MS-calih). uses stronger priors. The weak lensing constraints-@have
been rescaled to account for modelling bias of the non-tinea
11 Here we have scaled the uncertainty for the mean ray-tratatey power spectrum and reduced shear corrections accordimgto t
vector from the uncertainty for a single COSMOS-like fieldwasing ray-tracing constraints from the Millennium Simulation.
that all realizations are completely independent. Thidighsy opti-
mistic given the large but finite volume of the simulationgddact that
the realizations were cut from larger fields.
12 We expect that this correction factor depends on cosmabgia-
rameters. Yet, considering the weak lensing degenerad®f@ndos, o5 ~ 0.82 forQp, = 0.3, which is stficiently close to our constraints to
the input values of the Millennium Simulation are quasi gglént to justify the application.
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7. Summary, discussion, and conclusions tical error level. As a further dlierence, our analysis employs
) . photometric redshift information to reduce potential @nina-
We have measured weak lensing galaxy shear estimates feomyi, by intrinsic galaxy alignments, where we exclude theesh
HST/COSMOS data by applying a new model for the spatiallyhear auto-correlations for the relatively narrow redshifis
and temporally varying ACS PSF, which is based on a prinCipglg 5 to minimize the impact of physically associated galax-
component analysis of PSF variations in dense stellar fi¥és o5 |n addition, we exclude luminous red galaxies, whichewe
find that most of the PSF changes can be described with a singlgnd to carry the strongest intrinsic alignment with thesity
parameter related to the HST focus position. Yet, we alsecor fie|q of their large-scale structure environment causiregsthear
for additional PSF variations, which are coherent for nb@IT-  (irata et al 2007). Finally, we do not include angular esal
ing COSMOS tiles taken closely in time. We employ updateglc o5 due to increased modelling uncertainties for the non-
parametric corrections for charge-transfertiiwgency, for both |inear power spectrum.
galaxies and stars, removing earlier modelling unceitsrtue Similarly to[Massey et all (2007c), we obtain a lower esti-
to confused PSF- and CTl-induced stellar ellipticity. Fipave matecs(Qm/0.3)%62 = 0.68+ 0.11 for a non-tomographic (2D)
employ a simple correction for signal-to-noise dependeB&s  5n5\ysis, assumirg Smith et al. (2003) power spectrum corre
calibration bias, which we derive from the STEP2 simuladioh tions The lower sivgnal compared to the 3D lensing analgsis i
ground-based weak lensing data. Tests on simulated SEBEEHD o, hected, given that the most massive structures in COSMOS
data confirm a relative shear calibration uncertainty< 2% e |ocated at @ <2< 0.9 (Scoville et al 2007b), creating a
over the entire used magnitude range if this correctionptieg. ¢ rong shear signal for high redshift sources only, whictieis
We decompose the measured shear signal into curl-free I:'esn_ cted by the 3D analysis. In contrast, the bulk of the gakaxi
and curl-component B-modes. As expected from pure Iensing.he 2D lensing analysis are located at too low redshifiseto
the B-mode signal is consistent with zero for all seconceordgpstantially lensed by these structures, yielding aivelgtiow
shear statistics, providing an important confirmation f@ $uc-  egtimate forrs. Nonetheless, as sampling variance is properly
cess of our correction schemes for instrumental systematic  5-cqunted for in our error analysis, the constraints allecsti-
We combine our shear catalogue with excellent groungistent.
based photometric redshifts fram_llbert et al. (2009) angtca  fFqr g general (non-flahCDM cosmology, we find a neg-
fully estimate the redshift distribution for faint ACS gales gative deceleration parametes < 0 at 96.0% confidence us-
without individual photozs. This allows us to study weak lensng our default priors, and at 94.3% confidence if only priors
ing cross-correlations in detail between six redshift pilenon- from the HST Key Project and BBN are applied. Hence, our
stratirjg that the signal indeed scales as expected fromr@lengomographiC weak lensing measurement provides indepénden
Relativity for a concordancaCDM cosmology. evidence for the accelerated expansion of the UniverseaFor
We employ a robust covariance matrix from 288 simutat wWCDM cosmology we constrain the (constant) dark energy
lated COSMOS-like fields obtained from ray-tracing througBquation of state parametento< —0.41 (90% conf) for a prior
the Millennium Simulation |(Hilbert et al. 2009). Using oury e [-2, 0], fully consistent withACDM. Our dark energy con-
3D weak lensing analysis of COSMOS, we derive cOrstraints are still weak compared to recent results from-inde
straints og(Qm/0.3)°°* = 0.79+ 0.09 for a flat ACDM cos- pendent probes (e.h. Kowalski et al. 2008; Hicken &t al. 2009
mology, using non-linear power spectrum corrections fromllen et all 2008; Mantz et &l. 2008, 2009; Vikhlinin ef(al.GZ0
Smith etal. [(2003). A recalibration of these predictiorigKomatsu et dl. 2009). This is solely due to the limited area of
based on the ray-tracing analysis changes our constraintsCOSMOS, leading to a dominant contribution to the error bud-
08 (Qm/0.3)%°* = 0.75+ 0.08 (all 68.3% conf.). Our results areget from sampling variance.
perfectly consistent with WMAP-5, yielding joint constnés While the area covered by COSMOS is still small
m = 0.2667 3530027, og = 0.80273 523+0025(68.3% and 95.4% (1.64 ded), the high resolution and depth of the HST data al-
confidence). They also agree with weak lensing results frdgwed us to obtain cosmological constraints which are compa
the CFHTLS-Wide [(Fu et al. 2008) and recent galaxy clustesible to results from substantially larger ground-basedesis.
constraints from_Mantz et al. (2009) withirrl Our errors in- However, note that HST was by no means designed for cos-
clude the full statistical uncertainty including the noauBsian mic shear measurements. In contrast, future space-bassidde
sampling variance, Gaussian phatseatter, and marginaliza- mission such as Euclid or JDEMH will be highly optimised
tion over remaining parameter uncertainties, includirgriad- for weak lensing measurements. High PSF stability, a much
shift calibration for the faint* > 25 galaxies. larger field-of-view providing thousands of stars for PSFame
Our results are consistent with the 3D lensing corsurements, carefully designed CCDs which minimize charge-
straints og(Qm/0.3)%4 = 0.866+ 0.033 (sta)*3952(sys) from transfer indficiency, and improved algorithms will remove the
Massey et &l (2007c) assuming non-linear power spectrum coeed for some of the empirical calibrations employed inplais
rections according to Smith etlal. (2003), at théo level. The per.
analyses dfer systematically in the treatment of PSF- and CTI- In order to fully exploit the information encoded in the weak
effects, where the success of our methods is confirmed by thesing shear field, second-order shear statistics, asheved
vanishing B-mode. Furthermote, Massey etlal. (2007¢) eynploan be complemented with higher-order shear statisticsofoep
earlier photozs based on fewer bands (Mobasher et al. 200The non-Gaussianity of the matter distribution (e.g. Bexpal.
Note that the analysis of Massey et al. (2007c) yields tigtte  [2009;| Vafaei et al. 2010). Based on our COSMOS shear cata-
tistical errors, which may be a result of their covariandeeste logue, Semboloni et al. (2010) present such a cosmologiedd a
from the variation between the four COSMOS quadrants. Thjsis using combined second and third-order shear statistic
potentially introduces a bias in the covariance inversioa tb Finally, we stress that weak lensing can only provide preci-
too few independent realisations (Hartlap et al. 2007).1¢Miie  sion constraints on cosmological parameters ffisiently ac-
absolute calibration accuracy of the shear measuremehbihet
was estimated to be the dominant source of uncertainty in the’® http://sci.esa.int/euclid
error budget, we were able to reduce it well below the statis# http://jdem.gsfc.nasa.gov/
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curate models exist to compare the measurements to. Our afiable A.1.Lower and uppes thresholds for pixel masking with
ysis of the relatively small COSMOS Survey is still limitegl b ccdmask in the bias variance and the sky-subtracted and object-

