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ABSTRACT

Weak lensing provides a direct way of mapping the density distribution in the universe. To recon-

struct the density field from the shear catalog, an important step is to build the shear field from the

shear catalog, which can be quite nontrivial due to the inhomogeneity of the background galaxy dis-

tribution and the shape noise. We propose the PDF-Folding method as a statistically optimal way of

reconstructing the shear field. It is an extention of the PDF-SYM method, which is previously designed

for optimizing the stacked shear signal as well as the shear-shear correlation for the Fourier Quad shear

estimators. PDF-Folding does not require smoothing kernels as in traditional methods, therefore it

suffers less information loss on small scales, and avoids possible biases due to the spatial variation

of shear on the scale of the kernel. We show with analytic reasoning as well as numerical examples

that the new method can reach the optimal signal-to-noise ratio on the reconstructed shear map under

general observing conditions, i.e., with inhomogeneous background densities or masks. We also show

the performance of the new method on real data around foreground galaxy clusters.

Keywords: gravitational lensing: weak — large-scale structure of universe — methods: data analysis

1. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic shear refers to the coherent shape distortion

of the background galaxies due to the gravitational lens-

ing effect by the foreground large scale density fluctua-

tion (Kaiser 1992; Bacon et al. 2000; Kaiser et al. 2000;

Wittman et al. 2000; Bartelmann & Schneider 2001;

Hoekstra & Jain 2008; Mandelbaum 2018). It has been

routinely measured in galaxy surveys for the purpose

of not only constraining the cosmological parameters

(Schrabback et al. 2010; Heymans et al. 2013; Kilbinger

et al. 2013; Fu et al. 2014; Hikage et al. 2019; Heymans

et al. 2021; Asgari et al. 2021; Doux et al. 2022) , but

also reconstructing density profiles of the dark matter

halos, voids, filaments (Mandelbaum et al. 2006; Mel-

chior et al. 2014; Clampitt et al. 2016; Sánchez et al.

2016; Luo et al. 2018; Dong et al. 2019; Schrabback et al.

2021; Xu et al. 2021; Fong et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022).

Corresponding author: JUN ZHANG

betajzhang@sjtu.edu.cn

To our knowledge, lensing is so far the only direct

way of mapping out the matter (surface) density field,

making it a particularly valuable tool in modern cos-

mology. The generated mass/density map can provide

details about the small scale structure of the universe

and the interaction between galaxies, clusters, and the
cosmic web. It holds the information about the inte-

grated density fluctuation along the line of sight. Com-

pared with shear two-point correlations, popular appli-

cations on the convergence map, such as N-point statis-

tics (Secco et al. 2022), peak statistics (Fan 2007; Di-

etrich & Hartlap 2010; Fan et al. 2010; Liu et al. 2015;

Zorrilla Matilla et al. 2016; Liu et al. 2016; Shan et al.

2017; Chen et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2022; Liu et al.

2022; Liu et al. 2023), and Minkowski functionals (Petri

et al. 2013; Fang et al. 2017; Liu et al. 2022), can provide

complementary information about non-Gaussian density

field at late times generated by non-linear gravitational

collapse on small scales. It is usually convenient to im-

plement these methods to the density field directly and

get the constraint to cosmological parameters and mod-

els. The mass maps can also be intrinsically useful. For
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example, using the DES Science Verification mass map,

Clerkin et al. (2017) shows that the one-point distri-

bution of the density field is more consistent with log-

normal than Gaussian. Combining mass maps with the

spatial distributions of stellar mass or galaxy clusters en-

able us to study the relation between the visible baryonic

matter and invisible dark matter. Using mass maps to

constrain galaxy bias (Chang et al. 2016), the relation

between the distribution of galaxies and matter, can in

turn aid cosmological probes other than weak lensing.

It also enables simple tests for systematic errors in the

galaxy shape catalogs.

The surface density field can be constructed from the

background shear field through a linear transformation

(Kaiser & Squires 1993). This process is often refined

by adopting prior knowledge on the density field through

the maximum likelihood method, including Wiener fil-

tering, Sparse priors (Leonard et al. 2014; Starck et al.

2015; Li et al. 2021; Price et al. 2021), DeepMass (Jeffrey

et al. 2020). However, all the methods focus on deriving

the κ map from the shear map, but much less on how to

generate a shear map from the shear catalog, which is

perhaps an equally important problem. Currently, the

shear field is typically made by taking the weighted sum

of the shear estimators within a given smoothing kernel.

The choice of the kernel size can be quite nontrivial: it

should be neither too small for keeping enough source

galaxies, nor too large for the sake of preserving a rea-

sonably good spatial resolution. A large kernel may also

introduce systematic errors in the shear field due to the

coupling between the inhomogeneity of the shear field

and that of the source density on the kernel scale. In

this paper, we aim at solving these problems by propos-

ing a new way to extract the shear map from a shear

catalog. Not only that we try to avoid the systematic

errors aforementioned, we also hope to reach the op-

timal statistical uncertainty in the reconstructed shear

map. We call this new method PDF-Folding (called PF

method hereafter), as it is based on symmetrizing the

probability distribution function (PDF) of the shear es-

timators, similar to the PDF-SYM method previously

proposed in Zhang et al. (2017).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In §2, we
introduce the PF algorithm. In §3, we test the accuracy
of this method using the mass map computed from the

Illutris simulation (Nelson et al. 2015), and demonstrate

the accuracy of the PF method in the presence of inho-

mogeneous source distribution. As a check of the actual

performance of PF, we apply the method on the real

shear catalog around a few massive foreground galaxy

clusters in §4. We give a brief conclusion in §5, and dis-

cuss some standing issues in the PF method that the

users should be careful with.

