arXiv:2412.00829v1 [astro-ph.CO] 1 Dec 2024

Weak Lensing Reconstruction by Counting Galaxies: Improvement with DES Y3 Galaxies

Jian Qin®, "2 [| Pengjie Zhang®,">2[f Yu Yu®,"2[| Haojie Xu,* 2 Ji Yao,* ! Yuan Shi,-? and Huanyuan Shan*

IDepartment of Astronomy, School of Physics and Astronomy,
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, 200240,China
2Key Laboratory for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology (MOE)/Shanghai
Key Laboratory for Particle Physics and Cosmology,China
3Tsung-Dao Lee Institute, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, 200240, China
4Shanghai Astronomical Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Shanghai 200030, China

Abstract

In [1]], we attempted to reconstruct the weak lensing convergence map K from cosmic magnification by linearly weighting the DECaLS
galaxy overdensities in different magnitude bins of grz photometry bands. The £ map is correlated with cosmic shear at 20-o- significance.
However, the low galaxy number density in the DECaLS survey prohibits the measurement of £ auto-correlation. In this paper, we apply the
reconstruction method to the Dark Energy Survey Year 3 (DES Y3) galaxies from the DES Data Release 2 (DR2). With greater survey depth and
higher galaxy number density, convergence-shear cross-correlation signals are detected with S/N ~ 9,16,20 at 0.4 < z, < 0.6,0.6 < z, < 0.8
and 0.8 < zx < 1.0 respectively. More remarkably, the £ — K correlations of the 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8 bins show reasonably good
agreement with predictions based on theoretical interpretation of £ — y measurement. This result takes a step further towards the cosmological

application of our lensing reconstruction method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Weak gravitational lensing, which probes directly the mat-
ter distribution of the Universe, provides powerful insight into
dark energy, dark matter and gravity at cosmological scales [[2-
8J]. One effect of weak lensing is to distort the shapes of galaxy
images, commonly referred as cosmic shear [9,/10]. Numerous
ongoing telescopes have the main goal of measuring cosmic
shear, such as the Dark Energy Survey [DES, [11]], the Kilo-
Degree Survey [KiDS, [12], the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru
Strategic Program survey [HSC-SSP, [13]], Vera C. Rubin Ob-
servatory’s Legacy Survey of Space and Time [LSST, [14],
Euclid [15], and the China Space Station Telescope (CSST)
[L16} [17]. With these powerful surveys, cosmic shear is mak-
ing significant contributions to the precision cosmology [e.g.,
18124].

Another, however less explored, weak lensing effect is cos-
mic magnification. It affects the large-scale structure by al-
tering the observed flux of sources and changing the solid
angle of sky patches [25| 26]. This effect can be observed
through changes in number count, magnitude, and size [27-
32]]. Similar to how the cosmic shear signal can be contami-
nated by galaxy intrinsic alignment, the cosmic magnification
signal is overwhelmed by galaxy intrinsic clustering. In ob-
servations, cosmic magnification is typically detected through
cross-correlations of two samples within the same sky area
but at significantly different redshifts. Lower redshift lenses
include luminous red galaxies (LRGs) and clusters [e.g., 33+
36]. Higher redshift sources include quasars [37,138]], Lyman
break galaxies [39, 40|, and submillimetre galaxies [41] 42l
Recently, the cross-correlation between cosmic magnification
and cosmic shear has been detected in HSC [43] and DES x
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DESI [44]].

These measurements of cosmic magnification are indirect,
relying on cross-correlation. However, it is feasible to di-
rectly extract the magnification signal from multiple galaxy
overdensity maps of different brightness [45-H52]]. The key
aspect here to consider is the flux dependence characteristic
of magnification bias. The main contamination to address is
galaxy intrinsic clustering. Although galaxy bias is complex
[e.g.,153H53]], the primary component to eliminate is the de-
terministic bias. [51] introduced a modified internal linear
combination (ILC) method that can remove the average galaxy
bias in a model-independent way.

In our recent work [[1]], we extend the methodology of [51] to
utilize multiple photometry bands and apply it to the DECal.S
galaxies from the DESIimaging surveys DRO. It marks the first
instance of a reconstructed lensing map from magnification
covering a quarter of the sky. Galaxy intrinsic clustering
is suppressed by a factor of O(10) and a convergence-shear
cross-correlation signal is detected with S/N =~ 20. However,
the DECaLS survey’s low galaxy number density prohibits the
measurement of the £ auto-correlation.

In this paper, we apply the same reconstruction method to
the DES Y3 galaxies from the DES Data Release 2 (DR2[56])).
DES has greater survey depth and higher galaxy number.
This allows us to investigate the auto-correlation of the re-
constructed convergence map, which is not feasible in our
DECaLS work [1]].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. we present
the reconstruction method and the modeling of the correlation
functions. In Sec. we describe the data and how we pro-
cess the data, which include the galaxy samples for lensing
reconstruction, the imaging systematics mitigation, the galaxy
samples with shear measurement and the correlation measure-
ments. Sec. [[V]contains details of analyses for the correlation
functions including the fitting to the model, the internal tests of
the analysis, and a comparison between the convergence-shear
and convergence-convergence correlation analyses. Summary
and discussions are given in Sec. [V]
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II. METHOD

The main steps of the lensing convergence reconstruction
and the cross-correlation analysis are introduced in our DE-
CaLS paper [1]. In this section, we review the key steps
of the method. Additionally, we introduce the convergence-
convergence correlation analysis, which further validates the
reconstruction.

A. Lensing convergence map reconstruction

Our goal is to perform lensing reconstruction for DES Y3
galaxies using the techniques described by [45} 146, 51]]. We
categorize galaxies into Nr flux bins for each band of g,r, z.
In weak lensing limit, the galaxy number overdensity for each
flux bin can be expressed as [e.g. |46} 57]:

6L = b6+ gik + 65 . (1)

In this equation, ¢, represents the underlying matter overden-
sity, while b; is the deterministic bias for the i-th flux bin.
The term 6f accounts for galaxy stochasticity. « is the lensing
convergence, with g being the magnification coefficient. This
coefficient is influenced by galaxy selection criteria and ob-
servational conditions [58} 59]]. For flux-limited samples, g is
determined by the logarithmic slope of the galaxy luminosity
function [e.g.160} 61]]:

__dlnn(F)

= 2a-1
g=2(-1), dinF

2

For sources at redshift z, x provides a direct measure of the
underlying matter overdensity ¢, as follows [e.g.!43||44]:

k(0,zs) =

3H{Qm (% D (xs—x) D(x)
502 /0 YA om(z, 0)(1+z)d2(3).

