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Abstract

Gravitational lensing galaxies are commonly modeled with elliptical density profiles, to which
angular complexity is sometimes added through a multipole expansion - encoding deformations
of the elliptical iso-density contours. The formalism that is widely used in current studies and
software packages, however, employs perturbations that are defined with respect to a circle. In
this work, we show that this popular formulation (the “circular multipoles”) leads to perturbation
patterns that depend on the axis ratio and do not agree with physical expectations (from studies
of galaxy isophotal shapes) when applied to profiles that are not near-circular. We propose a
more appropriate formulation, the “elliptical multipoles”, representing deviations from ellipticity
suited for any axis ratio. We solve for the lensing potentials associated with the m = 1 circular
multipole (previously undetermined in the isothermal case), as well as the elliptical multipoles
of any order m, assuming a near-isothermal reference profile. We implement these solutions into
the lens modeling package lenstronomy, and assess the importance of the multipole formulation
by comparing flux-ratio perturbations in mock lensed systems with quadruply imaged quasars: we
show that elliptical multipoles typically produce smaller flux-ratio perturbations than their circular

counterparts.

Keywords: Strong gravitational lensing (1643); Galaxy structure (622); Analytical mathematics (38)

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational lensing - a manifestation of general relativity where light traveling through
distorted space-time follows bent trajectories - directly probes the underlying mass/energy
distribution and its geometry, offering unique avenues to explore fundamental physics. In
particular, strong lensing enables high-precision cosmological measurements which can test
the predictions of the standard model of cosmology (ACDM). Prominent examples of tests
performed with strong gravitational lensing include time-delay cosmography, to measure the
Hubble constant Hy independently of other late-time probes [e.g., [I, 2]; and dark matter
(DM) substructure studies, which take advantage of the fact that lensing is sensitive to all
mass (both dark and luminous) to investigate the properties of DM, for instance examine al-

ternatives to the cold dark matter (CDM) paradigm [e.g.,[3H5]. While early works on galaxy
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lenses were limited by sample sizes and data quality, substantial progress has been made in
the past decades, putting such applications within reach (for a historical perspective, see [6]
or [7]). For instance, instead of working only with constraints from the image positions, time
delays, and flux ratios of the lensed object, modern studies can exploit the full information
present in the extended lensing arcs seen in high-resolution images [e.g., 8-10].

These high-precision measurements also require accurate models, in particular for the
lensing galaxy’s large-scale mass distribution (the “macromodel”). Because of their enhanced
cross-section, most known lenses are massive early-type galaxies, which can be represented,
to a good approximation, by elliptical surface mass density profiles [e.g., 11HI5]. Popular
choices include the Elliptical Power Law (EPL) lens model [16], where the projected total
mass density has a radial dependence (r) oc r'~7 arising from a 3D mass distribution
p(rsp) o< rap) 5 and its special case for v = 2, the Singular Isothermal Ellipsoid (SIE) profile
[T'7, [18]. Tt is common practice to add an external shear component to such elliptical profiles
le.g., T9H21], in order to account for perturbations introduced by nearby massive galaxies,
or in general for deformations of the deflection field from other sources.

In recent years, with the increase in data quality, additional azimuthal structures in
the lensing galaxy itself - beyond the external shear and ellipticity of the main deflector
- have become increasingly relevant for strong lensing studies. Ignoring their effect can
lead to biased values for the model parameters as they attempt to compensate for the lack
of complexity in the lens model. For instance, the external shear components fitted to
strong lensing data do not match the direction and/or magnitude expected from theoretical
predictions [20, 22], direct modeling of line-of-sight perturbers [23], 24], or weak lensing
measurements [25]. This suggests that purely elliptical models are unable to fully capture
the distribution of mass in a lens.

To account for this complexity, one possible approach is to include extra angular degrees of
freedom in the lens model, typically keeping the radial part unchanged while adding Fourier-
type perturbations (called “multipoles”) to the angular part of the density profile [e.g., 5] 10,
20H32]. This multipole expansion is motivated by studies of the surface photometry of early-
type galaxies in the optical and infrared, where deviations from ellipticity of isophotal shapes
are parametrized in a similar way - with a particular emphasis on fourth-order multipoles,
yielding “boxy” or “disky” isophotes that match observations better than pure ellipses [33/-

39]. The inclusion of non-zero multipole moments can have a significant impact on the



physical properties inferred from the lens models, e.g., constraints on the Hubble constant
[40], detections of substructure in extended arcs [41], 42], or flux-ratio anomalies in quadruply
imaged quasars [10], B0-32].

However, the usual formulation employed for strong lensing applications (that we will call
“circular multipoles” in the rest of this paper) relies on a Fourier expansion expressed in polar
coordinates - which only has a clear physical interpretation when applied to lenses with small
ellipticities. Such an approach has, in fact, several shortcomings that we discuss in this paper.
These flaws have already been pointed out in the context of isophote-fitting algorithms
[43, 144], where physically realistic perturbations can be described with coordinates more
appropriate to the reference ellipses (e.g., employing the eccentric anomaly instead of the
polar angle [35] 89, [45]). Despite the limitations, some recent isophotal shape studies [e.g.,
46-48] continue to approximate multipoles in the low ellipticity limit, and in the context of
gravitational lensing, the circular formulation is used by default.

In this work, we propose to adapt the alternate formulation with more suited coordinates
- the “elliptical multipoles” - to a strong lensing framework, arguing that they provide a
more realistic description of the deviations from ellipticity, in particular for highly flattened
configurations. This comes with a challenge: the associated gravitational potentials (which
were not relevant for isophote fitting) cannot be calculated as straightforwardly as in the
circular case. We introduce fully analytical solutions for those potentials, and showcase their
implementation in the gravitational lens modeling software package lenstronomy EI[49, 50].