2. METHOD

2.1. The PDF-SYM Method for Shear Recovery

PDF-SYM is introduced in Zhang et al. (2017) as a

new statistical approach of estimating the shear signal

from the shear estimators. It aims at achieving the min-

imum statistical error (the Cramer-Rao Bound) without

introducing systematic biases. Although it is developed

based on the Fourier Quad shear estimator, the idea is

in principle applicable to shear estimators of any form.

To demonstrate the idea, let us assume that the shear

estimator is simply the galaxy ellipticity e of an ideal

form, i.e., the measured e is related to the intrinsic

ellipticity eI and the shear signal g via e = eI + g.

Note that realistic shear estimators typically require ad-

ditional corrections, or even take some unconventional

forms (Zhang & Komatsu 2011; Sheldon et al. 2017).

These changes however does not affect our discussion

below, and can be easily incorporated into the PDF-

based algorithms, as shown in Zhang et al. (2017). For

simplicity, we have also neglected the sub-indices of the

ellipticity and shear. The basic idea of PDF-SYM is

to find the value of a pseudo signal ĝ, which can best

symmetrize the PDF of the corrected shear estimator

ê(= e− ĝ). The new PDF of ê is related to the PDF of

the intrinsic ellipticity eI via P (ê)dê = PI(eI)deI , and

we have:

P (ê) = PI(ê+ ĝ − g). (1)

Since PI is a symmetric function, one can see from eq.(1)

that P (ê) is best symmetrized when ĝ is equal to the

true shear value g. The symmetry level of the PDF can

be quantified by comparing the galaxy number counts

within bins that are symmetrically placed on the two
sides of zero.

The above algorithm is only well defined for recovering

a single shear signal. In the following sections, we try

to extend it in a way to reconstruct a shear field, which

is the main purpose of this work.

2.2. Reconstruction of a shear field

It is helpful to start with a simple example. Let

us assume that the shear field is one dimensional, i.e.

g(x) = ax+ b, in which x is the coordinate in the range

of [-1, 1]. For further simplicity, we can assume that the

source galaxies are evenly distributed along x. A naive

idea of applying PDF-SYM would be to adopt the same

form of spatial distribution for the pseudo shear signal,

i.e., ĝ(x) = âx + b̂, and try to find the best values of

â and b̂ to symmetrize the overall PDF of the galaxies.

This is indeed a natural choice for modelling the local
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distribution of the shear field if the region is small, and

is exactly what we do at the early stage of this project.

It turns out that in this case, the parameter b̂ can be

constrained by symmetrizing the PDF, but not the pa-

rameter â. The change of â has opposite effects on the

ellipticity distributions for galaxies located at x < 0 and

x > 0, the overall symmetry of the whole PDF is there-

fore not affected by â.

This is illustrated in fig.1, in which we show the im-

pact of â and b̂ on the PDF. For clarity, in the figure,

we split the PDF for the galaxies with x < 0 and x ≥ 0,

shown with the blue and red colors respectively. As one

can see, the parameter b̂ moves the blue and red popula-

tions along the same direction, therefore can change the

symmetry of the PDF. The parameter â, on the other

hand, moves the two groups of galaxies towards opposite

directions, thus does not affect the overall symmetry of

the whole PDF.

A possible remedy for this problem is to invert the

sign of the corrected shear estimators ê for galaxies of

x < 0. The symmetry of the resulting new PDF be-

comes sensitive to â. Its value can therefore be found

by symmetrizing the folded PDF. This is why our new

method is called PDF-Folding. More generally, for a

shear field parameterized by a set of orthogonal func-

tions, we find that one can recover the coefficients one-

by-one, and each time by symmetrizing the PDF that

is folded at the places where the corresponding basis

function changes its sign.

To realize this idea, let us consider a general shear

field g(x⃗) in 2D. It can be expanded with a set of or-

thogonal functions: g(x⃗) =
∑

k akfk(x⃗). The question

becomes how to estimate each mode’s magnitude ak. To

characterize the PDF of the corrected shear estimator ê,

we define ui (i = 0,±1, ...,±l) as the boundaries of the

bins placed symmetrically on the two sides of zero, i.e.,

ui = −u−i. In total there are 2(l + 1) bins. Note that

the outer boundaries of the two outmost bins are at in-

finite. Assuming we want to recover aw, the estimated

shear field is then written as ĝ(x⃗) = âwfw(x⃗), in which

we caution that the summation sign is not present. âw
is the presumed value of aw. The number of galaxies Ni

of the ith bin in our new PDF-Folding scheme is defined

as:

Ni= n̄

∫
i·fw(x⃗)≥0

d2x⃗|fw(x⃗)|
∫ u|i|

u|i|−1

dêP (ê) (2)

+ n̄

∫
i·fw(x⃗)<0

d2x⃗|fw(x⃗)|
∫ −u|i|−1

−u|i|

dêP (ê)

For now, we simply assume that the galaxy number

density n̄ is a constant. P is the normalized PDF, which

we assume does not change with position. The form in

eq.(2) is quite different from the usual definition of Ni,

which is simply n̄
∫
d2x⃗

∫ ui

ui−1
dêP (ê) (for i > 0). The

idea of folding is manifested by mixing the galaxies on

the two sides of zero in PDF according to the sign of

fw(x⃗) (which is known) in eq.(2). The factor |fw(x⃗)| is
an additional weight for filtering out the contamination

from other orthogonal modes, as we show next.

