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Current and upcoming imaging galaxy surveys are pushing galaxy samples to higher and higher
redshifts. This push will be more pronounced for lens galaxies, for which we only need to measure
galaxy positions, not shapes. As a result, we will increasingly often have lens galaxy samples at red-
shifts higher than those of source galaxies, changing the traditional configuration of galaxy-galaxy
lensing (GGL). In this paper, we explore this situation, where lens galaxies are behind source galax-
ies, which we call inverse galaxy-galaxy lensing (IGGL). We take projected lens and source sample
specifications from the Vera Rubin Observatory LSST Dark Energy Science Collaboration (DESC)
to compare astrophysical and cosmological constraints between traditional GGL and IGGL. We
find IGGL to behave in a different way than GGL, being especially sensitive to lensing magnifica-
tion, intrinsic alignments (IA) and cosmology, but largely independent of galaxy bias (as opposed
to traditional GGL). In this way, we find IGGL can provide independent and robust cosmological
constraints without combination with galaxy clustering, and can also probe IA at high redshift and
baryonic effects at small scales without being entwined with the effects of non-linear galaxy bias.
When combined with cosmic shear, we find IGGL to improve S8 constraints by 25% compared to
cosmic shear alone, while also providing tighter and more robust constraints on IA and baryons.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational lensing is the effect of light rays being de-
flected when they propagate through an inhomogeneous
gravitational field. As a consequence, the light of distant
galaxies gets perturbed when passing close to accumula-
tions of foreground mass, distorting our observed image
of those galaxies in both shape and size, due to the ef-
fect of shear and magnification, respectively. The shear
produced on galaxy shapes is tangential to the direction
toward the center of the mass distribution causing the
lensing, and the level of distortion on shapes and size is
given by the properties of the matter distribution causing
it (see [1] for a review).

Galaxy-galaxy lensing (GGL, [2]) refers to the correla-
tion between (lens) galaxy positions and (source) galaxy
shapes. Note that we will use this notation throughout
the paper: lens galaxies are those for which we only mea-
sure positions, and source galaxies are those for which
we measure positions and shapes, regardless of their red-
shifts. To make this more clear, we will sometimes refer
to the samples involved as lens (position) sample and
source (shape) sample. To measure GGL, one averages
the tangential component of the source shape ellipticity
with respect to the lens-source direction over many pairs
of lens and source galaxies, although there exist varia-
tions to this method [3]. Traditionally, galaxy positions
are those of foreground lens galaxies, which trace the
matter field causing the shape distortion (shear) on more
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distant background source galaxies. When using galaxy
samples to measure this effect in this traditional configu-
ration, the redshift distribution of lens galaxies is at lower
redshift than that of source galaxies. Measurements of
GGL in this traditional setting have been improving in
significance for more than two decades [4–10], reaching a
level of maturity which now yields signal-to-noise ratios
of more than 100 in some cases [11, 12].

Because lens galaxy positions are not perfect tracers
of the matter distribution, galaxy-galaxy lensing in this
traditional configuration is subject to the details of the
galaxy-matter connection, in particular to the so-called
galaxy bias (see [13] for a review). In this scenario, the
dependence of GGL on the galaxy-matter connection is
such that cosmological information (like the amplitude of
matter fluctuations, σ8) is degenerate with galaxy bias.
For this reason, in order to use GGL to obtain cosmolog-
ical constraints, it typically needs to be combined with
other measurements, such as galaxy clustering or CMB
lensing, to break the degeneracies between cosmological
information and galaxy bias [14–20].

The fact that GGL needs to be combined with other
probes in order to constrain cosmology can in some cases
pose challenges. The measurement of GGL itself, being
a cross-correlation between galaxy positions and shapes,
has been shown to be free of many systematic effects
impacting the autocorrelation of positions (galaxy clus-
tering) or shapes (cosmic shear) [9, 11, 21]. For example,
the measurement of galaxy clustering, which is tradition-
ally combined with GGL to probe cosmology, is strongly
affected by systematic effects such as galaxy density vari-
ations correlated with observing conditions (see [22] and
references therein). In addition, the different weight-
ing kernels in galaxy clustering and GGL can introduce
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de-correlations that can directly bias cosmological con-
straints in the presence of evolving astrophysical effects
such as galaxy biasing [23]. Furthermore, it is difficult
to extract valuable information from small scales in GGL
and galaxy clustering, as they include contributions from
both baryonic physics and non-linear galaxy bias, and
these contributions are hard to disentangle [24–26].

Beyond the dependence on cosmology, galaxy bias and
baryonic effects, the galaxy-galaxy lensing measurement
is also sensitive to the effects of intrinsic alignments (IA)
and weak lensing magnification. On the one hand, the ef-
fect of IA comes from the alignment of the source galaxy
orientations with the lens galaxy positions due to their
physical association, not due to cosmological lensing [27–
29]. On the other hand, the weak lensing magnification
of lens (position) galaxies is correlated with the tangen-
tial shear in the shapes of source galaxies [30, 31]. The
modeling of the GGL measurement in upcoming data sets
should take into account all these different effects, as it
has been done already with recent data sets [11].

In this work, we will be concerned with a new paradigm
of galaxy-galaxy lensing, one in which lens galaxy po-
sitions will correspond to galaxies that are at redshifts
higher than source galaxies, and not lower (as it is the
case in the traditional GGL configuration). As current
and future imaging surveys acquire deeper photometry,
we will be able to define galaxy samples at higher and
higher redshifts [32–35], but measuring the positions of
these galaxies is much easier than also measuring their
shapes, and therefore many of these high redshift samples
will only serve as lens (position) samples in galaxy-galaxy
lensing. In this way, more and more often we will have
lens (position) galaxy samples at redshifts higher than
source (shape) galaxy samples. To this new configuration
of galaxy-galaxy lensing, where lens galaxies are behind
source galaxies, we give the name inverse galaxy-galaxy
lensing (IGGL).

This paper will explore this new IGGL measurement,
its unique characteristics and differences with the tradi-
tional paradigm of GGL, and what information can we
extract from it. In Section II, we will describe the model-
ing of the galaxy-galaxy lensing measurement, point out
the differences between GGL and IGGL, and present the
simulated measurements that we will use for testing the
different scenarios. In Section III, we will explore the
different sensitivities of GGL and IGGL with respect to
model parameters, and the efficiency of the IGGL mea-
surement as a function of lens and source redshift. In
Section IV, we will look into parameter constraints, and
compare or combine them with other probes such as cos-
mic shear and galaxy clustering. Section V will present
a discussion and Section VI will summarize our findings
and present conclusions.

II. THEORY AND SIMULATED DATA

In this section we will describe the theory behind
the galaxy-galaxy lensing observables used in this work,
which will closely follow the modeling from [11], together
with the different simulated scenarios we will consider to
explore the inverse galaxy-galaxy lensing case.