the statistical measurement uncertainty, for which ourapp
imate model recalibration using the Millennium Simulatiisn

suficient. Most of the cosmological sensitivity in COSMOS
comes from quasi-linear and non-linear scales. We cut cair an

ysis only at highly non-linear scal@s< 05, corresponding to a
comoving separation of 360 kpc atz= 0.7 (roughly the red-

shift of the most massive structures in COSMOS). At these

masked median images.

Image type lsigma hsigma

Bias variance 100 25:5 if more than 2.5% masked
Median, gais1 13 11

Median, gais-2* 15 15

scales non-linear power spectrum corrections have suf@tan: The COSMOS images were taken with gairl, whereas the

uncertainties, in particular due to the influence of bary@ng.
Rudd et al. 2008). Given that our results are basically unged
if even smaller scales are included (insignificant incréaseg

gain= 2 setting has been applied for some of the HAGGLeS fields
(Marshall et al. 2010, in prep.). While we do not include théglds
in the current analysis, they have been processed with the pgpeline

by < 1%), we expect that the model uncertainty for the |argé|pgrades described here. Hence, we list these values fgletaness.

scales should still be sub-dominant compared to our Statist
errors. However, analyses of large future surveys will atiye
require improved model predictions including correctidos
baryonic dfects, also for dark energy cosmologies witlx —1,
and optionally also for theories of modified gravity. Oncesé
are available, careful analyses of large current and fuligak
lensing surveys will deliver precision constraints on cokgi-
cal parameters and dark energy properties.

guadrant. We modulate thefset from the mean background
level with the normalised inverse flat-field to correct foe fact
that the improperly bias-subtracted image has already fieten
fielded.
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Appendix A: Additional image calibrations

different dither positions, allowing us to recover otherwisesin
able sky area. In addition, we update the static bad pixekmas
rejecting pixels if:

— their dark current exceedsd@ € /sec in the associated dark
reference file (default.08 e /sec), or

— they are #ected by variable bias structures, which we iden-
tify in a variance image of five subsequent bias reference
frames taken temporally close to the science frame consid-
ered, or

— they show significantly positive or negative values in a me-
dian image computed from 50 background-subtracted and
object-masked COSMOS frames taken closely in time, in-
dicating any other semi-persistent blemish.

The latter two masks mainly aim at the rejection of variatiéesb
structures which show up as positive or negative bad column
segments in the stacked image if not properly masked. For the
mask creation we utilize thERAF tasknoao . imred. ccdmask.

It computes the local median signal and rms variation in mgvi
rectangles. A pixel is then masked if its values is eitheirgma
below orhsigma above the local median value. This is done for
individual pixels and sums of pixels in column sections, vetin

the latter case the background dispersion is scaled by thareq
root of the number of pixels in the section. Finally each col-
umn is scanned for short segments of un-flagged pixels in be-
tween masked pixels. We additionally mask these segments if
their length is less than 15 pixels. We summarise the valpes a
plied for the threshold$sigma andhsigma in Table[A. Due

In this appendix we describe additional calibrations whic® variations in image noise properties they do not perfoptt o

we apply to the flat-fielded flt images before running
MultiDrizzle.

Background subtraction. We perform a quadrant-based back-;5

ground subtraction due to an anomalous bias level vari&igon

tween the four ACS read-out amplifiers. Here we detect ag

mask objects witlsExtractor (Bertin & Arnouts 1996), com-

mally in all cases, so that we iteratively incre&ssd gma by +5
if otherwise more than.2% of the pixels in the bias variance
image would be masked.

