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ABSTRACT

Polarized synchrotron emission from multiple Faraday depths can be separated by calculating the complex Fourier transform
of the Stokes’ parameters as a function of the wavelength squared, known as Faraday Synthesis. As commonly implemented,
the transform introduces an additional term 𝜆20, which broadens the real and imaginary spectra, but not the amplitude spectrum.
We use idealized tests to investigate whether additional information can be recovered with a clean process restoring beam set
to the narrower width of the peak in the real “full" resolution spectrum with 𝜆20 = 0. We find that the 𝜆20 choice makes no
difference, except for the use of a smaller restoring beam. With this smaller beam, the accuracy and phase stability are unchanged
for single Faraday components. However, using the smaller restoring beam for multiple Faraday components we find a) better
discrimination of the components, b) significant reductions in blending of structures in tomography images, and c) reduction of
spurious features in the Faraday spectra and tomography maps. We also discuss the limited accuracy of information on scales
comparable to the width of the amplitude spectrum peak, and note a clean-bias, reducing the recovered amplitudes. We present
examples using MeerKAT L-band data. We also revisit the maximum width in Faraday depth to which surveys are sensitive,
and introduce the variable𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , the width for which the power drops by a factor of 2. We find that most surveys cannot resolve
continuous Faraday distributions unless the narrower full restoring beam is used.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The technique of Faraday Synthesis, introduced by Burn (1966) and
developed into a formal tool by Brentjens & de Bruyn (2005) (here-
inafterBdB), allows one to separate polarized emission coming from
regions of differing Faraday depths that are combined in the observed
Stokes parameters. Since almost all optically thin radio sources are
depolarized, i.e., their fractional polarization decreases as the wave-
length increases, this implies that they have a range of Faraday depths
within the solid angle of an individual observing beam. These can re-
sult from variations in the Faraday depth through different individual
lines of sight, leading to what is termed “beam" depolarization, or
through the interleaving of Faraday and synchrotron emitting regions
along the line of sight, leading to “internal" depolarization. In either
case, the range of Faraday depths in the polarized emission can be a
powerful diagnostic of multiple emitting regions and the associated
magnetized thermal plasmas.
The ability to effectively separate multiple Faraday depths has

therefore been a subject of intense interest. It has led to the de-
ployment of wideband receiving systems and surveys, e.g., ASKAP
(Heywood et al. 2016), MeerKAT (Jonas & MeerKAT Team 2016),
LOFAR (van Haarlem et al. 2013), VLASS (Lacy et al. 2020), and
uGMRT (Sureshkumar 2014), which provide the requisite coverage
in𝜆2 space. It has spawnedmultiple efforts to deconvolve the direct or
“‘dirty" Faraday spectrum, to remove the sidelobes arising from the
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incomplete𝜆2 coverage (e.g., Heald 2009; Frick et al. 2011; Andrecut
et al. 2012; Ndiritu et al. 2021). Also, there is a strong interest in
detecting “complexity" in Faraday spectra, i.e., the presence of more
than one Faraday component (Brown et al. 2019; Alger et al. 2021;
Cooray et al. 2021; Pratley et al. 2021). A parallel set of efforts have
used parametric methods, e.g. Q-U fitting, based on prior knowledge
of the form of the Faraday spectrum, (e.g., Farnsworth et al. 2011;
O’Sullivan et al. 2012). Sun et al. (2015) compare the performance
of a variety of different techniques for extracting information about
complexity in the Faraday spectra.

The simplest formulation of Faraday synthesis, as introduced by
Burn (1966), used the kernel 𝑒2𝑖𝜙𝜆2 in the transform, where 𝜙 is the
Faraday depth. BdB introduced a different kernel, 𝑒2𝑖𝜙 (𝜆

2−𝜆20) with
𝜆20 = 〈𝜆2〉, where 𝜆 ranges over the observed wavelengths; the stated
goal was to increase the stability of the recovered phases/polarization
angles in the deconvolution process. This formulation is widely used
today. This smooths out the variations in the complex Faraday beam,
as intended, while leaving the amplitude beam unchanged. During
the deconvolution process, the clean components are then restored
using the width of the amplitude beam. The question being asked in
this paper is whether information is lost through this process, and can
be recovered using a restoring beam matched to the narrower width
of the main real lobe of the original, (Burn 1966), complex spectrum.
Throughout, the Faraday spectrum produced using 𝜆20 = 〈𝜆2〉 will
be called nominal, F𝑛𝑜𝑚, while the spectrum produced with no 𝜆20
(effectively, 𝜆20 = 0) will be called full, F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 .
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2 L. Rudnick & W. D. Cotton

2 FARADAY SYNTHESIS - NOMINAL AND FULL
RESOLUTION

Both the full and nominal resolution spectra and deconvolution were
implemented in the Obit package (Cotton 2008) 1. This implementa-
tion allows usage of Q and U images unequally spaced in frequency,
which preserves some of the frequency resolution while meeting
other needs, such as more uniform coverage in 𝜆2 space. The task
MFImage directly transforms the input Q and U data, without nor-
malizing by I. To accurately recover the Faraday spectrum for a single
component, the spectral dependence must be removed, e.g., by using
Q/I and U/I; for multiple components in a single beam, with poten-
tially different spectra, this may not be possible. In this paper, we
assume only flat spectra for our simulated signals.
The Faraday spectrum is approximated using the Fourier series

𝐹𝑘 (𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝐾

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑊 𝑗 𝑒
−2𝑖𝜙𝑘 (𝜆2𝑗−𝜆20) [𝑄 𝑗 (𝑥, 𝑦) + 𝑖𝑈 𝑗 (𝑥, 𝑦)] (1)

for Faraday depth 𝜙𝑘 where 𝑊 𝑗 is the weight for frequency sub-
band 𝑗 of 𝑛, 𝜆 𝑗 is the wavelength of frequency sub-band 𝑗 , 𝜆0 is the
reference wavelength, 𝑖 is

√
−1 and 𝑄 𝑗 and 𝑈 𝑗 are the Stokes Q and

U sub-band images at frequency 𝑗 . The normalization factor 𝐾 is
1/∑𝑛

𝑗=1𝑊 𝑗 .
𝑊 𝑗 may also include a correction for spectral index2, 𝛼:

𝑊 𝑗 = 𝑤 𝑗𝑒
−𝛼 log(𝜈 𝑗/𝜈0) (2)

where 𝜈 𝑗 is the frequency of channel 𝑗 , 𝜈0 is the reference frequency
(corresponding to 𝜆0) and the weight for sub-band 𝑗 , 𝑤 𝑗 , is derived
from the off–source RMS in the 𝑄 𝑗 and 𝑈 𝑗 images. 𝑤 𝑗 is zero for
frequency bins totally blanked due to RFI filtering; in our simulations
the noise is the same in all channels, so 𝑤 𝑗 = 1 for the non-blanked
channels. The task RMSyn optionally allows a correction for a default
spectral index for an entire image; this was not used in our flat-
spectrum simulations.
A deconvolution over the entire frequency band is done by OBIT

task RMSyn; it works on a pixel-by-pixel basis using a complex Hög-
bom CLEAN (Högbom 1974) similar in implementation to Heald
et al. (2009). The CLEAN proceeds using a user specified loop gain
(default 0.1) up to a user specified maximum number of iterations
and/or a maximum residual to collect a set of complex delta functions
in bins of 𝜙𝑘 . The Faraday beam is calculated over twice the extent
in 𝜙 as the Faraday spectrum to allow deconvolution over its full
range. The complex Faraday spectrum is convolved with a Gaussian
restoring beam, the choice of which is described in the next section.
The following simulations use the MeerKAT L-band frequency

coverage, 68 channels of 1% (varying) bandwidth, from 890 to 1681
MHz, with channels removed where MeerKAT experienced RFI, so
as to more closely approximate realistic data sets. The trimmed data
set contained 49 channels. The resulting coverage in 𝜆2 space is
shown in Figure 1.

2.1 Choice of Reference Wavelength and “Resolution"

We start by looking at the Faraday spectra created for the default case
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , effectively with 𝜆20 = 0, and for the BdB implementation,
with 𝜆20 = 〈𝜆2〉. In practice, to avoid numerical problems, we set
𝜆20 = 10−6 for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , but will refer to this as 𝜆20 = 0 hereinafter.

1 http://www.cv.nrao.edu/∼bcotton/Obit.html
2 The spectral index is defined as 𝐼𝜈 ∝ 𝜈𝛼.

Figure 1. Wavelength2 coverage for the simulations presented in this paper.
It approximates that available for actual data from MeerKAT L-band, (e.g.,
Knowles et al. 2021). Lines denote the central wavelengths for each channel
and the coverage is continuous except in the large gaps.

