
Astronomy & Astrophysics manuscript no. main ©ESO 2023
February 16, 2023

Sensitivity of halo shape measurements
Moritz S. Fischer1, 2, 3 and Lucas M. Valenzuela1

1 Universitäts-Sternwarte, Fakultät für Physik, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München, Scheinerstr. 1, D-81679 München, Ger-
many
e-mail: mfischer@usm.lmu.de

2 Excellence Cluster ORIGINS, Boltzmannstrasse 2, D-85748 Garching, Germany
3 Hamburger Sternwarte, Universität Hamburg, Gojenbergsweg 112, D-21029 Hamburg, Germany

Received XX Month, 20XX / Accepted XX Month, 20XX

ABSTRACT

Shape measurements of galaxies and galaxy clusters are widespread in the analysis of cosmological simulations. But the limitations
of those measurements have been poorly investigated. In this paper, we explain why the quality of the shape measurement does not
only depend on the numerical resolution, but also on the density gradient. In particular, this can limit the quality of measurements in
the central regions of haloes. We propose a criterion to estimate the sensitivity of the measured shapes based on the density gradient
of the halo and to apply it to cosmological simulations of collisionless and self-interacting dark matter. By this, we demonstrate where
reliable measurements of the halo shape are possible and how cored density profiles limit their applicability.
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1. Introduction

The shapes of galaxies and more massive objects such as galaxy
clusters have been measured in numerous publications. In simu-
lations, it is simple to measure the shape of various components
such as stars, gas, or dark matter (DM).

The shape of astrophysical objects is of interest because the
potential directly depends on it, influencing the orbits and move-
ment of DM, stars, gas, and satellite galaxies around the host
system. Shapes can be affected by various physical mechanisms
and thus measurements of the shape potentially allow us to learn
about such processes. For instance, Chua et al. (2022) studied
the impact of galactic feedback on the shape of DM haloes.
Shapes were also investigated in studies of DM, for example,
self-interacting dark matter (SIDM) tends on average to make
haloes more round (e.g. Peter et al. 2013).

Shapes have been measured in 𝑁-body simulations for a long
time, starting with early DM-only simulations (e.g. Katz 1991)
and the first larger cosmological simulations (e.g. Springel et al.
2004; Allgood et al. 2006; Bett et al. 2007) studying the DM halo
shapes and their relations to other properties, such as mass and
spin. Such studies found that DM haloes are generally prolate,
that is elongated in shape. Furthermore, it has been shown that
more massive systems are on average more ellipsoidal (e.g. Jing
& Suto 2002; Allgood et al. 2006; Muñoz-Cuartas et al. 2011;
Despali et al. 2013, 2014).

More recent work has been done on using cosmological sim-
ulations to study the impact of baryons and the cosmic web
environment on shapes (e.g. Abadi et al. 2010; Kazantzidis et al.
2010; Tissera et al. 2010; Zemp et al. 2012; Bryan et al. 2013;
Butsky et al. 2016; Chua et al. 2019; Cataldi et al. 2021; Hell-
wing et al. 2021). In particular, Bonamigo et al. (2015) give a
good overview about halo shapes in cosmological simulations,
comparing the results of multiple studies. Also, the stellar com-
ponent and its shape in hydrodynamical simulations have been

studied in recent years (e.g. Pulsoni et al. 2020; Emami et al.
2021b; Valenzuela et al. in prep.) and compared with the respec-
tive DM shapes and their alignments to each other (e.g. Tenneti
et al. 2014; Velliscig et al. 2015).

There exist a variety of methods to infer the shapes from 𝑁-
body simulations. A number of these methods have been studied
and compared by Zemp et al. (2011), and additional methods
have also been applied in other works (e.g. Warnick et al. 2008;
Emami et al. 2021a). However, the limitations of the sensitivity
of the shape measurements, and with their accuracy, have been
poorly studied. Typically, one only uses lower thresholds for the
number of particles that should be included in the ellipsoidal shell
used to determine the shape. For example, Zemp et al. (2011)
recommended requiring at least a few thousand particles to lie
within each shell. Other authors have also set lower thresholds of
1000 particles per shell (e.g. Pulsoni et al. 2020). In this paper,
we point out that a large number of particles is not sufficient to
measure accurate shapes, but that the density gradient matters as
well.