In this equation, y and y, denote the radial comoving dis-
tances to the lens at redshift z and to the source at redshift zg,
respectively. D (y) is the comoving angular diameter distance,
which equals y in a flat universe.

A linear estimator for the convergence x can be expressed
as [51]:

k=" widk, &)
i
The weights w; are determined by satisfying three conditions:

Vanishing multiplicative error :Z wigi=1, (@)

4

Eliminating intrinsic clustering : Z w; =0, (6)
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M

Minimizing shot noise : Nghot = Z Wiw

i.j v

Here, 7i; is the average galaxy surface number density for the
i-th flux bin, and 7;; is that between the i-th and j-th flux
bins. The first condition (Eq. [5) ensures that the estimator
R is free from multiplicative bias, given correct magnification
coefficient g;. The second condition (Eq. [6) is to eliminate
the average intrinsic galaxy clustering. The third condition
minimizes the shot noise. These conditions determine the
weights as follows:

CN~'g - BN"!T
W = CN g-bN 1 (8)
AC — B2
Here, A = gTN‘lg, B = gTN_II, and C = I'N~!1. The shot
noise matrix is N;; = it;;/i;ij, and I = [1,1,---, 1]7.

B. Validation through the convergence-shear cross-
correlation
The reconstructed map is then:
R=AK+€6m+ K> . 9)

Two key issues need to be addressed. The first is the residual
galaxy clustering in the reconstructed k. The deterministic
bias b;, after applying weights, becomes:

GZZwibi . (10)

€ # 01in general. The second issue is a potential multiplicative
error in the overall amplitude of £, which can result from
measurement error ! in g. This is quantified by a dimensionless
parameter A = > w;g;. If errors in g exist, A # 1. The last
term «5 in Eq. El, which accounts for factors such as stochastic
galaxy bias and shot noise, will be referred to as the stochastic
term throughout this paper for clarity. The first two terms in
Eq. [0 will then be referred to as the deterministic term. An
ideal reconstruction would achieve A = 1 and € = 0, but our
current estimator only satisfies }; w; = 0.2 Additionally, due
to uncertainties in estimating g [58l [59]], we need to evaluate
A using the data and verify whether A = 1.

Motivated by [43]], we perform cross-correlations between
our K map and cosmic shear catalogs in the same patch of
sky, but of multiple redshift bins. In this cross-correlation, the

! We aim to create flux-limited samples from the DES Y3 galaxies to ensure
that g, derived from the logarithmic slope of the luminosity function (Eq.
E]), remains unbiased. However, this is not always achievable, as observa-
tional conditions may introduce additional galaxy selection effects, such as
photo-z related selection. A comprehensive account of these observational
conditions would allow for unbiased estimation of g, which is beyond the
scope of this work. Therefore, in this study, we use the g estimated by Eq.

s an approximation.
2 This issue can be addressed using principal component analysis of the

galaxy cross-correlation matrix in the hyperspace of galaxy properties [62,
63]. However, this method requires robust clustering measurements, which
are not applicable to the DES Y3 galaxies we use.



stochastic terms do not contribute3. Then, the convergence-
shear cross-correlation signal is

E(0) = A& (0) + 77 (0) an

Here, 0 is the angular separation, and j denotes the j-th source
redshift bin of the cosmic shear catalog. f;"y is the matter-
shear cross-correlation. Since A and € are independent of j, we
can simultaneously constrain cosmological parameters along
with A and € by measuring (Ky) across various source redshift
bins. For this study, which primarily aims to test the feasibility
of our reconstruction method, we fix the cosmology to the best-
fit Planck 2018 flat ACDM model [64]], with key cosmological
parameters Q,,, = 0.315,Qp = 1-Q,,, ny = 0.965, h = 0.674,
and og = 0.811.

The theoretical computation of £“” and &"7 is performed
using the Limber approximation [[65]. The correlation func-
tions are linked to their respective power spectra by:

Cdtt .
fk(m))’(g) =‘/0 ECL’ (m)yjz(gg) . (12)

Here, J, is the 2nd order Bessel function. C,” and C,"”
represent the convergence-shear and matter-shear cross power

spectra, respectively. In a flat Universe, these are given by:
1 ¢
cHim =/dXW“(m)(X)W7(X)—2Pm (k= —;z) . (13)
X X
Here, y is the comoving radial distance and P, is the 3-

dimensional matter power spectrum. The projection kernels
WX, WY, and W™ are defined as:

7

3H2Q,, [
WA (1) = —20%om. / Ay nen (X
() =5~ we ), W ")

W™ (x) = nm(x) ,

X
(14)
H
nK,’y,m(/\/) = nk,'y,m(Z)# 5

where n, = n,, is the normalized redshift distribution of galax-
ies for k reconstruction, and n,, is that for cosmic shear.

By fitting against fﬂh at multiple shear redshifts, we can
constrain A and €, which probe the convergence map’s detec-
tion significance (A/o ) and systematic errors (€).

C. Convergence-convergence correlation

A further validation of the £ maps is to check the correlation
(RiRj). The theoretical expectation is

KK _ &D S
Eijm =& +&
fB = A,‘Aijin + El'(:'jfmimj +A1‘6jfkimj +Aj6ifk-fmi .
(15)

3 The stochastic galaxy bias defined here refers to the component of galaxy
clustering that is uncorrelated with the cosmic density field at the two-point
level. Therefore, this stochastic term does not correlate with cosmic shear.
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FIG. 1: The shot noise matrix N;; = Ty

number density of the 12 flux bins/sub-samples, shown for the photo-
z bin 0.4 < zx < 0.6 as an example. The diagonal elements N;; =
ﬁl{ are measured from the average number density of each flux bin
(the fourth column in Table [[). The off-diagonal elements N;; are
measured from the overlap between the sub-samples in terms of the
number of galaxies they contain (see the discussion in the caption of
Table[). This overlap arises form the fact that the relative ranking of
galaxy brightness varies in different photometry bands.

derived from the galaxy

where i and j represent different redshift bins of the recon-
structed convergence map. These correlations are related to
the power spectra [65] by

Cdll _w; (mi)x; (m;
£k () () = / Socp ) g eoy . (16)
0

2 ¢

Here Jj is the Oth order Bessel function. The angular power
spectra are related to the 3-dimensional power spectrum by

J(mi) ki (m; 1
C;'(m')'("(m") _ / dXWKi(mi)(X)ij(mj')()()/?pm (k — )%;Z
A7)
In this case, the stochastic term, denoted by fisj in Eq.
may not be ignored. Accurately modeling these terms is chal-
lenging, and we do not attempt it in this work. Along with the
fitting results of A and € from the convergence-shear cross-
correlation analyses, we can then predict 53. Comparing with
the (&;K;) measurements, we can evaluate the impact of §IS]
This provides an estimation of the stochastic term, inaccessible
to the £ — y analysis.