For F𝑛𝑜𝑚, we use 〈𝜆〉2 (0.065 𝑚2) instead of 〈𝜆2〉 (0.067 𝑚2); this
very small difference does not affect any of the results. The Faraday
beams for these two choices are shown in Figure 2. The amplitude
beams for the two methods are identical, since only the phases of the
complex spectrum have been shifted. For F𝑛𝑜𝑚, the main lobe of the
real beam is considerably broader, by design, since BdB intended
to minimize the changes in phase as a function of Faraday depth,
𝜙. Below, we examine whether this shift of reference wavelength
accomplishes its intended purpose.
The widths of the main lobes in the spectra determine both the

accuracy of Faraday depth determinations as well as the identification
of complex structure (i.e., emission at more than a single Faraday
depth). However, we specifically avoid using the term “resolution"
at this point, because it presumes that we have established how the
performance depends on the widths of the amplitude and real beams.
Instead, we give empirically-based names to these widths, namely:

Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 ≡ 𝐹𝑊𝐻𝑀 𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑘 𝑓 𝑜𝑟 𝜆20 = 〈𝜆〉2, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 (3)

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ≡ 𝐹𝑊𝐻𝑀 𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑘 𝑓 𝑜𝑟 𝜆20 = 0 (4)

The Faraday amplitude spectrum is calculated from its convolved
real and imaginary parts and is identical for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚. For
F𝑛𝑜𝑚, the widths of the real beam and the amplitude beam are
almost the same, by construction. For F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , the real beam has a
much narrower main peak, and using this narrower width for the
restoring beam forms the basis for the experiments in this paper. See
Figure 2.
The exact values ofΦ depend on the details of coverage in𝜆2 space,

gaps in coverage, any weighting, etc. Approximate expressions are
very useful, however, and for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 is given by Dickey et al. (2019)
as:

Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 ≈ 3.8
𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝜆2

𝑚𝑖𝑛

. (5)

since for F𝑛𝑜𝑚, where the widths of the real and amplitude peaks are
almost the same (see Figure 2), thenΦ𝑛𝑜𝑚 ∼ 𝛿𝜙, as given by Dickey
et al. (2019).
To approximate the value ofΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , we note that using the integral

version of Eq. 1, zero values in R( F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ) occur when

2𝜙𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 2𝜙𝜆2𝑚𝑖𝑛, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 (6)

2𝜙𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝜋 − 2𝜙𝜆2𝑚𝑖𝑛 (7)

The first condition (𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛) is not meaningful, and the second
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Full Resolution Faraday Spectra 3

Figure 2. The complex Faraday spectra for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚 . The amplitudes, real and imaginary spectra are shown in black, red, and blue, respectively. "X"
symbols denote the F𝑛𝑜𝑚 results, while open circles denote the F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 results. These same symbols will be used where needed in all subsequent figures. Note
that the amplitude spectrum is identical for the two methods; only the real and imaginary parts differ.

condition is satisfied for

𝜙 =
𝜋

2(𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 + 𝜆2
𝑚𝑖𝑛

)
. (8)

The FWHM of one half-cycle of a sine wave occurs at approximately
the value of the first zero crossing. Fitting a Gaussian to the main
lobe of yields a slightly different value, which we adopt here, of

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ≈
2

𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 + 𝜆2
𝑚𝑖𝑛

. (9)

We fit Gaussians to the central peak in the real spectra (Figure 2).
We find Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 = 45 rad m−2 and Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 = 16 rad m−2 , similar
to the values calculated from Eqs. 5 and 9 of 42 and 14 rad m−2,
respectively.
Table 1 summarizes the Faraday spectrum parameters for a variety

of telescope/receivers/surveys that are used for polarization studies.
One key parameter is 𝜌 =

𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
, which can affect the impact of using

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and the ability to resolve complex structures. We can write

Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙
= 1.9

𝜌2 + 1
𝜌2 − 1

(10)

For very wide bands, where 𝜌 >> 1, the reduction in width us-
ing Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is ≈1.9. For narrow band observations, where 𝜌 ap-
proaches 1,Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 approaches a constant value≈ 𝜆−2𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝜆−2

𝑚𝑖𝑛
while

Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 becomes very large. The relative performance of F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 shown in this paper is for the case of 𝜌 ∼ 2, similar to
other wideband surveys; whether the results are applicable to much
narrower band observations, such as for Apertif and theWSRT 92cm
studies of BdB, would need further study.
Of particular interest is whether a survey can have sensitivity to a

continuous distribution of Faraday depths – quantified here by a new
parameter, maximum-width,𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 ≈ 0.67 ∗ 𝜆−2

𝑚𝑖𝑛
(1 + 𝜌−2) 3, and

simultaneously have a sufficiently narrow Faraday beam to resolve
the structure. As we will derive in the Appendix, this simultaneous
condition is marginally met in most cases when Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is used, but
for Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, this requirement is satisfied only for 𝜌 > 2.4; this is
true only for SKA1-Mid and SKA1-Low in this survey compilation.
Thus, none of the other surveys will be able to resolve continuous
Faraday structures if Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 is used.

3 Previously, the quantitymax-scale, as defined by BdB, was used to address
this issue. In the Appendix, we show that 𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 = 𝜋 𝜆−2

𝑚𝑖𝑛
signifi-

cantly overestimates the sensitivity to broad Faraday depth distributions.

Figure 3. Faraday spectra, one in each row, for a series of simulated signals.
Each simulation includes two input delta-function Faraday components at
various separations, indicated by the black lines, with the addition of random
noise in each 𝜆2 channel. The same noise is used for both F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚.
Results are shown for both, but using the same restoring beam corresponding
to Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 = 16 rad m−2. Top frames show the amplitude and phase for F𝑛𝑜𝑚,
spectra, while bottom frames show the same for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . By default, for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ,
the phases are those at 0 wavelength, while for F𝑛𝑜𝑚, the phases are at 𝜆0.
Note that even for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , there are phase gradients across the spectra of each
component that arise during the clean process. This will become relevant in
other experiments described below.

Before comparing results with these two methods, and their two
different restoring beams, we compare their outputs with a single
fixed restoring beam. If we start with cubes of 𝑄(𝜆2),𝑈 (𝜆2), the
amplitude cubes F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚 produced from them will be
identical, prior to deconvolution. The phases, and thus the real and
imaginary spectra, will differ, since F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 phases are at 𝜆0 = 0,
and F𝑛𝑜𝑚 phases are at 𝜆0 = 〈𝜆〉. We performed a variety of
different experiments with simulated Q and U distributions similar
to those in the following sections where they are described in more
detail; the experiments included pure signals and ones with added
random noise. We found that, after deconvolution, the results were
still identical for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚, as long as the same restoring
beam was used. The results of one such test are shown in Figure

MNRAS 000, 1–?? (2023)



4 L. Rudnick & W. D. Cotton

Table 1. Faraday spectrum parameters

Survey Freq. Wavelength2 Nom. Res. Full Res. Ratio 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛

MHz cm2 rad m−2 rad m−2 (Nom/Full) rad m−2

MeerKAT L-band 900 - 1600 318 - 1135 45* 16* 2.8* 25 1.9

POSSUM Band 1 800 - 1088 760 - 1406 59 9 6.4 14 1.4

POSSUM Band 2 1152 - 1440 434 - 678 156 18 8.7 25 1.3

VLASS 2000 - 4000 56- 225 225 71 3.2 148 2.0

LOFAR (HBA) 120 - 240 15625- 62500 0.8 0.3 3.2 0.5 2.0

uGMRT Band 3 250 - 500 3600 - 14400 3.5 1.1 3.2 2 2.0

uGMRT Band 4 550 - 850 1146 - 2975 22.0 4.7 4.6 8 1.5

Apertif 1130 - 1430 440 - 705 144 17.5 8.2 25 1.3

WSRT (92cm) 319-365 6560-9025 15.2 1.3 11 2 1.18

SKA1 Low 50 - 350 7347 - 36000 0.11 0.05 2.0 0.9 7.0

SKA1 Mid 1 350 - 1050 816 - 7347 5.8 2.5 2.4 9 3.0

SKA1 Mid 2 950 - 1760 291 - 997 53.8 15.5 3.5 30 1.9

SKA1 Mid 3 1650 - 3050 97 - 331 163 47 3.5 89 1.8

Note: * indicates measured values for the MeerKAT coverage discussed here. All other Faraday spectrum parameters use the approximate calculations
described in the text.

3. The top frames show the Faraday amplitude and phase spectra
for F𝑛𝑜𝑚, with a different experiment in each row, while the bottom
frames show the corresponding results for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . The amplitudes are
identical, within rounding errors, as are the phases, after de-rotation
for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 by 2𝜙𝜆20. Thus, the comparison between F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ,
as discussed in the rest of the paper, is equivalent to a comparison of
only the different restoring beams which are used, and not the choice
of 𝜆0.

3 RECOVERY OF SINGLE FARADAY COMPONENTS

Key Findings: F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 synthesis/beams produce nearly
identical results in the recovery of the Faraday depth, polarization
angle and amplitude of a single 𝛿 component. Despite the smaller
real beam, there is no increased accuracy for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . At the same
time, the benefits of the suggested phase stability for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 do not
result in increased accuracy for the polarization angles.