In general, shape measurements roughly trace isodensity con-
tour lines. In the case of a constant density, isodensity contours
would no longer exist and the shape would become undefined.
Therefore, we study in this work how crucial the steepness of the
density gradient is for measuring shapes. In Sect. 2.2 we explic-
itly demonstrate that the shape is becoming undefined and thus
the relevance of the density gradient is inherent to the definition
of halo shapes.

It is known that haloes can have density cores, that is, their
central density is roughly constant. Mechanisms that can reduce
the central density to be constant include supernova feedback
and DM self-interactions. Given such a density core, state-of-
the-art algorithms can nevertheless return a shape, though it is
anything but reliable. Here, the discretisation noise of the 𝑁-
body simulations starts to play a crucial role, as we show in
Sect. 2.3. If it is larger than the density gradient, it may dominate
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the shape measurement and the obtained shape can be far off
from the physical shape. In this case, it would typically return
shapes that are too elliptical. To understand this quantitatively,
we developed a criterion to measure how accurate the inferred
shapes are. Such a criterion is of interest for any studies that
rely on the measurement of shapes, for example in the context of
DM (e.g. Despali et al. 2022; Shen et al. 2022) or the impact of
baryons (e.g. Springel et al. 2004; Prada et al. 2019).

In this section, we have described the problem at hand. The
following section (Sect. 2) deals with how we measured shapes
and we introduced the criterion to estimate the sensitivity of the
shape measurement. In Sect. 3, we explain how we measured
the shape of simulated haloes and studied the effect of density
cores. Subsequently, in Sect. 4, we discuss our findings. Finally,
we conclude in Sect. 5.

2. Shapes
In this section, we describe how we measured shapes, demon-
strate that the shape is undefined for a vanishing density gradient,
explain how we derived the criterion for the shape sensitivity, and
discuss the role of the convergence criterion.

2.1. Measuring shapes

In the literature various methods have been applied to measure
shapes (e.g. Allgood et al. 2006; Bett et al. 2007; Warnick et al.
2008; Bett 2012; Schneider et al. 2012; Peter et al. 2013; Robert-
son et al. 2019; Banerjee et al. 2020; Chua et al. 2021; Sameie
et al. 2018; Fischer et al. 2021b; Harvey et al. 2021; Vargya et al.
2022). An overview of different methods is given by Zemp et al.
(2011). We used their two recommended methods. Both are iter-
ative procedures where we selected particles in a given volume
and inferred their shape from the mass tensor:
M𝑖 𝑗 =

∑︁
𝑘

𝑚𝑘𝑟𝑘,𝑖𝑟𝑘, 𝑗 . (1)

Here, 𝑘 denotes a particle and 𝑖, 𝑗 are the coordinate indices.
The axis ratios follow from the eigenvalues (𝜆1 ≥ 𝜆2 ≥ 𝜆3):
𝑞 =

√︁
𝜆2/𝜆1 and 𝑠 =

√︁
𝜆3/𝜆1. We used them to compute the new

shape of the selection volume and the eigenvectors to compute its
orientation. The mass tensor was again computed from the par-
ticles in the new selection volume. We continued this procedure
until the axis ratios of the selection volume converged against the
one calculated from the mass tensor.

The two methods considered in this work selected particles
within ellipsoids and ellipsoidal shells (homoeoids). The volume
of an ellipsoid is given by 𝑉 = 4/3𝜋 𝑎 𝑏 𝑐, with the semi-axes
𝑎 ≥ 𝑏 ≥ 𝑐. The radius that corresponds to the same volume of
a sphere is 𝑟3 = 𝑎 𝑏 𝑐. Their ratios are 𝑞 = 𝑏/𝑎 and 𝑠 = 𝑐/𝑎. To
select the particles within a volume, we introduced

𝑟2
ell := 𝑥2 (𝑞 𝑠)2/3 + 𝑦2 𝑞−4/3 𝑠2/3 + 𝑧2 𝑞2/3 𝑠−4/3 , (2)

which ensured that the volume of the ellipsoids remains constant.
Here, 𝑥, 𝑦, and 𝑧 denote the spatial coordinates. If 𝑟2

ell was smaller
than 𝑟 , the particles were selected for the ellipsoids. In the case
of the ellipsoidal shells, there also exists a lower limit on 𝑟2

ell. In
practice, we used the same implementation as previously used in
Fischer et al. (2022).