To find out how the value of âw can change the sym-

metry of the PDF, let us calculate Ni −N−i, which is:

Ni(>0) −N−i (3)

= n̄

∫
d2x⃗fw(x⃗)

[∫ ui

ui−1

−
∫ −ui−1

−ui

]
dêP (ê)

Note that the integration without lower and upper

bounds means integrating over the whole available range

of the variable. Using eq.(1), we can relate the function

P with the intrinsic PDF PI (which is symmetric) as:

P (ê) = PI(ê+ ĝ − g) (4)

=PI

[
ê+ âwfw(x⃗)−

∑
k

akfk(x⃗)

]

≈PI(ê) +

[
âwfw(x⃗)−

∑
k

akfk(x⃗)

]
P ′
I(ê)

where P ′
I(e) = dPI(e)/de. The last step above is from

Taylor’s expansion to the first order, as the shear signal

is assumed to be small. Using the results in eq.(4), we

can get:

[∫ ui

ui−1

−
∫ −ui−1

−ui

]
dêP (ê) (5)

≈2

[
âwfw(x⃗)−

∑
k

akfk(x⃗)

]
[PI(ui)− PI(ui−1)]

Using the result of eq.(5) in eq.(3), and the orthogonality

of fk(x⃗), we get:

Ni(>0) −N−i (6)

≈2n̄(âw − aw) [PI(ui)− PI(ui−1)]

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗)

It is clear that the folded PDF is best symmetrized when

âw = aw. This is true for all the bin pairs. Therefore,

to estimate âw, we just need to minimize the following
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Figure 1. The behavior of the ellipticity PDF of galaxies
located at x<0 (in blue color) or x≥0 (in red color) when
the parameter a (left panel) or b (right panel) changes. The
dotted and solid lines correspond to the PDFs before and
after the change of the parameter respectively.

χ21:

χ2 =
1

2

∑
i(>0)

(Ni −N−i)
2

⟨(Ni −N−i)2⟩
(7)

The above procedure is repeated for each âw to recover

the whole shear field. This is the basic implementation

of the PF method.

For inhomogeneous galaxy distribution, it is not hard

to check that a similar conclusion can be reached if we

simply replace the weighting of the galaxy number in

eq.(2) from |fw(x⃗)| to |fw(x⃗)|/n(x⃗), where n(x⃗) is the

galaxy number density. The form of eq.(6) remains the

same, but without the factor n̄. This, however, turns out

not to be the end of the story. The formulation can be

further improved to achieve two more goals: 1. proper

treatment of masks; 2. minimum statistical noise. This

is what we discuss next.

2.3. Optimal Reconstruction Method

If we chose the weight to be |fw(x⃗)|/n(x⃗), one can im-

mediately identify a problem: what if there are masked

areas? A simple option would be to skip the masked ar-

eas. However, in this case, the orthogonality of the func-

tions fk(x⃗) would not lead to eq.(6) because of the in-

complete domain of integration. Another option would

be to use a set of orthogonal functions that are defined

in the domain excluding the masked areas. This would

be a fine choice, except that the form of fk(x⃗) could be

quite complicated.

1 The definition of χ2 follows the form given in Zhang et al. (2017).
In our case, the quantity Ni − N−i is a number to quantify the
symmetry level of the PDF, as required by our method. The sta-
tistical mean of Ni−N−i is zero when the PDF is fully symmetric
with respect to zero. The denominator in our χ2 definition is the
variance of Ni − N−i. The minimum of χ2 indicates that the
PDF reaches a best symmetrized state.

In this work, we take another route: we fill out the

masked area with galaxies of a certain number den-

sity, e.g., the average number density of the whole

field. Each such galaxy is given a random shear esti-

mator/ellipticity, i.e., the shear field is assumed to be

zero in the masked areas. This procedure guarantees the

completeness of the domain of integration, and therefore

the validity of the PF method.

More generally, we are interested in finding the opti-

mal way of extracting the shear field information from

the shear catalog in the case of inhomogeneous galaxy

distribution. To do so, we find that the following gener-

alized form of series expansion is useful:

g(x⃗)nα(x⃗) =
∑
k

akfk(x⃗) (8)

For recovering the coefficient aw, the galaxy weight and

therefore the definitions of the PDF should be updated

accordingly as:

Ni=

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)≥0

d2x⃗|fw(x⃗)|nα(x⃗)

∫ u|i|

u|i|−1

dêP (ê) (9)

+

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)<0

d2x⃗|fw(x⃗)|nα(x⃗)

∫ −u|i|−1

−u|i|

dêP (ê)

In this case, one can show that the difference between

the opposite bins is given by:

Ni(>0) −N−i (10)

≈2(âw − aw) [PI(ui)− PI(ui−1)]

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗)

Note that the galaxy weight is |fw(x⃗)|nα−1(x⃗) at x⃗.

To recover aw, e.g., we assume that ĝ(x⃗) is given by

ĝ(x⃗) = n−α(x⃗)âwfw(x⃗). Following similar calculations

as in §2.2, one can show that eq.(6) still holds (without
the factor n̄). Apparently, we now have the exponent α

as an additional degree of freedom in our formalism. It

turns out that when α = 1/2, the statistical uncertainty

of aw reaches its minimum. It is therefore our best choice

for the shear field reconstruction. We show the details

of our proof in Appendix A.

The above discussion is all about reconstructing the

shear field at a given background redshift. More gener-

ally, we should consider the redshift distribution of the

source galaxies. For the single thin lens case (which is

what we consider in this work), the shear fields at dif-

ferent redshifts are related through a simple rescaling

with the corresponding critical surface densities. The

problem is therefore still two dimensional, and we only

need to choose a certain background redshift as a refer-

ence. The optimization of the PF method in this case

are given in Appendix B.
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In the rest of the paper, we demonstrate some advan-

tages of the PF method using numerical examples, and

show some shear/density field reconstruction examples

from the real data.

3. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we demonstrate several advantages of

the PF method with data from the Illutris-1-Dark sim-

ulation (Nelson et al. 2015). The side length of the sim-

ulation box is 75Mpc/h (comoving). We use the snap-

shot with ID 120 corresponding to z = 0.2. We select

a 6×6(Mpc/h)2 (comoving) part containing cluster-like

structure, and calculate the projected surface density by

integrating over the whole box size. The shear field is

then deduced from the mass distribution by assuming

the source galaxies are all at z = 0.50, and placed on

a 120 × 120 grid as shown in fig.2 for the g1 compo-

nent. This shear field is applied onto a large number

of background galaxies whose intrinsic ellipticities are

generated according to Miller et al. (2013). The source

galaxies are randomly placed inside the foreground area.

To reduce the shape noise, we group every 5×5 grid area

to form a 24× 24 shear map.

Figure 2. Shear field of g1 from the density map of the
Illutris-1-Dark simulation within a 6× 6(Mpc/h)2 comoving
area at redshift 0.2. The source redshift is assumed to be at
0.5.

As our first test, we adopt three strategies to recon-

struct the shear map from the shear catalog: 1. by tak-

ing the local averages of the shear estimators (called Lo-

cal AVE hereafter); 2. by using the PDF-SYM method,

which is designed for optimizing the stacked shear sig-

nal on the local ensemble of the shear estimators (called

Local PDF hereafter); 3. by the PF method. In the

last method, we expand the shear field with the Fourier

series.

In our first test, the shear field is applied onto 107

background galaxies whose ellipticities follow the form

of disk-dominated galaxies. We set the parameter emax

in Miller et al. (2013) to be 1.0. The recovered shear

maps (g1) with the methods of Local AVE, Local PDF,

and PF are shown in the upper panel of fig.3. The corre-

sponding residuals are shown in the lower panels accord-

ingly. One can see that the PDF-based methods gener-

ally generate somewhat less noise than the Local AVE

method. The advantage would be more obvious if the

PDF of the ellipticities has a more significant extension

to large values.

Note that although in this simple example, the Lo-

cal PDF method seems to work similarly well as PF,

its performance is actually more sensitive to the back-

ground galaxy number density, i.e., there should be

enough galaxies in each grid cell, as we show in the real

data examples in §4. The PF method avoids this issue

by using the background galaxies in the field altogether

to form the PDF. It therefore does not require a large

smoothing kernel or grid size, and can keep information

on smaller scales in principle.

1

60

120

Local_AVE Local_PDF PF

1 60 120

1

60

120
1 60 120 1 60 120

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.025

0.000

0.025

Figure 3. From the left to right, we show the recovered
shear maps of g1 from the Local AVE, Local PDF, and PF
methods respectively. The upper panels show the shear
fields, and the lower panels show the deviations of the re-
sults from the input shear map accordingly.

3.1. Effect of Inhomogeneous Galaxy Distribution

The distribution of the background galaxies are of-

ten inhomogeneous (as shown in some examples of §4).
In traditional methods, if both the shear signal and

the background density varies significantly within the

smoothing kernel, we expect the coupling of these two

types of fluctuations to induce systematic errors in the

recovered shear field. In the new PF method, we find

that such a bias can be largely avoided.

To study this effect, we let the background galaxy

density vary with the vertical axis y as ’sin(ky)+ const’

where k = 2π/5, whose period equals the grid size of the
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Figure 4. Upper left: the central region of the input shear
field from Illutris; upper right: the distribution of the galaxy
number density field; lower left: the difference between the
input shear field and the recovered one from the Local PDF
method; lower right: the difference between the input shear
field and the recovered one from the PF method.

Figure 5. The organization of the panels is the same as that
of fig.4. It demonstrates the mask effect on the recovery of
the shear field.

recovered shear field. To enhance the signal-to-noise ra-

tio of the systematic bias, we use 5 × 107 galaxies with

ellipticities set in the range of [0.05, 0.1], 90% of which

follow the ellipticity distribution of the disk-dominated

galaxies, and the other 10% follow that of the bulge-

dominated ones. In fig.4, we show the original shear

field in the upper-left panel, the background galaxy dis-

tribution in the upper-right panel (the unit of which is

arbitrary). The lower two panels show the differences

between the recovered shear field and the original one

for the Local PDF method (left) and the PF method

(right). One can see that the shear residuals of the

Local PDF method are quite significant, and correlated

with the signal. In contrast, the PF method performs

quite well in the presence of the background inhomo-

geneity. Note that in the current study, the smoothing

kernel for the Local PDF is simply the top-hat function

within the grid size (of the recovered shear field). If a

larger kernel is chosen, the effect is more obvious. For

the PF method, we use the expansion defined in eq.(8)

with α = 1/2. The local number density around each

galaxy is calculated by averaging the galaxy numbers

within its neighboring 3× 3 finer grid cells (the grid on

the original 120× 120 map).

3.2. Effect of Mask

Masks are just special cases of background inhomo-

geneity. For similar reasons, the Local PDF operation

can also generate systematic biases near masks. In this

test, we assign a masked area in the central region of

the simulated shear map from Illutris, as shown in the

upper-left panel of fig.5. It can also be seen from the

upper-right panel of the same figure, in which we show

the distribution of the background galaxy density (the

unit is again arbitrary). We apply the shear field to 107

background galaxies in total, the ellipticities of which

are generated in the same way as those in §3.1. The

background galaxies are evenly distributed in the whole

area except the masked region. In the lower panels of

fig.5, we again show the performances of the Local PDF

method (left) and the PF method (right) in terms of the

differences between their recovered shear fields and the

original one. We can see that there are significant resid-

uals near the masked area in the Local PDF method.