Hereinafter, all results from F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (F𝑛𝑜𝑚) useΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚) for
their respective restoring beams. Our first test was to compare the
ability of F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolution Faraday spectra to recover the
true parameters of a polarized signal with a single Faraday depth, in
the presence of noise. To that end we simulated signals with Faraday
depths ranging from 60 rad m−2 to 160 rad m−2. For each depth,
we added noise to Q and U at each sampled frequency, for 101 dif-
ferent realizations of the noise (see Figure 4). The signal:noise per
frequency channel was very low, 1.5 in each realization. With 49 fre-
quency channels, the expected signal:noise in the Faraday spectrum
was 10.5 .
The cleaned, restored Faraday spectra for a single realization at

Figure 4.Q, U data in black and red, respectively, used for the single Faraday
depth experiment at depth 𝜙=90 rad m−2. Solid curves show the input model,
and each point indicates the average over 101 realizations. Vertical bars
indicate the rms scatter in Q and U among the 101 realizations.

Faraday depth 𝜙 = 90 rad m−2 are shown in Figure 5. The observed
signal:noise values (peak over mean off-peak) were 9.7 for F𝑛𝑜𝑚,
almost exactly as expected, and 17.6 for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . The F𝑛𝑜𝑚 amplitude
spectrum also appears to be a (not quite perfect) convolution of the
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 amplitude spectrum. Some differences occur because the
convolution by the broader beam happens in the complex space,
not in the amplitude spectrum. Below, we will examine how this
apparent higher signal:noise and especially the narrower FWHM
(Φ), translates into the uncertainty 𝜎𝜙 , as well as the amplitude and
phase of the recovered signals. The expected uncertainty in 𝜙 is given

MNRAS 000, 1–?? (2023)



Full Resolution Faraday Spectra 5

Figure 5. F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚 deconvolved, restored Faraday spectra for one
realization at depth 𝜙=90 rad m−2. The peaks have been normalized to unity.
Here and throughout, ◦’s circles are used for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and X’s for F𝑛𝑜𝑚.

by

𝜎𝜙 = Φ/(2 × 𝑆𝑁𝑅) (11)

where Φ is the full width at half maximum of the actual resolution
and 𝑆𝑁𝑅 the actual signal to noise ratio.
We compare the results from the two methods over a large range

of input depths. Figure 6 shows the observed Faraday depth as a
function of input depth, averaged over the 101 realizations at each
depth. The results show that the peak locations of 𝜙 are practically
identical for the two methods, as was expected, but had not been
previously demonstrated. Looking now more closely at the scatter in
the recovered depths among the 101 realizations at each depth, Eq.
11 predicts 𝜎𝜙=2.3 (0.45) rad m−2 for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙). The observed
scatter was 2.1 (2.0) rad m−2 for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙), on average. This is
the first important result – the two methods generate the same error
in measuring the Faraday depth in the presence of noise. The fact
that Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 << Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 does not improve the accuracy 𝜎𝜙 .
The recovered amplitudes are also well-correlated between the

two methods, although their average values differ, as shown in Fig-
ure 6. On average, the F𝑛𝑜𝑚 amplitudes are ≈ 4% low, while the
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 amplitudes are ≈ 10% low. By looking at the amplitudes in
the dirty spectra, we have verified that this is a clean bias, as de-
scribed by Condon et al. (1998), where spurious clean components
on the sidelobes, whether positive or negative, reduce the amplitude
of the peak. This bias is on the order of the rms scatter, here in the
Faraday spectrum, and depends on the amplitude of the sidelobes
and the depth of cleaning. This bias will require correction in any
catalogs created using cleaned Faraday spectra. Since the amplitude
of the correction depends on the details of the data and processing,
simulations will be required in each project.
Finally, we turned to the recovered values for the polarization

angle 𝜒0. Figure 6 plots the average values of the error in 𝜒0, 𝛿𝜒0,
and the rms scatter for the 101 realizations at each Faraday depth
(𝛿𝜒0 = 𝜒0 since the input 𝜒0 = 0). The key question is whether the
rms scatter in 𝜒0 among the 101 realizations at each depth is smaller
for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 as a result of the improved phase stability suggested by
BdB. For F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , the scatter is 8.4 rad m−2. For F𝑛𝑜𝑚, we calculated
the rms scatter in two different ways. First, we rotated 𝜒0 back to zero
wavelength assuming the input Faraday depth, as was done for the
averaged points. This results in an rms scatter of 3.3 degrees; this is
much less than for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , and is the phase stability claimed by BdB.
However, in an actual experiment, the true Faraday depthwould not

be known, so we did a second rms calculation based on correcting the

observed values of 𝜒0 to zero wavelength using the observed Faraday
depth. This results in a scatter of 7.4 degrees, close to the rms scatter
for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . We thus conclude that F𝑛𝑜𝑚, despite its superior phase
stability at a wavelength of 𝜆0, offers little or no advantage in the
accuracy with which 𝜒0 can be recovered at 𝜆 = 0. As mentioned
earlier, this conclusion for the MeerKAT bandpass would need to
be verified for narrowband surveys that have a much larger ratio of
Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚/Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (see Table 1).

4 RECOVERY OF COMPLEX FARADAY STRUCTURE

In this section, we examine the ability of nominal and full resolution
Faraday synthesis to detect the presence of complex Faraday struc-
ture, i.e., wheremore than one isolated Faraday component is present.
The most important regimes are those with Faraday structure on the
order of the nominal resolution. We examine two limiting, idealized
noise-free cases: a continuous distribution of polarized components
with constant amplitude, extending over a finite width in Faraday
depth i.e., a ‘tophat’ distribution, and the more restricted example
of two Faraday components separated in depth by (< 1− ≈ 5)× the
nominal resolution.

4.1 Continuous distributions

Key findings: For a constant amplitude distribution of Faraday
depths, at small widths the Faraday spectrum appears as a broad-
ened Gaussian, and at large widths, as two Faraday peaks at the
edges. F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is ≈ 2× more powerful than F𝑛𝑜𝑚 in its ability to
detect the input Faraday complexity for widths up to at least Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 .
For F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (but not for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 ), suggestions of the shape of the input
distribution are apparent in the spectra for widths from ≈ 0.6− 1.5×
Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 .

We approximate a continuous Faraday distribution with constant
amplitude in Faraday depth (a “tophat") by summing in Q and U a
series individual Faraday delta functions separated by 0.25 rad m−2.
The amplitudes of the components are normalized so that total input
signal flux is constant independent of the tophat width. We con-
sider cases both where the polarization angle is constant across all
components, and also where a gradient in angle is incorporated.
Figure 7 shows the resulting Faraday spectra for several different

widths, centered on a Faraday depth of 60 rad m−2. The immediate
realization is that there is no width at which a clear tophat shape is
seen for F𝑛𝑜𝑚. When the width is too small, the Faraday spectrum
appears as a broadened Gaussian. When the width is too large, the
tophat structure is lost, and is replaced by a pair of narrowcomponents
at the edges of the distribution. This behavior was identified by BdB,
who noted (in their Eq. 64) that in order to resolve complex structure,
the Faraday resolution must be less than the maximum width where
the signal can be recovered. This is discussed further, below.
A more comprehensive display of the responses to the tophat

continuous distribution is shown in Figure 8. At each tophat width,
we averaged 100 different tophat distributionswith different gradients
in polarization angle, ranging from a change in position angle across
the distribution from 0 to 90 degrees. The behavior seen in the
1D plots of Figure 7 can also be seen here; a broadened Gaussian
separating into two branches as the width increases. For F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 only,
the range of widths from ≈10-25 rad m−2 (0.6−1.5×Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙) shows
suggestions of the input tophat distribution.
We now look quantitatively at the observed loss of power as a

function of the width of the Faraday distribution. We start by looking
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Figure 6. Left: Observed Faraday depths, as a function of input Faraday depth, each averaged over 101 noise realizations. Center: Average amplitude recovered
at each Faraday depth, comparing results from F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Right: Average polarization angle 𝜒0 recovered at each Faraday depth, comparing results
from F𝑛𝑜𝑚 correcting back to 𝜆 = 0 based on the input depth and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . The rms scatter in 𝜒0 among the 101 realizations at each Faraday depth is shown as
the black horizontal line for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and vertical lines showing two different calculations of 𝜒0 for F𝑛𝑜𝑚, as described in the text.

Figure 7. Faraday spectra of noiseless simulations of tophat functions of
various widths in Faraday depth, with a constant polarization angle. Left:
F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ; Right: F𝑛𝑜𝑚. At 9 rad m−2 there is a suggestion of the tophat shape
for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , but not as clearly for F𝑛𝑜𝑚.

at the peak amplitude in the Faraday spectrum, and find that it falls
by a factor of 2, for both F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , at ≈ 20 rad m−2 (Figure
9). This is much less than themax-scale of 109 rad m−2 predicted by
BdB.We can even look at the average power over the entire spectrum,
which would be difficult to do in practice, and find that the power
drops by 2 at ≈ 40 rad m−2. Our new estimate of the appropriate
width to half-power, 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , is 25 rad m−2, comparable to what is
observed.
We now address the critical question about whether F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is su-

perior to F𝑛𝑜𝑚 in identifying Faraday complexity, i.e., the presence
of more than a single 𝛿 function component. We examine this by
simply finding the peak in each spectrum and then subtracting it us-
ing the restoring beam of widthΦ𝑛𝑜𝑚 orΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as appropriate. This
is equivalent to not restoring any clean components at and adjacent
to the peak in the spectrum. 4 One example of this process, for
an input width just slightly above Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is shown in Figure 10. We
then measure the total residual signal in the spectrum as a percent-
age of the total signal before subtraction. As can be seen in Figure
10, the percentage residual is significantly smaller for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 than
for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as expected. This is unavoidable because the peak am-
plitude in F𝑛𝑜𝑚 represents an integration over a larger range of
Faraday depths than for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . In this particular example using the

4 An alternative process to search for complexity could use a loop gain of
1 in cleaning, and subtract out only one component; we did not explore that
option here.