This procedure performs well for relatively empty fields tsus
large majority of the COSMOS tiles. For fields dominatgélvery
ght star or galaxy, it can, however, lead to erroneouspgiin the
background level. Hence, we generally adopt a maximal aedetif-

th

bine this mask with the static bad pixel mask, and estimatgence in the background estimates of 4which, if exceeded, leads
the background as the median of all non-masked pixels in ttwea subtraction of the minimum background estimate for @didyants.
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Noise model. We compute a rms noise model for each pixel aB.2. Tests with simulated space-based data

N 5 ~ We test our KSB shape measurement pipeline on simu-
ERR=F ™" \[SF + texpD + 07 +y2V  [e7], (A.1) |ated space-based weak lensing data with ACS-like proper-
ties, which were provided for testing in the framework of the
with the normalised flat-field, the sky background[e], the Shear Testing Programftle The images were created with
dark reference fram® [e™/s], the exposure timéxp[s], the the[Massey et all (2004) image simulation pipeline, whiaksus
read-noiser, ~ 5e7, and the bias variance imaye[count$] shapelets (Refregier & Badon 2003; Massey & Refregier 2005)
described in the previous paragraph, which requires sgalith to model galaxy and PSF shapes, as already employed for
the gainy [e”/count]. Containing all noise sources except objethhe STEP2 simulations (Massey etlal. 2007a). All images have
photon noise, this rms model is used for optimal pixel waight 4k x 4k pixels of size 004, HST-like resolution, and a depth
inMultiDrizzle. equivalent to 2ks of ACS imaging. The data are subdivideal int
eight sets with dferent PSFs|€| < 7%), seven of which uti-
lize TinyTinf" ACS PSF models, and one was created by stack-
Appendix B: Correction for PSF and CTI effects ing stars of similar ellipticity in an ACS stellar field (M).r@
of the sets uses simplified exponential profiles for galaxgmo
elling (F), while the others include complex galaxy morptol
We measure galaxy shapes using fthe Erbenl et al. [(2001) @ifs modelled with shapelets. Four sets comprise 100 images
plementation of the KSB formalism {Kaiser et al! 1995; While the others include 200 frames. Within each set, thgjgsa
Luppino & Kaiser| 1997/ Hoekstra etlal. 1998), as done in tff€ Split into “rotated pairs”, where the intrinsic galatypic-
earlier ACS weak lensing analysis|of Schrabback ef al. (poofties in one frame resemble 90 degree-rotated versions titem

B.1. Summary of our KSB+ implementation

Object ellipticitieEd other frame, an approach used.in Massey et al. (2007a) teeedu
the analysis uncertainty due to shape-noise. Galaxiehaezex
. Q11— Q2 + 2iQ1 with |g| < 0.06 and convolved with the PSF, botlfexts being
et o (B-1)  constant within one frame, but with varyirgywithin one set.

Realistic image noise was added similarly to the STEP2 analy
are measured from weighted second-order brightness memests, except that no noise correlations were introduced.

We analyse the images with the same pipeline and cuts as
the real COSMOS data, with the onlyfidirence that the PSF is
assumed to be constant across the field, but still measwed fr
the simulated stars. Fig.B.1 shows the mean calibratiomrhia
whereW,, is a 2D Gaussian with dispersiag. The response and PSF anisotropy residualdefined in[(5), separately for each
of a galaxy ellipticity to reduced gravitational shepand PSF image simulation set, estimated from matched galaxy péirs (

Qij =fd20Wrg(|0|)9i 0j1(6), i.je{l.2}, (B.2)

effects is given by details on this fit see_Massey et al. 2007a). While some data-
g . sets deviate from the optimat = ¢ = 0, the residuals are at a
€ — € = Py,0s + Pos0;, (B.3) level which is negligible compared to the statistical uteiety

) ) o o of COSMOS. Combining all sets and both shear components,
with the (seeing convolved) intrinsic source ellipticfyand the e estimate the mean calibration bras= +0.008+ 0.002, and

“pre-seeing” shear polarisability the scatter of the PSF anisotropy residuals= 0.0006.
g . - As discussed in Se€l. 3, a possible magnitude-dependence of
PS, = P - P [(P™),s PSR | (B.4) the shear calibration biaw is particularly problematic for 3D

weak lensing studies. We therefore stundgs a function of mag-
where the shear and smear polarisability tengffsand PS™ nitude in Fig[B.2, both for the simulated ground-based STEP
are calculated from higher-order brightness moments as d&d the simulated space-based ACS-like data. Althoughpghe a
tailed in[Hoekstra et al. (1998). The PSF anisotropy kernglied correction[(6) was determined from the simulated gcbu
q, = (Psm“);ée;; and ratio of P™ and P™ must be measured based data, it also performs very well for the ACS-like sianul
from stars and interpolated for each galaxy position, whege tions, showing its robustness. Over the entire magnitudgaa
approximate the latter a& = Tr[PS™] /Tr[PS™]. the remaining calibration bias g1 < 0.02, which is negligible

In the application of the KSB formalism several choices compared to our statistical errors.

lead to subtle dierences between fierent KSB implementa-

tions, see_Heymans etlal. (2006a) for a detailed comparis@3. Stellar fields

In short, we use sub-pixel interpolation for integral ewealu . i
tions, measure galaxy shapes wigh= r;, theSExtractor flux- We have analysed 70@.4 exposures of dense stellar fields,
radius, and apply PSF measurements computed with the sach were taken between 2002 Apr 18 and 2006 Jun 03 and
filter scale as used for the corresponding galaxy (intetpdla contain at least 300 non-saturated stars v8{N > 50 (for
between 24 values with 4 ry < 15 pixels). We invert the®? fg = 1.5 pixels). This large set enables us to study in detalil
tensor as measured from individual galaxies using the appréhe impact of CTI on stars, as well as the temporal and posi-
imation (P~ = 2/Tr[PY] commonly applied to reduce noisetional ACS PSF variation, Whlch cannot be achleved from the
(Erben et al[ 2001). In contrast to Schrabback et al. (20a¥) WwOSMOS exposures due to their low stellar density. .

