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ABSTRACT

Context. Modern radio interferometers enable high-resolution polarization imaging, providing insights into cosmic magnetism through
Rotation Measure (RM) synthesis. Traditional 2+1D RM synthesis treats the 2D spatial transform and the 1D transform in frequency
space separately. A fully 3D approach, transforms data directly from two spatial frequencies and one wave frequency (𝑢, 𝑣, 𝜈) to
sky-Faraday depth space, using a 3D Fourier transform. Faraday synthesis, uses the entire dataset for improved reconstruction but
also requires a 3D deconvolution algorithm to subtract artifacts from the residual image. However, applying this method to modern
interferometers requires corrections for direction-dependent effects (DDEs).
Aims. We extend Faraday synthesis by incorporating direction-dependent corrections, allowing for accurate polarized imaging in the
presence of instrumental and ionospheric effects.
Methods. We implement this method within ddfacet, introducing a direction-dependent deconvolution algorithm (DDFSCLEAN)
that applies DDE corrections in a faceted framework. Additionally, we parameterize the CLEAN components, and evaluate the model
onto a larger subset of frequency channels, naturally correcting for bandwidth depolarization. We test our method on both synthetic
and real interferometric data.
Results. Our results show that Faraday synthesis enables deeper deconvolution, reducing artifacts and increasing the dynamic range.
The bandwidth depolarization correction improves the recovery of polarized flux, allowing for coarser frequency resolution without
losing sensitivity at high Faraday depths. From the 3D reconstruction, we also identify a polarized source in a LOFAR surveys pointing
that was not detected by previous RM surveys. Faraday synthesis is memory-intensive due to the large transforms between the visibility
domain and the Faraday cube, and thus is only now becoming practical. Nevertheless, our implementation achieves comparable or
faster runtimes than the 2+1D approach, making it a competitive alternative for polarization imaging.

1. Introduction

Modern radio interferometers, such as MeerKAT (Jonas &
MeerKAT Team 2016), the Australian Square Kilometre Ar-
ray Pathfinder (ASKAP; Vanderwoude et al. 2024), the LOw
Frequency ARray (LOFAR; van Haarlem et al. 2013) and The
Expanded Very Large Array (EVLA; Perley et al. 2011), have en-
abled high-resolution, wide-field imaging across broad frequency
ranges. Among their many applications, the study of linear po-
larization provides a unique window into the magnetic fields of
astrophysical objects, as well as the intervening medium through
which the radio waves they emit propagates (Anderson et al.
2024; Böckmann et al. 2023; O’Sullivan et al. 2023; De Rubeis
et al. 2024, e.g.). Over the past two decades, Faraday rotation
measure (RM) synthesis (Brentjens & de Bruyn 2005) has be-
come an important technique to study magnetic fields in general
and cosmic magnetism in particular. This method decomposes
the line-of-sight (LOS) Faraday rotating signal into its constituent
components as a function of Faraday depth, defined as:

𝜙(𝑧) =
(
0.81 rad m−2) ∫ 𝑧

0

d𝑧′

pc
𝑛𝑒 (𝑧′)
cm−3

𝐵𝑧 (𝑧′)
𝜇G

, (1)

where 𝑛𝑒 is the net number density of thermal electrons and
positrons, accounting for their opposite charges, and 𝐵𝑧 is the
LOS component of the magnetic field. Faraday depth quantifies
the rate at which the polarization angle, 𝜒, changes as the electric
field vector of electro-magnetic radiation rotates while propagat-
ing through a magnetized plasma. The amount of rotation at
wavelength 𝜆 is given by:

𝜒(𝜆2) = 𝜒0 + 𝜙𝜆2, (2)
where, 𝜒0 is the intrinsic polarization angle at the source of

emission. In the simplest case when there is a single Faraday
rotating screen along the LOS, and no internal Faraday rotation
within the emitting source, the Faraday depth is equivalent to the
rotation measure. In this scenario, as described by Burn (1966),
the polarization angle varies linearly with the square of the wave-
length, and the RM is defined as:

RM(𝜆2) = 𝜕𝜒(𝜆2)
𝜕𝜆2 . (3)

The RM synthesis algorithm is traditionally applied to each
LOS independently of spatially de-convolved radio interfero-
metric images, a technique we will refer to as 2+1D. Bell
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& Enßlin (2012) introduced a 3D framework, called Faraday
synthesis, that unifies radio interferometric aperture synthesis
with RM synthesis. This approach transforms data directly from
baseline-frequency coordinates (𝑢, 𝑣, 𝜈) to sky-Faraday depth
space (𝑙, 𝑚, 𝜙), using a 3D Fourier transform. While a 2+1D
Fourier transform is mathematically equivalent to a 3D Fourier
transform, the image reconstruction by a 2+1D RM synthesis
and a 3D Faraday Synthesis are generally not. The reason is
that both methods apply non-linear operations to reconstruct in-
formation not measured, RM synthesis sequentially in 2D and
1D, and the Faraday Synthesis in 3D, which are not equivalent.
Bell & Enßlin (2012) therefore also introduced a novel decon-
volution algorithm based on the CLEAN algorithm (Högbom
1974), called FSCLEAN, using the full data-space sampling to
construct a three-dimensional PSF, which is used to subtract ar-
tifacts from the residual image. Simultaneously, the model image
is populated with point-source components in the sky-Faraday
depth space, corresponding to the brightest point in the residual
cube. Using a major-minor cycle scheme, as introduced by Clark
(1980), the algorithm performs a series of minor iterations in the
sky domain, followed by a transformation of the predicted sky
model to data space, where the next set of residual visibilities are
computed. This process is repeated multiple times, progressively
refining the model until convergence is achieved, ensuring align-
ment between the sky model and the visibility-frequency data.
While this technique was able to achieve great improvements in
dynamic range, spatial resolution, artifact reduction, and accu-
rate reconstruction of low signal-to-noise sources, its adoption
by the radio astronomy community has been limited. One chal-
lenge is adapting the method to modern interferometers, which
require corrections for direction-dependent effects (DDEs) such
as complex beam patterns and ionospheric Faraday rotation.