As a comparison, the shear field from the PF method

shows no such residuals, demonstrating a consistently

better performance. We note that to use PF in this

case, one needs to add fake galaxies of random (or zero)

ellipticities in the masked area. The number density of

the fake galaxies inside the mask is chosen to be com-

parable to the mean of the whole field.

3.3. Step-by-step Procedure of the PF Method

Here for simplicity, we still use the ellipticity e to rep-

resent the shear estimator, and neglect its sub-index.

The application of the PF method for reconstructing

the shear field follows the following steps :

1. Set up a rectangular grid for the shear field;

2. Count the galaxy number density n(x⃗) in each

grid;

3. Fill up the masked area with galaxies of the

average number density and random ellipticities/shear

estimators;

4. Determine a set of orthogonal and complete func-

tions, e.g., Fourier series fw(x), to parameterize the
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shear field as: g(x⃗)
√

n(x⃗) =
∑

w awfw(x⃗), where w is

the index of each Fourier mode. The rest of the steps

are about determining the coefficients aw one-by-one.

5. Each aw is determined by changing its assumed

value âw, so that the PDF of the whole background

galaxy sample is best symmetrized. The pseudo shear

signal for a galaxy is given by ĝ(x⃗) = âwfw(x⃗)/
√

n(x⃗)

(without summing over all possible values of w). For

each galaxy, its weight is |fw(x⃗)|/
√

n(x⃗) as defined in

eq.9 with α = 1/2. The sign of ê(= e − ĝ) needs to be

inverted wherever fw(x⃗) < 0;

6. Repeat step 5 to find the values of all

aw. Calculate the resulting shear field with g(x⃗) =∑
w awfw(x⃗)/

√
n(x⃗). The resulting shear field can be

converted to the κ field through, e.g., the K-S inversion

algorithm.

Note that in the PF method, the choice of the pixel

size is rather arbitrary. Large pixel size is fine for those

who are only interested in the large scale behavior of

the shear field. On the other hand, if the pixel size is

small, say each pixel only containing a handful of source

galaxies on average, the method still works fine. In this

case, although the recovered shear field in each pixel

would become more noisy, the signal-to-noise ratio of

the large scale modes would not be affected.

4. APPLICATION IN REAL DATA

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of

the PF method with real data. We adopt the shear

estimator of the form defined in the Fourier Quad shear

measurement method (Zhang et al. 2015; Zhang 2010),

which has been shown to work well with the PDF-SYM

method (Zhang et al. 2017). Note that although the

Fourier Quad shear estimator takes an unconventional

form, it works equally well as the ideal shear estimators

discussed in §2, as shown in Zhang et al. (2017). In other

words, the whole discussion in §2 can be almost trivially

replicated for the Fourier Quad shear estimator.

Our shear catalog comes from the HSC galaxy survey

Data Release 2 (Aihara et al. 2019). The images are

processed by the Fourier Quad pipeline in five bands

(grizy) individually. The Fourier Quad pipeline is pre-

viously used to process the imaging data of CFHTLenS

(Zhang et al. 2019) and DECaLS (Zhang et al. 2022),

and the results of which have all passed the accuracy test

using the field-distortion effect. We find that the same

pipeline also performs quite well for the HSC data. The

details of the measurement are presented in a separate

paper (Liu et al., in preparation). In this work, we use

the shear catalog of the ’rizy’ four bands. Note that in

Fourier Quad, shear estimators from different exposures

Cluster ID (RA, Dec) redshift mass (M⊙)

Cluster A (197.873,-1.348) 0.189 1015.13

Cluster B (355.276,-0.003) 0.190 1014.21

Cluster C (210.847,0.128) 0.184 1014.47

Table 1. The information of the three clusters used as fore-
ground lenses in §4.

or bands are treated as independent ones even if they are

from the same galaxy.

The foreground lens in our examples are three mas-

sive galaxy clusters chosen from the SDSS group cata-

log (Yang et al. 2007, 2008, 2009). Their information

is shown in Table 1, including their angular positions,

redshift (zlens), and mass (from the catalog). To re-

construct the surface density map, we first build up the

background shear field at a reference redshift (zlens+0.3)

following the more general version of the PF method

(taking into account the background redshift distribu-

tion) in Appendix B, in which a modified version of the

step-by-step procedures given in §3.3 is also provided.

The convergence/density map is then converted from

the shear map through the standard procedures given in

Kaiser & Squires (1993). One complication is that what

we actually measure from the background galaxy shapes

are not the shear, but the reduced shear (Zhang 2011).

To improve the accuracy of the recovered density map,

one therefore needs to modify the shear estimators with

the factor 1−κ, where κ is the convergence just derived

from the shear map. Usually with several iterations, the

shear map and κ map can both achieve stable solutions

(Liu et al. 2014). To avoid possible contamination from

the cluster members, we only use the background galax-

ies with redshifts larger than zlens + 0.1.

For comparison, the Local PDF method, Local AVE

method and the PF method are implemented. The re-

sults are shown in fig.6,7,8 for cluster A, B, and C re-

spectively. All the panels in the figures have the dimen-

sion of 1◦ × 1◦. In the grey area of each figure, we show

the results of Local PDF, Local AVE and PF in the first

three rows respectively, with grid size of 2.5′ × 2.5′.