do not apply a constant calibration correction, but emphey t ~ We determine both CTl and PSF models for the cosmic ray-
signal-to-noise dependent correctibh (6). cleansedCOR images before resampling, and their resampled

16 \We adopt the widely used term “ellipticity” here, but noteatth '’ http://www.physics.ubc.ca/~heymans/step.html
strictly speaking[{Bl1) corresponds to the definition af polarisation.  *® http://www.stsci.edu/software/tinytim/
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o PrrrrrrrEE e ety Jee et 8l[(2007). For tHeRZ images we require CTl-corrected
Sk 7 Sk -  PSF models for all 24 values of used for the galaxy correction.
oL i o L u

Sof 4 Sfof - B.4. Stellar CTI correction
Py E E P E E CTI charge trails stretch objects in the readpdirection, lead-
or 7 S -1 ing to an additional negative; ellipticity component. Internal
N ' F. .1, . 1.k, 4 calibrations (Mutchler & Siriannl 2005), photometric stesl

002 0 0.02 ~002 0 002 (e.g..Chiaberge et al. 2009), as well as the analysis of warm
pixels (Massey et al. 2010) and cosmic rays (Jeelet al.| 2009)
demonstrate that the influence of CTI increases linearhy wit
Fig. B.1.Shear calibration biam and PSF anisotropy residuals time and the number gttransfers, where the latter has also been
as measured in the simulated ACS-like lensing datal@hand shown for the influence on galaxy ellipticities by Rhodeslet a
right panels show the results for tirg andy, shear components (2007). In addition, the limited depth of charge traps letada
respectively. Each letter corresponds to fiedlent PSF model. stronger influence of CTI for faint sources, which lose aéarg
Although some data-sets deviate from the optimak ¢ = 0, fraction of their charge than bright sources. Likewise, gfiect
the residuals are at a level which is negligible comparedhéo tis reduced for higher sky background values leading to ditnac
statistical errors for COSMOS. of continuously filled traps. Here we only study théeet of CTI

on stars, whereas galaxies will be considered in Bpg. B.6.

Following|Chiaberge et al. (2009), we assume a power-law

m m

1 2

p! T dependence on sky background and integrated flux as measured
o l * E in apertures of &r; ~ 5.8 pixels, leading to the parametric CTI
: | 4 4 {‘ E model
S ‘ b I ] FLUX \ 700 (sKy |50 ¢
cli :_ STEP2 A,B,C,F _: eCti’*(I’ ) = _90(r ) ( d)
SR RN RN B 1 e N 100e 30e 1000
20 21 22 23 24 Yirans
r-band magnitude X(m , (B.5)
L L L En
g - 4 ¢ —: with the timet = MJD — 52340 since the installation of ACS on
°F 4 ¢ } ¢ v 2002 Mar 08, and the number gftransfersyyans We expect
Eor T that the normalisatioefj(rg) and power law exponenE(rgy) and
8F _ _ _ B S(rg) depend on the Gaussian filter scajeof the KSB ellip-
SE IA(?S:‘IIIIK? .Sl.In.ulla.tl.OI.lS. R ticity measurement. E.g., for a measurement of the PSF core

with smallry, charge traps may already be filled by electrons
from the outer stellar profile, leading to an expected stifing
dependence. On the contrary, the PSF wings measured atdarge

Fig. B.2. Magnitude-dependence of the shear calibration bi#4ll be more susceptible to trap filling by background elens,
for our KSB implementation after correction fSyN-dependent leading to a stronger sky-dependence.
bias according td {6). Th®p panel shows results for the STEP2 In order to separate CTl and PSHeets we make use of
simulations of ground-based lensing data (Massey et alf&)Q0 the fact that CTl-induced ellipticity is expected to depend
which have been used to deriNd (6), where we have excludtek, while PSF ellipticity is flux-independent. In our analy
the untypically elliptical PSFs D and E. Thettompanel shows sis of stellar field exposures we first fit the spatial ellipyic
the remaining calibration bias for the ACS-like simulasosf variation of bright non-saturated stars wifiN > 50 using a
space-based lensing data. In both panels we plot the avertged-order polynomial in each chip, and apply this model to
computed from all PSF models and the two shear componerat$, stars withS/N > 5. For the highS/N stars used in the fit,
with error-bars indicating the uncertainty of the mean. fies the strongest ellipticity contribution comes from the &bt
the very diferent characteristics of the two sets of simulationsarying PSF. Yet, for these stars the polynomial fit alsoecis
(©) performs also very well for the ACS-like data, with a biafor the position-dependent bélux-averagedCTI effect, lead-
|m) < 0.02 over the entire magnitude range. The remaining calirg to a net negative; ellipticity for fainter than average stars
bration uncertainty is negligible compared to the statidterrors (CTIl under-corrected), and net positieefor brighter stars (CTI
for COSMOS. over-corrected). For even fainter stars witN < 50 we expect
an increasingly more negatieg ellipticity component. Hence,
the CTI influence can be measured from the flux-dependence
(but not stacked) counterpar®RZ2). The reason is that resam-of the polynomial-correctegtsidualellipticity, as illustrated in
pling unavoidably adds extra noise, hence it is best to fit tirég.[B.3 for four example exposures. We note a turnarountgen t
available stars in a galaxy field exposure before resamptiety CTI flux-dependence for some exposures at BN ~ 5- 10
the combined PSF model for a stack has to be determined frénight panels in Fid.BI3), which was also reported for CTlane
resampled image models according to the relative ditheFiog surements from cosmic rays and further investigated bytlak e
the CORimage analysis we employ a fixed Gaussian filter sca{2009). This does notfgect our stellar models, given that we
rg = 1.5 pixels, in order to maximize the fitting signal-to-nois@nly useS/N > 20 stars both for PSF measurement and to con-
(seel Schrabback etlal. 2007), and characterize the PSF bystnain [B.5). Yet, it suggests that CTI models may not bedvali
ellipticity €, and stellar half-light radius; as suggested by over very wide ranges in signal-to-noise, motivating the us