In this work, we extend the approach of Bell & Enßlin
(2012) to incorporate DDEs by integrating Faraday synthesis
into ddfacet (Tasse et al. 2018), a state-of-the-art imaging tool
designed for wide-field radio interferometry. ddfacet uses the
faceting approach, introduced by van Weeren et al. (2016), di-
viding the field of view into smaller regions and independently
applying DDE corrections to each facet during the (de)gridding
process. By combining Faraday synthesis with ddfacet, we cre-
ate a unified framework that systematically reconstructs the Fara-
day dispersion while applying DDE corrections, enabling effec-
tive analysis of polarization data with modern interferometers.
Furthermore, we demonstrate the advantages of Faraday synthe-
sis using real observational data, a novel application to the best
of our knowledge.

This paper is structured as follows: Sec. 2 presents the
direction-dependent Faraday synthesis technique, in terms of lin-
ear algebra. Building on the derivation in Tasse et al. (2018), we
extend the approach to incorporate RM synthesis. In Sec. 3 we
describe the deconvolution algorithm for Faraday synthesis. In
Sec. 4 and 5 we present results from applying the reconstruction
method to simulated and observational data respectively, while
comparing with the traditional 2+1D approach. The results are
discussed in Sec. 6 before we conclude in Sec. 7.

2. Direction-dependent Faraday synthesis

For a given direction s in the sky, the 2 × 2 visibility correlation
matrix 𝑉𝑝𝑞, (𝑡𝜈) for antennas 𝑝 and 𝑞, at time 𝑡 and frequency 𝜈,
is described by the radio interferometry measurement equation
(RIME; see, e.g., Smirnov 2011):

𝑉𝑝𝑞, (𝑡𝜈) =

∫
s

(
G𝑝s𝑡𝜈XsG𝐻

𝑞s𝑡𝜈

)
𝑘s
(𝑝𝑞) ,𝑡𝜈𝑑s + 𝑛(𝑝𝑞) ,𝑡𝜈 , (4)

with 𝑘s
(𝑝𝑞) ,𝑡𝜈 = 𝑒−2𝑖 𝜋 𝜈

𝑐
b𝑇
𝑝𝑞 (s−s0 )𝑑s, (5)

where Xs is the true sky electric field correlation tensor for
the direction s = [𝑙 𝑚 𝑛]𝑇 , b𝑝𝑞 is the baseline vector
[𝑢𝑝𝑞,𝑡 𝑣𝑝𝑞,𝑡 𝑤𝑝𝑞,𝑡 ]𝑇 , and 𝑛(𝑝𝑞) ,𝑡𝜈 is a random variable describ-
ing the system noise, which for the rest of this derivation we
will assume is zero. G𝑝s𝑡𝜈 and G𝐻

𝑞s𝑡𝜈 are the Jones matrices for
antennas 𝑝 and 𝑞, respectively, where G𝐻 is the Hermitian trans-
pose of G. These 2 × 2 matrices represent direction-dependent
effects that influence the signal as it travels from the source to the
antennas, such as the primary beam, ionospheric distortions, and
Faraday rotation. These Jones matrices vary over time, frequency,
and position in the sky.

For the rest of this paper, we will decompose Eq. 4 into linear
transformations as:

vb𝜈
= Sb𝜈

FMb𝜈
x𝜈

defAb𝜈
= Ab𝜈

x𝜈 , (6)

where vb𝜈
is the visibility 4-vector, sampled by baseline b =

(𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑡) at frequency 𝜈, Mb𝜈
is a (4𝑛x) × (4𝑛x) block diagonal

matrix representing the DDEs over the image domain, F is the
Fourier transform operator of size (4𝑛v) × (4𝑛x), transforming
from sky coordinates (𝑙, 𝑚) to visibility coordinates (𝑢, 𝑣). Sb𝜈

is the sampling matrix of size 4 × (4𝑛v), which selects the 4
visibilities corresponding to b𝜈 . x𝜈 is the true sky image vector
of size 4𝑛x.

To describe the forward mapping from the image domain to
the visibility domain for all 𝑛v 4-visibilities associated with a
specific channel 𝜈, we define the set of visibilities as Ω𝜈 . When
𝑏𝜈 ∈ Ω𝜈 , the index b𝜈 spans from 1 to 𝑛v, representing each
visibility. By stacking 𝑛v instances of Eq. 6, we can express the
forward (image-to-visibility) mapping as:

v𝜈 =


...

Ab𝜈

...

 x𝜈
defA𝜈
= A𝜈x𝜈 . (7)

In this formulation, A𝜈 represents the overall mapping from
the image domain to the visibility domain, applying a specific
direction-dependent effect (DDE) at each pixel. While pixelizing
the sky introduces some approximation,A𝜈 can be considered an
accurate representation of the instrument’s response. As imple-
mentingA𝜈 in the forward process is computationally expensive,
we introduce Â𝜈 which is the result of assuming that the DDEs
in each facet can be approximated by a single Mb𝜈

s𝜑 , where s𝜑
is direction of a subsample of the sky (facet). For the case of
our derivation, we assume that the approximation is perfect, i.e.
Â𝜈 = A𝜈 .

So far the derivation has been exactly as Tasse et al. (2018).
Now we want to introduce RM synthesis into Eq. 7. The first step
is to add a dimension to Eq. 7, thus not only considering a single
frequency 𝜈, but instead stacking the entire set of channels. The
forward mapping from image cube to visibility cube is
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v =


...