III. DATA ANALYSIS

We apply our method of lensing reconstruction to the DES
Y3 galaxies from the DES Data Release 2 (DR2[56]).

).



Flux Bin Magnitude Range Galaxy Number fi(arcmin~?)  a g

w  band photo-z bin

1 22.3-22.5 2566484 015 133 066 003 g 0406
2 22.1-22.3 2566484 015 146 092 005 g 0406
3 21.8-22.1 2566484 015 187 173 008 g 0406
4 16.1-21.8 2566484 015 253306 013 g 0406
5 21.7-22.0 5066477 030  0.76 -048 0.09 r 0406
6 21.4-21.7 5066477 030  0.82-036 0.16 r 0406
7 21.0-21.4 5066477 030 122 044 024 r 0406
8 15.7-21.0 5066477 030  1.84 1.67 026 r  04-0.6
9 212215 5331458 031 069 -062 -0.14 z 0406
10 20.8-21.2 5331458 031 076 -049 -022 z  0.4-0.6
11 20.2-20.8 5331458 031  085-031-032 z 0406
12 13.6-20.2 5331458 031 148 095 -035 z 0406
I 233235 2995791 0.18  0.76 -048 -0.03 g 0608
2 23.1-23.3 2995791 018 123 045 -002 g 0608
3 22.7-23.1 2995791 018 1.2 1.03 -0.00 g  0.6-0.8
4 15.9-22.7 2995791 018 235270 004 g 0608
5 22.823.0 5137054 030 093 -0.13 0.14 r 06038
6 22.4-22.8 5137054 030  1.13 026 021 r 0608
7 22.0-22.4 5137054 030 1.3 026 025 r  0.6-08
8 17.3-22.0 5137054 030 179 158 028 r  0.6-0.8
9 221225 6063182 036 048 -1.04 -0.12 z 0608
10 21.6-22.1 6068182 036  039-122-020 z 0608
11 21.0-21.6 6063182 036  0.55-090-028 z  0.6-0.8
12 14.8-21.0 6068182 036 147 095 -028 z  0.6-0.8
I 243245 11254810 066  1.10 020 0.0 g 0810
2 24.0-24.3 11254810 066  1.12 024 003 g  08-1.0
3 23.5-24.0 11254810 066  1.03 006 -0.16 g  0.8-1.0
4 15.8-23.5 11254810 066 193 187 -0.17 g  08-1.0
5 233235 7805040 046 091 -0.17 009 r 0810
6 23.1-23.3 7805040 046  1.15 031 019 r 0810
7 22.7-23.1 7805040 046 152 1.03 030 r  08-1.0
8 19.5-22.7 7805040 046 237 274 046 r  0.8-1.0
9 222225 7640938 045 062 -0.77 0.12 z 0810
10 21.9-22.2 7640938 045 077 -047 -0.15 z  08-1.0
11 21.5-21.9 7640938 045 1.6 031 -0.18 z  0.8-1.0
12 13.8-21.5 7640938 045 189 178 -021 z  0.8-1.0

TABLE I: Summary of the galaxy sub-samples used for lensing reconstruction. Throughout the paper we use z, to denote the photometric
redshift of galaxies used for lensing reconstruction, and use z,, for photometric redshift of galaxies for cosmic shear measurements. In addition
to the information presented in the table, it should be noted that there are overlaps between the sub-samples in terms of the galaxies they contain.
For example, sample 1 and sample 5 for 0.8 < z, < 1.0 share a common set of 1.7 x 10° galaxies, which we denote as n;5 = 3.4 x 10°.
Similarly ;g = 2.7 x 10° and n17 = 1.4 x 10°. However n;ij = 0if sample i and j are from the same photometry band (e.g. nj2 = n13 = 0).

A. Data

The DES galaxy samples used for lensing reconstruction
are created in accordance with the selection criteria outlined
in section 2.1 of [66]. Extended imaging objects are required
to have been observed at least once in each optical band to
ensure reliable photo-z estimation. After removing objects
with Galactic latitude |b| < 25.0° to avoid high stellar density
regions and objects whose fluxes are affected by bright stars,
large galaxies, or globular clusters, we obtain the DES Y3
galaxy sample with a sky coverage of ~4800 deg?.

For the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis, we
utilize the DES Y3 shear measurements covering the same
footprint as the reconstructed convergence map. The detailed
shear measurements procedure, along with the estimated m
and c, are described in [44]. For both the shear and con-

vergence reconstruction galaxies, we employ the photometric
redshift based on [67]]. Note that shear measurements require
high imaging quality to ensure reliable shape measurements.
Consequently, the number of shear galaxies is significantly
smaller than that of the convergence reconstruction galaxies

(see Fig. [2).

B. Reconstruction

To reconstruct the convergence map, we consider three pho-
tometric redshift bins: 0.4 < z, < 0.6, 0.6 < z, < 0.8, and
0.8 < zx < 1.0, selected from the DES Y3 galaxies. As an
approximation for the flux-limit selection, for each band, we
select galaxies with a magnitude cut approximately 0.5 lower
than the peak of the galaxy number counts as a function of
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FIG. 2: The photometric redshift distributions of the DES Y3 galaxies
used for lensing reconstruction (blue line) and the DES Y3 galaxies
with shear measurement (red line). The blue shaded regions denote
photo-z ranges 0.4 < zx < 0.6, 0.6 < zx < 0.8,and 0.8 < z, < 1.0
employed for lensing reconstruction in our study. The red shaded
regions represent the photo-z bins of the shear catalog, [0.2, 0.4, 0.6,
0.8, 1.0, 1.2], defined for cross-correlation analysis. From this figure,
we can see that there are many more galaxies available for lensing
magnification reconstruction than for cosmic shear measurements.