2.2. Density gradient

Here, we briefly demonstrate the relevance of the density gra-
dients for halo shapes by showing that the shape is undefined if

the gradient vanishes. To do so, we assumed a constant density 𝜌

and tried to measure its shape. The continuous version of Eq. 1
is given by

M𝑖 𝑗 =

∫
𝑉

𝜌 𝑟𝑖 𝑟 𝑗 d𝑉 . (3)

For measuring the shape within an ellipsoidal shell with the semi-
axes 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐, we introduced new coordinates,

r = 𝑝

(
𝑎 sin 𝜃 cos 𝜑
𝑏 sin 𝜃 sin 𝜑

𝑐 cos 𝜃

)
, (4)

with values of 0 ≤ 𝑝 ≤ 1 for positions within the ellipsoid. Now,
we can rewrite Eq. 3 as

M𝑖 𝑗 = 𝜌

∫ 𝑝2

𝑝1

∫ 𝜋

0

∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑟𝑖 𝑟 𝑗 𝑎 𝑏 𝑐 𝑝

2 sin 𝜃 d𝜑 d𝜃 d𝑝 . (5)

The edges of the elliptical shell are given by 𝑝1 and 𝑝2. By
integration, we found that all off-diagonal elements of M are zero.
In consequence, the eigenvalues are M11 = 𝑔 𝑎2, M22 = 𝑔 𝑏2,
and M33 = 𝑔 𝑐2 with 𝑔 := 4𝜋 15−1𝜌 𝑎 𝑏 𝑐 (𝑝5

2 − 𝑝5
1). Hence we

obtained the shape of the integration volume, rendering the shape
of the mass distribution undefined. It is therefore independent of
the method used to determine the shape. An iterative procedure
such as the one described in Sect. 2.1 could not converge against
any meaningful value. In consequence, the density gradient is
essential to the definition of the shape of a mass distribution.

2.3. Criterion for the shape sensitivity

With the explanation above, it becomes clear that the density
gradient is a determining factor for the sensitivity of the shape
measurement. If it is low, the discretisation error may dominate
and the shape can no longer be calculated reliably. In the case of
measuring the shape within ellipsoidal shells, one can calculate
the sensitivity as follows. The discretisation noise can be esti-
mated as

√
𝑁𝑖 , where 𝑁𝑖 is the number of particles in a shell 𝑖.

Hence, the relative error is 𝑁
−1/2
𝑖

. Given the number density of
the shell, 𝑛𝑖 , its error is then 𝑛𝑖 𝑁

−1/2
𝑖

. We can relate this to the
density gradient by simply computing the finite difference in the
number density of the neighbouring shells. Thus, a condition for
the shape measurement to be sensitive can be as follows:

|𝑛𝑖−1 − 𝑛𝑖+1 | > 𝑛𝑖 𝑁
−1/2
𝑖

. (6)

From this, we derived 𝜉 as a measure of the sensitivity, which
should be larger than unity,

𝜉𝑖 ≡
𝑉𝑖√
𝑁𝑖

����𝑁𝑖−1

𝑉𝑖−1
− 𝑁𝑖+1

𝑉𝑖+1

���� > 1, (7)

where 𝑉𝑖 denotes the volume of shell 𝑖, with 𝑛𝑖 = 𝑁𝑖/𝑉𝑖 . Alter-
natively one may express the condition as

Δ𝑥𝑖

����d𝑛d𝑥

���
𝑖

���� > 𝑛𝑖 𝑁
−1/2
𝑖

, (8)

where Δ𝑥𝑖 denotes the thickness of the shell.
We want to point out that the shape sensitivity, 𝜉𝑖 , also de-

pends on the binning. From Eq. 8 it can be seen that the sensitivity
decreases for smaller radial ellipsoidal bins. Hence, there exists
a tradeoff between the radial resolution and the accuracy of the
measured shapes.
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When not using shells, but all particles included in an ellip-
soid, a similar criterion can be obtained. To be able to estimate the
noise due to the numerical discretisation, we introduced “pseudo-
shells”. The idea is that the outermost particles of the ellipsoid
are the main contributors to the mass tensor and they therefore
lie within a pseudo-shell with thickness Δ𝑥𝑖 thus allowing us
to estimate the noise. We introduced a parameter 𝛾 = 𝑟2/𝑟1 to
define the relative thickness of the pseudo-shell, with 𝑟1 > 𝑟2 be-
ing the radius of the ellipsoid and the inner pseudo-shell radius,
respectively. Thus, the thickness of the pseudo-shell is defined as
Δ𝑥𝑖 := 𝑟1 − 𝑟2.