23 24 25 26
i—band magnitude
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Table B.1. Fitted codficients for the rg-dependent CTI-

Fig. B.3. CTl-induced stellar ellipticity for four example stel-eIIiIotiCity model [B8) in the resampledRZ frames.

lar field exposures: The bold points show the mean stellar
ellipticity-component as a function of stellar flux aftetbstac-
tion of a spatial third-order polynomial model derived from
bright stars §/N > 50) to separate PSF and CTiferts. Each
stellar ellipticity has been scaled to a reference numbwgr.af =
2048 parallel readout transfers. The curves show the CTlenod
(B.5), where the fit parameters have been jointly determined
from S/N > 20 stars in all 700 exposures, and diset shown by
the horizontal line has been applied, corresponding to tham
CTI model ellipticity of the bright stars used for the polynial
interpolation. The crosses indicate the corrected edlijs af-
ter subtraction of the CTI model. Note the strong increase
the CTl-induced ellipticity with timetpp leftto bottom righ)
and moderate dependence on sky backgrotopuright versus
bottom leftat similar times). Also note the turnaround occurring =8 =3 j=3
for faint stars at~ 1000€ (corresponding t&/N ~5-10) in  ed(r) = Z ajry, F(rg) = Z bird, S(rg) = Z crl,  (B.6)
theright panels, see Jee et al. (2009) for a further investigation =0 =0 =0
of this dfect. The plots shown correspond to the non-resampled
CORimages with ellipticities measured using a Gaussian filtéhere the coféicients are listed in TableB.1, being valid for
scale ofrq = 1.5 pixels. 1 <rqy <15 pixels. We correct the ellipticities of all stars both
in the stellar and galaxy fields with the derived models, as im
plicitly assumed in the following sections.

of a separate model for the typically much fainter galaxies i

ai bj Cj
-5.623x 1073 8.371x 1071 1417x 103
9573x10°% -1.372x 101 6.182x 1072
-8.307x 10 1.037x102 -6.410x10°3
2739x10° -2597x10* 2.155x 104

WN P O—

we adjust theS/N cuts in order to keep enough stars for large
rop The best fit values are shown in Hig.B.4 as functiomf
ndeed confirming the expected trends. We provide the fitting
functions

App.B.G. B.5. Principal component correction for the time-dependent
We determine the three fit parameters[in {B.5) jointly from 4 ~g PgF p P

the polynomial-corrected residual ellipticities in akkar expo-
sures. For each exposure it is necessary to addfaatpwhich As discussed in Se€l. 3, ACS PSF variations are expected to be
has been linearly scaled withansfor each star, in order to com-mostly caused by changes in telescope focus ((e.q. Krist;2003
pensate for the flux-averaged correction included in thg-polLallo et alll2006; Anderson & King 2006). If the temporal vari
nomial fit. We compute thisféset within the non-linear fitting ations indeed depend on one physical parameter only, itdhou
routin€ for a given set of fit parameters from the positions anloe possible to construct a one-parametric PSF model, which
fluxes of the bright stars used in the polynomial fit, and ajiply can be well constrained with the 10— 20 stars available in an
to all stars. ACS field at high galactic latitudes. Such an approach was im-
We conduct this fit both for the CORimage plemented by Rhodes etal. (2007), who measure the mean fo-

ellipticities (g =1.5) yielding best fitting values cus dfset fora COSMOS stack from simulated focus-dependent
(€%, F,S) = (0.0073+ 0.0002 0.65+ 0.02,0.06+ 0.01), and TinyTim PSF models. They thgn interpolat_e the AQS PSF be-
for the resample®RZ-images for all values af,. For the latter tween all stars in COSMOS using polynomial functions depen-
dent on both position and focudfset (Leauthaud et &l. 2007;

19 For the non-linear CTI fits we utilize the CERN Program LilyrarMassey et al._2007c). However, as suggested by the residual
MINUIT: http://wwwasdoc.web.cern.ch/wwwasdoc/minuit/ aperture mass B-mode signal foundlby Masseylet al. (2007c),
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T unable to account for some small-scale features such aslh sma
— PCA el+eR+rh discontinuity between the two chips, it captures all magogé-
- PCAeltez scale PSF variations and is very well constrained by theiredju
> 300 stars. For each exposure we arrangeMhe 3 x m = 30
polynomial codicients in a data vectat;, with components;
(nowi < M). We then subtract the mean vector and divide each
componentwith an adequately chosen normalizatipyielding
the modified data vectat; with

0.1
T T T
Ll

0.01

. dij-d
dij = ”T.I (B.8)

Fractional eigenvalue A

0.001

We then arrange all modified data vectors intMa< N dimen-

N sional data matriD = {dy, ..., dy}. The central step of the PCA
5 10 15 20 is a singular value decompositidd = WZV', where the or-
thonormal matriXW consists of the singular vectors &f, and
the diagonal matriX contains the ordered singular valugof
[P as diagonal elements. Here thle largest singular value cor-

Fig. B.5. Fractional PCA eigenvalues for the PSF variation i d hith sinaul hich is al d thie
700ig14 ACS stellar field exposures. The dashed (solid) cury&SPonas tot singular vector, which IS also name
rincipal component. In the coordinate system spanned &y th

has been computed considering the variatiog@inde;, (e, &5, P! . T Tan/T T

andr;). The dominant first principal component contains g7gyngular vgt_:tors, tL\e matri€ = DD" = WE)_: 1Wb - WAWd.