A𝜈

...

 x defA
= Ax. (8)

Since RM synthesis operates on the linear Stokes parameters
𝑄 and 𝑈, we consider only the contribution of x from these
parameters. The conversion from the linear Stokes vector to the
linear correlation products1 is achieved using the matrix S:

S =
1
√

2


1 0
0 1
0 1
−1 0

 . (9)

This conversion yields the linear correlation vector x as:

x = Ss, (10)

where s = [𝑄,𝑈]𝑇 is the linear Stokes vector. We introduce the
RM synthesis measurement equation

𝑃𝜆2 =

∫
𝜙

𝐹𝜙𝑒
2𝑖𝜙𝜆2

𝑑𝜙, (11)

which transforms the Faraday dispersion function 𝐹𝜙 to the com-
plex polarized intensity 𝑃𝜆2 = 𝑄𝜆2 + 𝑖𝑈𝜆2 at wavelength 𝜆. In
terms of linear algebra, the RM synthesis forward operator R is a
(2𝑛𝜆2 ) × (2𝑛𝜙) matrix, where each (2 × 2) block is the kernel of
the RM synthesis basis 𝑒2𝑖𝜙𝜆2 . Separating the real and imaginary
terms yields the RM synthesis forward step in terms of the linear
transformation R,

s = S𝜆2Rs′, (12)

with R𝑖 𝑗 =

[
cos(2𝜙𝑖𝜆2

𝑗
) − sin(2𝜙𝑖𝜆2

𝑗
)

sin(2𝜙𝑖𝜆2
𝑗
) cos(2𝜙𝑖𝜆2

𝑗
)

]
, (13)

where s′ = [𝑄′,𝑈′]𝑇 is the Faraday dispersion with real and
imaginary parts 𝑄′ and 𝑈′ respectively and S𝜆2 is the sampling
matrix of size 2× (2𝑛𝜆2 ) that selects the 𝑛𝜆2 sampled channels for
each for each Stokes parameter. The forward step from (𝑙, 𝑚, 𝜙)
to (𝑢, 𝑣, 𝜈) is then expressed as:

v = ASS𝜆2Rs′ defB
= Bs′. (14)

Forming the dirty Faraday cube involves estimating the ad-
joint operator B

𝐻 , which, due to factors such as calibration
errors, serves as an approximation of the true adjoint operator.
The dirty Faraday cube is then computed as:

y = B
𝐻
Wv, (15)

where W is a diagonal matrix containing the set of weights for
each baseline-time-frequency point.

1 As the linear Stokes vectors only yields the (𝑅𝐿, 𝐿𝑅) circular corre-
lations, we use the linear correlations in this paper.

2.1. Per-facet 3D PSF

As mentioned by Tasse et al. (2018), the full polarization point
spread function (PSF) is a (4𝑛𝑥)×(4𝑛𝑥)matrix per facet, with the
diagonal terms corresponding to the 𝐼, 𝑄,𝑈,𝑉 PSFs. Obtaining
all PSFs corresponds to independently simulating four sources,
one for each Stokes parameter, and computing their respective full
polarization response. For example, the PSF for Stokes 𝐼 is com-
puted by simulating a source with the Stokes vector [1, 0, 0, 0]𝑇 ,
while the PSF for Stokes Q requires [0, 1, 0, 0]𝑇 , and similarly
for Stokes U and V. Instead we make the assumption that the
PSF is polarization invariant, and that the Stokes 𝐼 PSF is a good
approximation of the |𝑄 + 𝑖𝑈 | PSF. We tested this approximation
by producing the PSF for each polarization for the MeerKAT
L-band and found that they differ by at most only a few percent,
leading us to conclude that this approximation is sufficiently ac-
curate for practical purposes. However, further investigation is
required to determine whether this approximation remains valid
for LOFAR, where the linear feeds are not necessarily orthog-
onal to the pointing center, and their orientations vary between
stations, potentially introducing larger systematic differences. To
minimize the potential impact of using an incorrect PSF, we im-
plement early stopping in the deconvolution minor cycles, and
trust that any errors are corrected for in the major cycle.

The 3D PSF is defined as the response of the system to a
polarized point source of unit amplitude located at the location
(𝑙, 𝑚, 𝜙). However, since we are approximating the polarization
PSF with the Stokes 𝐼 PSF, the backwards step is not simply the
Hermitian transpose of the forward step. Instead, the 3D PSF y1
is computed as

y1 = B
𝐻𝑾AS01, (16)

where 01 is a vector containing zeros everywhere, except the
central pixel, which is set to [𝐼, 𝑄,𝑈,𝑉] = [1, 0, 0, 0] for each
frequency channel. This operation is performed for each facet,
applying the facet dependent M, and its Hermitian transpose
during the forward and backward step, respectively.

3. Deconvolution
In this section, we describe the deconvolution method used for
Faraday synthesis. We introduce modifications to the approach
developed by Bell & Enßlin (2012) to better integrate it into the
ddfacet framework, resulting in Direction-Dependent Faraday
Synthesis CLEAN (DDFSCLEAN). The algorithm is outlined in
Alg. 1, and we provide a more detailed explanation below.

The algorithm is initialized by averaging the visibilities from
the measurement set across the full set of frequency channels 𝜈MS
down to the gridding frequency channels 𝜈Grid. The dirty Faraday
cube is then constructed according to Eq. 15, along with the PSF,
as described in Eq. 16. The noise level 𝜎𝑄𝑈 is calculated from