The thickness Δ𝑥𝑖 from Eq. 8 then was found to be Δ𝑥𝑖 =

𝑥𝑖 (1 − 𝛾), with the ellipsoid radius 𝑥𝑖 . Now we can rewrite the
condition as follows:

𝜉𝑖 ≡
√︂

4𝜋
3𝑛𝑖

����d𝑛d𝑥

���
𝑖

���� 𝑥5/2
𝑖

𝛼 > 1 . (9)

For this, we introduced 𝛼 := (1 − 𝛾)
√︁

1 − 𝛾3 and assumed it
to be constant1. In the following we use 𝛼 = 0.5, because we
found it to provide similar results for the shape sensitivity profile
compared to the method based on shells (readers can compare the
example haloes shown in Sect. 3 and Appendix A). In practice, we
computed the density gradient, d𝑛/d𝑥, by taking the differences
in mass, volume, and 𝑟ell between two consecutive ellipsoids.

According to the derivation above, 𝜉 > 1 is required only.
However, in practice we recommend using a more stringent cri-
terion, for example, 𝜉 > 10, to include a safety margin. We found
a value of 1 to be too low; instead, a value of 10 was motivated
by our findings in Sect. 3 and Appendix A. Here one can see that
for lower values, the shapes are not reliable, as it does not make
sense that the shape profile of the frequently self-interacting dark
matter (fSIDM) haloes becomes more elliptical and noisy in the
central region. From here on we refer to 𝜉 as the definition of the
shape sensitivity.

2.4. Convergence criterion

The convergence criterion plays a major role. If the typical fluc-
tuations in the axis ratios arising from the discrete nature of the
𝑁-body representation are larger than the convergence criterion,
the shapes can become more and more elliptical with each iter-
ation. To solve this problem, the convergence criterion could be
chosen less strictly such that it is larger than the discretisation
noise. However, this would come at the cost of being biased to-
wards the initial chosen shape, which is typically a sphere. We
did not follow this approach but chose a strict convergence crite-
rion in the following and required that the inferred axis ratios did
not vary by more than 0.1% per iteration. If we did not converge
within 50 iterations, we stopped and took the last shape found. In
practice, this occurs only if a small number of particles is used
for the tensor calculation and thus this affects the shape at small
radii only.

3. Simulated haloes
In this section, we explain how we measured the shape of sim-
ulated DM haloes and investigated their accuracy. We used the
four most massive haloes of the full box cosmological simulations

1 Strictly speaking, 𝛼 depends on the density gradient. For steep gra-
dients, it would be larger than for flat ones as in the first case a larger
contribution to the mass tensor stems from smaller radii. Nevertheless,
we set 𝛼 to a constant value to simplify the calculations.

presented in Fischer et al. (2022). They have total masses of about
∼1014M� and are therefore considered low-mass galaxy clusters.
We used these haloes as they are the best-resolved ones with
about 𝑁 ∼ 2.3 × 106 particles. The maximal physical Plummer-
equivalent gravitational softening length is 1.4 kpc. The same
analysis as in Fischer et al. (2022) to identify the substructure and
compute corresponding quantities such as the halo mass and the
virial radius was employed, that is, we used SubFind (Springel
et al. 2001; Dolag et al. 2009). We computed the total mass, 𝑀 ,
as the sum of the gravitationally bound particles as identified
by SubFind. To quantify the spatial extent of the particles, we
used the half-mass radius, 𝑟1/2, that is the radius that contains
half of the gravitationally bound mass around the gravitationally
most-bound particle. Moreover, we used the simulations with the
highest resolution (𝑁 = 5763, 𝑚DM = 4.37 × 107 M� ℎ−1) for
collisionless cold dark matter (CDM) and fSIDM with a momen-
tum transfer cross-section of 𝜎T̃/𝑚 = 0.1 cm2 g−1 (Kahlhoefer
et al. 2014; Fischer et al. 2021a). For further details, readers can
refer to Fischer et al. (2022).