(95%) of the variation and is caused by focus variations. corresponding to the covariance matrix fgr= 1, becomes di-
agonal, where the sorted eigenvalugs= sﬁ are equal to the

variance of the vector&j along the direction of thih principal

this approach appears to be ifistient for a complete removal of component.

systematics. In an alternative approach, Schrabback @0417) Note that the relative values and absolute scale of the eigen

f_|t the stars present in each galaxy fl_eld exposure using & lakgluest; depend on the normalisations Uniformn; = 1 would

library of stellar field PSF models. While this approach ledd not be adequate given that we combine PSF quantities with dif

significant residual systematics within the statisticalaacy of ferent units (dimensionless;, versusr; in pixels). A correla-

GEMS, it is also not sfticient for the analysis of the much larger o N —

COSMOS data-set. We therefore implement a new PSF inter§@n analysis withn; = o7 = /35, (dij — d)?/N could be used,

lation scheme based on principal component analysigfdte but here relatively stable polynomial dtieients with smallo;

tively combines the idea of exposure-based empirical nspdeiould unnecessarily add noisefegtively increasing the rela-

which optimally account for time variations and relativéhgir- tive eigenvalues of higher principal components. Aimingaat

ing (Schrabback et al. 2007), with the aim to describe the P§Fmpact description of most of the actual PSF variation & th

variation with a single parameter (Rhodes et al. 2007). field with a small number of important principal components,
Jarvis & Jain|(2004) introduced the application of printipave employ the normalisation

component analysis (PCA) for ground-based PSF interpolati

WhiCFI’)I we adapt %ere(to ob)tain \?vell—constrained PSF mmls f§= (i + )0 + Voo, (B.9)

our ACS weak lensing fields. Note that Jee etal. (2007) apghere we use the mean variance of all ioients belonging to

Nakajima et al. (2009) employed PCA tfiieiently describe the the corresponding PSF quantity:

two-dimensional ACS PSF shape, which they then spatially in

o

Principal component 1

terpolated yvith normal polynomial functions. This is copte , 1 a4 N —

ally very different to the approach suggested| by Jarvis & Jairi, = — Z N Z(dij - d)°. (B.10)
(2004) and used here, which employs PCA for the spatial and i=iming =1

temporal interpolation of certain quantities needed folF &r- ) ~ L ) )

rection, such as the stellar ellipticiey. In this way thed;; in (B.8) become dimensionless, all three PSF

We represent all quantities which we want to interpolate g/antities contribute similarly to the total variation gathe un-
p.. This includese], &, r; measured in theCOR images for des!red noise frpm rgla_nvgly stable polyr)omlal fiogents is
rq = 1.5 pixels, but als@;, €, g, g, T* as measured in tHeRZ avoided, as their variation is averaged with that from thes le
images for varying,. The only exception is when we Specif_stable coﬁiulents. The pre-factor i (B.9) equals the inverse of
ically allude to COR quantities, which only includes the firstthe integra% dxdy % 9" of the corresponding polynomial term
group. in (B.7). It accounts for our aim to scale according to theiakt
The first step of the PCA analysis is to fit the positional varPSF variation, where e.g. a Oth-order terieets the whole field
ation of the thre€€ORPSF quantities in alj < N = 700 stellar while a 3rd-order term with similar amplitude gets lower gl
exposures jointly for both chips with 3rd-order polynorsial  as it contributes substantially in a smaller area only.
m We plot the fractional eigenvalues in Fig, B.5, once usirgg th
@3)ro o _ ooV analysis as described above (solid curve) and once comgider
Pei(%9) = .le o %", ®.7) only the two ellipticity components without (dashed curve). In
N both cases the first principal component is clearly domircamt-
yielding m = 10 codficients each, where we generally denotgibuting with 95% (97%) of the total variance. We identifyig
polynomials using a capitd? with the order indicated by the variation as the influence of focus changes, which are egdect
superscript. Here we account for the gap between the chips amdominate the actual PSF variation. The reason why thenseco
rescale the pixel range to the interxaj € [0, 1]. While this fitis  principal component has a larger eigenvalug ifs included in
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Fig. B.6. Variation of 700ig14 stellar field exposures in the space spanned by the first giniegpal components, which have been
computed using the polynomial dieients ofe], €, andr;. Note the diferent axis scales. The non-linear dependence in the left
panel is caused by theftiérent response of PSF ellipticity and size on defocus, aauhléo the increased eigenvalyen Fig.[B.B

if the ry variation is included in the PCA. The data points have bedihagcording to the velocity aberration plate scale factor
VAFACTOR. The fact that the three subsets scattdfiedently for fixedy:; shows that deviations from pure focus variations are not
completely random, but depend on orbital parameters andchaiage be coherent for surveys such as COSMOS.

the analysis (fractional, = 1.1% versusl, = 0.6%) can be seen (Cymax = 4) inyij. This takes out the non-linear distortion visible
if we project the data variation onto the space spanned by theFigs[B.6 and Bl7, and hence the bulk of the variation in the
singular vectory = W' D, with componentg;. Looking atthe second principal component. This combination yields a tfta
y1j — Y2; Variation in the left panel of Fig. Bl6, wherghas been (1 +4)x 21 = 105 codficients per PSF quantity and chip, which
included, we see that the data points roughly follow a qu#draare very well constrained from a total 06&10° stars per chip.
curve in the plane defined by the first two singular vectorg Th  For illustration we plot the field-of-view dependence of the
reason for this is the linear response of PSF ellipticity efodus high-resolutiorDRZ ellipticity model measured fag = 1.4 pix-
caused by astigmatism, while PSF width responds to leading els in Fig[B.8, where the left panel shows the mean PSFieHipt
der quadratically (see elg. Jarvis et al. 2008). Given t@a& B ity (I = 0), while the right panel depicts the first singular vector
a purely linear coordinate transformation, it is not capabldi- (I = 1). Note the slight discontinuity of the mean PSF ellipicit
rectly capture this one-parametric variation (separdiietmveen between the chips, which is likely caused by small heigfiedi
primary and secondary mirror) with a single principal compa@nces between the CCDs as reported by Krist (2003). See also
nent. This is only possible if PSF quantities with the same oRhodes et all (2007) who measure a stronger discontinuibein
pendence on physical parameters are included, hence thlersm@inyTim PSF model but not for stars in COSMOS, and Jeelet al.
Ay if only the two ellipticity components are considered. Thug2007) who notice it in the PSF size but not ellipticity vaida.
for other applications it might be more favourable to perfor = To obtain PSF models for our COSMOS stacks, we fit
a PCA analysis for each considered PSF quantity separagelyg], €, r; of all stars in the single COSMOSORexposures with
also done by Jarvis & Jain (2004). Yet, here we want to includiee PCA model[(B.111) to determine the first principal compo-
the extra information encoded in thigvariation to constrain the nent codficienty; for this exposure. We then average the corre-
galaxy field PSF models, and will therefore account for the-nospondingDRZ-image PSF models of all exposures contributing
linear dependence below. The mean stellar half-light madiu to a tile, taking their relative ditherffsets and rotations into ac-
each exposure, is plotted as a function of the first principalcount, as detailed in Schrabback €t al. (2007).
component cofiicient in Fig[B.7, showing that a fourth-order ~ We plot the time dependence of the estimatedfizienty;;
polynomial fit is capable to describe the full non-lineariaar for both the COSMOS and stellar field exposures in [Figl B.9.
tion. Note that HST has been refocused at several occasions to com-
In order to obtain a well constrained model for pJl with ~pensate long-term shrinkage of the OTA, with one correction
high spatial resolution, we jointly fit all stars from glk N ex- by +4.2 microns being applied during the time-span of the