A. Modeling the tangential shear observable

To model the galaxy-galaxy lensing observable, we
need to consider the cross-correlation between the ob-
served lens galaxy density in the sky, δobsg , and the ob-

served ellipticity of source galaxies, eobs. For the former,
we have combined effects of the intrinsic galaxy density
and the change in the galaxy density due to weak lensing
magnification from mass between the lens galaxy and the
observer:

δobsg = δintg + δmag
g . (1)

The change in lens galaxy density produced by magnifica-
tion is proportional to the convergence [36], and therefore
we have:

δmag
g = Cmagκl , (2)

where κl is the convergence field at the lens redshift and
Cmag is a proportionality factor, which we can separate
into two terms, an area effect and a flux effect on the
number density change: Cmag = Cmag

area + Cmag
flux . It can

be shown that Cmag
area = −2 [36] while Cmag

flux will depend
specifically on the sample, and can be calculated in dif-
ferent ways using data, simulations and artificial galaxy
injections [36]. Given these two contributions, we will
write Cmag = 2(αmag − 1), where αmag is a property of
the sample and is equivalent to Cmag

flux /2. In this way,
Eq. (1) becomes:

δobsg = δintg + 2(αmag − 1)κl. (3)

For source galaxies, we model their observed ellipticities
including the contribution from shear γ and intrinsic el-
lipticity [11]:

eobs = γ + eint, (4)

where we are working in the weak lensing regime, γ ≪ 1.
Correlating δobsg with eobs to get the relevant cross-
correlation for GGL, we get four terms representing dif-
ferent physical effects:〈

δobsg eobs
〉
=

〈
(δintg + 2(αmag − 1)κl) (γ + eint)

〉
=

=
〈
δintg γ

〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
trad GGL

+ Cmag ⟨κl γ⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
lens mag

+
〈
δintg eint

〉︸ ︷︷ ︸
IA

+ Cmag
〈
κl e

int
〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

lens mag + IA

(5)

It is now useful to discuss these four terms, as they will
have different relative importance in GGL and IGGL.
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Matter field
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Traditional Galaxy-Galaxy Lensing
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FIG. 1. Top panel : Illustration of lensing in the traditional GGL setup, where the source (shape) sample is being lensed by the
matter around the lens (position) sample. In this case, the GGL signal is dominated by the correlation between intrinsic lens
galaxy density and source shear, the first term in Eq. (5). Bottom panel : Illustration of the IGGL setup, with source galaxies
being the same as in the upper panel, but lens (position) galaxies being at higher redshifts. In this case, the intrinsic lens
galaxy density does not correlate with source shear, and therefore the first term in Eq. (5) vanishes. Instead, the lens sample
density is being magnified by the same matter that shears the source galaxies, creating a magnification-shear correlation, and
there will also be correlations due to intrinsic alignments.

The first term of Eq. (5) represents the leading term
in the traditional GGL measurement. As illustrated in
the top rows of Figs. 1 and 2, intrinsic lens galaxy den-
sity (δintg ) traces the foreground mass distribution, which
causes an average shear (γ) on the shape of background
source galaxies. At intermediate and large scales, the re-
lationship between the lens galaxy density and the mass
distribution is modeled using a simple linear bias model,
δintg = bδm, and therefore the first term of Eq. (5) can be

written as
〈
δintg γ

〉
= b ⟨δmγ⟩. The cosmological informa-

tion in traditional GGL is contained in the term ⟨δmγ⟩,
and therefore there is a strong degeneracy between galaxy
bias and cosmological information, particularly with the
amplitude of the matter power spectrum (σ8). This is
the main reason why GGL needs to be combined with
galaxy clustering to probe cosmology. In the IGGL case,
however, lens (position) galaxies are behind sources (at
higher redshifts), and therefore the intrinsic lens galaxy
density is not correlated with the shear of source galaxies,
thus this term vanishes (see the graphical representation
in the lower row of Figure 1). In this way, the leading
term in GGL will vanish in IGGL, which will make the
measurement independent of galaxy bias and amplify the
effects of the previously second-order terms in traditional
GGL.

The second term in Eq. (5) represents the cross-
correlation between the change in lens galaxy density due
to magnification and the shear in the shape of source
galaxies. This term is subdominant in traditional GGL

[11], but it will be very important for IGGL (given that,
in general, we will have αmag ̸= 1). Figure 2 shows a
graphical representation of the effect of lens magnifica-
tion in IGGL. In the upper row, we see the effect of weak
lensing in traditional GGL, where lens galaxies are trac-
ing the matter field between source galaxies and us, and
that matter field is producing a shear in the shapes of
background source galaxies. In the lower row, for the
case of IGGL, lens galaxies are not correlated with the
matter field between source galaxies and us, since they
are behind source galaxies (at higher redshifts). The ef-
fect of shear on source galaxies is the same, and now
weak lensing also magnifies the light from distant lens
galaxies, which changes the number density of galaxies
in our sample. If αmag > 1, positive changes in number
density will occur in areas of higher matter density along
the line of sight, which will correlate positively with tan-
gential shear (this is the case for the example of Fig. 2).
If αmag < 1, a negative correlation will be observed.

The third term of Eq. (5) corresponds to the cross-
correlation between intrinsic lens galaxy density and in-
trinsic galaxy shapes, which is the main contribution of
intrinsic alignments (IA) to the GGL signal. For the
IA modeling, we will consider the NLA (Non-linear Lin-
ear Alignment [37, 38]) and TATT (Tidal Alignment and
Tidal Torquing, [39]) models. It is important to note
that this third term of Eq. (5) will only be non-zero if
the lens and source populations overlap in redshift, since
the lens/source pairs must be physically associated to
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FIG. 2. Line-of-sight illustration of GGL (first row) and IGGL
(second row). For GGL, the leading order effect on the im-
age with and without lensing is the tangential shear on the
shape of source galaxies (blue ellipses) due to the mass field
(in grey). The mass field is traced by the lens (position) sam-
ple (orange dots), as they overlap in redshift, and therefore
there is a correlation between intrinsic lens density and source
shear. For IGGL, the shapes of source galaxies will be altered
in the same way (as they are the same sample and the same
mass distribution is causing the shear). The intrinsic den-
sity of lenses is not correlated with the underlying mass, but
the lens (position) sample will be magnified, and the changes
in density due to magnification will be correlated with mass
and therefore with source shear. The correlation of these two
effects on the lens and source samples represents the magnifi-
cation term in Eq. (5). For this illustration, we have assumed
αmag > 1 and therefore a positive magnification-shear corre-
lation.

create an IA signal. The last term in Eq. (5) corresponds
to the cross-correlation between IA and lens magnifica-
tion, and this can be non-zero even if the lens and source
populations do not overlap in redshift.

Given all four terms in Eq. (5), one can then write
the total contribution to the GGL tangential shear ob-
servable as a function of angular separation in the sky
θ, γt(θ). Following [11], we obtain, for the curved sky
projection (α = αmag for brevity):

γt(θ) =
∑
ℓ

2ℓ+ 1

4πℓ(ℓ+ 1)
P 2
ℓ (cos θ)

× [Cgm(ℓ) + 2(α− 1) (Cmm(ℓ) + CmI(ℓ)) + CgI(ℓ)] ,

where the different Cij(ℓ) are the angular cross-power
spectra of the different tracers: lens galaxies g, matter
m and intrisic alignments I (see [11, 40] for more details
on these terms). As a difference with respect to [11], we
compute the matter power spectrum including the effect
of baryonic feedback, using the prescription of [26], and
we will use the TAGN parameter to vary the strength of
the effect. The full model will be specified by ΛCDM
cosmological parameters, galaxy bias, baryonic feedback,
magnification and IA parameters, and nuisance param-
eters concerning mutliplicative shear bias and redshift
calibration for both lens and source populations. Fi-
nally, for the case of traditional GGL, as in [11], we will
use the point-mass marginalization technique to remove
small-scale information (mixing non-linear galaxy bias
and baryonic effects) when we run Monte Carlo Markov
Chains (MCMCs) using our GGL simulated data, fol-
lowing the work in [41]. We will give further details and
specify the model choices made in each test throughout
this paper. In order to implement these expressions, we
use the CosmoSIS framework [42] to compute all the
theoretical calculations.

B. Simulated data

The theoretical modeling described above can be used
to generate simulated data, given a complete set of model
parameters and redshift distributions for the lens and
source galaxy populations. For this paper, where we
will explore the differences and dependencies of GGL
and IGGL, we want to produce simulated measurements
that are characteristic of these cases, and for that we
will assume different redshift configurations and param-
eter values. In particular, we will explore three different
scenarios:

• Traditional GGL: This will be a standard case of
GGL, where lens galaxies are at lower redshift than
source galaxies.

• Inverse GGL (ideal): For this ideal IGGL case, we
will use the same source galaxy sample as in the
case above but we will use a narrow lens sample at
higher redshift, without overlap in redshift between
lenses and sources.