magnitude. We then divide the galaxies in each band uni-
formly into Nr = 4 flux bins, resulting in a total of 12 flux
bins at each redshift. For each flux bin, we convert the 3D
galaxy number density distribution into a 2D sky map at a res-
olution of Ngjge = 4096. We then downgrade the resolution to
Nsige = 1024 and define the coverage fraction parameter fg for
each pixel. Pixels with fz exceeding the threshold f = 0.9 are
selected. The fg definition, steps of measuring galaxy number
overdensity, and calculation of the «, g, w factors for each flux
bin are described in [1]]. A summary of the flux bins and the
results of the @, g, and w is presented in Tablem The measured
shot noise matrix N;; = n':;n’J for 0.4 < z, < 0.6 is shown as
an example in Fig[T] The reconstructed convergence maps are
then obtained by performing a weighted sum over the galaxy
overdensity maps (Eq.(@)). For consistency tests described in
f\{e;%rxi ]aa%so utilize additional sets of magnitude cuts,

Following [ |68]], we mitigate imaging systematics, such
as stellar contamination and Galactic extinction, in the recon-
structed convergence K maps using the Random Forest (RF)
mitigation method developed by [69]. The effects of this mit-
igation on the measured lensing correlation functions are de-
tailed in Appendix [A]

C. Correlation functions

To validate the reconstruction, we analyze the £ — y and
R — R correlation functions. We select shear galaxies within
the photometric redshift range 0.2 < z,, < 1.2, resulting in
about 18 million galaxy shear samples. They are then divided
into five photo-z bins: [0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2]. For each
photo-z bin of £ and vy, the correlation functions is estimated

Ro4-06 Ro.6-08 Ro.8—1.0

e —— e
-0.2 0.0 0.2 -0.2 0.0 0.2 -0.2 0.0 0.2

FIG. 3: The reconstructed lensing convergence maps. The columns
from left to right represent the three photo-z bins of the convergence.
The lower panels correspond to zoomed-in views of the areas indi-
cated by the red box in the upper panels. The resolution is downgraded
from Ngjge = 1024 to Ngjge = 256 for clearer demonstration of the
lensing features.

as follows:

£17(0) = (Riye o/ (1 +1m) . (18)

EF(0) = (Rik))o - (19)

Here, the average (---)g is done over all pixel-galaxy pairs
within the angular separation 6, 7 represents the average shear
multiplicative bias, and vy, is the tangential component of the
shear.

For both the convergence-shear and convergence-
convergence correlation functions, the calculations are per-
formed using the publicly available code TreeCorr4. We use
N = 100 Jackknife patches to estimate the covariance matrix
and rescale the covariance matrix following [70} 71]] to obtain
an unbiased estimation.

For theoretical calculation of &7, &MY, ghiki gmimj  gkimj
and £%"  we apply the Core Cosmology Library (CCL, Chis-
ari et al. [72)) and use HaloFit [[73H75] to calculate the nonlin-
ear matter power spectrum. The galaxy redshift distribution
n(z) are calculated for each tomographic bin, combining the
photo-z distribution and a Gaussian photo-z error PDF with
o = 0.055. Fig[2|displays the photo-z distribution of the DES
Y3 galaxies used for lensing construction and the DES shear
catalog. The differences in the theoretical templates’ shape
and redshift dependence allow us to separate the measured
correlations into the signal term (%7 or £%%) and the intrinsic
clustering term (£™7, £™™, or £).

4 https://github.com/rmjarvis/TreeCorr
5 We conducted tests using different assumed values of o, and found that
the impact is negligible.
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FIG. 4: Measured cross correlation function between the reconstructed lensing convergence and the shear. The panels display the results for
the three photo-z bins of the convergence from top to bottom, and for the five photo-z bins of the shear from left to right. The blue solid lines
represent the best-fit to the model (Eq.(TT)). The dashed lines indicate the two components of the best-fit, the signal term A¢¥?Y and the intrinsic
clustering term e£?. Parameters A and € are defined to quantify the quality of the lensing reconstruction (Eq.(3)). During the fitting, they
are kept same across the shear redshift bins. For clarity, only results after the imaging systematics mitigation are shown here. Comparisons of
measurements before and after mitigation are shown in Fig@ while fitting results are summarized in Table

IV. RESULTS

We present visualizations of the reconstructed convergence
maps of the three z, bins in Fig[3] The maps reveal lensing
features of the large-scale structure. We analyze the derived
correlation functions from these maps to validate the lensing
reconstruction.

A. Convergence-shear cross correlation
1. Baseline results

Figure [] displays the measured convergence-shear cross-
correlation £7. Significant cross-correlation signals are de-
tected for the convergence maps reconstructed in the three
photo-z bins, spanning the five photo-z bins of the shear.
For each photo-z bin of the convergence, we fit the cross-
correlation measurements to the theoretical model (Eq. (TT)),
keeping A and € fixed across the shear redshift bins. For map

ki, the y? for the fitting is approximated by

X x ) [€7(00) = €77, (6a)] x Covy!
jaB 0
x [£7(6p) = £:7,(0p)] -

Here, Cov is the data covariance matrix®.

The best fit is

(Abestﬁt Ebestﬁt)T = F! [Z f}covjléj] s (21
J

6 Here we have neglected correlations between &*7 of different shear red-
shift bins (i # j) arising from the four-point correlation ({y;kyjk) —
(rir)(yjk)) ~ {yik){yjk) + {yivj){kk). For the current data, it is
negligible comparing to the shape measurement error in y and shot noise
in k.