posures with a model COSMOS observations on 2004 De@2 2o ease the compari-
son, all plots shown in Figs. B.5 [0 B.9 have been createdyusin
pcafit /o o o ) . a single PCA model determined from all star fields. Yet, to ex-
Po. .chip% ) = Z Z[yli] Pechipl.c %) » (B-11)  clude any possible influence of the refocusing, we actualy u
1=0 a=1 separate (but very similar) PCA models for the two epochs in

our weak lensing analysis.
While the fit [B.11) captures 97% of the total PSF varia-
tion in the stellar fields and metric defined above, it is intgor

separately for both chips, WheFézs,zzhip,l,q()?’ ) indicates a fifth-

order polynomial in the corresponding rescakesi Coordinates,

and| =0 with Comax = 1 andyo; = 1 corresponds to the sub-i, yegize that further PSF variations beyond focus chadges

tracted mean data vector, now modelled with high spatial r - ; e
olution. We aim to fit the few stars in the galaxy fields with ;fctually occur. These are indicated by the higher prinapat

: . rﬁonents and the additional scatter beyond the curved tastor
few parameters as reasonably possible. Due to the domilant
of focus changes we hence use only the first principal comp@? http://www.stsci.edu/hst/observatory/focus/
nentin our analysiknax = 1, butinclude up to fourth-order termsmirrormoves.html
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chips together. Here we assume that the additional PSF-varia
tions are in principle stable during each epoch, but thefraot
might depend on the actual focus position and héageNote

that we do not use higher-order polynomialxjry dr non-linear
powers ofyq;, as we would otherwise risk over-fitting for epochs
with few contributing exposures. Yet, we tested slightlgter

1.4

n m

Q - orders for those epochs containingfiiently many stars, yield-

A, ing nearly unchanged results. In general we found that the fit

\*\sf ted coherent PSF residuals are small, with a mean rms model
~ ellipticity of 0.3% (forrg = 1.4 pixels). However, some epochs

showed somewhat enhanced ellipticity residuals, with twane
ples given in Fig. B.Tl0, motivating us to include this exaan in
the galaxy PSF correction. In contrast we found that thelveds
for T* are negligible. Also note that we deviate from our philoso-
phy to obtain purely exposure-based models at this poirittwh
is justified by the small and smooth (low-order) correctiaps
plied, which are only marginallyfBected by dithering.

1.1

Yij

Fig. B.7. Mean stellar half-light radius; as a function of the

first principal component cdkcienty,; for the 700is14 stellar B 6. Galaxy correction and selection

field exposures. Ay;; ~ 1 the telescope is optimally focused.

The curve shows the best fitting fourth-order polynomiaffite Ve measure galaxy shapes and correct for PBécts as de-

outliers are caused by crowded fields with very broad stilar tailed in the previous subsections. We then select galaites
CUS. cutsry > 1.2r ™ wherer;™® is the maximum half-light ra-
dius of the 025 pixel wide, automatically determined stellar lo-
cusinthe images/N > 2.0, and TrP9/2 > 0.1, identical to the
cuts applied to the simulated data in App.JB.2. We also reject
: . o sajurated stars and galaxies containing masked pixels.[2ec
Fig[B.6, which depends on the angle between the pointing apdo der to correct galaxy shapes for spurious CTI ellipgici

the telescope orbital velocity vector (see ¢.9. Cox & Gifltd ¢ fit the PSF anisotropy-corrected galaxy ellipticity cament
2002), indicates that these distortions are not random layt mani _ er — PSMg: with thF()aypower law rgnode?/ puctty P
1~ BB

be coherent for neighbouring fields observed under simdar c
ditions. This is not surprising given that HST undergoes-sub | FLUX\ " r \R/sKy\S

stantial temperature changes and the relative angle tewaed €% = —e(l’( ) ( _ ) ( )

sun may lead to pointing-dependeffeet&]. For a survey like 10 3pixel 30e

COSMOS, where neighbouring fields have often been observed x( t d)(ytrans) (B.13)
under similar conditions, we hence expect coherent resRibia 1000d/\2048/ °

distortions beyond the one-parameter model introduceel her \jth the mean sky level of the contributing exposus&y,

These residuals cannot be constrained reliably from the feqe timet = MJD — 52340 since the installation of ACS, the
stars present in a single ACS galaxy field, as one would haygmber of y-transfersyyans the SExtractor flux-radius ry
to fit > 10 principal components given the slow decline of thgr1.ux RADIUS), and the mean integrated flux per exposure
| > 3 eigenvalues (Fig. Bl5). However, under the assumptidn tha Ux =, - FLUX_AUTO measured bgExtractor. We scale
they are semi-stable for fields observed under similar ¢@mi, the |atter with the mean exposure time per exposure as the
we can constrain these PSF residuals by combining the dtarg@cks are in units of @s. This model is similar to the one
multiple COSMOS tiles taken closely in time. _ employed by Rhodes etlal. (2007), but additionally accoforts