• Inverse GGL (realistic): This IGGL case will have a
broader lens redshift distribution at lower redshifts,
which will create redshift overlap between lenses
and sources. This will be a more realistic example
of IGGL in real data.

The redshift distributions for these three differ-
ent cases are depicted in the three different rows of
Fig. 3. The source redshift distributions are Gaussians
N (µ, σ) = N (1, 0.16), and the lens redshift distributions
for the three cases are N (0.3, 0.04), N (1.85, 0.04) and
N (1.4, 0.16), respectively. The three simulated measure-
ments are all generated at the same ΛCDM cosmology,
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FIG. 3. Redshift distributions for the lens and source galaxy
populations of the three different GGL configurations. The
top panel shows the traditional GGL setup, where the lens
(position) sample (blue) has a narrow redshift distribution
at lower redshifts than the source (shape) sample (orange).
The middle panel shows an ideal IGGL setup, where the lens
sample is at a higher redshift than the source sample. This
setup is ideal because of the narrow redshift distribution of
the lens sample, which is less realistic as redshift distribution
width tends to increase as a function of redshift. The bottom
panel shows a more realistic setup, where the lens sample
shows a wider redshift distribution, including redshift overlap
between lenses and sources.

assuming no IA, and with different values of galaxy bias
(b = 1.4 for GGL, b = 2.0 for both IGGL cases) and mag-
nification coefficients (αmag = 0.2 for GGL, αmag = 2.0
for both IGGL cases). We choose galaxy bias and magni-
fication parameters for lens galaxies to grow with redshift
as that is the trend we observe in the data [11, 36]. Even
if these simulated measurements are made at fixed pa-
rameter values, in the next section we will explore the
impact of varying model parameters.

In order to get the covariance of the simulated mea-
surements, we use the Gaussian covariance approxima-
tion [43] with Rubin LSST Y1-like specifications: fsky =
0.3, source galaxy density ns

g = 2.5 arcmin−2, shape noise

σe = 0.3 and lens galaxy densities of nl
g = 0.3 arcmin−2

for the traditional GGL and IGGL ideal cases (the nar-
row redshift distributions) and nl

g = 1.0 arcmin−2 for the
broader lens sample in the realistic IGGL case. Given
these simulated γt(θ) measurements and covariances,
which are made for θ ∈ (1, 500) arcmins in 27 angular
bins, we can estimate the signal-to-noise of each of the
three cases. Using the entire range of angular scales, we
get signal-to-noise estimates of S/N = 299, 36 and 60 for
traditional GGL, ideal IGGL and realistic IGGL, respec-
tively. When using only angular scales over 8h−1 Mpc at
the lens redshift, the respective values change to S/N =
62, 19 and 31. The S/N is computed here and elsewhere

in the paper as
√

χ2 −Ndp, where χ
2 = γtC

−1γt, Ndp is
the number of data points in the measurement and C−1

is the inverse covariance. The simulated measurements
for the three cases, together with their error bars, are
shown as grey point with error bars in Fig. 4, which will
be discussed in detail in the next section.

III. EXPLORING IGGL: FEATURES AND
DEPENDENCIES

In this part we will use the theory model and the simu-
lated data discussed in the previous section to explore the
differences between traditional GGL and inverse GGL, in
terms of model parameter dependencies and lens-source
geometry.

A. Parameter dependencies

1. Magnification, IA, cosmology and galaxy bias

Figure 4 shows the simulated measurements described
in §II B as grey points with error bars, and then explores
the dependence of those simulated measurements on sev-
eral of the model parameters described also in §II A. The
three rows correspond to the three cases we are consid-
ering, traditional GGL, ideal IGGL and realistic IGGL,
with redshift distributions depicted in Fig. 3. The differ-
ent columns show the variation of different model param-
eters: magnification (αmag, or simply α), IA (the ampli-
tude of tidal alignment in the NLA and TATT models,
A1), cosmological parameters (Ωm, σ8), and galaxy bias
(b).
The first column in Fig. 4 shows the impact of varying

the lens magnification parameter α, as defined in Eq. (5).
Compared to its negligible impact on the traditional GGL
data vector (first row), altering α has a much more signif-
icant impact on the data vector in both IGGL cases (mid-
dle and lower row). This is to be expected for a few rea-
sons. First, the traditional GGL case has lower-redshift
lens (position) galaxy samples, thus the lensing efficiency
of magnification is much lower than for the IGGL case.
Second, magnification is a second-order effect in the tra-
ditional GGL data vector, whereas in the IGGL case, it
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FIG. 4. Exploration of the effect of different model parameters in traditional and inverse (both ideal and realistic) GGL.
The redshift distributions considered for the three cases (three rows) are those depicted in Fig. 3. The fiducial simulated
measurements and errors, described in §II B, are the dark dots with corresponding error bars. These are compared to the
model variations regarding the magnification coefficient, the amplitude of the tidal alignment in the IA model, cosmological
parameters and galaxy bias, represented as lines color-coded by the values of the parameter being ranged over. As expected,
the IGGL cases are much more sensitive to magnification and IA than the traditional GGL case. IGGL is not significantly
affected by galaxy bias, unlike GGL, but is still sensitive to cosmology in a similar manner.

10−4

10−3

Tr
ad

.G
G

L

γt(θ)
Lens mean-z (∆l

z)

Fiducial

Source mean-z (∆s
z) Lens z-width (σl

z) Source z-width (σs
z) Mult. shear bias (m)

10−5

10−4

Id
ea

lI
G

G
L

γt(θ)

101 102

θ [arcmin]

10−5

10−4

R
ea

l.
IG

G
L

γt(θ)

101 102

θ [arcmin]
101 102

θ [arcmin]
101 102

θ [arcmin]
101 102

θ [arcmin]

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

0.8

1.2

0.8

1.2

0.8

1.2

0.8

1.2

0.8

1.2

0.8

1.2

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

−0.1

0.1

FIG. 5. Analogous plot to that of Fig. 4, but now showing the variation of nuisance parameters regarding redshift distributions
of lens and source galaxies (means and widths) and multiplicative shear bias. The range of the nuisance parameters is chosen
to be wider than it will be constrained by priors in parameter inference, and even so the dependence is shown to be much
smaller than that of magnification, IA and cosmological parameters in Fig. 4.
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is leading order, as discussed in section §II A. A graphical
representation of the lens magnification contribution to
IGGL is shown in Fig. 2.

The second column in Fig. 4 shows the impact of vary-
ing the effect of IA, parametrized here by the amplitude
of the tidal alignment in the NLA model [37, 38], A1,
which is the parameter that will affect the GGL observ-
able the most. Similar to the case of magnification, we
see how IA has negligible impact on the traditional GGL
case (first row), here because there is no overlap in red-
shift between lenses and sources in that case. For IGGL,
we see a mild impact of IA for the ideal case (middle row)
and a much stronger one for the realistic case (lower row).
This is because the ideal IGGL case has no redshift over-
lap between lenses and sources, but it gets IA dependence
through the cross-correlation between IA and magnifica-
tion, represented by the last term in Eq. (5). The realistic
IGGL case does have redshift overlap between lenses and
sources, and therefore it gets contributions from the pure
IA term in Eq. (5), in addition to the cross-correlation
with magnification.

The third and fourth column of Fig. 4 show the im-
pact of varying cosmological parameters Ωm and σ8 in
the three cases considered, and the dependence is com-
parable for all cases (the dependence is stronger with the
amplitude of matter fluctuations, σ8).

A key difference between GGL and IGGL is shown in
the last column of Fig. 4, where we show the impact of
varying the galaxy bias parameter for lens galaxies. Tra-
ditional GGL shows a strong dependence, similar to that
of the σ8 parameter, illustrating the reason why cosmo-
logical information is degenerate with galaxy bias in tra-
ditional GGL. On the other hand, both IGGL cases show
a negligible impact of galaxy bias variations, which will
be crucial in allowing IGGL to constrain cosmology and
other astrophysical parameters free of any degeneracies
with galaxy bias.