A € XI%lin \/Xnull Xmin A/O-A p= ::::J'g
0.4 < zx < 0.6 baseline 3.24+0.36(3.96+0.44) -0.09+0.02(-0.13+0.02) 35.2(41.6) 10.5(10.3) 9.009.0) 0.8(0.9)
=0.5 3.49+0.34(4.07+0.44) -0.10+0.02(-0.13+0.02) 33.0(33.3) 11.6(10.4) __ 10.3(9.2) 0.8(0.9)
f=0.7 3.58+0.36(4.09+0.44) -0.11+0.02(-0.14+0.03) 36.5(30.2) 11.7(10.3) 9.99.3)  0.8(0.8)
Nfr =3 3.88+0.39(4.31+0.48) -0.12+0.02(-0.15+0.03) 44.1(35.4) 11.5(10.0) 9.9(9.0) 0.8(0.9)
Np =5 3.25+0.32(3.94+0.41) -0.10+0.02(-0.12+0.02) 39.3(36.6) 11.8(11.2) 10.2(9.6) 0.8(0.9)
mg r.z —0.5 2.95+0.33(3.13+0.42) -0.07+0.02(-0.08+0.02) 35.7(33.5) 11.0(9.3) 8.9(7.5) 0.8(0.8)
mg — 0.5 3.45+0.35(3.98+0.40) -0.10+0.02(-0.13+0.02) 33.2(32.5) 11.3(11.4) 9.9(9.9)  0.8(0.8)
my — 0.5 3.02+0.33(3.27+0.40) -0.07+0.02(-0.08+0.02) 44.9(38.3) 11.8(10.0) 9.2(8.2) 0.8(0.8)
mz — 0.5 3.59+0.37(3.96+0.44) -0.11+0.02(-0.13+0.02) 34.2(29.7) 11.3(10.2) 9.7(9.0)  0.8(0.9)
0.6 < zx < 0.8 baseline 1.76+0.11(1.93+0.13) -0.10+0.02(-0.12+0.02) 36.5(33.5) 18.4(17.4) 16.0(14.8) 0.7(0.8)
f=0.5 1.75+0.12(1.87+0.13) -0.10+0.02(-0.11+0.02) 38.9(33.8) 17.6(16.9) 14.6(14.4) 0.7(0.8)
£=0.7 1.76+0.11(1.8620.13) -0.10+0.02(-0.11+0.02) 40.2(34.0) 18.3(16.9)  16.0(14.3) 0.7(0.8)
NfF =3 1.75+0.11(1.87+0.13) -0.11+£0.02(-0.12+0.02) 38.5(36.1) 17.6(16.3) 15.9(14.4) 0.7(0.8)
Np=5 1.740.11(1.85+0.13) -0.09+0.02(-0.10+0.02) 41.3(35.9) 19.1(17.7)  15.8(14.2) 0.7(0.8)
mg r.z —0.5 1.95+0.13(2.06+0.15) -0.09+0.02(-0.09+0.02) 36.2(30.7) 18.4(16.8) 15.0(13.7) 0.7(0.8)
mg —0.5 1.90+0.12(2.08+0.14) -0.11+0.02(-0.14+0.02) 35.7(34.9) 18.7(17.2) 15.8(14.9) 0.7(0.8)
my — 0.5 1.60+0.12(1.72+0.14) -0.08+0.02(-0.09+0.02) 32.9(31.8) 15.7(14.8) 13.3(12.3) 0.8(0.8)
mz — 0.5 2.17+0.13(2.37+0.15) -0.10+0.02(-0.11+0.02) 41.2(31.4) 20.4(19.8) 16.7(15.8) 0.8(0.8)
0.8 < z¢ < 1.0 baseline  1.19+0.06(1.17+0.07) 0.01x0.04(0.06+0.04) 26.5(41.8) 28.4(23.4) _ 19.8(16.8) 0.7(0.7)
f=0.5 1.20+0.06(1.18+0.06) 0.02+0.05(0.02+0.05) 25.1(40.3) 27.2(28.0) 20.0(19.7) 0.7(0.7)
£=0.7 1.18+0.05(1.18+0.05) 0.02+0.04(0.05+0.04) 24.0(39.2) 28.8(29.4) 23.6(23.6) 0.6(0.6)
Np =3 1.28+0.05(1.26+0.05) -0.01+0.05(0.03+0.04) 22.5(37.7) 29.1(31.7) 25.6(25.2) 0.6(0.6)
Nfr =5 1.17+0.05(1.1620.06) 0.00+0.04(0.04+0.04) 24.7(42.8) 28.6(29.6) 23.4(19.3) 0.6(0.7)
Mg r.z —0.5 0.97£0.06(0.96:0.06) -0.02+0.05(0.02+0.04) 26.8(42.1) 21.5(22.1)  16.2(16.0) 0.6(0.6)
mg —0.5 1.21+0.06(1.19+0.05) 0.01+0.04(0.05+0.04) 26.3(41.8) 28.0(30.1) 20.2(23.8) 0.6(0.6)
my—0.5  1.15£0.06(1.13+0.05) -0.03+0.05(0.00+0.04) 25.1(46.4) 25.6(27.3)  19.2(22.6) 0.6(0.7)
mz — 0.5 0.96+0.06(0.96+0.06) 0.02+0.05(0.05+0.05) 29.2(44.4) 21.0(21.8) 16.0(16.0) 0.7(0.7)

TABLE II: Results of the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis for the three photo-z bins of convergence. Besides the baseline, the
impacts of fthreshold nr- the three bands magnitude cuts on the analysis are tested. The baseline sets are freshold — 0.9 np = 4 and
magnitude cuts shown in Table |I} The results are presented from top to bottom for the photo-z bins 0.4 < zx < 0.6, 0.6 < z, < 0.8, and
0.8 < zx < 1.0. And the d.o.f. =28, 33, and 43 for the three z, bins, respectively. The fitting results remain consistent across different
fthreshold " 72 “and magnitude cuts. The main table shows the results after the mitigation, while in parentheses are the results before the
mitigation. The S/N of the detection of the weak lensing signal is enhanced after the mitigation. The last column shows the correlation
coefficient between A and €, where 0—/2\5’ crf\, and a'g are the (co)variances.

baseline A=0 A=1 =0 where
2
Xiin 392 117.5 81.1 61.2 Ky om Ky
AIC 393  119.5 83.2 63.3 f n(01) &775.(61) (61)
X2 365 2869 832 67.5 3 th(é’z) - th(92) . ”(92)
AIC 40.6  288.9 85.3 69.6 §i= ; &5 = . (22)
2
X 265 483.1 38.1 26.6 0 m (g -~
AIC 30.6 4852 40.1 28.6 B m( n) & th( n) fj (6)
TABLE III: Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) Results for F is the fisher matrix of A and e,
Convergence-Shear Cross-Correlation Analysis. The baseline model
follows Eq. (TI). Other models set A = 0, A = 1, or € = 0. Results, 2 & COV__lé':"(y Z EKV Cov_l
from top to bottom, correspond to lensing convergence in photo-z F= /@ J 'B
bins: 0.4 < z, < 0.6, 0.6 < z, < 0.8, and 0.8 < z, < 1.0. In all - 2 g’(’;(jov‘l " Z §’”"Cov_l B
cases, except where € = 0 for 0.8 < z, < 1.0, alternative models J J Jja /

are ruled out, with AIC scores exceeding the baseline by more than
10. This suggests the robustness of the weak lensing signal detec-
tion and the minimal residual galaxy clustering contamination for
0.8 <z, < 1.0.

The associated errors and covariance matrix of the constraints
are given by Fl.