In Fig. 1 we show the DM surface density in the central region
of the four most massive haloes to illustrate the problem at hand.
Only the particles belonging to the primary subhalo as identified
by SubFind were used, and as a result of which we avoided in-
cluding satellite substructure. We measured the shape within a
volume of𝑉 = 4/3 𝜋 (0.032 𝑟1/2)3 and𝑉 = 4/3 𝜋 (0.0105 𝑟1/2)3,
indicated by the coloured ellipses. The exact volumes are arbi-
trary2, but they were selected with the aim to illustrate that the
shape measurement can fail within the very central region while it
is working at larger distances. The primary subhaloes are aligned
according to this shape measurement and are shown face-on. We
note that we show the very inner region of the haloes. The half-
mass radius of the haloes is roughly about ∼35% of the virial
radius. Many studies have focussed on the halo shapes at larger
distances. But there has also been interest in the inner region of
haloes (e.g. de Nicola et al. 2022). We find that the CDM haloes
(left-hand side) are more elliptical than the fSIDM haloes (right-
hand side). By eye, the inferred shapes seem to roughly match
the underlying DM distribution for the odd columns. This is in
contrast to the even columns where the same thing was done,
but we measured the shape at smaller distances to the centre. For
the CDM haloes (left-hand side), they seem to agree with the
surface density plots, but they do not match for fSIDM haloes
(right-hand side). For the latter case, the volume used for the
shape measurement lies within the density core that formed due
to the DM self-interactions. According to Sect. 1 we expect that
the vanishing density gradient is a limiting factor here. So far,
we have illustrated that the shape measurement can go wrong for
a halo when additional physics lead to a density core. In fact,
the sensitivity of the shape depends on both the numerical res-
olution and the density gradient. While these two effects cannot
be disentangled, their combined effect can be measured with a
shape sensitivity criterion (see Sect. 2.3). In the following, we
investigate this quantitatively.

In Fig. 2 we show the shape and the density profiles as well
as the number of particles enclosed within the ellipsoids and the
shape sensitivity as a function of 𝑟ell. In contrast to Fig. 1, we
now quantitatively assess the quality of the measured shapes. In
Appendix A we explain how we carried out the same analysis,
but measured the shapes in shells. We can clearly see that the
density core present in the fSIDM haloes (right-hand side) affects
the accuracy at which the shapes can be measured compared to

2 We simply used two of the elliptical volumes that we computed for
Fig. 2.
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Fig. 1. DM surface density is shown for the primary subhaloes simulated with CDM (the two left columns) and fSIDM with 𝜎T̃/𝑚 = 0.1 cm2 g−1

(the two right columns). We note that the colour scaling is logarithmic. The shapes were measured within a volume of 𝑉 = 4/3 𝜋 (0.032 𝑟1/2)3
(odd columns) and 𝑉 = 4/3 𝜋 (0.0105 𝑟1/2)3 (even columns). They are illustrated with coloured ellipses. The haloes are shown face-on according
to the measured shapes. We matched the haloes across the simulation, where matched haloes are shown in the same row and the same colour is
used for the ellipses.

the CDM (left-hand side). At small distances, the inferred shape
from the fSIDM haloes (upper panel, right-hand side) can be even
more elliptical than the CDM one (upper panel, left-hand side).
This is non-physical and an artefact arising from the low shape
sensitivity. It is insufficient to explain this by a lower number of
enclosed particles as the shape measure becomes unreliable at
particle numbers for which the CDM shapes are still reasonable.
This can be seen by looking at the number of enclosed particles
for the distance at which the measured shapes (top row) become

fairly noisy. For the CDM haloes, the shape starts to become
fairly noisy for . 103 particles, but the fSIDM halo shapes suffer
from substantial noise already for . 104 particles. For both the
ellipsoid and the ellipsoidal shell methods, a shape sensitivity of
𝜉 ≥ 10 is found to be a good criterion for obtaining robust shape
measurements, as can be seen from the top and bottom rows of
Figs. 2 and A.1.