2. Redshift and shear calibration

Figure 5 follows the same structure as Fig. 4, but in
this case showing the dependence of the three observables
on nuisance parameters related to redshift and shear cali-
bration. In particular, we are showing the dependence on
the mean and width of the lens and source redshift dis-
tributions, as well as the impact of multiplicative shear
bias. From the first column, we can see how IGGL is less
sensitive to lens redshifts than traditional GGL, while
the other columns show similar dependencies. Regard-
less, the range of the parameters is chosen to be ample,
wider than it will be constrained by priors in parameter
inference (which we will study in §IV), and even so the
dependence is shown to be much smaller than that of
magnification, IA and cosmological parameters in Fig. 4.
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FIG. 6. Exploration of the effect of baryons on GGL and
IGGL. In all three panels, the measurement errors of the data
vector for GGL, ideal IGGL, and realistic IGGL, as described
in §II B, are illustrated with gray error bars. The lines rep-
resent the difference between the fiducial data vector and the
new data vector with the value of log TAGN changed (marked
by the color bar). In traditional GGL, baryonic effects, pa-
rameterized by log TAGN in the HMcode-2020 model [26], are
highly degenerate with non-linear galaxy bias at small scales.
Because IGGL has no galaxy bias dependence, smaller scales
can be used to place constraints on TAGN free of any degen-
eracy with non-linear galaxy bias. As seen above, both the
ideal and realistic IGGL cases (as introduced in Fig. 3) do
still vary significantly with different values of TAGN.

3. Baryonic effects

While the linear power spectrum is analytically mod-
eled to high precision [44, 45], calculations of the non-
linear power spectrum at smaller scales require complex,
simulation-based models. Corrections to the non-linear
power spectrum in current surveys include two effects:
baryonic feedback and galaxy bias. Earlier in this Sec-
tion, we discussed how Fig. 4 showed that IGGL had
negligible dependence on galaxy bias. This fact has im-
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portant implications in that we can explore the usage
of small angular scales in IGGL without worrying about
non-linear galaxy bias. However, if we go to small scales,
we will need to consider the impact of baryonic effects
on the matter power spectrum, and therefore on our ob-
servables.

Baryonic effects on dark matter halo structure are
modeled by feedback from high-energy processes such as
supernovae and active galactic nuclei (AGNs), alongside
other processes such as the evolution of non-collisional
star systems. These non-gravitational phenomena are
theorized to alter dark matter halo structure, specifically
by causing disturbances in their cores, consequently al-
tering the matter-power spectrum at small scales (see,
e.g. [46, 47]). In past cosmological surveys, there have
been multiple parameterizations of baryonic feedback,
such as halo concentration, star formation, supernova
feedback, and chemical enrichment to name a few (see,
e.g., [24–26, 48]).

While some models of baryonic feedback are preferred
over others, it is not clear which model reflects the data
because the baryonic feedback signal is quite degenerate
with galaxy bias at small scales. Because of the compli-
cated nature of these effects and their degeneracies with
galaxy bias, some analyses have simply thrown out data
at scales smaller than a certain threshold [49–51], while
others have used methods to correct the power spectrum
at relevant scales [52–54]).

To determine just how much of an effect baryonic feed-
back has on the IGGL data vector, we use the HMCode-
2020 model [26] to model baryonic effects in the matter
power spectrum at small scales. In this model, all the
effects of baryonic feedback on the power spectrum are
combined into one single ‘AGN temperature’ parameter,
log TAGN, which governs the strength of the feedback.
Figure 6 shows the dependence of the observables we
consider on that parameter. For all three observables,
the effect of baryonic feedback is only relevant at small
scales, and increasing log TAGN results in a suppression
of the matter power spectrum and therefore a reduced γt
signal. This is expected, as the redistribution of bary-
onic mass in halos through processes like AGN feedback
and star formation leads to a suppression of the matter
power spectrum on small scales. From the figure, we can
see how the impact of the effect is larger for traditional
GGL, but it also has a significant effect on IGGL at small
scales. While GGL is more affected by the TAGN param-
eter, its signal will be degenerate with the galaxy bias
parameter, and thus we expect that the measurement of
the parameter will have lower constraining power than
the IGGL case.

4. Negative γt values

One other feature that would distinguish IGGL from
traditional GGL is the possibility of observing negative
γt(θ) values in the measurement. In traditional GGL,
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FIG. 7. Exploration of the conditions that yield a negative
IGGL data vector (only considering the realistic IGGL case).
In the top panel, it is shown that an αmag parameter of less
than 1 can give a negative data vector, as expected from
Eq. (5), and that αmag = 0.5 yields a negative signal at high
signifcance, in the absence of IA. In the bottom panel, in the
absence of magnification (αmag = 1), it is shown that positive
values of AIA

1 and AIA
2 in the TATT model can give a negative

data vector as well, and so do positive values for the bias of
the tidal alignment component (bTA). Because the traditional
GGL term in Eq. (5) is always positive around galaxies and
leading order, IGGL is the first GGL scenario where a nega-
tive data vector is possible when measured around galaxies.

the signal is expected to be positive when measured
around galaxies, and negative correlations are only ob-
served when measuring lensing around cosmic voids or
similar tracers of matter underdensities [55–59]. How-
ever, IGGL can present negative correlations in different
realistic scenarios. Looking at Eq. (5), we can see how
αmag < 1 will make the magnification contributions neg-
ative, and also a positive A1 in IA can produce negative
GGL measurements.

Figure 7 shows a few different cases of negative γt sig-
nals in the realistic IGGL scenario (with the redshift dis-
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tributions depicted in the lower panel of Fig. 3). The
errorbars of the gray points centered at zero are there to
indicate the size of the measurement uncertainties. The
upper panel shows three different γt signals for three dif-
ferent values of the magnification parameter αmag, in the
case of no IA. For αmag = 2, we get a positive γt signal for
IGGL. For αmag = 1, the contribution of magnification
vanishes, and in this case of no IA the remaining signal
corresponds to the small impact of traditional GGL (due
to the overlap of the lens and source redshift distribu-
tions in the lower panel of Fig. 3). For αmag = 0.5, there
is a significant negative γt signal for IGGL.

The lower panel of Fig. 7 shows different IGGL γt sig-
nals, for different parameter values of the TATT (Tidal
Alignment and Tidal Torquing, [39]) IA model, in the
case of no lens magnification. In GGL, a positive value of
the amplitude of tidal alignment amplitude AIA

1 yields a
negative γt signal. Similarly, positive values for the tidal
torquing AIA

2 component make the signal even more neg-
ative, and so do positive values for the bias of the tidal
alignment component (bTA). On the other hand, nega-
tive values of the amplitude of tidal alignment amplitude
AIA

1 yield a positive γt signal.

B. Dependence on lens-source geometry and
efficiency

So far we have explored the ideal and realistic IGGL
cases with the redshift distributions considered in Fig.3.
In both of those cases, the source redshift distribution
is at a mean redshift of z = 1, and the lens redshift
distribution is at higher redshifts. In this part we want
to explore the efficiency of the IGGL measurement as a
function of lens (position) and source (shape) redshifts.

As a first test, Fig. 8 shows simulated IGGL measure-
ments for different lens and source N(z) configurations,
fixing the relative redshift position between them but
moving them together higher in redshift as we go down
the rows of the plot. In order to make this test only about
geometry, for every row in the plot the galaxy density for
lens and source galaxy populations is fixed (nl

g = 1.0

arcmin−2, ns
g = 2.5 arcmin−2), and so are the parame-

ters related to lens magnification (αmag = 2.0) and IA
(AIA

1 = AIA
2 = 0). In the figure, we can observe how the

S/N of γt increases significantly as both redshift distri-
butions are shifted to higher redshifts. This is because
for IGGL to be efficient through lens magnification we
need both lens and source distributions to be at high
redshifts, so that there is enough matter between those
distributions and us to be able to cause shear distortions
on the sources and lens magnification on the lenses. Also,
note that this is a conservative case, because in reality
the galaxy density and potentially the magnification co-
efficients would increase with redshift, making the S/N
redshift trend even stronger.