We use X and )(nuu

the model, Where the /\(nuu and )(I%ﬁn

to demonstrate the goodness of fit to
is defined by

Xﬁuu = Z [é;y(ea)]covj—_l [5;7(9'8)] )
jap

(23)
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FIG. 5: Impact of the shear redshifts on the constraints of A (the
left panel) and € (the right panel). We drop one shear redshift bin
at a time, and perform the cross correlation analysis and constrain
the parameters with the remaining bins. The y-axis denote the shear
redshift bin that is dropped. The shadow regions shows the 1o error
of the constraints for the baseline set (i.e., all the shear bins are
included). The colors red, green, and blue indicate the convergence
map reconstructed in the photo-z bins 0.4 < zx < 0.6, 0.6 < z, <
0.8, and 0.8 < z, < 1.0, respectively. The constraining results are
consistent with the baseline set for all the cases, which indicates
the robustness of the cross-correction analysis against different shear
samples.

Koin= D €7 (00) = €55 (0)] x Cov;!
x €57 (0p) — £ (6p)] ,

where
fttl)]estﬁt — Abeslﬁtgky + Ebestﬁlfmy ) (25)

To achieve reasonable fitting results / sznin’ we cut the first
3 angular bins of the (Ky) measurements for 0.4 < z, <
0.6 and the first 2 for 0.6 < z, < 0.8. These small scales
are expected to be affected by factors such as the baryonic
feedback, which are not adequately captured by our model.
We leave the investigation of these scales to future studies.
Note that, for the joint analysis of convergence-convergence
and convergence-shear presented in Appendix [B] we use the
same scale cuts.

Table [lIl summarizes the fitting results. The degrees of
freedom (d.o.f.) for the fitting are 28, 33, and 43 for the con-
vergence maps at 0.4 < z, < 0.6, 0.6 < z, < 0.8, and
0.8 < zx < 1.0, respectively. The two-parameter fitting re-
turns a reasonable X:%ﬂn /d.o.f. ~ 1, supporting our theoretical
modeling.

According to A, we detect a convergence-shear cross-
correlation signal with S/N = A/o 4 = 10 for the three con-
vergence maps. The S/N reaches 20 for the convergence map
at 0.8 < z, < 1.0. Deviation from one is detected in A and
increases as the redshift decreases, starting from A ~ 1.2 for
0.8 < zx < 1.0 and reaching ~ 3 for 0.4 < z, < 0.6. This
tendency is consistent with the results of our reconstruction
for the DECaLS galaxies [1], where A is found to be ~ 0.9 for
09 <z <1.2and ~2.5for0.5 <z, <0.8. Why A # 1 and

why A has such a redshift dependence are certainly key issues
for future investigation.

According to €, galaxy intrinsic clustering is suppressed
by a factor of approximately 10 to 100, reaching levels of
~ —0.10 £ 0.02 for 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8,
and —0.01 £ 0.04 for 0.8 < z, < 1.0. The best-fit to the
cross-correlation measurements is shown in Fig[4] with the two
components A&*Y and e£™7 also highlighted. The intrinsic
clustering term e£™ is negligible for z, > z, (the lower left
panels of Fig and becomes significant for z, < z, (the upper
right panels of FigH). This pattern matches the behavior of
the theoretical templates, where matter only correlates with
shear when it is at a lower redshift than the shear galaxies.
However, our reconstruction suppresses the average galaxy
intrinsic clustering, resulting in a small €, thereby suppressing
€£™7. This makes the signal term A£*Y the dominant term in
the measured cross-correlations.

With non-independent data points and reasonable covari-
ance estimation, ,\(guu = 145.2,375.0,833.1 and sznin =
35.2,36.5,26.5 with respect to the null and to the model, re-
spectively. According to the data-driven signal-to-noise ratio

N Xr%ull’ we achieve 12.007, 19.40-, 28.90 detection of non-zero
cross-correlation signals for the three photo-z bins of . Based

on the fitting-driven signal-to-noise ratio ,\/fu“ - /\{im, the
significance is approximately 10.50, 18.40-,28.40". The lens-
ing signal is detected at lower significance (A/o4 = 9, 16, 20).
Table [II] also compares results before and after imaging sys-

tematics mitigation, showing consistency in the fitting results.

After mitigation, both ./ Xﬁun - Xﬁqin and A/o 4 exhibit in-

creases.

2. Internal test of the convergence-shear cross-correlation anal-
ysis

We evaluate the influence of various factors in our analysis,
as presented in Table and Fig[3|

o Impact of fthreshold - A higher fihreshold jpplies a stricter
selection of pixels in the galaxy number overdensity
map. Table [[I] indicates that the effect of fthreshold jg

minimal, and the fitting results remain consistent across
fihreshold — 0 5.0.7,0.9.

 Impact of Nr. The constraints on A and € are stable
across Np = 3,4,5. The parameter € = X;w;b; depends
on the galaxy biases in the chosen flux bins and, conse-
quently, on the number of flux bins Nr. The stability of
€ across different Nr values suggests that our method
for eliminating galaxy intrinsic clustering is robust.

Impact of the magnitude cut. We select galaxies that
are 0.5 magnitudes brighter than the baseline set. The
first scenario involves selecting galaxies that are 0.5
magnitudes brighter across all three bands, denoted as
myg r.- —0.5. The other three scenarios involve selecting
galaxies that are 0.5 magnitudes brighter in each band
individually, denoted as mg —0.5, m, —0.5, and m,—0.5.



AICC =-2 lnp (ﬂbestﬁt | D) + 2N,1 +

A brighter magnitude cut of 0.5 results in a reduction
of approximately 30—40% in the number of galaxies for
a particular photometry band. Consequently, the S/N
of the cross-correlation signal is reduced for a brighter
magnitude cut. Nevertheless, the constraints on A and €
remain stable across different magnitude cuts, as shown
in Table

Impact of imaging systematics. Since they are un-
likely to cause density fluctuations correlated with cos-
mic shear, their main impact is to introduce spurious
fluctuations from contamination such as stellar density,
Galactic extinction, sky brightness, seeing, and airmass.
Table [T shows that the fitting results are consistent be-
fore and after the mitigation. However errorbars in A
and € shrink after the mitigation.

Impact of the shear catalog. Since parameters A and
€ characterize the reconstructed lensing convergence,
they should be independent of the shear catalog used.
We investigate the impact of selecting different shear
catalogs by systematically excluding one shear photo-
z bin at a time. The results are presented in Fig. [3
For all the investigated cases, the constraints on A and
€ align with the baseline set within the 1o error range,
indicating the robustness of the analysis against different
shear samples.