Figure 8. Faraday spectra along the horizontal axis at each width as indicated
along the vertical axis. The cyan boxes show selected input tophat widths.
Top: F𝑛𝑜𝑚; Bottom: F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . The spectra for each width have been averaged
over 100 different realizations, each with a ramp of polarization angle ranges
extending from 0 degrees across the tophat to 90 degrees across the tophat.
At widths & 25 rad m−2, the spectra are dominated by peaks at the edges of
the input tophat, as opposed to its actual continuous distribution.

MeerKAT L-band, with Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚/Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ≈ 3, this leads to a factor of
≈2 improvement in fractional residual power, i.e., the ability to detect
complexity; this improvement applies for input widths ≤ Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as
shown in Figure 11

4.1.1 Recovery of extended distributions

For continuous distributions of Faraday depth, the interference be-
tween components at different depths causes both the input power
and the power recoverable in the Faraday spectrum to fall as a func-
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Figure 9. Recovered signal strength as a function of tophat width for
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as described in the text.

Figure 10. Faraday spectra for tophat input distribution showing original and
residual spectra after subtracting out a single Faraday component with the
observed peak amplitude. Left: F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ; Right: F𝑛𝑜𝑚.

tion of width. The width at which the power falls by a factor of
two is defined here as 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , and its derivation is presented in the
Appendix. To simultaneously have sufficient resolution to determine
that the distribution has a finite width, and to have sufficient power
to detect it, requires that Φ < 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 . Using Eqs. 5, A3 and, again,
𝜌 =

𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
, this requires for F𝑛𝑜𝑚:

0.18
𝜌4 − 1
𝜌2

> 1, (12)

or

𝜌 > 6. (13)

The equivalent conditions for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , with Eq. 9 are:

0.335
(𝜌2 + 1)2

𝜌2
> 1, (14)

which is satisfied for all values of 𝜌. Thus, using F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , continu-
ous extended distributions in Faraday depth can always be at least
marginally resolved, e.g., as seen in Fig. 7. However, among the sur-
veys listed in Table 1, using the F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolution, only SKA1-Low
will be able to resolve detectable broad structures.
The details of the shapes recovered with F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 depend on what

variations are present in the polarization angle across the Faraday
distribution. In the simplest physical case of a spatially unresolved
foreground patchy Faraday screen in front of a uniform polarization
angle source, the polarization angles would be constant. However,
there can be arbitrary changes in polarization angle as a function of
depth for mixtures of thermal and synchrotron emitting material.

Figure 11. Percentage residual signal as a function of input tophat width,
integrated over Faraday spectrum after removal of single Faraday component,
as described in the text, for both F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . The vertical bar indicates
a factor of 2.

Figure 12. Faraday spectra along the horizontal axis, with increasing sep-
arations between two components with the same polarization angle at each
higher row,; this is similar to the display in Figure 8. The left column shows
the results from F𝑛𝑜𝑚, and the right column from F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Note the spurious
power that sometimes appears at the mean depth.Such spurious components
are the result of the interference that occurs in the presence of phase variations
with Faraday depth, such as noted in Figure 3.

4.2 Two Faraday Components

Key Findings: Two Faraday components can often be distinguished
at separations less than Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, with improved detectability using
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . In this regime, the separations, amplitudes and polarization
angles are, however, not accurately recovered. At some separations,
spurious emission at the mean depth reappears, but is much weaker
in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 than in F𝑛𝑜𝑚.

We now turn to the second simple case, two separated Faraday
components with equal amplitudes. We vary both the separation in
depth between the components and the difference in their polarization
angles. Again, since the science often requires us to maximize the
amount of Faraday structure we can see, we test separations that are
both smaller and larger than Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚. A global view of the results in
shown in Figure 12.
At the bottom, where the depth separations are 0, the spectrum

peaks at the mean Faraday depth of 60 rad m−2, as expected. At large
separations, at the top of the figure, the two individual components
are easily visible, with respective depths that track the input depths,
as expected.
The behavior in between these two extremes is quite complex. We

first look at the observed power at the mean depth, which should start
at the sum of the amplitudes of the two components and then fall to
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Figure 13. “Spurious" power for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , observed at the mean
Faraday depth as a function of the separation in depth between two compo-
nents with amplitudes=50; the horizontal line shows the true signal strength
that should be observed away from the central peak.

zero as they are well separated. If the combined Faraday spectrum
were simply the sum of the two input amplitude spectra (which it’s
not), then this falloff would follow a Gaussian shape. Instead, since
it is the complex spectra that are combined, there is interference
between the two components which depends on their relative phase.
This power at the mean depth was studied by Kumazaki et al. (2014),
who called it a “false signal"; they showed that its strength was a
function of the separation, relative phase and relative amplitudes of
the two components, similar to the findings from these studies.
The additional information shown here is that the spurious power at

the mean depth also depends on the restoring beam. After averaging
over all relative phases between the two components, we show the
observed spurious power at the mean Faraday depth in Figure 13.
Our results are similar to those of Kumazaki et al. (2014), although
we average all the power in the restoring beam centered at the mean
depth, while they select only limited clean components. There is a
region around ∼ 40 rad m−2 where the two components interfere
to produce power at the mean depth; this spurious power is much
stronger in F𝑛𝑜𝑚 than in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , and also extends over a much larger
range in depth separation.Such interference arises in the presence of
phase gradients as a function of Faraday depth, which can even arise
in the cleaning process, such as noted for Figure 3.
In addition to the presence of spurious signals, there are also

deviations in the observed parameters from the input parameters
for separations up to scales of ≈ Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚. This can be seen most
clearly in the non-monotonically increasing separations of the two
components of the F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 spectra of Figure 12; similar behavior
is present in F𝑛𝑜𝑚 although it is less obvious. These deviations
from the input separations are also shown quantitatively in Figure
14, where the problems at separations less than Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 are clear.
Similarly, the rms deviations in observed amplitude (and position
angle) are much higher at small separations – ∼ 33% (and 20◦) for
separations < Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, dropping to ∼ 10% ( and 3◦) for separations
> Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚. The results are similar for both F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 .
The bottom line from all this is that two components with separa-

tions less than Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 are detectable some of the time, depending on
their relative polarization angles but their observed parameters are

Figure 14. Deviation from the observed separation in Faraday depths of the
peaks in the spectrum as a function of the input separation. The black and red
lines show the mean, averaged over all relative polarization angles between
the two components, and the error bars indicate the rms scatter.

Figure 15. Residual power remaining in the clean spectra, as a function of
component separation, after removal of a single component, expressed as
percentage of the original power.

not trustworthy. Above Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 perform equally
well. At separations comparable to Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, F𝑛𝑜𝑚 shows consider-
ably stronger spurious signals.

4.2.1 Detectability of multiple Faraday components

We can again ask the simpler question most relevant to the analy-
sis that would be performed in surveys, i.e. what is the detectability
of Faraday structure as the separation between two components in-
creases? We again subtract out a single component from the peak in
the clean spectrum and measure the percentage of power remaining
from −Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 to +Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (i.e., two beam-widths), and the same for
F𝑛𝑜𝑚, using −Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 to +Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚. The results are shown in Figure
15. At very small separations, the two components overlap and the
expected residual is 0%, as observed for both restoring beams.
At sufficiently large separations, we expect 50% of the power to

remain after subtraction of a single component, as observed. Between
these two extremes. F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 shows a higher percentage of residual
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Figure 16. Cartoon showing 𝛿-function Faraday spectra with depth as a
function of position on the sky. In both panels, the spatial resolution 𝜃 = 5′′.
Left: Faraday resolutionΦ = 1 rad m−2; Right:Φ = 10 rad m−2. The vertical
lines show the observed spatial extent of the emission in the 𝜙 = 0 Faraday
tomography (1-D) image. The 2D beam is shown in the upper right portion
of each panel.

power, up to a factor of ∼2, thereby increasing the detectable range
for additional Faraday structure. This result is the natural, and perhaps
obvious, consequence of using a smaller restoring beam; nonetheless,
this quantifies the advantages to that approach for separations from
≈ 0.5 − 1.5 ×Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚.

5 FARADAY MAPPING

In the simplest case, only single Faraday components are present at
each position in an image, and the spatial variations in Faraday depth
Δ𝜙 are small with respect to the resolutionΦ over scales comparable
to the angular resolution (the “beam"). In this case, all of the infor-
mation is present in maps of the peak Faraday depth in the spectrum
for each pixel. Even in this idealized case, however, a series of two-
dimensional maps at each Faraday depth (tomography images), are
often useful to detect the spatial patterns. Two-dimensional images
in Faraday depth vs. position space (𝜙 vs. 𝑥), where the orthogonal
position has been fixed, provide another useful diagnostic. Both of
these techniques are exploited, e.g, in the recovery of the 3D structure
of 3C40B using MeerKAT observations (Rudnick et al. 2022).
These mapping techniques become essential when the variations

Δ𝜙 are comparable to Φ over scales of the beam; in this case, there
is no longer a single Faraday depth at each position, and the Faraday
spectra will be subject to the distortions examined earlier. In this
section, we use simulations to compare how Faraday tomography
mapping and depth vs. position mapping appear in F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ,
and look at real Faraday structure data from MeerKAT.