We note that in the Local AVE method, we use the

ensemble average of the local Fourier Quad shear esti-

mators to evaluate the local shear field g1 and g2, as

shown in eq.(28) of Zhang et al. (2017). This approach

is usually not encouraged to use for the Fouier Quad

shear estimators because it uses unnormalized quadru-

ple moments of the galaxy, and therefore variations in

galaxy luminosity/size can lead to large scatters in shear

recovery (this fact however does not cause any problem

in PDF-based methods like Local PDF and PF here).

Here for the purpose of comparison, we still present the
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results of Local AVE, but excluding 8% highest and 8%

lowest shear estimators to reduce the noise. We would

not recommend doing so in practice, as the selection

would inevitably introduce local shear bias.

The two left columns show the recovered shear fields

g1 and g2 of the two methods. The third and fourth

columns show the surface density maps from the E (ΣE)

and B (ΣB) modes of the convergence fields respectively.

The rightmost panel (out of the grey region) shows the

background galaxy image density used in the same area

of the sky. It is clear from the figures that the results

of the PF method are generally less noisy than those

of Local PDF. Some of the extreme values on the shear

maps of Local PDF are caused by two reasons: 1. lack of

background galaxies; 2. outliers in shear catalog. These

two factors fortunately do not affect the performance of

the PF method. We consider this feature a significant

advantage of PF. It allows us to further increase the

spatial resolution of the density map. For example, in

the bottom rows of fig.6, 7, and 8, we show the recon-

structed density maps using PF with a much finer grid

size of 0.5′ × 0.5′. The final results are smoothed with

a Gaussian filter of σ = 1.65′ to increase the visibility

of the density structure. In this case, one can see that

the central overdensities of the clusters stand out more

clearly. In contrast, we find that it is not feasible to

further increase the spatial resolution in the method of

Local PDF.

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSIONS

Weak lensing provides a direct way of reconstructing

the foreground density distribution. So far, The existing

algorithms mostly focus on refining the conversion from

the shear field to the density map. The construction of

the shear field from the shear catalog however receives

much less attention. Currently, it is done by locally

averaging the shear estimators within some smoothing

kernel. The choice of the kernel size can be quite non-

trivial: on one hand, it should be large enough to guar-

antee sufficient background galaxies; on the other hand,

it is desirable to keep the kernel size small for a good

spatial resolution. The conventional method may also

induce systematic errors in the shear field due to the

coupling between its fluctuation and the inhomogeneity

of the background source galaxies.

In this work, based on the method of PDF-SYM

in Zhang et al. (2017), we propose the PDF-Folding

method as an alternative way of recovering the shear

field from the shear catalog. The details of the new

method is given in §2. It is significantly different from

the conventional weighted-sum methods. The main dif-

ferences include:

1. Instead of recovering the local shear value, PDF-

Folding reconstruct the coefficients of the orthogonal

modes that are used to decompose the shear field as

a whole. It therefore does not require any smoothing

kernels;

2. Inhomogeneous distribution of the source galaxies

(as well as masks) are automatically taken into account

in the method without incurring systematic biases;

3. The statistical errors on the coefficients of the or-

thogonal modes can reach the theoretical minimum in

general observing conditions, i.e., with inhomogeneous

source distribution and realistic shape noise.

The above points are demonstrated with analytical

reasoning (see §2 and the Appendixes) as well as numer-

ical examples using the Illutris-1-Dark simulation data

(see §3). As real world examples, in §4, we apply the

PDF-Folding method on the shear catalog of the HSC

survey (constructed from the Fourier Quad pipeline) to

reconstruct the surface density maps around three mas-

sive galaxy clusters identified in SDSS. Comparing to

the local reconstruction of the shear field, we show that

PDF-Folding shows a consistently better performance.

It is mainly because the new method is much less suscep-

tive to the local inadequacy of source galaxies or outliers

in shape noise.

The main caveat in PDF-Folding is in the calculation

of Ni(>0) − N−i in §2, in which we expand the PDF of

the shear estimators to the first order in shear. It im-

plies that the shear signal is small enough comparing to

the dispersion of the shape noise. This condition is not

necessarily well satisfied in the neighbourhood of mas-

sive galaxy clusters, and therefore there can be small

amount of systematic errors. This is though not a seri-

ous issue, as the very central regions of galaxy clusters

can be simply masked if necessary. Such an expansion in

PDF may also fail when the PDF itself has singularities.

This has been shown as an advantage in the PDF-SYM

method discussed in Zhang et al. (2017), because it can

in principle lead to almost infinite signal-to-noise ratio in

shear recovery. In PDF-Folding, however, we find that

such singularities in the PDF lead to significant system-

atic errors in the recovered shear field. It is because the

failure of the expansion invalidates the cancellation of

the couplings between different orthogonal modes. Nev-

ertheless, this problem is neither a serious concern in

practice, as realistic PDF of the shear estimators rarely

contains singularities.

Finally, we have not considered the impact of the shear

measurement errors on the recovered shear field. One

cause of the error is the uncertainty of the point spread

function (PSF), which could depend on the local density
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Figure 6. The recovered shear and density maps around Cluster A listed in Table 1. The first two columns show the g1 and
g2 fields for the Local PDF method(the first row), Local AVE method(the second row) and the PF method (the third row)

. The third and fourth columns show the corresponding surface density fields of E (ΣE) and B (ΣB) modes respectively. The
rightmost column shows the distribution of the background galaxy number density in the same area of the sky. The fourth row

shows the density fields recovered also by the PF method, but with a higher spatial resolution.

of the stars, and therefore induce a variation of the shear

field. This topic will be studied in a future work.
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APPENDIX