𝜎2
𝑄𝑈 =

𝜎2
𝑄
+ 𝜎2

𝑈

2
, (17)

with 𝜎2
𝑄 =

1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖

𝜎2
𝑄,𝑖 , 𝜎2

𝑈 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖

𝜎2
𝑈,𝑖 , (18)

where 𝑁 is the number of gridding channels. This noise level is
used as a final threshold for the cleaning process. However, due to
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the positive bias of the Rice distribution, the false detection rate
is higher compared to Gaussian statistics. As a result, a higher
threshold in terms of 𝜎𝑄𝑈 must be used to mitigate spurious
detections (George et al. 2012). Once initialized, the algorithm
identifies the brightest point in the polarized intensity cube and
performs a least-squares fit between the peak Faraday dispersion
and a 1D Gaussian profile, G(𝜙). The best-fit parameters, with
the flux scaled by the loop gain, 𝛼, and corrected for Rician bias
following George et al. (2012), along with the phase interpolated
to the corrected Faraday depth, are then added to the model. The
operator 𝚯 maps the component parameters onto the Faraday
cube and applies a convolution with the facet PSF. The result-
ing component is then scaled by the loop gain and subtracted
from the residual image. This iterative procedure continues until
a user-defined stopping criterion is met, either when the peak
flux falls below a specified threshold, 𝑡, or when the maximum
number of minor iterations is reached. At this point the model
parameters are evaluated onto the degridding frequencies 𝜈Degrid
and forward-mapped to data space according to Eq. 14, while ap-
plying direction-dependent Jones matrices, as well as correcting
for bandwidth depolarization, see Appendix A. In data space, the
residual visibilities are computed as the difference between the
observed data and the modeled visibilities. These residuals are
then mapped back to sky-Faraday depth space (Eq. 15), forming
a new residual cube that is used to drive the next cycles of decon-
volution. Once the residual peak flux is below the final thresh-
old, the deconvolution process is terminated. The model cube is
constructed by applying the operator 𝚷 which maps the model
parameters onto an empty Faraday cube. The restored cube is
then obtained by convolving the model cube with a 3D Gaussian
to match the desired resolution, represented by the convolution
operator C, and adding it to the final residual Faraday cube.

Algorithm 1: DDFSCLEAN
Data: v, y, 𝑡, 𝛼
Initialization: �̂� = 0;

1 /* Start 𝑛Cycle major cycles */;
2 for 𝑖Cycle ∈ range(𝑛Cycle) do
3 /* Start minor cycles */;
4 while max{|y|} > 𝑡 do
5 Find location of brightest pixel;
6 𝑖 = argmax{|y|};
7 Find locally best sky model centered on pixel 𝑖;
8 (𝐴𝑖 , 𝜙𝑖 , 𝜒𝑖) = argmin𝝅𝑖

| |y𝑖 | − G(𝝅𝑖) |2;
9 Update sky model:

10 �̂� ← �̂� + (𝛼𝐴𝑖 , 𝜙𝑖 , 𝜒𝑖);
11 Update residual cube:
12 y← y −𝚯(𝛼𝐴𝑖 , 𝜙𝑖 , 𝜒𝑖);
13 Update residual cube:
14 y = B

𝐻
W (v − B�̂�);

15 Compute model cube: x̂ = 𝚷�̂�;
16 Compute restored cube: x̂← y + Cx̂

4. Simulation
In order to test direction-dependent Faraday synthesis under ob-
servationally representative conditions, we use the MeerKAT

Table 1: Observation configuration of synthetic MeerKAT data.

Field of view 1° × 1°
Frequency range 856 - 1712 MHz
– Bandwidth 856 MHz
Frequency resolution
– measurement set 𝛿𝜈MS 899.2 kHz
– degridding 𝛿𝜈Degrid 4.280 MHz
– gridding 𝛿𝜈Grid 17.12 MHz
Maximum Faraday depth ±750 rad m−2

Faraday depth sampling 4.308 rad m−2

L-band measurement set from de Gasperin et al. (2022), replac-
ing the visibilities with our simulation while keeping the original
flagging. A summary of the observation configuration can be
seen in Table 1.

The visibilities are produced using the forward mapping
of ddfacet, incorporating time-baseline-frequency direction-
dependent beam effects2. It consists of 100 point sources
randomly distributed over a 1° × 1° field of view (FOV). The
Stokes 𝐼 fluxes are drawn from an inverse gamma distribution,
which has a wide tail that allows for extremely bright sources.
The emission is assumed to be spectrally flat across the observed
frequency range. The fractional polarizations are limited to
a maximum of 70%, resulting in a range from 0.26 mJy to
2.69 Jy. Rotation measures are restricted to |700| rad m−2, and
the intrinsic polarization angles are uniformly drawn from the
right-half plane. Gaussian white noise is added to the visibilities,
scaled by the square root of the number of visibilities and
channels, which, depending on the weighting scheme, results in
an RMS of 1 mJy beam−1 before primary beam correction.

For the 2+1D deconvolution, we follow the standard approach
for cleaning polarization data, while accounting for DDEs. In
order to have roughly the same resolution across the bandwidth
we first apply a sigmoid taper in the 𝑢𝑣-plane, resulting in a
resolution of 9.6′′ × 9.1′′. We use Briggs weighting throughout
this work with a robust factor of 0. While the resolution could
be improved for both reconstruction methods by adjusting the
weighting scheme, optimizing resolution is not the focus of this
work, and we do not investigate it further.

The imaging begins with a 2D deconvolution driven by the
peak polarized intensity map, |𝑃 |, defined as

|𝑃 | = 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖

√︃
𝑄2

𝑖
+𝑈2

𝑖
, (19)

where 𝑄𝑖 and 𝑈𝑖 are the linear polarization components at chan-
nel 𝑖 and 𝑁 is the number of gridding channels. In each minor
iteration, the flux corresponding to the brightest pixel in the peak
polarized map, scaled by the loop gain is added to the model
cube, while the scaled and shifted spectral PSF is subtracted from
the residual image. When the peak flux reaches the minor loop
threshold, each facet of the model cube is Fourier transformed
to data space where it is compared with the data, computing the
next residual. Once the final threshold is reached, each channel of
the model cube is convolved with a common restoring beam, cor-
responding to the lowest resolution of the bandwidth. To assess
the impact of time-dependent beam effects, we also performed

2 The beam effects are simulated using https://github.com/ratt-
ru/eidos?tab=readme-ov-file
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deconvolution without correcting for beam variations, applying
only the mean beam afterward. However, this yielded no signifi-
cant difference from the previous 2+1D reconstruction, so we do
not present these results here.