For this purpose, we split the COSMOS fields into 2¢he sky background-dependence of CTieets and allows us
epochs. Within each epoch the data were taken closely in tingg separate the dependence on galaxy flux and size. Despite
with the same orientation and similar sun angIeS. The Orth{e S|m||ar|ty to the stellar modeﬂE_S)’ we do not deter-
exception are two tiles which were reobserved between 20@fne a common CTI model for the typically bright stars and
Oct 28 and 2005 Nov 24 due to previous guide-star failurggint galaxies, as a simple power law fit is not guaranteed to
(Koekemoer et al. 2007), which we add to epochs observed qigrk well over such a wide range i8/N. Considering all
year earlier under similar conditions. Within each epoch Weslected COSMOS galaxies we determine best fitting param-
combine the stars of all tiles and compute residuals oRZ eters €2, F, R, S) = (0.0230 0.134,0.638 1.46). The correction
image PSF quantities, €, 7, g5, T by correcting their values for field distortion leads to a mean rotation of the origipalxis
measured from the stacks with the (dithered and averagedt) mgnd hence readout direction in ACS stacks BIRYZ exposures

in the second principal component. The subdivision of fields
cording to the velocity aberration plate scale fadt®FACTOR in

els (B.11). We then fit thesesidualsas by ¢ ~ —2.5°. Thus, CTE degradation has also a minfieet on
resfit's oy _ o) (o o L o—b2) 1o « the e, ellipticity component, which we account for in both the
P (% 9) = Pro(%9) +YijPr1(%9) (8.12) galaxy and stellar correction & = tan (2) ' ~ —0.087€®.

whereyz; has been averaged between the four exposures cBjpie that CTI &ects an image after convolution with the PSF.
Hence, one would ideally wish to correct for it first. Yet, in o

ibuti ; ) @ indi ] / ;
tributing _to the stack, andP ., anc! Paa |[1£j|cate §econd order der to determine the impact of CTI, we need to correct for PSF
polynomials in the rescaled coordinate§ determined for both anisotropy first, which would otherwise dominate the mezei-

21 Note that the actual impact of velocity aberration on obghepes lipticity. We then subtract .thg CTI mode[(BI13) and_ Corggtglte
is negligible for our analysis, as long as it is properly asted for in  fully corrected galaxy ellipticitye;® = (2/Tr[P9]) (5™ - €, ")
the image stacking, as done byltiDrizzle. with (B.3), which is an unbiased estimate for the shgaiif
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PCA F814W DRZ: Mean ellipticity r,=1.4 PCA F814W DRZ: PC1 ellipticity, y,=-3.0 r,=1.4
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Fig. B.8.PCA PSF mode[(B.11) for thBRZ field-of-view ellipticity variation measured witty = 1.4 pixels. Thdeft panel shows
the mean ellipticity I(= 0), whereas theight panel depicts the first singular vectdr=1, ¢, = 1) which corresponds to focus
changes, for an arbitrary scale= —3.0 (for positivey; the ellipticities are rotated by 90
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Fig. B.9. Temporal variation of the first principal component fiméenty,;, which is related to the HST focus position, measured in
the stellar field and COSMOS exposures. The long-term sagalof the OTA is well visible as a decrease in the mgarwhich

was compensated with the marked focus adjustments. The sgad at a given date is not caused by measurement ertors bu
orbital breathing leading to substantial short-term fozargations.

@), (@) are taken into account. As it may be easier applicaf ~ 0.003. One possible explanation for these residuals could
ble for non-KSB methods, we also quote best-fitting pararsetde the limited capability of KSB to fully correct for a complex
(efl’, F,R,S) = (0.0342 0.068 1.31, 1.26) if the actual shear esti- space-based PSF, despite the very good performance omthe si
mates are fitted instead of the PSF anisotropy-correciptiel ulated data in Apf.BI2. Alternatively the limited numbestdrs
ties, where the dlierence is caused by the PSF seeing correctipar field may ultimately limit the possible PSF modelling&cc
blowing up the CTI ellipticity. racy. In order to assess if these residuals have any sigmtifica
impact on our results, we have performed our science asalysi

As a test for residual instrumental signatures we createtvgice, once with and once without subtraction of this realdu
stacked shear catalogue from all COSMOS tiles. Doing thisiodel. The resulting changes in our constraintggare at the
we marginally detect a very weak residual shear patternghwhi2% level, which is negligible compared to the statisticatem
changes with cuts dn;j. To quantify and model this residual pat+ainties. Also the PB-mode decomposition is nearly unchanged
tern, we fit it from the PSF anisotropy and CTl-correagedbhxy (Fig.[4). We only detect a significant influence for the stalagy
ellipticities with a focus-dependent, second-order m@Beld) cross-correlation, which is strictly consistent with zemly if
jointly for all fields, yielding a very low rms ellipticity awection
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COSMOS DRZ: epoch 6 residual model r,=1.4
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COSMOS DRZ: epoch 16 residual model r,=1.4
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Fig. B.10. Examples for the residual ellipticity mod€l (Bl12) detemetd after subtraction of the 1-parametric PCA mofdel(B.11)
from the stellar ellipticities measured in COSMOS stackthwg = 1.4 pixels. Theleft (right) plot has been determined from all
COSMOS fields with 732 t < 735 (950< t < 954.5), wheret = MJD — 52340. Each whisker represents the residual ellipticity
model for one star in the epoch. In some cases the model apfoelae discontinuous due to the dependencgpor focus. Note

the diferent scale compared to Fig. B.8.

this correction is applied, but even without correctiorsiniegli-
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