A. THE OPTIMAL CHOICE OF α

Using the maximum likelyhood method, let us derive the Cramer-Rao Bound on the statistical uncertainties of the

coefficients of the shear field. The likelyhood function is simply the PDF of the observed galaxy ellipticities written

as:

P (e) = PI(e− g(x⃗)) = PI(e−
∑
k

akfk(x⃗)n
−α(x⃗)) (A1)

According to the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE), the uncertainty of aw (σaw) can be written out as:

σ−2
aw

(MLE)=−
∑
i

∂2 lnP (ei)

∂a2w
=

∫
d2x⃗ · n(x⃗)

∫
deP−1

I (e)
[
fw(x⃗)n

−α(x⃗)P ′
I(e)

]2
(A2)

=

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗)n
−2α+1(x⃗)

∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e)

In the PF method, the value of aw is estimated by minimizing the χ2 defined as:

χ2 =
1

2

∑
i(>0)

(Ni −N−i)
2

⟨(Ni −N−i)2⟩
(A3)

The denominator in the above formula can be worked out in the following way:

⟨(Ni(>0) −N−i)
2⟩ ≈ ⟨(δNi(>0) − δN−i)

2⟩ ≈ 2⟨(δNi(>0))
2⟩ (A4)

in which the δ sign refers to the deviation from the statistical mean. In this calculation, we have also neglected the

influence of the lensing effect, which yields a slightly non-zero mean for Ni(>0) −N−i. According to eq.(9),

Ni(>0) ≈
∫

d2x⃗|fw(x⃗)|nα(x⃗)

∫ ui

ui−1

dêPI(ê) =

∫
d2x⃗W (x⃗)n(x⃗)

∫ ui

ui−1

dêPI(ê) =
∑
j

W (x⃗j)∆N(x⃗j) (A5)

in which W (x⃗) = |fw(x⃗)|nα−1(x⃗) is the weight at x⃗. The last step in the above equation is a discrete version of the

integretion. Assuming that the galaxy number obeys Poisson distribution, we get:

⟨(δNi(>0))
2⟩ =

∑
j

W 2(x⃗j)⟨[δ∆N(x⃗j)]
2⟩ =

∑
j

W 2(x⃗j)∆N(x⃗j) =

∫
d2x⃗W 2(x⃗)n(x⃗)

∫ ui

ui−1

dêPI(ê) (A6)

Therefore, we have:

⟨(Ni(>0) −N−i)
2⟩ ≈ 2

∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)n
2α−1(x⃗)

∫ ui

ui−1

dêPI(ê) (A7)

Combining with eq.(10), we get:

χ2 = (âw − aw)
2

[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)
]2∫

d2x⃗ · f2
w(x⃗)n

2α−1(x⃗)

∑
i(>0)

[PI(ui)− PI(ui−1)]
2∫ ui

ui−1
dêPI(ê)

(A8)

In the limit of very small bin size, we can turn the summation in the above formula into an integral form as:

χ2 =
(âw − aw)

2

2

[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)
]2∫

d2x⃗ · f2
w(x⃗)n

2α−1(x⃗)

∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e) (A9)

which implies that the error on the parameter âw is:

σ−2
âw

(PF ) =

[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)
]2∫

d2x⃗ · f2
w(x⃗)n

2α−1(x⃗)

∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e) (A10)
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According to the Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality, we have:[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)n
2α−1(x⃗)

]
·
[∫

d2x⃗ · f2
w(x⃗)n

1−2α(x⃗)

]
≥

[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)

]2
, (A11)

therefore, σâw(PF ) ≥ σaw(MLE), and the equality is achieved when α = 1/2. This completes our proof of our

statement in §2.3.

B. RECONSTRUCTION OF THE FOREGROUND SURFACE DENSITY FIELD

Let us discuss about reconstructing the surface density distribution Σ(x⃗, zl) around the foreground lens at redshift

zl. The background shear signal is related to the foreground density field via κ(x⃗, zs) = Σ(x⃗, zl)/Σc(zl, zs), where the

critical surface density Σc is defined as:

Σc(zl, zs) =
c2

4πG

DA(zs)

DA(zl)DA(zl, zs)(1 + zl)2
(B12)

Where DA(z) is the angular diameter distance, and the factor (1 + zl)
2 is from our use of the comoving scale. To

use all the background galaxies to reconstruct the foreground density field Σ(x⃗, zl), we need to take into account the

fact that the background sources are distributed in a range of redshifts. In terms of the shear field, we therefore

need to specify at which background redshift we are reconstructing it. Fortunately, under the thin lens assumption,

the background shear signal scales with their redshift zs in a simple enough way through the critical surface density,

i.e, we have: g(x⃗, zs1)Σc(zl, zs1) = g(x⃗, zs2)Σc(zl, zs2). Note that for now we neglect the differences between the

shear and the reduced shear. If we choose zs0 as our reference background redshift for the reconstructed shear

field g(x⃗, zs0), all the background shear at zs can then be expressed as: g(x⃗, zs) = g(x⃗, zs0)Σc(zl, zs0)Σ
−1
c (zl, zs).