For RM synthesis, the absolute RM search range is set based
on the mean channel width in 𝜆2, resulting in a minimum sen-
sitivity of ∼ 70% at the edges of the sampled Faraday depth.
The Faraday depth is sampled at 10 points per FWHM of the
RM synthesis dirty beam. RM synthesis and RMCLEAN are run
using the rm-tools package, with a cleaning threshold of 5𝜎𝑄𝑈 .
Uniform weighting are used for RM synthesis, both for the 2+1D
and 3D reconstructions.

The 3D reconstruction is created following the procedure
described in Sec. 3. We use rm-tools to perform RM synthesis, as
it uses the fast Fourier transform, which significantly accelerates
the process. From a Gaussian fit to the real part of the main lobe
of the 3D PSF, we obtain a restoring beam FWHM of 8.9′′ ×
8.6′′ × 39.0 rad m−2.

Both deconvolution algorithms were run for a total of ten
major iterations, with a maximum of 10000 minor iterations.
We adopt early stopping in the minor cycles, stopping at
half the initial peak flux. After deconvolution, we fit a 3D
Gaussian to peaks at the positions of the true signals, using
the peak flux and corresponding RM as initial estimates.
The intrinsic polarization angle is recovered by linear inter-
polation between the adjacent sampling in 𝜙 and the flux is
corrected for the polarization bias following George et al. (2012).

In Fig. 1, we compare the 2+1D and 3D deconvolution algo-
rithms in terms of their ability to recover the input parameters.
Detections with a signal-to-noise ratio below four are excluded
from the plot to minimize false positives. Both methods success-
fully recover the input RM, with no significant difference between
them. The 3D reconstruction shows an accurate recovery of the
flux across the dynamic range, with no significant correlation
with the input RM. In contrast, the 2+1D deconvolution system-
atically underestimates the flux of high-RM components, due to
bandwidth depolarization, as indicated by the marker sizes in the
figure. As for the polarization angle both methods show errors
centered at zero, with mean absolute errors of 3.2° and 3.4° for
the 2+1D and 3D algorithms respectively.

Fig. 2 shows a better view of the bandwidth depolarization
effect of channel averaging. We see that by not correcting for
bandwidth depolarization, the recovered flux exhibits a system-
atic trend with Faraday depth. The 2+1D method underestimates
flux at high Faraday depths, while the bandwidth corrected 3D
reconstruction show errors mostly centered at zero. The errorbars
generally appear to increase as a function of |𝜙 |, due to the lower
signal to noise level at the lower sensitivities. In Appendix A
we attempt to correct the 2+1D reconstruction for bandwidth
depolarization, using a tool from the rm-tools package.

In order to evaluate the performance of the two deconvolution
methods, independently of bandwidth depolarization correction,
we examine the distribution of flux in the residual spectral cube,
as shown in Fig. 3. The 2+1D reconstruction shows a clear shift in
the peak position of the distribution, indicating a higher residual
root mean square. Additionally, the presence of higher flux values
is a result of the shallower deconvolution, leaving more signal
flux in the residuals.

In Table 2 we show the runtimes of the 2+1D and 3D
imaging techniques. Both algorithms are run on an AMD EPYC
7H12 CPU, running at a clock frequency of 2.6 GHz, using up
to 128 threads for parallelization, and a maximum of 500 GB
of memory. The main bottleneck of the 3D deconvolution is

Table 2: Runtimes on synthetic MeerKAT data.

Method Runtime
3D 3h36m
2+1D 3h49m
– Aperture synthesis + CLEAN 3h0m
– RM synthesis 38m
– RMCLEAN 11m

the degridding step onto the larger set of frequency channels.
The minor iterations contribute only a small fraction of the total
computational cost. As a result, although the 2+1D deconvolu-
tion requires more iterations, this does not significantly impact
its total runtime. If we add up the runtimes of the 2+1D method,
the total is longer than for the 3D method. The 3D deconvolution
can be further accelerated by reducing the number of degridding
channels, at the cost of less accurate bandwidth depolarization
correction.

5. LOFAR observation
In this section, we apply our implementation of the 3D imag-
ing technique to a LOFAR HBA pointing from LoTSS DR2
(Shimwell et al. 2022). From the catalog of polarized sources
produced by O’Sullivan et al. (2023) (hereafter referred to as
OS23), we select the region with the highest density of polarized
sources per square degree and use the corresponding pointing for
our analysis. The imaging configuration of the dataset is shown in
Table 3. We use the full frequency resolution, both, in image and
in data space, which results in a maximum observable Faraday
depth of ±170 rad m−2 at full sensitivity and ±450 rad m−2 at
50% sensitivity. We use the same sampling as OS23, with a max-
imum Faraday depth of ±120 rad m−2 and a sampling of 0.05 rad
m−2, resulting in 4801 samples in 𝜙. As our goal is to produce a
polarized intensity map and an RM map, we use the rmsynth3d
function from rm-tools for 2+1D RM synthesis. Due to the vary-
ing noise level across the field, as a consequence of the primary
beam correction, a 3D noise map would be required to use the
inverse-variance weighting. Since this functionality is not yet im-
plemented in either rm-tools or our software, we instead apply
uniform weighting for RM synthesis. An attempt was made to
taper the visibilities for the 2+1D method, but this introduced
severe artifacts that were not removed during deconvolution. In-
stead, we apply a common restoring beam, set by the lowest
frequency, with a resolution of 7.42′′. As a result, the residuals
will have varying resolutions across the bandwidth, potentially
leading to inaccurate RM estimates. For the 3D method, we fit
a Gaussian to the central PSF facet, resulting in a resolution of
6.31′′. As we are using the same frequency resolution in image
space as in data space, we do not apply any correction for band-
width depolarization. We divide the FOV into 7 × 7 facets, and
apply the direction-dependent calibration solutions, as well as
the primary beam correction, during imaging. Due to the higher
sampling in 𝜙, we run the code on a high-memory computing
cluster, on a single node with 3 TB of available RAM.