Akaike information criterion (AIC) analysis. We adjust
the theoretical template to compare different models.
Besides the baseline model described by Eq. (II)), we
also consider alternative models where either A or € is
fixed. We compare four scenarios: the baseline model,
fixing A = 0, fixing A = 1, and fixing € = 0. For each
model, we repeat the fitting process and then calculate
the AIC, which can be expressed, to second-order, as:

2N,1+]
Np—-Ny-1

Here, N, is the number of parameters, Np is the number
of data points, p is the likelihood which is Gaussian in
our case, and p (Adpegsit | D) is the value for the best-
fit parameters. The best model has the smallest AIC.
A model with an AIC larger by 10 or more should be
ruled out, while a difference of less than 2 suggests
the models are indistinguishable. Table [III] shows the
results of )(ﬁlm (the minimum y? value obtained during
fitting) and AIC. In all cases, except where € = 0 for
0.8 < zx < 1.0, alternative models are ruled out by
AIC. This suggests the robustness of the weak lensing
signal detection (ruling out A = 0), the significance of
the multiplicative bias in the amplitude of £ (ruling out
A = 1), and the necessity of the intrinsic clustering term
in the model (ruling out € = 0).
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FIG. 6: The auto-correlation measurements of the reconstructed lens-
ing convergence and their comparison to the prediction. Three photo-
z bins are shown in the three panels. The errors of the measurements
are estimated by the jackknife method. The black solid line repre-
sents the prediction from the deterministic terms, with parameters A
and € derived from the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis.
The shaded region indicates the 1o~ error of the prediction, calculated
through error propagation of the fitting results for A and €. The three
components of the prediction, i.e., the A2£XK, €2£MM and 2Ae£™X,
are shown with dashed, dotted, and dash-dotted lines, respectively.
The light-grey lines indicate where the values are negative. For the
photo-zbin 0.4 < z, < 0.6and 0.6 < z, < 0.8, the predictions match
the measurements well. The A2¢¥¥ term dominates the prediction at
large scales, while the ezf”’m term dominates at small scales. For
the photo-z bin 0.8 < z, < 1.0, the measurements are significantly
higher than the prediction at all scales. the stochastic term, which
are not included in the prediction, are expected to contribute to this
discrepancy. For clarity, only the results after the imaging system-
atics mitigation are shown here. The measurements before/after the
imaging systematics mitigation are compared in Fig[9]
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FIG. 7: Same as Figlf] but for the cross-correlation between different
photo-z bins of the reconstructed lensing convergence. The three pan-
els show different combinations of the photo-z bins. The prediction
consists of four components: A;A,&EXIKR | e, EM™MMh | Ajep £
and Ay XM where the indices I/h denote the lower/higher red-
shift bins. The light-grey lines indicate where the values are negative.
For the (0.4 < zx < 0.6) X (0.6 < zx < 0.8) case, the predictions
match the measurements well, consistent with the auto-correlation
results for the two bins. The A;A;,&X%h term dominates the predic-
tion at large scales, while the €€,&™" term becomes important
at small scales. For the other two cases, the predictions are sys-
tematically lower, which are expected to result from the influence
of stochastic terms for 0.8 < z, < 1.0. Notably, the discrepancy
is smaller than in the auto-correlation for 0.8 < z, < 1.0, which
aligns with expectations as the deterministic terms perform well for
the lower two redshift bins.
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B. Convergence-convergence correlations

Fig@ shows the measured g?l’(]K for i = j, representing the
auto-correlation of the reconstructed lensing convergence. We
also compare the measurements with the deterministic terms
&P (see Eq.(T5)) combined with the fitting results of A and €
from the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis.

For the photo-z bins 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8,
the deterministic terms align well with the measurements. The
lensing term A2£“ dominates the prediction at large scales,
while the intrinsic clustering term €2£”"" becomes more sig-
nificant at small scales. This implies that the K map has sub-
dominant contamination from «5.

However, for 0.8 < z, < 1.0, the measurements exceed
the deterministic terms across all scales, indicating the signifi-
cance of stochastic terms for this bin. Another potential factor
for this discrepancy is residual imaging systematics. The mit-
igation has a more significant impact on the auto-correlation
than on the convergence-shear cross-correlation, as detailed in
Appendix [A]

The measurements of £ and the comparison with &P for
i # j are shown in Figure[7] For the (0.4 < z, < 0.6) X (0.6 <
7« < 0.8) case, predictions align well with measurements. The
lensing term A;Ap&4 " dominates at large scales, while the
intrinsic clustering term €€, """ becomes important at small
scales. This is consistent with the auto-correlation behavior
for the 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8 bins, where
deterministic terms match measurements. For the (0.6 <
7 < 0.8) X (0.8 < zx < 1.0) and (0.4 < z, < 0.6) X
(0.8 < z4 < 1.0) cases, the measurements are systematically
higher than £P. However, the discrepancy is smaller than in
the auto-correlation case for 0.8 < z, < 1.0, aligning with
expectations, as the bias mainly originates from the x map at
0.8 < zx < 1.0. Despite the issues in 0.8 < z, < 1.0, the &
map for 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8 is shown to have
negligible / sub-dominant 5.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Using cosmic magnification, we reconstruct the weak lens-
ing convergence maps from the DES Y3 galaxies. Itis achieved
by weighting the overdensity maps of galaxies across different
magnitude bins and photometric bands. To validate the re-
construction, we measure and compare the convergence-shear
and convergence-convergence correlations with the theoretical
model. The & — y analysis indicates that our method effec-
tively eliminates galaxy intrinsic clustering, achieving ~ 100
to ~ 200 detection of the K — y cross-correlation signal. The
K — K correlations of the 0.4 < z, < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8
bins show reasonably good agreement with predictions based
on theoretical interpretation of K — y measurement.

Several issues remain prominent for future improvement.
The first is the bias in the overall amplitude of the reconstructed
lensing convergence maps. The bias increases as the redshift
decreases, with values ranging from ~ 1.2 to ~ 3.2. The
agreement between the convergence-shear and convergence-
convergence analyses for the lower two convergence redshift



bins indicates that the (Kk) measurements also support the exis-
tence of the bias (see Appendix[B]). The amplitude and redshift
dependence of the bias are similar to those observed in the re-
constructed convergence for the DECaLS galaxies [[1], where
tests suggest that the biases are potentially caused by approxi-
mations in the galaxy selection function. This approximation,
which treats galaxy selection as flux-limited, is commonly
used in cosmic magnification signal detections [e.g., 40-42].
Further investigation into the forward modeling [58,/59]] of the
galaxy selection function is crucial for the effective applica-
tion of cosmic magnification in weak lensing studies. Another
issue is the discrepancy observed in the £ — K measurements
of the 0.8 < z, < 1.0 bin. A better understanding of galaxy
stochasticity [e.g., [/6-78] is needed to address this discrep-
ancy.