We note that it can also be the case that at large radii the
shape cannot be measured accurately. This could be due to sub-
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Fig. 2. Various quantities for the CDM (right-hand side) and fSIDM (left-hand side) haloes (the colours are the same as in Fig. 1) are shown as a
function of 𝑟ell. First row: Shape profile as the ratio of the major and minor axis is shown. The mass tensor was measured within ellipsoids. Second
row: Density profile is shown as inferred from the ellipsoids used for the shape measurement by taking the differences in mass and volume between
two consecutive ellipsoids. Third row: Number of particles enclosed in the ellipsoid is shown. Fourth row: Shape sensitivity, 𝜉, is shown according
to Eq. 9. Here the vertical line indicates the criterion above which the shape was measured accurately, 𝜉 = 10.

structure; an example would be the halo indicated in red. As we
only selected particles that belong to the primary subhalo, this
effect has been suppressed however.

4. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the implications of our results regard-
ing the sensitivity of halo shape measurements. In cosmological
simulations, a convergence radius according to Power et al. (2003)
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is often computed. Stadel et al. (2009) noticed that the conver-
gence radius for the shape in DM-only simulations of CDM is
roughly three times larger than the one of the density profile.
We found that additional physical processes can prohibit safely
determining the shape beyond a certain radius defined by the
numerical resolution.

In contrast, the accuracy of measured shapes does not purely
depend on the numerical properties, but also on the underlying
physical matter distribution. Implying that a different criterion,
such as the one derived in Sect. 2.3, is needed, taking the density
gradient into account. Although we have studied haloes with a
mass of ∼1014 M�, these findings are independent of the halo
mass.

It is crucial to be aware of this when comparing simulation
results to observations. For example, the deprojection algorithm
of de Nicola et al. (2020) allows observed galaxies to be inferred
and it can be used for comparison (de Nicola et al. 2022). Inter-
estingly, de Nicola et al. (2022) found the shape in the most inner
region of the brightest cluster galaxies to become more elliptical,
which is in contrast to previous findings where the baryons were
found to make haloes more spherical (e.g. Cataldi et al. 2021).
Such results have to be taken with caution if the accuracy of the
simulated shapes is unclear. This is even true for pure theoretical
studies that investigate the impact of feedback on the halo shape
for example (e.g. Chua et al. 2022). An approach different from
computing 3D shapes would be to create mock observations from
the simulation data and to use them for comparison as was done
by Harvey et al. (2020) or to investigate mock weak lensing data
(Robertson et al. 2022).

We found that density cores are prohibitive for reliable shape
measurements. The ones we studied were formed by DM self-
interactions, but also other mechanisms such as baryonic pro-
cesses, for example, supernovae (e.g. Read & Gilmore 2005) or
black hole feedback (e.g. Martizzi et al. 2013), can reduce the
density gradient in the halo centre. Whenever a density core is
present, it undermines the ability to measure meaningful shapes.

Depending on the density profile, shapes cannot be measured
at arbitrarily small radii. Increasing the resolution of the simula-
tion would hardly improve the situation if density cores continue
to be present. Instead, we suggest measuring shapes only beyond
the radius of the density core and verifying their reliability with
our shape sensitivity criterion.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced a criterion to estimate the
sensitivity of shape measurements from 𝑁-body simulation data
and measured the shapes of various haloes to verify the criterion.
Our main conclusions are as follows:

– The accuracy of measured shapes does not only depend on
the numerical resolution, but also on the density gradient.

– Density cores lead to problematic measurements of shapes in
the central region of haloes.

– Care must be taken as to the quality of measured shapes,
which can be inferred from the criterion in Eq. 7 (Eq. 9) when
the shape is measured employing a mass tensor computed
from particles in elliptical shells (ellipsoids).

Future studies can improve the reliability of their measured
shapes by employing the presented shape sensitivity criterion.
In this way it is possible to ensure physically meaningful shapes
are determined.
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Appendix A: Shape measured in shells
For this appendix, we computed the shapes based on particles
within shells. Consequently we used Eq. 7 to compute the shape
sensitivity. Analogously to Fig. 2, we display the measured shapes
and their sensitivity in Fig. A.1. Qualitatively we found the same
thing as before for the particles enclosed in ellipsoids.
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Fig. A.1. Same plot as in Fig. 2, but the shapes were computed using only particles within shells and not all particles are enclosed in an ellipsoid.
In consequence, Eq. 7 was used to compute the shape sensitivity.
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