5.1 Simple Faraday Depth gradients

Key findings: Faraday tomography maps are spatially broadened by
the effects of finite Faraday resolution in the case of spatial gradients
in Faraday depth.
We start with a simple cartoon to illustrate how, in the presence of

Faraday depth variations, broadening of the Faraday spectrum leads
to broadening in the plane of the sky. Figure 16 presents the am-
plitude of F (𝜙) as a function of a single position coordinate. The
Faraday spectrum is a simple delta function, whose depth changes
linearly with position. The small bar in the upper right shows the
"beam" in this depth vs. position space. One can examine the spatial
distribution at a given Faraday depth by taking a 1-D slice at that

depth as a function of position (the horizontal magenta line in Fig.
16 – this is the equivalent of a tomography plane in 2-D). We then
measure the spatial width between the half-power points (the vertical
cyan lines). On the left, the width of the feature at 𝜙 = 0 rad m−2 is
5′′, as set by the spatial beam size. On the right, the Faraday spec-
trum has been broadened to 10 rad m−2. Despite the spatial beam
still remaining at 5′′, as can be seen in the beam in the upper right
of the frame, the observed width at 𝜙 = 0 rad m−2 is now ≈20′′.
This spatial broadening occurs because the tomography cut (plane)
at a depth of 0 rad m−2 is actually measuring the emissions from
± 5 rad m−2, which come from different positions. This broadening
therefore blends and masks features in tomography images, compro-
mising the hard-won spatial resolution set by the telescope.
Since the Faraday beam broadening is convolved with the original

spatial beam, the effective size of the spatial beam in a tomography
image, designated here as 𝜃𝑡 , can be approximated as

𝜃𝑡 ≈

√︄
𝜃20 + ( 𝑑𝑥

𝑑𝜙
Φ)2 (15)

where 𝜃0 is the spatial beam size, 𝑥 is the position coordinate, 𝑑𝑥
𝑑𝜙

is the local spatial gradient in Faraday depth and Φ is the Faraday
restoring beamwidth. In the above case, 𝑑𝑥

𝑑𝜙
is 2

′′
𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑚−2 andΦ = 10

rad m−2, so 𝜃𝑡 ≈ 20.6′′, as observed. If the Faraday depth variations
are not a simple gradient, then the spatial effects due to Faraday depth
variations may not be easily recognizable, as we will see with actual
data, below.

5.2 Faraday Variation Grid

Key findings: In Faraday tomography mapping, spurious spatial
structures appear when multiple Faraday depths are present within
the spatial beam. Use of the narrower restoring beamΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 allows a
larger range of Faraday widths to be free of such spurious structures.

The above cartoon, Figure 16, illustrates the overall broadening
effect, but, for simplicity, assumes that the broadening took place
in the Faraday amplitude spectrum. More accurately, the broadening
occurs in the complex Faraday space, and so the resulting patterns
are more complicated. As a simple illustration of what happens in the
map plane when there is mixing of different Faraday components,
we create cubes in (x, y, frequency) space, where every pixel has a
single Faraday depth. The top panel in Figure 17 shows the Faraday
depth at each position. Along each row, the Faraday depth changes
sinusoidally between the values of -20 and +40 rad m−2. The spatial
wavelength increases from the top row to the bottom row so that
there are ∼ 8 full cycles on the top row, and zero cycles on the
bottom row. We then smoothed the values of Q and U along the
X-axis by a Gaussian with 3 pixel FWHM. Each smoothed pixel thus
has contributions from a range of Faraday depths. Along the bottom
row all of the pixels have a depth of 20 rad m−2, so the smoothed
Q and U have only that single Faraday depth. Along the top row,
the range of Faraday depths in each pixel varies from 6 rad m−2 to
36 rad m−2. The maximum Faraday width in each row is given along
the Y-axis.
This simulated Faraday grid is equivalent to having ∼3 domi-

nant Faraday components in each pixel. Its effects differ in detail
from the idealized continuous distributions and two-component cases
discussed above. Nonetheless, it gives a simple overview of how
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 behave in Faraday tomography images with vari-
ations in the amount of Faraday structure.
The middle and bottom panels show a single tomography image
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Figure 17. Top: Faraday depth in plane of sky. Middle: Single tomography
plane at depth of 20 rad m−2 from F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , intensity in heat, each row normal-
ized to the same average. Bottom: Same for F𝑛𝑜𝑚. The X and Y coordinates
are positions in the sky; the magnitude of Faraday depth variations changes
with Y, as described in the text. The black lines with white borders shows the
location of input depths of 20 rad m−2, for the first two sinusoidal patterns

plane at the Faraday depth of 20 rad m−2, for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 ,
respectively, cleaned and restored as with our earlier experiments.
The black lines with white borders show the the locations of input
Faraday depth of 20 rad m−2, for the middle cycle of the sine waves.
In the idea world, the tomography images at 20 rad m−2would simply
trace the black/white lines; they do not.
The first finding is the observed bands in the tomography im-

ages are much broader than the 3-pixel smoothing beam, the same
width as the black/white line. That broadening, present in all rows,
is because the 20 rad m−2 image actually samples emission from
∼12 - 28 rad m−2 (∼-2 - 42 rad m−2 ) for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (F𝑛𝑜𝑚), respec-
tively. In the row where the Faraday mixing width is ∼10 rad m−2,
the broadening causes the band in the F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙) image to be
16 (8) pixels wide, respectively, instead of the spatial beamwidth of
3 pixels. This is another example of the broadening described by
Equation 15.
Another consequence of the broadening is that the ratio between

the brightest and the faintest features are reduced in the tomography
image. This is because the broadening is a function of position on
the image, since the local Faraday depth gradients vary. At a Faraday
mixingwidth of 10 radm−2 , the ratio of brightest/faintest is 5.2 (575)
for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙), respectively. For mapping purposes, F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is
clearly superior.
In someways, these broadening effects are similar to what happens

in total intensity images. Based on our sampling of the intensity
restoring beam, adjacent pixels are not independent, but represent
the emission at the exact location of that pixel as well as emission
occurring at adjacent pixels. This is universally understood in the

radio astronomy community, so there is no confusion. However, in
tomography images, what appears in any pixel in a tomography plane
also reflects the emission in the planes between±Φ/2, whereΦ is the
Faraday beam. If one were examining all the planes together, as in a
cube or a movie display, the origins of the broad structures would be
apparent. In a single tomography plane, there is no way to distinguish
between intrinsically broad spatial structures and observed spatial
extent due to the Faraday broadening.
The situation in this Faraday/spatial broadening is actually more

complicated, however, by the fact that the blending takes place in the
vector space of Q and U, so that both constructive and destructive
interference can appear. This results in spurious structures in the
Faraday spectra, as described in the previous two sections, mapping
into spurious structures in the Faraday tomography image planes.
The spurious structures are apparent by noting that the observed

bands in the 20 radm−2 tomography images track the 20 radm−2 in-
put locations, but only when the mixing widths are sufficiently small.
As the widths increase, increasing amounts of power are found be-
tween the locations of the 20 rad m−2 inputs, until finally all the
power is at the spurious locations of the 0 and 40 rad m−2 inputs.
Equal or greater power at the spurious locations is found for widths
above 20 rad m−2 (30 rad m−2) for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙), respectively.
Thus, there is a considerably larger range of Faraday widths where
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is free of spurious structures.
Thus, in real maps, when significant Faraday variations occur

within a spatial beam, spurious structures can appear in the tomogra-
phy images. Since Faraday beam depolarization is almost ubiquitous,
the potential for spurious structures in tomography images is very
high. These spurious structures do not correspond to any real struc-
ture at the respective Faraday depth. In addition, as seen earlier, the
breadth of the Faraday beam will also cause structure to appear at
Faraday depths where they are not present. While this is true for
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 as well, it is several times worse for F𝑛𝑜𝑚.

5.3 MeerKAT polarization mapping

Key findings: In the presence of complicated Faraday structure in
both depth and the plane of the sky, images of the peak depth of the
Faraday spectrum are almost identical using F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . How-
ever, the broader F𝑛𝑜𝑚 beam blurs out detailed Faraday variations
that are seen clearly in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . In addition, F𝑛𝑜𝑚 produces spatial
structures in Faraday tomography planes where F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 shows there
is no emission.