Another existing dataset suitable for our reconstruction
method is the HSC [13]] survey, which has a depth ~ 2 mag-
nitude deeper than DES. It is expected that the magnification

signal, especially the kK — K correlations, from HSC will be
further improved. This is the next step in our research. By
leveraging the DECaLS, DES, and HSC data, along with in-
sights from simulations [52,[79], we aim to validate and refine
our method, ultimately paving the way for its cosmological
application to future, even deeper surveys like LSST [LSST,
14], Euclid [15] and CSST [16].
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Appendix A: The imaging systematics mitigation on the mea-
sured correction functions

Fig[§] shows the measured convergence-shear cross-
correlation function before and after mitigating imaging sys-
tematics. The impact of this mitigation on the convergence-
shear cross-correlation is minor. The reconstruction of the
convergence relies on galaxy luminosity, while the shear is
measured from galaxy shapes. As a result, they are sensitive
to different imaging systematics, which explains the minor
impact observed.

The convergence-convergence corrections are shown in
Figl In all cases, mitigating imaging systematics signifi-
cantly reduces the amplitude of the measurements. The galaxy
luminosity at two photo-z bins is sensitive to the same imaging
systematics. Therefore, unlike the convergence-shear correla-
tion, the cross-correlation between these bins cannot efficiently
eliminate the systematics. The discrepancy between the mea-
surements and the predictions is significantly reduced after
mitigation (Figl6]and Fig[7).

Appendix B: Constraints from ignoring stochastic terms

For the lensing convergence reconstructed at 0.4 < z, < 0.6
and 0.6 < z, < 0.8, the measured convergence-convergence
correlations align well with the predictions. This suggests
that, for these redshift bins, the modeling of the convergence-
convergence correlations can be approximated using determin-

istic terms (see Eq.(15))
kK . D
Sijan ~ &ij -

Using this approximation, we can establish constraints on the
parameters A and € based solely on convergence-convergence
correlations. These constraints can then be compared with
results from the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis.
The x? for jointly fitting the convergence-convergence (auto-
and cross-) correlations of the two convergence maps is ap-
proximated by:

¥~ Z Z (€51 (0a) = € (0a)] X Covy}!
izjjap
X [E8K(0p) — €550 ()] -

(BI)

(B2)
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Here the summation over indices #, j contains three terms: i =
j=1,i=j=nh,andi =1,j = h, corresponding to the auto-
correlation of the two convergence maps at 0.4 < z, < 0.6 (/)
and 0.6 < z, < 0.8 (h), and their cross-correlation. The
likelihood for this case is non-Gaussian. To obtain constraints
on Aj, Ap, €, €, we use the publicly available code emcee
[8O] to sample the posterior distribution of the parameters
A and €. The results of the posterior and the comparison
with constraints from the convergence-shear cross-correlation
analysis are shown in Fig[T0}

For A; and ¢, the discrepancy in constraints between the
two analyses is < 1o, whereas for A;, and ¢, the discrepancy
is S 20. The parameter degeneracy in the A; — €, and Ap, — ¢
planes differs in direction between the two analyses. This in-
dicates that a joint fitting of the convergence-convergence and
convergence-shear correlations can break these degeneracies.
The y? for the joint fitting is approximated by:

X xDTEF (0a) = €55 (0a)] X Cov]
izj jop
x [&(0p) = £11(6p)]
+ > [E7(00) - £1j.0(0a)] x Cov;}!
ijep
x [€7(0p) = €ij.n(0p)] -

(B3)

In the second term of the Xz, the summation over index i en-
compasses the two convergence maps, while the sum over
J covers the shear photo-z bins. As presented in Figl[I0]
the degeneracy is reduced, and the figure of merit shows
improvement compared to analyzing convergence-shear or
convergence-convergence alone. This highlights the poten-
tial of combining magnification and shear measurements to
enhance cosmological constraints. Note that throughout this
work, we have neglected correlations between &/ or fikjy of
different convergence or shear redshifts (i; # i2, j1 # j») aris-
ing from four-point correlations. For the current data, these
correlations are negligible compared to the shape measurement
error in vy and the shot noise in «.
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FIG. 8: Comparison of the measured convergence-shear cross-
correlation before and after the imaging systematics mitigation. The
panels display the results for the three photo-z bins of the convergence
from top to bottom, and for the five photo-z bins of the shear from left
to right. Triangular and circular points indicate measurements before
and after addressing imaging systematics, respectively. The differ-
ences are too small to be visible in most cases. The convergence-shear
cross-correlation is less affected by the imaging systematics than the
convergence-convergence correlation.
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FIG. 9: The convergence-convergence correlation measurements of
the reconstructed lensing convergence, before and after the imaging
systematics mitigation. The left/right panels show the auto-/cross-
correlation, while panels from top to bottom display the results for
different photo-z bins. The errors of the measurements are estimated
by the jackknife method. The triangular/circular data points are the
measurements before/after the imaging systematics mitigation. The
imaging systematics mitigation significantly reduces the amplitude of
the measurements.
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FIG. 10: Results of the convergence-convergence correlation anal-
ysis for 0.4 < zx < 0.6 and 0.6 < zx < 0.8. The model for the
convergence-convergence correlation is approximated by the deter-
ministic terms. Parameters A and € are constrained by jointly fitting
the auto- and cross-correlations of the two convergence maps, shown
by green contours. The indices / and /1 denote the photo-z bins
0.4 < zx < 0.6 and 0.6 < z, < 0.8, respectively. As a compari-
son, the red contours show the fitting results from the convergence-
shear cross-correlation analysis (see Sec[[V-A] where only A; — ¢
and Ay — €, planes are obtained). The < 20 discrepancy between
the two analyses can be attributed to the approximations in modeling
the convergence-convergence correlations. The blue contours shows
the constraints obtained by combining the convergence-convergence
and convergence-shear cross-correlations. The figure of merit im-
proves compared to analyzing convergence-shear or convergence-
convergence alone. The two convergence maps are selected for this
analysis, as their convergence-convergence correlations are in good
agreement with the predictions from the deterministic terms (see

Fig[6]and Fig[7).
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