In Fig. 4, we show a zoom-in on the polarized sources de-
tected by OS23, comparing the 2+1D and 3D deconvolution
methods. Although the sources were recorded as six separate en-
tries in the catalog, we identify four as originating from the same
double-lobed galaxy. The most notable difference between the
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Fig. 1: Reconstructed source parameters compared to the input of the synthetic MeerKAT dataset. Blue dots denote the 2+1D
reconstruction while orange crosses denote the 3D reconstruction. Left: True vs. recovered RM. Middle: True vs. recovered flux.
Right: True vs. recovered intrinsic polarization angle. Marker sizes are proportional to the absolute RM.
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Fig. 2: A comparison between the 2+1D (blue) and 3D (orange)
methods on the effects of bandwidth depolarization. Only signals
with a signal to noise above 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 are included in the figure.

reconstructions is the presence of artifacts around bright sources
in the 2+1D case, which are barely noticeable in the 3D re-
construction. The presence of bright Stokes 𝐼 sources within
the FOV introduces leakage into the linear polarization compo-
nents, delaying the deconvolution of polarized sources until later
stages. The 2+1D method struggles to recover faint emission
near the noise level, which leads to incomplete deconvolution of
the sources shown here. While the flux appears brighter in the
2+1D image, this can be attributed to the larger beam size to-
gether with undeconvolved extended emission, which also leads
to smoother emission and blends small-scale structures. In con-
trast, the 3D reconstruction better preserves compact features
and reduces contamination from sidelobes, resulting in a more
accurate representation of the underlying source structure. We do
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Fig. 3: The flux distribution in the residual spectral cube for the
2+1D (blue) and 3D (orange) deconvolution methods.

Table 3: Observation configuration of LOFAR data.

Pointing P142+42
Phase center 9h27m33s, +41°48′24′′
Field of view 1° × 1°
Frequency range 120 - 168 MHz
– Bandwidth 48 MHz
Frequency resolution 97.6 kHz
Maximum Faraday depth ±120 rad m−2

Faraday depth sampling 0.05 rad m−2

not observe a significant difference in noise levels between the
reconstructions, as both images have a 𝜎𝑄𝑈 of 45 𝜇Jy beam−1 in
regions where no sources are present.
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Fig. 4: The 2+1D (left) and 3D (right) reconstructions for six polarized sources from OS23, marked by red circles. Two separate
colorbars are used since the beam size differ between the two reconstructions. The 2+1D reconstruction contains significant artifacts
around the northern lobe and isolated unresolved sources.

In Fig. 5, we show the RM maps from the 2+1D and 3D
reconstructions. The RM is obtained from a Gaussian fit to the
peaks above 5.5𝜎𝑄𝑈 in the Faraday cube. Only pixels with flux
above 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 , after correcting for polarization bias, are included
in the final RM map. While the 2+1D recovers more flux above
the 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 level, some of the artifacts around the compact sources
are also above this level, resulting in false detections. In contrast,
with the 3D approach, we can lower the detection threshold to
6.5𝜎𝑄𝑈 without introducing spurious detections. However, since
this would not be a fair comparison, we do not include it here.
For the 3D reconstruction, we see that all sources found by OS23
are above the 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 level, although with a slight shift in position
for some of the sources, likely due to the different resolution.

In Table 4 we compare the recovered RMs from the two re-
constructions with those reported by OS23. The RM is computed
from a Gaussian fit to the highest peak in 𝜙, located at the posi-
tions recorded by OS23. The errors are calculated in the standard
manner as the FWHM of the PSF in 𝜙 divided by twice the signal
to noise ratio. We do not compare the Galactic RM-corrected
values, as the correction procedure would be identical for both
our work and OS23, adding no additional information.

We find that only one RM value from the 3D reconstruc-
tion is consistent with those reported in OS23. The discrep-
ancy between the values is not unexpected given the differ-
ences in resolution—both spatially and in 𝜙—as OS23 ap-
plies inverse-variance weighting in frequency, while we have
weighted each channel uniformly. The 2+1D reconstruction gen-
erally agrees more with OS23, with the exception of one source
(9ℎ28𝑚22𝑠, +41°42′22′′), which we see in Fig. 5 is significantly
contaminated by artifacts. Furthermore, the RM is close to the
Stokes 𝐼 leakage at 𝜙 = 0, potentially causing the shift to a lower
recovered RM. We also compare the flux densities with those
from OS23. The fluxes from OS23 are systematically higher than
those in our study, likely because the larger beam size integrates

over a broader region, capturing more extended emission. Fur-
thermore, the positions are slightly shifted from those identified
in the 2+1D and 3D approaches due to differences in resolution.
While shifting to the positions detected by our method increases
the peak flux, the resulting RM values do not align more closely
with those reported by OS23.

In Fig. 6 we show a polarized source, not detected by OS23.
The source is located 0.75° west of the sources in Fig. 4, and from
the Stokes I image appears to be a double-lobed galaxy. However,
only one of the lobes is detected in polarized emission outside
the Stokes 𝐼 leakage range. From a Gaussian fit to the main
peak, we obtain a RM of −6.20 ± 0.05, in contrast to positive
RMs of the other sources in the field. Whether this is due to
foreground Faraday rotation, intrinsic properties of the source,
or its surroundings would require further analysis. Since OS23
determines the noise level from the wings of the dirty Faraday
dispersion (|𝜙| > 100 rad m−2) it is likely an over-estimate of
the noise, particularly for bright or high-RM sources. This could
explain why their search algorithm does not detect this source.