MeerKAT observations of the cluster of galaxies J0627.2-5428
(Abell 3395) were reported by Knowles et al. (2021). More de-
tailed analysis of this field, and comparison with X-ray data from
eROSITA, were presented by Reiprich et al. (2021) and Brüggen
et al. (2021). The observations consisted of approximately 9 hours
duration, including calibration, at L band (856-1712 MHz). Calibra-
tion was described in Knowles et al. (2021). The data were imaged in
Obit/MFImage with 0.3% fractional bandwidth (123 spectral chan-
nels) using joint Q/U deconvolution. The beam size was 6.8×6.73′′at
an angle of 88𝑜, and the pixel size was 1.194′′. A Faraday spectrum
cube was generated using RMSyn with 2 rad m−2 sampling between
-600 and +600 rad m−2 and deconvolved/restored as described above
for both F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Following the standard analysis, we cre-
ated 2D images by finding the depth and amplitude of the peak in the
Faraday amplitude spectrum for each pixel. The rms scatter in the
peak amplitude image was ∼2.5𝜇Jy for both F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 .
Figure 18 shows the Faraday depths at the peak in the Faraday

spectrum (𝜙𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑘 ) for each pixel, wherever the signal:noisewas> 14.
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Figure 18. Faraday depth at the peak amplitude in the northern section of
Abell 3395, showing all pixels with brightness > 35 𝜇Jy/beam. The results
are for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 (top) and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (bottom). The underlying heat image shows the
X-ray brightness from eROSITA (Reiprich et al. 2021; Brüggen et al. 2021),
with this version courtesy of Angie Veronica.

The results for F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 were virtually identical, as seen in
this figure and in Table 2; the small differences come largely from the
handful of isolated pixels due to enhanced noise around the bright
sources. Sources S1 and S3 show much larger scatters in 𝜙𝑝𝑒𝑎𝑘 than
in S2. This is consistent with S1 and S3 being embedded or behind
the broad band of X-ray emission that connects them in projection;
there is, however, no independent confirmation available. On larger
scales, the mean RM in this region 5 is influenced by cluster sources
themselves, so the Galactic foreground is not well constrained.
In Figure 19 we show one example of how a broader beam can

create “spurious" structures in Faraday tomography images, similar
to some of those seen in the simulations discussed earlier. Structure
at the ellipse appears in the F𝑛𝑜𝑚 42 rad m−2 tomography image,
but not in the F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 image. The spectrum at this location, in the top
right of the figure, shows why. At this location, there is a bright peak
in the Faraday spectrum at 𝜙=21 rad m−2 . At 𝜙=42 rad m−2 there is
still power in F𝑛𝑜𝑚 from the 𝜙=21 rad m−2 peak, so the tomography
map shows a bright patch there. However, in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , the emission has

5 From the CIRADA RM cutout server, http://cutouts.cirada.ca/rmcutout/

Figure 19. North end of S3. Top left: Peak Faraday depth; the depth at
the ellipse is 21 rad m−2; Top right: F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 spectra at the
position of the ellipse. Vertical line indicates depth of 42 rad m−2. Bottom
left: F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 tomography plane at 42 rad m−2. No emission is seen in the
ellipse, as expected from spectrum. Bottom right: F𝑛𝑜𝑚 tomography plane
at 42 rad m−2. Emission seen at ellipse from emission peaking at 21 rad m−2.
The peak visible in the F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 spectrum at -15 rad m−2 comes from a strong
component at that depth just to the east of the ellipse and not visible here;
a small amount extends into the ellipse for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , although not for F𝑛𝑜𝑚,
reflecting the slightly different interference in the two cases.

Table 2. Peak Faraday depths in Abell 3395

Source F𝑛𝑜𝑚 F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙

〈𝜙𝑝𝑘 〉 𝜎𝜙 〈𝜙𝑝𝑘 〉 𝜎𝜙

rad m−2 rad m−2 rad m−2 rad m−2

S1 25 84 29 88
S2 56 9 50 4
S3 43 57 39 55

dropped to near 0 by 𝜙 =42 rad m−2, so there is no feature at the
ellipse.
If one were viewing the full Faraday cube, it would be obvious that

this 42 rad m−2 emission comes from a different depth. One could
avoid this problem by only sampling the Faraday tomography images
3× more sparsely. However, and this is the key issue, this comes at
the expense of losing information about the spatial/spectral Faraday
structure that is present in the cube. The use of smaller restoring
beams, as in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , does not remove the problem of the smearing of
structures from one depth map to another, it simply reduces the range
of depths over which this is a problem. In all cases, claims of emission
at a specific Faraday depth require examination of the full cube. An
example of lost information using F𝑛𝑜𝑚 can be seen in the southern
lobe of 3C40B, which is analysed in Rudnick et al. (2022), using
similar procedures to Abell 3395, as discussed above.. There, using
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Figure 20. Faraday structure in the southern lobe of 3C40B. Top left: Peak
Faraday depth. Top right: Peak depth color coded, as in top left panel, bright-
ness corresponding to amplitude at peak depth. Bottom left: Partial structure
as seen in Faraday tomography images at 2 (10, 18) rad m−2 in red (green,
blue), for F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Bottom right: same as left, but smoothed to F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolu-
tion.

F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , movies of the Faraday cube show that the lobe is comprised
of long thin coherent structures at different Faraday depths, which
likely indicate different distances along the line of sight, allowing us
to interpret the 3D structure.
Several views of this lobe are shown in Figure 20. On the top

left is the image of the peak depth at each pixel; this is the standard
way depth (RM) maps are shown, and it obscures all of the detail
in the lobe. Such a display is most useful when the variations in
Faraday depth are dominated by a foreground screen, and the details
of the lobe are irrelevant. On the top right is the same image of
peak depth in color, where the brightness shows the intensity of
the amplitude at the peak depth (polarized intensity). The various
structures are immediately visible, because in this case, the depth is
connected to the lobe structures themselves, as can be clearly seen in
the movies in Rudnick et al. (2022). It is important to realize that this
type of display could be misleading if, in fact, the depth variations
were due to a foreground screen. Examination of the full Faraday
cubes is essential to separate foreground from local effects . Three
F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 tomography planes, from the low Faraday depth part of the
distribution are shown in the bottom left.
Most of the same structures inF 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 are also visible in a smoothed

version of the Faraday cube, in the bottom right, showing what would
be observed at F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolution. The color scale is the same for
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 andF 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . However, the colors are heavilymuted inF𝑛𝑜𝑚 be-
cause each tomography plane is sampling a broader range in Faraday
depth. In addition, features in the NW part of the lobe are visible in

Figure 21. Polarized intensity from 3C40B’s southern lobe, showing the
Faraday depth distribution at each Declination, at the fixed Right Ascension
of 01h25m47s. Left: F𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 resolution. Right: smoothed to F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolution.

F𝑛𝑜𝑚, although F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 shows that they are not actually present at the
depths displayed. As before, there is no difference in the information
available from F𝑛𝑜𝑚 and F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , if one examines the full cubes. only
that the smaller restoring beam in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 allows things to be seen
more clearly.
The three tomography planes in the bottom left panel are a subset

of those used to make the F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 movie of the full 3D structure of this
lobe in Rudnick et al. (2022). The 3D structure is heavily blurred with
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 resolution, as illustrated in a single Declination vs. Faraday
depth plane, at fixed R.A.. in Figure 21. Note that since there is a
single dominant Faraday depth at each position, the uncertainty in
depth is identical for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and F𝑛𝑜𝑚. However, the changes in
depth with Declination are much clearer in F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , simply because
of the smaller restoring beam. This highlights a problem with how
we display 2D information, whether here in depth vs. position space,
or in a regular position-position image. Small shifts in the centroid
position may be quite significant when the signal:noise is high, but
this will be obscured by using the same restoring beam as when the
accuracy is lower. This was the motivation behind the “maximum-
entropy" technique introduced by Wernecke & D’Addario (1977),
although it is currently not being used for interferometry images. It
also motivates “adaptive smoothing," commonly used in X-rays, as
introduced by Böhringer et al. (1994).

6 DISCUSSION

Faraday depth variations in extended sources carry information about
the magnetized thermal plasmas in foreground screens, and in the
medium local to the synchrotron source, including regions where the
thermal and relativistic plasmas are mixed on macroscopic scales.
There are various “figures of merit" for such studies, including the
basic interferometer properties of sensitivity and angular resolution.
For the Faraday emission itself, two additional parameters of im-
portance, the resolution in Faraday depth (Φ) and the maximum
detectable breadth in Faraday depth 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , which are set by the
coverage in wavelength.6
As we have shown in this paper, the commonly used Faraday syn-

thesis procedures do not exploit the full information available in the
complex Faraday spectrum; our goal was to explore what additional
measurements are available. For both the commonly used Faraday

6 The third parameter of interest, the largest detectable Faraday depth, de-
pends on the bandwidth of individual channels, and is often configurable in
the backend receiver systems.
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synthesis procedure, using 𝜆20 = 〈𝜆〉2 ≈ 〈𝜆2〉 and our “full" synthe-
sis, using 𝜆20 = 0, the clean components are identical; the essential
difference between the two is the use of a narrower restoring beam
for F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , corresponding to the width of the peak in the real compo-
nent of the spectrum. To focus on the role of the restoring beams, we
summarize what we’ve learned in terms of the two different beam
widths, Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 and Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . In the case of the MeerKAT L-band sys-
tem, Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 ≈ 3 × Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , with the corresponding values for other
surveys summarized in Table 1.
There are a number of important lessons learned from these ex-

periments. The most relevant figures for each are given in brackets.
• In the idealized case of a single Faraday depth in each pixel, both

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 (≈ 2
𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥+𝜆2𝑚𝑖𝑛

) and Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 (≈ 3.8
𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥−𝜆2𝑚𝑖𝑛

) give the same
results in terms of derived values and their accuracy [Figure 6].
• There is a bias in the recovered amplitudes due to cleaning,

which is comparable to the rms in the Faraday spectra. This needs
to be simulated and corrections applied in each individual use of
Faraday clean [Figure 6].
• In mapping applications, the use ofΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 reduces spatial smear-

ing in tomography images [Figures 16, 21] and provides distinct ad-
vantages for significant regions of parameter space viz., the structure
on scales between Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 and Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, in a) tracing of spatial patterns
related to Faraday depth [Figure 20], b) the detection of Faraday
complexity, [Figures 10, 15] and c) the isolation of structures to their
proper Faraday tomography image [Figure 18].
• “Spurious features", i.e., peak emission in the Faraday spectrum

where no true power is present, can arise from interference between
components in the complex Fourier space [Figure 12]; the problem
is significantly worse for Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚 than it is for Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 [Figure 13].