As a second test, to probe the more general dependence
of IGGL with lens and source redshifts, we consider lens
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FIG. 8. Change in measurement signal-to-noise for different
IGGL redshift configurations, as described in §III B (S/N is
computed in every case for the entire angular range, from 1 to
500 arcmins). As the lens (position) and source (shape) sam-
ples go to higher redshifts, the signal becomes stronger, as
there is more mass between the observer and the lens/source
samples, which increases the strength of the shear and magni-
fication signals (the two multiplying lensing kernels get higher
with higher redshifts).

and source redshift distributions with the same width,
densities, and model parameters as those in Fig. 8, but
now centered at different combinations of source and lens
redshifts. Figure 9 shows the S/N of γt for every one of
those cases, from which we can draw several conclusions.
First of all, since the figure shows the γt S/N systemati-
cally for varying lens and source redshifts, it includes the
traditional GGL case in the upper left corner of the figure
(zlens < zsource). Then, the IGGL case (zlens > zsource) is
found in the right side of the plot, and we have used a dif-
ferent color bar scale for GGL and IGGL (with the same
lower S/N limit), as we expect a higher S/N reach for
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FIG. 9. Two-dimensional analysis of the change in GGL signal-to-noise for different redshift configurations. We consider lens
and source redshift distributions with the same width, densities, and model parameters as those in Fig. 8, but now centered at
different combinations of lens and source redshifts, represented by their horizontal and vertical positions, respectively. Colors
show the S/N of γt for every one of those cases. The traditional GGL regime can be seen in the upper left corner of the figure
(zlens < zsource), and the IGGL regime (zlens > zsource) is found in the right side of the plot. We have used a different color bar
scale for GGL and IGGL (with the same lower S/N limit), as we expect a higher S/N reach for traditional GGL. The region
around zlens = zsource where the γt S/N is at a minimum, serves as a way to separate the GGL and IGGL regimes. Also, while
traditional GGL S/N peaks when lenses are about halfway between the observer and sources, IGGL S/N increases with lens
and source redshifts.

traditional GGL. It is important to note how there is a
region around zlens = zsource where the γt S/N is at a min-
imum, and this serves as a natural way to separate the
GGL and IGGL scenarios in a clear way. The plot also
shows that while traditional GGL shows a peak of S/N
around 0.35 < zlens < 0.5, where the lens redshift distri-
bution overlaps the most with the source lensing kernel,
for IGGL there is no such S/N peak: IGGL S/N will al-
ways increase with lens and source redshifts, because the
S/N will be given by the product of two lensing kernels,
and those will always grow with redshift. Finally, we
note that the plot in Fig. 9 was made with no IA in the
models, but adding realistic values of the IA parameters
does not change the overall conclusions from this plot.

IV. MODEL CONSTRAINTS FROM IGGL AND
COMPARISON TO OTHER PROBES

In this part we are interested in placing model con-
straints given the γt(θ) two-point functions of GGL de-
scribed in §II, in order to analyze which parameters or
parameter combinations they are sensitive to. Later in
this section, for the purposes of comparison to IGGL, we
will also be interested in model constraints from other
two-point functions such as cosmic shear and galaxy clus-
tering, and therefore we will now describe our inference
scheme for general two-point functions. Overall, given

our model M , we want to infer parameters p from the
set of measured two-point correlation functions, D̂. The
theoretical model prediction for the two-point correla-
tion functions, computed using the parameters p of the
model M , is TM (p). We compare the measurements and
model predictions using a Gaussian likelihood, using the
data covariance, C, defined above:

L(D̂|p,M) ∝ e
− 1

2

[
(D̂−TM (p))

T
C−1(D̂−TM (p))

]
. (6)

In this way, the posterior probability distribution for the
parameters p of the model M given the data D̂ is given
by

P (p|D̂,M) ∝ L(D̂|p,M)P (p|M), (7)

where P (p|M) is the prior probability distribution on the
parameters. The specific priors and the allowed ranges
on every model parameter will be discussed specifically
in each of the cases.

A. Model constraints from IGGL and comparison
to traditional GGL

Now we look at model constraints from the IGGL re-
alistic case that we have been considering in the pa-
per, presented in §II, and we will compare these con-
straints to those coming from the traditional GGL case,
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TABLE I. The model parameters and their priors used in the
GGL and IGGL MCMC chains, and some of the other chains
in §IV (differences are discussed in their respective sections).
The parameters are defined in §IVA.

Parameter Prior

Cosmology

Ωm Flat (0.1, 0.9)

109As Flat (0.5, 5.0)

ns Flat (0.87, 1.07)

Ωb Flat (0.03, 0.07)

h Flat (0.55, 0.91)

mν Flat (0.06, 0.6)

Galaxy Bias

b Flat (0.8, 4.0)

Lens magnification

αmag (GGL) Gaussian (0.20, 0.05)

αmag (IGGL) Gaussian (2.0, 0.1)

Baryonic feedback

log TAGN (GGL) Fixed (7.8)

log TAGN (IGGL) Flat (7.0, 10.0)

Lens redshifts

∆zl (GGL) Gaussian (0, 0.0065)

∆zl (IGGL) Gaussian (0.0, 0.012)

Source redshits

∆zs Gaussian (0.0, 0.004)

Intrinsic alignments

AIA
1 , αIA

1 Flat (-5.0, 5.0)

AIA
2 , αIA

2 , bTA Fixed (0.0)

Shear calibration

m Gaussian (0.0, 0.013)

described in the same section. For traditional GGL, we
utilize only angular scales over 8 h−1Mpc at the lens
redshift, and we employ the point-mass marginalization
technique to remove smaller-scale information at the time
of running our MCMCs, following the work in [41]. We
follow this approach in traditional GGL because both
non-linear galaxy bias and baryonic effects are present at
small scales [11]. Because we cut out small scales and
use point-mass marginalization for our traditional GGL
MCMCs, we fix the value of TAGN to the true value used
to generate our test data vector, as there will be no sen-
sitivity to it. For IGGL, however, there is no dependence
on non-linear galaxy bias, as we have seen, and therefore
we use smaller scales (over 1 h−1Mpc) but we allow the
baryonic model to vary in the MCMC chains for IGGL.
Therefore, the IGGL case uses more angular scales but
also varies one more parameter (log TAGN) in the model
than the GGL case.

Next we list the different parameters that are varied in

our model, and their associated ranges and priors (which
are also summarized in Table I):

• Cosmological parameters: Throughout this pa-
per, we will consider a flat ΛCDM cosmological
model. The six cosmological parameters we vary
are listed in Table I, together with their respec-
tive uniform priors. These prior ranges are cho-
sen to encompass at least five times the 68% C.L.
from relevant external constraints (these are the
same cosmological parameters and priors consid-
ered in the DES Y3 Fiducial analysis [60]). Also,
even though we sample the amplitude of primordial
scalar density perturbations As, we will often show
results with the amplitude of density perturbations
at z = 0 in terms of the RMS amplitude of mass
on scales of 8h−1 Mpc in linear theory, σ8. In addi-
tion to these cosmological parameters, we will also
vary parameters related to galaxy bias, lens magni-
fication, IA, baryonic feedback, redshift and shear
calibration.

• Redshift and shear calibration: The choice of
priors related to redshift and shear calibration is
inspired by the LSST Year 1 case in [61], where
there is a prescription for those priors as a function
of redshift. In particular, the uncertainty in the
mean redshift of the lens galaxy distribution follows
the form σ(∆zl) = 0.005(1 + z), the uncertainty
in the mean redshift of the source galaxy distribu-
tion follows the form σ(∆zs) = 0.002(1 + z), and
the uncertainty on shear multiplicative bias param-
eter is σ(m) = 0.013. This establishes our choice
of redshift and shear calibration priors, given the
mean redshifts of our lens and source galaxy distri-
butions.