6. Discussion

Since the 2+1D deconvolution is driven by the mean flux map
from the entire bandwidth, instead of convolving a series of
Stokes 𝑄 and 𝑈 images, we do not observe the same source
flux underestimation as in Bell & Enßlin (2012), where the re-
construction of low-flux sources was limited by the noise in in-
dividual frequency channels. Instead, the observed bias in Fig. 1
is not dependent on source flux but rather on the input RM, as
a result of bandwidth depolarization. Correcting for bandwidth
depolarization could, in principle, be applied to the 2+1D recon-
struction. However, such a correction would require additional
information that is typically not well known after deconvolution,
making it more of an approximation than a reliable recovery of
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Fig. 5: RM maps from the 2+1D (left) and 3D (right) reconstructions, centered on the six polarized sources from OS23, indicated
as red circles. Only pixels with a flux higher than 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 are shown. The Stokes 𝐼 10𝜎𝐼 noise level is shown as a black contour.

Table 4: A comparison of the RM and flux values obtained from the two reconstruction methods for the six polarized sources
identified in OS23.

Coordinate (RA, Dec) RM (rad m−2) |F| (mJy beam−1)
OS23 2+1D 3D OS23 2+1D 3D

(9h28m22s, +41°42′22′′) 1.41 ± 0.01 0.88 ± 0.02 1.37 ± 0.02 2.60 ± 0.05 1.37 ± 0.05 0.97 ± 0.05
(9h29m01s, +41°44′05′′) 6.54 ± 0.02 6.53 ± 0.05 6.53 ± 0.05 1.03 ± 0.04 0.59 ± 0.05 0.43 ± 0.04
(9h29m08s, +41°46′07′′) 8.10 ± 0.03 8.10 ± 0.06 8.21 ± 0.06 0.91 ± 0.05 0.51 ± 0.05 0.35 ± 0.04
(9h29m13s, +41°47′55′′) 8.06 ± 0.01 8.09 ± 0.02 8.38 ± 0.02 2.09 ± 0.05 1.70 ± 0.04 1.12 ± 0.05
(9h29m20s, +41°49′39′′) 7.84 ± 0.01 7.89 ± 0.03 7.91 ± 0.03 2.32 ± 0.05 1.10 ± 0.04 0.70 ± 0.05
(9h29m22s, +41°46′35′′) 8.78 ± 0.03 8.93 ± 0.05 8.91 ± 0.04 0.81 ± 0.05 0.63 ± 0.05 0.57 ± 0.04

the true depolarization. As these corrections are not widely im-
plemented to our knowledge, our main comparison in Sec. 5 do
not apply such a correction. However, in Appendix A we evalu-
ate the accuracy of the adjoint transform correction, presented in
Fine et al. (2023).

Our 3D reconstruction inherently accounts for the effects of
channel averaging during imaging, incorporating flagged channel
information, and the mapping between frequency resolutions, to
determine their relative bandwidth depolarization. This approach
becomes particularly advantageous in the later stages of decon-
volution, where false positives amplified by the correction are
naturally corrected for in the major cycle. We realize that this
correction can only be applied if the frequency resolution of the
data is higher than that of the image products. In the case of a
LOFAR observation, where essentially the full frequency resolu-
tion is required to have a high sensitivity at high Faraday depths,
alternative approaches must be used, such as those presented in
Fine et al. (2023).

While the improvements achieved by our reconstruction tech-
nique for simulated unresolved sources are primarily due to band-

width depolarization correction rather than Faraday synthesis
alone, its true advantages become evident for spatially resolved
structures, as shown in Fig. 4. The large number of degrees of
freedom (2𝑁𝜈Grid ) in the 2+1D reconstruction leads to an over-
fit of the true source flux, allowing noise and artifacts from the
PSF of nearby pixels to be incorporated into the model. In con-
trast, the 3D reconstruction is parameterized only by the Gaus-
sian fit parameters and the intrinsic polarization angle of the
source, enabling a more stable, faster, and deeper deconvolution.
This deeper deconvolution improves the accuracy of polarized
emission reconstruction and increases the dynamic range, poten-
tially enhancing RM grid densities by detecting more polarized
sources.

Following Bell & Enßlin (2012), we have assumed that Fara-
day synthesis eliminates the need for resolution matching, as
spectral variations in resolution across the bandwidth are inher-
ently accounted for in the 3D PSF. However, this assumption is
only valid if the source structure can be well approximated by a
single point, as assumed in the CLEAN algorithm. If this con-
dition is not met, resolution matching is still necessary unless
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Fig. 6: A polarized source previously not detected by OS23,
found by our 3D reconstruction method. Left: Polarized intensity
map centered on the source. The Stokes 𝐼 (10, 20, 50) ×𝜎𝐼 noise
levels are shown as red contours. Right: Magnitude of the LOS
profile at the brightest pixel. The local 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 level is shown as a
dashed black line.

the magnetic field is ordered and the RM is approximately con-
stant within the beam area. Otherwise, there will be frequency-
dependent beam depolarization, due to the varying resolution,
which is not modeled by the 3D PSF. As our implementation
of Faraday synthesis uses the CLEAN algorithm for deconvolu-
tion, we have assumed that the first condition is met and thus do
not perform resolution matching. However, for sources with ex-
tended emission or complex Faraday dispersions, this assumption
may lead to inaccuracies due to unmodeled frequency-dependent
beam depolarization. Future studies should investigate how such
effects influence the reconstruction of Faraday dispersions and
whether incorporating resolution matching into the deconvolu-
tion process improves accuracy.