•Although Faraday complexity can be detected on scales< Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚,
the detectability is a function of the phases of the underlying com-
ponents, and the details of the recovered structures are not accurate
in this range [Figure 14].
•We introduce the quantity𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 0.67(𝜆−2𝑚𝑎𝑥 +𝜆−2𝑚𝑖𝑛

) rad m−2,
which represents the extent of a continuous distribution in Faraday
depth beyond which the power in the Faraday spectrum drops by over
a factor of 2 [Figure A2]. Based on their respective values of 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
,

most current surveys will not be able to both simultaneously resolve
continuous spectra and have the sensitivity to detect them [Table 1].

Mapping applications at Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 resolution, instead of Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, offer
perhaps the greatest potential. In the case where all variations in
Faraday depth are due to patchy foreground screens, all of the useful
information is found in the images of peak amplitude Faraday depth,
supplemented by fractional polarization or depolarization informa-
tion. However, as has been shown by de Gasperin et al. (2022) (their
Fig. 16), there are coherent patterns in Faraday depth linked directly
to total intensity structures in the northern relic of Abell 3667. These
imply a Faraday medium local to the synchrotron source, and thus
enables the study of the 3D structures and the relationship between
the thermal and relativistic plasmas.
Even more dramatic examples are shown by Rudnick et al. (2022),

where the 3D structure of radio filaments and lobes are shown through
tomography maps and movies. As we showed in Figures 20 and 21,
the improved spatial resolution of Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , in the presence of Fara-
day variations, is critical to understanding the underlying structures.
Conversely, the standard way that Faraday results are shown in the
literature is through maps of peak amplitude Faraday depth maps.
Even in the case of simple Faraday spectra, with one component
along each line of sight, the Faraday structures are not easily visible
(see upper left panel of Fig. 20 and the left panel of Fig. 16 in de
Gasperin et al. (2022), unless a narrower restoring beam is used.

Just as investigations commonly are enriched by the highest possi-
ble spatial resolution data, Faraday studies will become more power-
ful with better resolution in Faraday depth space. Beyond this general
argument, we can ask whether actual sources will have Faraday com-
plexity in the newly accessible regimes. In Figure 11, we showed
that the residual power, indicating complexity, was approximately
2× higher inΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 for continuous distributions with Faraday widths
in the range 6 - 27 rad m−2. In comparison, the values of 𝜎𝑅𝑀 ,
derived by Osinga et al. (2022) based on the depolarization of 819
sources, fell into this range 70% of the time, with a median value of
10 rad m−2.
In addition to the Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 reduction of spatial broadening from

Faraday structure, and its ability to identify Faraday complexity, it
also provides a significant improvement in the elimination of “spuri-
ous" features. Such features represent the appearance of power in the
Faraday spectrum at depths where no true power is present. Instances
of “spurious" power can be seen in Figure 12, the simulation with
two Faraday components. Looking at the second row, e.g., we see
that near zero separation (the bottom of the panel), the spectral power
peaks at the middle Faraday depth, as expected. As the separation
increases, the twin peaks become dominant, again as expected. How-
ever, as the separation increases further, there again appears power at
the central depth, where none actually exists. The separation at which
this spurious power appears is a function of the relative phase of the
two components. Figure 13 further shows that this spurious power
is considerably stronger for Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, as opposed to Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Figure 17
shows spurious features where there is strong mixing within each
beam; substantial power is seen at the depth of 20 rad m−2 where
none is actually present (between the black lines). The existence of
these spurious features can/will confuse our interpretation of both
spectra and tomography maps, and in some cases, even maps of the
peak amplitude Faraday depth.
We also found that our sensitivity to continuous distributions of

Faraday depth, fell off at much smaller widths than expected, and we
introduce a new variable,𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , to characterize the width at which
the recovered power falls to half of the value it would have for the
same input power, but a narrower width. If the underlying emission
has variations in polarization angle, or if the Faraday and synchrotron
media are intermixed, then the maximum width will be reduced still
further. With a ratio of 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
∼ 2, we were unable to detect an

input “tophat"-like structure with Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚, and only marginally with
Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . In our survey compilation (Table 1), only SKA-low offers the
potential to properly resolve such structures.
All of these findings suggest a cautionary approach to our interpre-

tation of Faraday data.Where quantitative results are necessary, it will
likely be necessary to perform “forward-modelling," i.e., to assume
a series of underlying models, propagate them through the observ-
ing and analysis setup, and see which of the results are consistent
with the observations. Complex observed Faraday spectra provide
exceptional challenges in this regard. In source S1 in Abell 3395
shown above, some of the locations had spectra with multiple peaks,
while others had simple single-peaked spectra. Whether the multiple
peaks were due to distinct components within a single spatial beam,
broad Faraday distributions beyond 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , or were spurious inter-
ference features would require extensive additional data at different
wavelengths.
There are also a number of other innovative techniques being de-

veloped for better deriving information fromwideband observations.
Note that early attempts, such as fitting the Q,U spectra directly
(Farnsworth et al. 2011; O’Sullivan et al. 2012) do allow use of
the full resolution, but at the expense of requiring prior knowledge
of the form of the Faraday spectrum (e.g., number of Faraday thin
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components). Recently, Pratley et al. (2021) have introduced a non-
parametric method for Q,U fitting that circumvents this difficulty and
can reconstruct more complex spectra. Ndiritu et al. (2021) use Gaus-
sian Process Modeling which reduces sidelobe problems from gaps
in wavelength coverage and utilizes the full resolution complex spec-
tral information. They demonstrated equivalent performance, e.g., to
the Q,U fitting methods, but without needing the prior knowledge.
Cooray et al. (2021) use an iterative reconstruction algorithm which
preserves the full resolution available. With their simulated band
spanning 300 MHz - 3000 MHz (which would require combining all
three SKA1 Mid bands, e.g.), they achieve a factor of ∼2 in effective
resolution, (see their Figure 2) as expected here using Equations 5
and 9. Their reconstructions are also facilitated by the very high ratio
of 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
= 10.

7 CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FUTURE WORK

Through simulations and examinations of real data, we have learned
important lessons about the intrinsic reliability of Faraday spectra to
recover the true underlying Faraday structure. These lessons, sum-
marized in Section 6, have important implications for our design of
polarization experiments, for the interpretation of spectra and for our
use of the powerful Faraday tomography techniques.
For multiple applications, we have found that these problems are

reduced, and diagnostic power is increased, by using the “full" Fara-
day resolution. It is therefore important that F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 spectra are rou-
tinely used in the pipelines of polarization surveys, and in individual
investigations. At this stage of our knowledge, it would be prudent
to produce these in parallel with F𝑛𝑜𝑚 spectra and imaging, to
improve our understanding of their reliability. Since this involves
changing only the restoring beam in the deconvolution process, it is
trivial to implement.
A variety of investigations should be done to extend the initial

work presented here. In particular, the processing pipeline for the
POSSUM survey (van Eck et al., in preparation) uses the quantity
𝜎𝑎𝑑𝑑 as a measure of Faraday complexity. 𝜎𝑎𝑑𝑑 is the value of
additional power, measured by a maximum likelihood scheme, to
explain the residual fluctuations in Q(𝜆2), U(𝜆2), after subtraction
of the best-fit 𝛿-function Faraday component. It would be extremely
useful to compare the detectability of complexity using the residuals
in the main lobe of F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as presented in Figure 11, compared to
using 𝜎𝑎𝑑𝑑 , for a variety of simulated cases.
Further work is important to understand whether the advantages of

using Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 , as shown here, also apply to other surveys, especially
those with a higher ratio of Φ𝑛𝑜𝑚

Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙
, such as the POSSUM surveys. It

is possible that the phase instabilities which motivated BdB to adopt
F𝑛𝑜𝑚 will reappear when this ratio is significantly higher than the
value of 2.8 as studied here. We have also done some very simple
experiments to examine how the performance changes as a function
of the number of Faraday depths sampled acrossΦ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 . Our tentative
results are that performance is not significantly affected as long as
there are at least four samples across the beamwidth. This deserves
more thorough study.
Additional experiments probing the influence of the sidelobe mag-

nitude on stability and the generation of spurious features, would
also be of great value, and could influence how gaps in coverage are
treated, whether tapering/weighting in 𝜆2 space is of use, etc. All
of this assumes, in addition, that spectral dependencies have been
removed; when there are multiple components within a beam, that
may not be possible, and the effects on the Faraday reconstruction
must be understood.