Following the idea of the PF method, we can expand the reference shear field as g(x⃗, zs0)
√
n(x⃗) =

∑
akfk(x⃗), where

n(x⃗) =
∫
dz ·ϕ(x⃗, z), and ϕ(x⃗, z) is the galaxy number density in the redshift space at angular position x⃗. To reconstruct

âw, we should assume that ĝ(x⃗, zs0)
√
n(x⃗) = âwfw(x⃗). For any background galaxy at redshift zs, we therefore have:

ĝ(x⃗, zs) = ĝ(x⃗, zs0)Σc(zl, zs0)Σ
−1
c (zl, zs), The PDF for the PF method can be formulated as:

Ni=

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)≥0

d2x⃗

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)|fw(x⃗)|/

√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, z)

Σc(zl, zs0)

∫ u|i|

u|i|−1

dêP (ê) (B13)

+

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)<0

d2x⃗

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)|fw(x⃗)|/

√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, z)

Σc(zl, zs0)

∫ −u|i|−1

−u|i|

dêP (ê),

Note that for each background galaxy, we have given it a weight: |fw(x⃗)|/
√
n(x⃗) ∗ [Σc(zl, z)/Σc(zl, zs0)]. The lensed

PDF can be expanded as:

P (ê) = PI(ê+ ĝ − g) = PI

{
ê+

[
âwfw(x⃗)−

∑
k

akfk(x⃗)

]
1√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)

}
(B14)

≈PI(ê) +
1√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)

[
âwfw(x⃗)−

∑
k

akfk(x⃗)

]
P ′
I(ê)

Note that here we assume that the form of PI does not depend on the redshift. As a result, we have:

Ni(>0) −N−i ≈ 2(âw − aw) [PI(ui)− PI(ui−1)]

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗) (B15)

The PF method in this definition should therefore yield an unbiased estimate of the parameter âw. Following the

procedures similar to those in Appendix A, we can get the error on the parameter âw in the limit of small bin size as:

σ−2
âw

(PF ) =

[∫
d2x⃗ · f2

w(x⃗)
]2∫

d2x⃗ · f2
w(x⃗)n

−1(x⃗)
∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z) [Σc(zl, z)/Σc(zl, zs0)]

2

∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e) (B16)



15

We can further ask whether this form is statistically optimal by finding out the Cramer-Rao bound in this case as:

σ−2
aw

(MLE)=−
∑
i

∂2 lnP (ei)

∂a2w
=

∫
d2x⃗

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)

∫
deP−1

I (e)

[
fw(x⃗)

1√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)
P ′
I(e)

]2

(B17)

=

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗)n
−1(x⃗)

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)

[
Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)

]2 ∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e)

From the results of eq.(B16) and (B17), and using the Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality again, we can show that σâw(PF ) ≥
σaw

(MLE). Indeed, in general, the equality cannot be achieved without modifying the weighting scheme.

To further improve our formalism to approach the Cramer-Rao bound, we can change our definition of n(x⃗) as:

n(x⃗) =

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)Σ2

c(zl, zs0)/Σ
2
c(zl, z). (B18)

The weighting in the definition of Ni should be modified accordingly as:

Ni=

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)≥0

d2x⃗

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)|fw(x⃗)|/

√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)

∫ u|i|

u|i|−1

dêP (ê) (B19)

+

∫
i∗fw(x⃗)<0

d2x⃗

∫
dz · ϕ(x⃗, z)|fw(x⃗)|/

√
n(x⃗)

Σc(zl, zs0)

Σc(zl, z)

∫ −u|i|−1

−u|i|

dêP (ê),

Note that subtle difference between eq.(B19) and eq.(B13) regarding the positions of the critical surface densities.

Once we adopt this formalism, it is straightforward to show that

σ−2
âw

(PF ) = σ−2
aw

(MLE) =

∫
d2x⃗f2

w(x⃗)

∫
deP−1

I (e)P ′
I
2
(e). (B20)

In practice, however, we find that the two types of weighting schemes defined in eq.(B19) and eq.(B13) do not

lead to significant differences in the final results. For this reason, our results in §4 are produced with the PF version

defined in eq.(B13), which takes a more straightforward definition of n(x⃗). The step-by-step description of shear field

reconstruction is a modified version of §3.3:
1. Set up a rectangular grid for the shear field, and determine a reference background redshift zs0, at which the

shear field is reconstructed;

2. Count the galaxy number density n(x⃗) in each grid;

3. Fill up the masked area with galaxies of the average number density and random ellipticities/shear estimators,

and assign the reference redshift zs0 to all of them;

4. Determine a set of orthogonal and complete functions, e.g., Fourier series fw(x), to parameterize the shear

field as: g(x⃗, zs0)
√

n(x⃗) =
∑

w awfw(x⃗), where w is the index of each Fourier mode. The rest of the steps are about

determining the coefficients aw one-by-one.

5. Each aw is determined by changing its assumed value âw, so that the PDF of the whole background galaxy

sample is best symmetrized. The pseudo shear signal for a galaxy of redshift z is given by ĝ(x⃗, z) = âwfw(x⃗)/
√
n(x⃗) ·

Σc(zl, zs0)/Σc(zl, z) (without summing over all possible values of w). zl is the redshift of the lens. For each galaxy, its

weight is |fw(x⃗)|/
√
n(x⃗) · Σc(zl, z)/Σc(zl, zs0). The sign of ê(= e− ĝ) needs to be inverted wherever fw(x⃗) < 0;

6. Repeat step 5 to find the values of all aw. Calculate the resulting shear field (at the reference redshift zs0)

with g(x⃗, zs0) =
∑

w awfw(x⃗)/
√
n(x⃗). The resulting shear field can be converted to the κ field through, e.g., the K-S

inversion algorithm, and the κ field can be further converted to the surface density distribution.

A point to note is about our assumption that the form of the PDF PI does not depend on the redshift. This is not

true in practice. This fact would require us to further change the weightings defined in eq.(B18) and (B19) to take

into account the redshift-dependent shape noise, for the purpose of achieving the optimal statistical uncertainty. We

may study this issue in a future work. Our current formalism of PF is at least close to the optimal form. It is also not

hard to show, e.g., with eq.(B15), that even if PI depends on redshift, the PF method would not generate systematic

biases at the first order of shear.
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