• Lens magnification parameter: αmag describes
the sign and amplitude of the lens magnification
effect, as in Eq. (3). The choice of values for
αmag is described in §II B, for the lens galaxies
considered in GGL and IGGL. In this section, we
use Gaussian priors for them, so that we have
αmag ∼ N (0.20, 0.05) for GGL (lenses at z = 0.3)
and αmag ∼ N (2.0, 0.1) for realistic IGGL (lenses
at z = 1.4). The values chosen for αmag are moti-
vated by previous data analyses [35, 36].

• (Linear) Galaxy bias parameter: b represents
the relation between the underlying dark matter
density field and the intrinsic galaxy density field,
as defined in §II. For every case, we let b vary with
a uniform prior between 0.8 and 4.0.

• Baryonic feedback: We use HMCode-2020 [26]
to model baryonic effects in the matter power spec-
trum, parametrized by the log TAGN parameter.
For the case of IGGL, where we go to smaller an-
gular scales, we let log TAGN vary with a uniform
prior in the range (7.0, 10.0). For traditional GGL,
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FIG. 10. Parameter constraints from GGL and realistic
IGGL data vectors, as described in §IVA. The Ωm param-
eter constraints are comparable, but IGGL provides signifi-
cantly tighter constraints on σ8, which is not degenerate with
galaxy bias in IGGL (it is for tradiational GGL, as expeected).
IGGL also obtains tighter constraints on the amplitude of
tidal alignment in the IA model. Because IGGL is indepen-
dent of galaxy bias, we use smaller scales and free the baryonic
feedback parameter, TAGN, also obtaining a constraint on it.

where we remove small-scale information, the bary-
onic feedback parameter remains fixed at its true
value, log TAGN = 7.8.

• Intrinsic Alignment (IA) parameters: Our
fiducial IA model is the NLA model, which is a
subset of the TATT model. TATT has 5 parame-
ters: two amplitudes governing the strength of the
alignment for the tidal and for the torque part, re-
spectively, AIA

1 , AIA
2 , two parameters modeling the

dependence of each of the amplitudes in redshift,
αIA
1 , αIA

2 , and bTA, describing the tidal alignment
bias. As we said, we will use the NLA IA model,
which corresponds to TATT withAIA

2 = 0, αIA
2 = 0,

and bTA = 0. In this case, we only vary the param-
eters concerning tidal torquing, with broad uniform
priors in the range (-5.0, 5.0).

Figure 10 shows the model constraints from traditional
GGL and realistic IGGL for a selection of the most rele-
vant model parameters: galaxy bias b, the matter density
Ωm, the amplitude of matter fluctuations σ8, the IA am-
plitude in the NLA model AIA

1 , and the baryonic feedback
parameter log TAGN. Other varied parameters are not
shown as they are either not constrained or dominated by

the assumed priors, as described in Table I. From the fig-
ure, we can see how none of the measurements can place
tight constraints on galaxy bias, but we see that tradi-
tional GGL shows a strong degeneracy between galaxy
bias and σ8. This is expected (see discussion in §II A),
and it is the reason why cosmological inference using tra-
ditional GGL requires the combination with galaxy clus-
tering in order to break this degeneracy [20]. On the
other hand, IGGL does not depend on galaxy bias and
therefore does not show a degeneracy between b and σ8,
but it shows a degeneracy between σ8 and Ωm, sometimes
summarized in the S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)0.5 parameter, char-
acteristic of the pure lensing measurements like cosmic
shear [62, 63]. This is again expected: cosmic shear is a
lensing-lensing correlation (shear-shear) and so is IGGL,
or at least its leading contribution (magnification-shear).
In terms of constraining power, while they both con-

strain Ωm similarly, IGGL provides much stronger con-
straints on σ8 compared to GGL. IGGL is again much
more sensitive to AIA

1 , since there is significant overlap
in redshift between lenses and sources (see last row of
Figure 3), in addition to the cross-term between IA and
magnification. Furthermore, we are varying the baryonic
feedback parameter for IGGL, so we also get a constraint
on that parameter which we do not get in traditional
GGL (where we do not use small-scale information and
therefore log TAGN remains fixed).
There is one important parameter that we are not

showing in this plot, and that is the parameter concerning
lens magnification, αmag. This parameter is not relevant
for GGL, but it is important for IGGL (see Fig. 4). The
reason we do not show it is because it is significantly in-
formed by our choice of prior (see Table I). However, even
with that choice of prior, IGGL does bring some new in-
formation: using the fiducial prior of αmag = 2.0±0.1 we
obtain a posterior of αmag = 1.996± 0.082.

1. Dependence on IA and magnification priors

Fig. 10 shows the IGGL model constraints given our
fiducial prior choices. Now we turn to exploring the lim-
itations of IGGL in terms of prior choices, especially
those related to magnification and IA. For magnifica-
tion, the fiducial choice is a 5% Gaussian prior, moti-
vated by the findings in [35], but it is possible that mea-
surements of magnification coefficients using source in-
jection techniques [64] yield even stronger priors in the
future. For IA, our fiducial choice of priors is a uni-
form, non-informative prior, but this situation can also
be improved in the future with models like NLA and
TATT being applied to multiple weak lensing datasets
[39, 51, 62, 63, 65–70]. For these reasons, we believe our
fiducial set of priors is realistic for LSST Y1, but it can
potentially be more informative. Figure 11 shows the
IGGL cosmological constraining power, focusing on the
S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)0.5 parameter, given three choices of
magnification priors and five choice of IA priors. From
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tainty on S8. For the values of the priors, ’Flat’ represents
a uniform, non-informative prior, ’Fixed’ corresponds to the
parameter not being varied, and the numbers are the σ of
Gaussian priors. From the figure, we see that we can im-
provements of more than a factor of two in S8 constraining
power if we tighten up the IA and magnification priors.

the figure, we see that we can get improvements of more
than a factor of two in S8 constraining power if we tighten
up the IA and magnification priors.

B. Comparison and combination with cosmic shear

In this section we will compare (and later combine)
IGGL with cosmic shear, the angular two-point corre-
lation between source galaxy shapes. To do this, we
produce cosmic shear simulated data in analogy to the
GGL simulated data described in §II B. The cosmic shear
measurement consists of the ξ+ correlation function (see
[62, 63] for a detailed description of the correlation func-
tion) with the same angular bins produced for the GGL
measurements, using the same source bin and source
number density. The S/N of the cosmic shear simulated
measurement is S/N = 150, compared to S/N = 60 for

IGGL. We use this cosmic shear simulated measurement
to place constraints on the same model parameters de-
scribed in Table I, using the same source priors (except
for the parameters describing lens properties, which are
not relevant for cosmic shear). The cosmic shear model
constraints use the same minimum physical scale used for
IGGL (1 h−1Mpc), providing a fair comparison between
the cosmic shear and IGGL constraints.
Using a formalism similar to that used in Section IIA,

cosmic shear, which correlates observed source elliptici-
ties as described in Eq. (4), will be independent of galaxy
bias and dependent on cosmology and intrinsic align-
ments. Figure 12 shows the model constraints from cos-
mic shear and realistic IGGL for a selection of the most
relevant model parameters in this case: the matter den-
sity Ωm, the amplitude of matter fluctuations σ8, the IA
amplitude in the NLA model AIA

1 , the baryonic feedback
parameter log TAGN, and the S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)0.5 param-
eter, which measures the best constrained combination of
Ωm and σ8, characteristic of the pure lensing measure-
ments. Again, other varied parameters are not shown
as they are either not constrained or dominated by the
assumed priors, as described in Table I.
From Fig. 12, we can see a strong degeneracy between

σ8 and Ωm for both measurements, which we encapsu-
late in the commonly used S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)0.5 parame-
ter, also shown. The IGGL constraints on S8 are weaker
than those of cosmic shear, but IGGL yields stronger
constraints on IA and competitive constraints on the
baryonic feedback model. For this reason, we have also
run a combined MCMC chain from both IGGL and cos-
mic shear, accounting for the joint covariance between
them. The combined IGGL and cosmic shear measure-
ments yield improved constraints in all parameters, and
result in an improvement of more than 25% in S8. In
addition, the combination also yields improved and more
robust constraints on IA and baryonic feedback, signif-
icantly reducing biases in their posteriors, as it can be
seen in the figure.