Furthermore, the 3D PSF constructed in this work assumes
a flat spectrum across the bandwidth. In contrast, a common ap-
proach in RM synthesis is to account for the spectral dependence
by either applying a spectral index correction or performing RM
synthesis on the fractional polarizations,

𝑞𝜆2 =
𝑄𝜆2

𝐼𝜆2
, 𝑢𝜆2 =

𝑈𝜆2

𝐼𝜆2
, (20)

where 𝐼𝜆2 is the modeled Stokes 𝐼 flux, excluding noise. How-
ever, since ddfacet jointly deconvolves all Stokes parameters,
this correction cannot be applied within the current framework.
Future work will explore incorporating a user-defined spectral
index across the full field, which may improve RM recovery for
sources with steep spectra.

The main challenge of Faraday synthesis is the high memory
demand associated with large transformations. In particular, the
Fourier transform from 𝜆2 to 𝜙 is the most computationally ex-
pensive step, making it impractical for large fields of view and
high spectral resolution data. As a result, the LOFAR example
presented in this work was limited to a field of view of 1° × 1°,
as larger images would have exceeded memory constraints, even
with 3 TB of available RAM. The memory impact can be re-
duced by, for example, computing only a small patch of the PSF
in 𝜙, similar to what is typically done in CLEAN. While ddfacet
generally processes each facet in parallel, memory-intensive op-
erations can be run sequentially, though at a significant cost in
computation time. The majority of the computational time for
LOFAR polarization deconvolution is spent on deconvolving po-
larization leakage, characterized by a peak around 𝜙 = 0. Fu-

ture studies will explore the possibility of excluding this leakage
range, as it does not contribute to scientific analysis, and would
otherwise be blanked as in OS23. This would significantly re-
duce the computation time for LOFAR data, as only a fraction of
the current amount of minor iterations would be necessary for a
given deconvolution threshold.

One potential application for direction-dependent Faraday
synthesis is the The International LOFAR Two-metre Sky Sur-
vey3 (ILoTSS), which will deliver high-resolution (0.3′′) data
products of radio sources across the northern sky. To accurately
analyze these data, polarization deconvolution will be essential
for a correct recovery of the RMs and magnetic field structure
in these well-resolved sources with complex magnetoionic envi-
ronments.

While the MeerKAT L-band offers a spatial resolution com-
parable to that of LoTSS, its channel width in 𝜆2 is significantly
narrower. This results in a much higher maximum observable
Faraday depth, given by

|𝜙|max ∝
√

3
𝛿𝜆2 , (21)

for a given number of frequency channels. Consequently, only
a few tens of channels are needed to achieve sensitivity to Faraday
depths relevant to most cosmic magnetism studies. With access to
high-memory computing clusters, Faraday synthesis could also
be applied to ASKAP cosmic magnetism studies (POSSUM;
Vanderwoude et al. 2024), potentially increasing the RM grid
density. Combined with the bandwidth depolarization correction
implemented in this work, Faraday synthesis becomes a viable
approach for high-resolution polarization imaging.

7. Conclusions
We have incorporated Faraday synthesis into ddfacet, a modern
radio imaging tool designed for wide-field, wide-band interfero-
metric imaging. We have also introduced a novel implementation
of a direction-dependent Faraday synthesis deconvolution algo-
rithm, and tested the algorithm on, both, synthetic data, mod-
elled on MeerKAT observations, as well as observational data
from LOFAR. The 3D deconvolution method shows a significant
reduction in artifacts, while increasing both the dynamic range
and resolution. The computational costs of our Faraday synthesis
algorithm is lower than for the 2+1D approach. Our method has
led to the detection of a previously unidentified polarized source.
Our bandwidth depolarization correction has been shown to accu-
rately recover the intrinsic flux of depolarized sources, allowing
us to image polarization data at a coarser frequency resolution
while still maintaining high sensitivity at large Faraday depths.
Future interferometers, such as MeerKAT+ and eventually the
SKA, will require direction-dependent imaging to account for
variations between antennas. In this context, direction-dependent
Faraday synthesis is a promising approach for polarization stud-
ies. The code implementing this method will be made publicly
available shortly after the publication of this paper as part of the
ddfacet repository4.
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Appendix A: Bandwidth depolarization
Bandwidth depolarization arises from the finite bandwidth of
frequency channels, leading to signal averaging within each bin.
This effect is visible as a function of |𝜙|, where rapid Faraday
rotation within a channel causes partial cancellation of Stokes 𝑄
and 𝑈, reducing the observed polarization.

With our 3D deconvolution method, correcting for bandwidth
depolarization is a requirement rather than an optional improve-
ment, as neglecting it would leave significant residuals in the
major cycle, preventing proper convergence. This is due to the
different frequency resolutions in image space and data space,
where less depolarization is experienced in the higher resolution
data space. The approach is analogous to the time-dependent
beam correction in ddfacet: while the residual image represents
the time-averaged sky brightness distribution, the forward step
applies time-dependent beam Jones matrices to ensure consis-
tency with the visibility data. However, our correction does not
require a facet-based approach, as the number of data points in
𝜙 is significantly smaller than the number of pixels in image
space. Instead, we compute the correction by simulating channel
averaging from degridding to gridding frequencies on synthetic
samples with an RM corresponding to each sampled point in 𝜙.
By performing RM synthesis on each sample and comparing the
output flux to the input, we obtain a correction factor as a function
of |𝜙 |.

In an attempt to correct the 2+1D reconstruction for band-
width depolarization, we used the bwdepol module within rm-
tools. The depolarization estimate is produced using the adjoint
transform, discussed in Fine et al. (2023). Before we fit a Gaus-
sian to the peaks in the deconvolved Faraday cubes, we divide
the Faraday dispersion by the sensitivity estimate. The results are
seen in Fig. A.1. We see that the correction is an overestimate
of the true depolarization, as the errors appear to increase as a
function of |𝜙|.
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Fig. A.1: A comparison between the bandwidth depolarization
corrected 2+1D (blue) and 3D (orange) methods on the effects
of bandwidth depolarization. Only signals with a signal to noise
above 8𝜎𝑄𝑈 are included in the figure.
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