It would be quite useful to explore the use of variable width restor-
ing beams for features at different S:N levels, similar to the adaptive-
smoothing commonly used in X-ray imaging.
Finally, well-designed direct comparisons of the other Faraday

reconstruction techniques mentioned above, with fiducial models
and realistic observing parameters (including wavelength gaps, noise
variations across the band, etc.), and real data, are important and
timely. Such comparisons may show that different methods are more
practical/effective for different types of sources, or for surveys as
opposed to individual source studies. We also note that although
Φ 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 is a “natural" choice in some sense, not depending on some
arbitrary choice of parameters, there is nothing in principle thatwould
prevent using even smaller restoring beams. We have not explored
the associated advantages and problems here. Given the enormous
investments being made in polarization surveys, all of these types
of investigative work will provide substantial returns in scientific
productivity.
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APPENDIX A: DEPOLARIZATION FROM CONTINUOUS
FARADAY DISTRIBUTIONS

In this section, we examine more closely the depolarizing effects of
a continuous distribution of input Faraday depths, as illustrated in
Figure 9 for a tophat distribution. To set the context, we recognize
that for a single Faraday component at depth 𝜙0, the input polarized
intensity |𝑃(𝜆) | = |𝑄(𝜆) + 𝑖𝑈 (𝜆) | is constant (after correcting for
any spectral dependence). All of this power is then recovered in
the Faraday spectrum at F (𝜙0). Similarly, for two delta-function
components at 𝜙1 and 𝜙2, |𝑃(𝜆) | is a sinusoid, with no monotonic
decrease as a function of 𝜆, and all of the power will be recovered by
the sum of F (𝜙1) and F (𝜙2).
The situation changes for a continuous distribution of Faraday

depths, where |𝑃(𝜆) | generally decreases monotonically with in-
creasing 𝜆7, in other words, wavelength-dependent depolarization;
correspondingly, there will be reduced power in the Faraday spec-
trum, even after integrating over the range of 𝜙 where there is signal.
In Eq. 1, we wrote the Faraday spectrum in terms of 𝑄 𝑗 and 𝑈 𝑗 ,

the values of those quantities at wavelengths 𝜆 𝑗 (and dropping the
spatial dependence). We now decompose Q and U into a series of
components each at a different Faraday depth 𝜙𝑘 , viz.𝑄 𝑗 =

∑
𝑘 𝑄 𝑗 ,𝑘

and 𝑈 𝑗 =
∑

𝑘 𝑈 𝑗 ,𝑘 . In the simplest case, if the zero wavelength
polarization angle for each component, 𝜓𝑘 = 0, and the amplitude at
each Faraday depth is a constant 𝑄0, over some range 𝜙0 to 𝜙0 + Δ𝜙

then 𝑄 𝑗 =
∑

𝑘 𝑄0𝑐𝑜𝑠(2𝜙𝑘𝜆2𝑗 ). We now write this for transparency
in integral form

7 For example, when there are sharp edges, as in a tophat distribution, the
power will again rise past after the null, but we limit our discussion here to
wavelengths below that of the first null.

Figure A1. Open circles indicate the power summed over the full Faraday
spectrum for tophat distributions of different widths. The solid curve is the
calculated 𝑃𝑛𝑒𝑡 , input power as a function of the tophat distribution width.
Both are normalized to 100 at zero width.

𝑄(𝜆) = 𝑄0

∫ 𝜙0+Δ𝜙

𝜙0
𝑐𝑜𝑠(2𝜙𝑘𝜆2) 𝑑𝜙

= 𝑄0 (𝑠𝑖𝑛(2[𝜙0 + Δ𝜙]𝜆2) − 𝑠𝑖𝑛(2𝜙0𝜆2)) (A1)

𝑄(𝜆) goes to zero when Δ𝜙 = 𝜋. If we now evaluate this at 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛,
where the depolarization is least, we obtain

Δ𝜙 = 𝜋/𝜆2𝑚𝑖𝑛 (A2)

which we recognize as the expression for max-scale from BdB.
The same calculation, with an overall shift in phase, applies to

𝑈 (𝜆). Thus, max-scale represents the extent (Δ𝜙) of the Faraday
depth distribution at which the total power at 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛, summed over all
Faraday depths, 𝑃(𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛) =

√︁
(𝑄(𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛)2 +𝑈 (𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛)2 goes to zero.

But for all other values of 𝜆 > 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛, the total power will go to zero at
even smaller values of ΔΦ. Therefore, the commonly usedmax-scale
is substantially larger than the value of Δ𝜙 where 𝑃(𝜆) drops to one
half when integrated over all 𝜆.
To estimate this latter value, we a) summed𝑄 𝑗 ,𝑘 (𝑖.𝑒., 𝑄(𝜆 𝑗 , 𝜙𝑘 ))

and 𝑈 𝑗 ,𝑘 (𝑖.𝑒.,𝑈 (𝜆 𝑗 , 𝜙𝑘 )) over an assumed distribution of F (𝜙𝑘 ),
and then b) summed

√︁
((𝑄(𝜆 𝑗 )2 + 𝑈 (𝜆 𝑗 )2) over an assumed range

in 𝜆. The results of this calculation, as a function of the assumed Δ𝜙
for a tophat distribution, are shown in Figure A1. The data points rep-
resent the summed power in the F 𝑓 𝑢𝑙𝑙 Faraday spectrum, assuming
the MeerKAT L-band wavelength coverage with no gaps. It is thus
similar, but not identical, to the tophat results with coverage gaps in
Figure 9. We thus see that the recovered power in the full Faraday
spectrum is well-matched to the input power.
In practice, however, the recovered power in the spectrum will be

less than shown here.Whilewe summed the power of the entire noise-
free Faraday spectrum, in the real case, one would need to choose
a region over which to integrate, and power that had been scattered
into distant sidelobes would be lost. In addition, as shown in Figure
7, the Faraday power shows up in the wings of the input distribution,
where they may be difficult to recognize. Finally, any variations in
polarization angle at the different Faraday depths will further reduce
the observed power in the spectrum. Thus, our calculation should be
considered a strict upper limit to the recoverable power.
It is often assumed that the distribution of Faraday depths will

follow a Gaussian distribution, so we have repeated the above calcu-
lation as a function of the FWHM of the Faraday depth distribution.
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We did this for a wide variety of assumed wavelength coverages, in
order to determine the value of the FWHM at which the input power
(and thus the maximum recoverable power in the Faraday spectrum)
fell by a factor of 2. We call this value𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , and recommend it, as
opposed tomax-scale, as an indicator of the sensitivity to continuous
Faraday distributions. We have listed 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 for each of the surveys
listed in Table 1.
In order to determine how𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 depends on thewavelength cover-

age, we plot it in two different ways in Figure A2. First, we plot𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥

vs. 𝜆−2
𝑚𝑖𝑛
, which is the scaling of max-scale. We find the expected

overall behavior, but see that different trends are found depending
on the value of 𝜆2𝑚𝑎𝑥 . The second plot shows𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 vs. the quantity
(𝜆−2

𝑚𝑖𝑛
+ 𝜆−2𝑚𝑎𝑥); we find that all the results are consistent with the

single trend

𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 0.67(𝜆−2𝑚𝑖𝑛 + 𝜆
−2
𝑚𝑎𝑥) = 0.67𝜆−2𝑚𝑖𝑛 (1 + 𝜌−2)𝑟𝑎𝑑 𝑚−2, (A3)

where 𝜌 =
𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥

𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛
.𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the proper quantity, for a givenwavelength

coverage, to characterize when the power will drop by a factor of 2.
It is important to note that these values are considerably less than
max-scale, which will affect modeling of physical systems and the
planning of observations. The equivalent relationship for a tophat
distribution of width W is

𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 0.45(𝜆−2𝑚𝑖𝑛 + 𝜆
−2
𝑚𝑎𝑥) = 0.45𝜆−2𝑚𝑖𝑛 (1 + 𝜌−2) 𝑟𝑎𝑑 𝑚−2 (A4)

which is ≈ 30% different than the Gaussian case. Since the actual
input and recovered powers also depend on other factors such as the
polarization angle variations across the Faraday depth distribution,
we recommend that Eq. A3 be used as a reasonable approximation
for the FWHM of the distribution at which the power drops by a
factor of 2.
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Figure A2. 𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 , the FWHM of the Gaussian distribution at which 𝑃𝑛𝑒𝑡 falls by a factor of 2, as a function of wavelength coverage. Left: plotted as a
function of 𝜆−2

𝑚𝑖𝑛
only, ignoring 𝜆−2𝑚𝑎𝑥 . Solid line shows max-scale. Right: Including dependence on both 𝜆𝑚𝑖𝑛 and 𝜆𝑚𝑎𝑥 , showing the relationship fit by

𝑊𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 0.67(𝜆−2
𝑚𝑖𝑛

+ 𝜆−2𝑚𝑎𝑥 ) 𝑟𝑎𝑑 𝑚−2.
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