C. Comparison with clustering cross-correlations

Finally, there is one other measurement we want to
consider for a comparison. As we have seen previously,
IGGL is largely dependent on weak lensing magnification,
and its cosmological constraining power is largely driven
by that effect. In this regard, clustering cross-correlations
between galaxy samples that are not overlapping in red-
shift are also sensitive to weak lensing magnification, and
capable of providing cosmological constraints. If we again
use a formalism similar to that used in our modeling sec-
tion (§II A), we can get the expression for the clustering
cross-correlation of two distinct galaxy samples, 1 and 2:
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tighter constraints on cosmological parameters, but IGGL shows tighter constraints on IA and competitive constraints on
baryons. When cosmic shear and IGGL are combined, model constraints show an improvement of more than 25% in S8, also
yielding improved and more robust constraints on IA and baryonic feedback, significantly reducing biases in their posteriors.
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We have made several approximations here in arriving
at this result. First, we assumed that, if the samples are
separated in redshift, then the correlation between intrin-
sic galaxy densities vanishes. Similarly, the correlation
between the intrinsic galaxy density of sample 2 and the
convergence of sample 1 do not overlap in redshift, and
therefore it vanishes as well. Then, we can assume that
the convergence auto-correlation will be smaller than the
correlation between intrinsic galaxy density of sample 1
and the convergence of sample 2, so the measurement will

be dominated by the latter. In this way, it will depend on
the galaxy bias of the first sample, and the magnification
coefficient of the second sample. This means that one can
use the combination of the clustering auto-correlation of
the first sample and the cross-correlation between the
two samples to constrain cosmology, in a similar way as
it is done for the combination of galaxy clustering and
traditional GGL [20, 60, 71].

In order to test this scenario, and compare with IGGL
and cosmic shear, we have produced simulated galaxy
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FIG. 13. Redshift distributions for the two galaxy samples
used for the clustering cross-correlation example of Section
IVC. As required in order to get weak lensing magnification
from galaxy cross-correlations, the redshift distribution have
no significant overlap in redshift. Also, the high-redshift bin
has the same redshift distribution and galaxy density than
that used in the realistic IGGL case, depicted in Fig. 3.

clustering measurements and covariances in analogy to
the GGL and cosmic shear cases studied before. For the
two galaxy samples involved in this case, we have used
the redshift distributions depicted in Fig. 13. The high
redshift sample (sample 2) coincides with the lens (po-
sition) sample used in the realistic IGGL case (see bot-
tom panel of Fig. 3), also in terms of galaxy density and
galaxy bias, and the low redshift sample (sample 1) con-
sists of a narrow redshift bin at z = 0.6, with a galaxy
density of 0.3 arcmin−2 and galaxy bias b = 1.4 , magni-
fication coeffiecient of αmag = 1.25.

For the model constraints in this part, we run MCMCs
using the galaxy clustering auto-correlation of sample 1
and the galaxy clustering cross-correlation of sample 1
with sample 2 (we use parameter values and ranges as
described in Table I, and a 5% Gaussian prior on the
magnification coefficient of sample 1). Since galaxy bias
is involved in the modeling of both expressions, as shown
in Eq. (8), we restrict the analysis to scales larger than
8 h−1Mpc for both measurements, for the same rea-
son as the traditional GGL case. Following the GGL
case, we fix the log TAGN parameter for the clustering
MCMCs. Figure 14 shows the cosmological model con-
straints from these galaxy clustering measurements, in
comparison with the IGGL and cosmic shear constraints.
We can see how the clustering measurements can place
competitive constrains on Ωm, but cannot compete with
cosmic shear or IGGL in terms of σ8 constraining power.
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0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

σ8
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FIG. 14. Cosmological constraints from IGGL, cosmic shear
and clustering cross-correlations as described in Section IV.
We see how clustering cross-correlations can place strong con-
straints on Ωm, but cannot be competitive with cosmic shear
and IGGL on σ8.

V. DISCUSSION

The combination of depth and wavelength coverage of
upcoming imaging galaxy surveys like the Euclid Satel-
lite and the Vera Rubin Observatory LSST will produce
galaxy samples at higher redshifts, compared to the cur-
rent generation of imaging surveys [72]. This push to
higher redshifts is likely to be more pronounced for lens
galaxies, since we only measure positions for those, while
source galaxies require the measurement of both positions
and shapes (which require more S/N) [35].

For the case of Rubin LSST, the Dark Energy Science
Collaboration (DESC) Science Requirements Document
(SRD) once stated: ‘the lens-source bin combinations are
only included in the data vector if the lens bin is at lower
redshift than the sources (we allow for the lens bin to
overlap at 10%)’. This requirement no longer appears in
newer versions of the DESC SRD [73], although it has
been used in other publications [74]. Regardless, that re-
quirement showcases the traditional approach to galaxy-
galaxy lensing, in which lens (position) galaxies are only
relevant at lower redshifts than source (shape) galaxies.
In this paper we have explored a measurement that would
not exist if we followed to those requirements.

In previous sections of this paper, we have demon-
strated how the measurement of galaxy-galaxy lensing
when lens (position) galaxies are at higher redshift than
source (shape) galaxies, which we call inverse galaxy-
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galaxy lensing (IGGL), can provide robust and valuable
information to Rubin LSST cosmological analyses. We
have proven how the measurement of IGGL is sensitive
to weak lensing magnification, intrinsic alignments and
cosmology, while being independent of galaxy bias.

In most cases, IGGL will be driven by weak lensing
magnification, and then cosmological information (espe-
cially the amplitude of matter fluctuations, σ8) will be
degenerate with magnification coefficients, which depend
on the specific lens (position) galaxy sample [36]. This
situation is comparable to that of traditional GGL, where
cosmology is degenerate with galaxy bias, but with one
key difference: galaxy bias cannot be measured reliably
from first principles or from simulations, and therefore
the combination with galaxy clustering is needed to break
the degeneracy and constrain cosmology (which poses
several important challenges, see [22, 23]). For the case
of IGGL, magnification coefficients can be measured di-
rectly from the data, using techniques like source injec-
tion [75], which makes IGGL directly sensitive to cos-
mology without the need for combination with galaxy
clustering measurements.

Beyond their importance for IGGL, magnification coef-
ficients will become increasingly relevant in cosmological
analyses for Rubin LSST and Euclid as their redshift dis-
tributions reach higher redshifts, not only for IGGL or
traditional galaxy-galaxy lensing but also for galaxy clus-
tering and clustering cross-correlations [76]. Recent anal-
yses show that neglecting the impact of magnification on
cosmological analyses combining galaxy clustering, GGL
and cosmic shear in Euclid could bias the results by up to
6σ [77]. In this way, IGGL can also provide a clean way
of measuring and validating magnification coefficients, in
comparison to the measurements using source injections,
and that will be important for the robustness of the cos-
mological analyses of next-generation surveys.

On the topic of clustering cross-correlations, which can
also be used to get cosmology through weak lensing mag-
nification [78], we have provided a comparison to IGGL
in terms of constraining power. In that case, one key ad-
vantage of IGGL is the fact that it does not depend on
galaxy bias, and therefore the analyses can use smaller
scales provided they also account for baryonic feedback.
Furthermore, measuring magnification through cluster-
ing cross-correlations requires very little or no redshift
overlap between the two tomographic bins (otherwise the
measurement is dominated by intrinsic clustering, not
magnification) [78]. This is very complicated, especially
if one of them is at high redshift and the other needs to
be at the peak of the convergence kernel for the high-
redshift bin (it would not be efficient to have one at very
high redshift and another at very low redshift). This is
not a problem for IGGL because, even with overlap be-
tween lenses and sources, the overlapping region has very
low lensing efficiency and hence the measurement will
still be dominated by magnification (as in the realistic
IGGL case, not very different from the ideal IGGL case).
These reasons make IGGL a very clean and effective way

to constrain cosmology from weak lensing magnification,
without the need for very precise photometric redshifts.
Other than magnification, IGGL will also constrain

other relevant astrophysical effects. On the one hand, we
have shown IGGL to be sensitive to intrinsic alignments,
and the IA constraints at high redshift that would be
provided by IGGL will be especially relevant for cosmic
shear analyses of Rubin LSST and Euclid. On the other
hand, IGGL is also sensitive to baryonic effects at small
scales, in a way that is not entwined with galaxy bias.
These dependencies of IGGL with IA and baryons are
important because they can be used to break degenera-
cies between astrophysics and cosmology in cosmic shear
[74]. To that effect, we have showcased how IGGL can
improve LSST Year 1 S8 constraints by 25% while also
obtaining improved constraints on IA and baryons.
Finally, in this paper we have only considered high-

redshift lens (position) samples that could be obtained
from standard galaxy selections using Rubin LSST data,
but we have also shown that IGGL gets more efficient
as both lenses and sources move to higher redshifts. In
this way, future work should explore the use of other
high-redshift galaxy samples as lens (position) samples
for IGGL, still using source (shape) galaxy samples from
LSST or Euclid. Other high-redshift samples to be used
in IGGL can include dropout Lyman-break galaxies [79],
high-z sub-millimetre galaxies [80, 81], high-redshift ra-
dio galaxies [82], and quasars [83, 84]. For each different
case, IGGL measurements could be used to study the
magnification properties of the samples or to constrain
cosmology if those properties are already characterized.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Upcoming imaging surveys like the Vera Rubin LSST
and the Euclid satellite will yield an order-of-magnitude
increase in galaxy sample sizes, which will in turn push
these galaxy samples to higher redshifts [72]. These ex-
periments will also produce weak gravitational lensing
measurements with unprecedented precision. The three
main observables at the 2-point level are those of galaxy
clustering (position-position correlations), galaxy-galaxy
lensing (position-shape) and cosmic shear (shape-shape)
[60]. For galaxy-galaxy lensing (GGL), lens (position)
samples are traditionally at lower redshifts than source
(shape) samples, as lens galaxies are tracing the mat-
ter field producing shape (shear) distortions on source
galaxies [9, 11, 21]. In this paper, we explore for the
first time the measurement of galaxy-galaxy lensing when
lens (position) galaxies are at higher redshift than source
(shape) galaxies, which we call inverse galaxy-galaxy
lensing (IGGL).
Using simulated measurements mimicking an LSST

Year 1 survey configuration, we demonstrate how IGGL
is sensitive to weak lensing magnification, intrinsic align-
ments and cosmology, while being independent of galaxy
bias. This behavior is very different from traditional
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GGL, which is heavily sensitive to galaxy bias and there-
fore needs the combination with galaxy clustering to con-
strain cosmology [14, 71, 85, 86]. This is because tra-
ditional GGL is dominated by the correlation between
intrinsic galaxy density and shear [11], and that corre-
lation vanishes for IGGL, which is then dominated by
weak lensing magnification and IA, with the cosmologi-
cal dependence coming from the magnification part. At
small scales, both traditional GGL and IGGL have de-
pendence on baryonic feedback, but traditional GGL
at those scales has intertwined effects from non-linear
galaxy bias and baryons, while IGGL is not affected by
(non-linear) galaxy bias. This makes IGGL useful to con-
strain baryonic effects at small scales, without the need
for a non-linear bias model.

We explore the efficiency of IGGL as a function of lens
and source redshifts, and find that higher redshifts for
both lenses and sources increase the signal-to-noise of
the measurement, as the two lensing kernels of magnifi-
cation and shear increase with redshift. This is equiva-
lent to the redshift trend of cosmic shear, which is also a
lensing-lensing correlation. By exploring this efficiency,
we are able to differentiate IGGL from traditional GGL,
for which signal-to-noise peaks when lens galaxies are
about halfway to source galaxies. Also, because of the
way magnification and IA affect the galaxy-galaxy lens-
ing observable, IGGL can yield negative signals when
measured around high-redshift galaxies. This is also a
difference with respect to traditional GGL, which can
only be negative around cosmic voids [55, 56, 58], not
galaxies.

Using Monte Carlo Markov Chains (MCMC) and a
full cosmological and nuisance parameter model, we de-
termine the constraining power of IGGL, and compare it
to traditional GGL. Because IGGL does not depend on
galaxy bias, we can use smaller scales as long as we allow
for baryonic feedback to vary in our model, which we do
through the TAGN parameter [26]. Even if IGGL mea-
surements have a smaller signal-to-noise, we show how
IGGL outperforms traditional GGL in measurements of
σ8 and AIA

1 , which are the amplitudes of matter fluctu-
ations and tidal alignment in our IA model, while also
providing a constraint on TAGN. IGGL does not depend
on galaxy bias and therefore does not show a degeneracy
between b and σ8, like traditional GGL does. Instead,
it shows a degeneracy between σ8 and Ωm, sometimes
summarized in the S8 ≡ σ8(Ωm/0.3)0.5 parameter, char-
acteristic of the pure lensing measurements like cosmic
shear.

Examining how to maximize the constraining power
of IGGL, we found that better priors on magnification
and IA strengthen our posteriors on S8. These improved
priors are on the horizon, with models like NLA and
TATT being applied to multiple weak lensing datasets
[39, 51, 65–70], and multiple approaches for measuring
magnification being developed and tested [36, 81, 87–90].

When comparing IGGL constraints to cosmic shear,
which has a much larger signal-to-noise, we find IGGL

gives stronger constraints on IA and competitive con-
straints on baryonic feedback, while cosmic shear gives
stronger constraints on S8. When we combine IGGL and
cosmic shear, taking into account the joint covariance,
the precision of the S8 measurement increases by more
than 25% with respect to cosmic shear alone, while con-
straints on IA and baryons also improve significantly. Fi-
nally, we compare IGGL to measurements of clustering
cross-correlations of non-overlapping redshift bins, which
are also a probe of magnification. We find clustering
cross-correlations to yield strong constraints on Ωm, but
IGGL provides much tighter constraints on σ8.

After all the analysis and findings in this paper, we
conclude that IGGL, a measurement that has not been
considered before or even been discarded, will provide
important constraints on cosmology and also astrophys-
ical effects like intrinsic alignments and baryonic feed-
back, while providing independent constraints on magni-
fication parameters that will be key to get unbiased cos-
mology from upcoming surveys [77]. The combination
with cosmic shear will significantly improve the precision
of the S8 measurement while also adding robustness to
the analysis in terms of IA and baryons.

Of the publicly available galaxy datasets made for cos-
mology, most of the redshift bins that have been released
contain galaxies of redshift of z ≲ 1.5 (e.g. [51, 91, 92]).
As we have shown, IGGL becomes most effective with
lens (position) redshifts higher than that, and so these
weak-lensing-specific datasets are not at high enough red-
shifts to give effective IGGL measurements. Recently, a
high-redshift galaxy catalog from the Dark Energy Sur-
vey has been released [35]. While this dataset is still
not ideal for IGGL, it can still serve as an initial test-
ing ground for upcoming surveys that will reach higher
redshifts. Finally, beyond the use of lens samples that
were made specially for weak lensing cosmology, mea-
surements of IGGL can also be explored with other high-
redshift samples such as those of Lyman-break galaxies
[79], quasars [83, 84], sub-millimetre [80, 81] and radio
galaxies [82].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Alex Alarcon, Santi Avila, Eric
Baxter, Bhuvnesh Jain, Ramon Miquel and Judit Prat
for helpful conversations about this topic. DNC acknowl-
edges support from the predoctoral program AGAUR
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