This paper is organized as follows. Section [ll|reviews the formalism for general isothermal
models and explains how angular deviations from ellipticity can be expressed in that frame-
work. Section presents the circular multipole perturbations, exposes the shortcomings
of this parametrization, and describes the angular profile of the proposed substitute - the
elliptical multipoles. Section [[V] details the corresponding lensing potentials, starting with
the circular multipoles and the special case of the m = 1 order, then presenting elliptical
multipole solutions for the most practical cases (the m = 1, m = 3 and m = 4 orders). In
Section [V], we illustrate the importance of the formulation, by comparing the distribution of
flux-ratio perturbations from low-order multipoles in mock systems with quadruply imaged
quasars, showing that elliptical multipoles have slightly less impact than circular multipoles.

We summarize these results in Section [VI and offer perspective on future applications.

! https://github.com/lenstronomy/lenstronomy
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II. GENERALIZED ISOTHERMAL MODELS

Let us a consider a family of lens models characterized by the following lensing poten-
tial /density pair [e.g., BIH53]:

¥(r.6) = rF(¢) : 5lr, ) = SO m

where r = /2% 4+ y?, ¢ = arctan(z,y) (mod 27) are the usual polar coordinate, and the

shape functions F(¢), G(¢) are related as a consequence of Poisson’s equation V21 = 2k by:

G(¢) = F(o) + F"(9) (2)

Such a potential /density profile is “isothermal”: since the enclosed mass increases linearly
with radius, the resulting circular velocity profile is constant. The angular dependence can be
specified through the shape functions F(¢) and G(¢), provided that they obey Equation ([2)).
The deflection angles and second order derivatives corresponding to this potential are then

given by:
[ 0(r,0) = 2(r, ¢) = F(9) cos ¢ — F(¢)sin ¢
ay(r,¢) = 52(r,¢) = F(¢)sin ¢ + F'(¢) cos ¢
ZL(r,0) = LLF(g) + F(0)] = 222G (9) (3)

Gt (1 0) = SE2F(9) + F(9)] = “52G(0)

52 in(2 in(2
[ ity (1, 0) = =52 F () + F/(9)] = =2 G(0)
where F' = ?«)_Z and [ = 2275.

The lensing formalism is known to have many degeneracies, i.e., transformations of the
physical model that leave the lensing observables (relative image positions, time delays,

magnifications, ...) unchanged [54H58]. One of the most simple is the so-called prismatic

degeneracy [59], which states that the addition of a constant deflection field (& — d+dy) can

2 Here, we use the two-argument inverse tangent arctan(x,y), which respects the quadrant of (x,y) to return

the correct angle.



be compensated by a simple translation of the source relative to the lens. As a consequence,
we have the freedom to add or remove terms in C' - 7 cos(¢ — ¢.) (with C and ¢, constants,
i.e., independent of spatial coordinates) to the lensing potential. We will make use of this

invariance to simplify equations throughout the paper.

The family of solutions described by Equations and includes the Singular Isother-
mal Ellipsoidal (SIE) profile [17, 18], [60]:

0 _ 9E\/Tf

B
1 —ccos(20)  +/q?cos? ¢ + sin® ¢ (4)

Fup(0) = j—j_ [cosw) arctan (%) +sin(@) arctan (%)] |

Gsie(¢) =

l—q2

14q2

where 6 is the Einstein radius, ¢ = is the ellipticity parameter and 0 < ¢ < 1 is the axis

ratio. Ggig(¢) then corresponds to the equation (in polar coordinates, relative to the center)

of an ellipse r51g(¢), with semi-major axis a = \/QIETE aligned with the z axis, and semi-minor

axis b = \/% aligned with the y axis (we can always choose the coordinate system to align
the axes of the ellipse with the x and y axes). Following Equation , the iso-convergence
contours of the SIE lens are then ellipses with the same axis ratio ¢, and lengths scaled
by »~!. As a consequence, if we write instead the shape function for the convergence as
G(¢) = Gsir(¢) + Gpert (@), then Goet () = dr(¢) encodes a self-similar deformation of the

elliptical iso-x contours given by the SIE profile: rgig(¢) — rs(¢) + 0r(¢).

ITII. MULTIPOLE PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we describe the angular profile of the multipole perturbations (i.e., the
convergence shape function Gper(¢)), starting with the commonly used circular multipoles
and their shortcomings (section , then presenting the more widely applicable elliptical
multipoles (section . Figures in this section (except Figure (1)) were generated with
the lens modeling software package lenstronomy |49, [50], where we newly implemented the

m = 1 circular multipole, as well as the m = 1, m = 3 and m = 4 elliptical multipoles.
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A. Circular multipoles

First, consider a circular multipole perturbation [53, [61]:

Gon() = 0r(¢) = ag, cos(m(¢ — ) ()

and ¢,, are the amplitude ﬁ and orientation of the m!-order perturbation with

circ

where a)

respect to the perfect ellipse. We note that other equivalent conventions are sometimes
used for the circular multipoles, for instance defining G¢(¢) with components along two
orthogonal direction instead of a&’ and ¢, (see Appendix B of [30]).

Adding a circular multipole term of order m is equivalent to adjusting the m-th order
term in the Fourier series expansion of the original shape function [26] - in our case, the one

associated with the SIE profile. There are, however, issues with this approach:

1. For a given order m, the pattern of radial deviations around the ellipse depends on the
axis ratio g (see Figure[l). This is due to the fact that Equation encodes patterns
of order m around a circle, but gets applied to an ellipse - i.e., the perturbation does

not get “squished” with the ellipse as one could expect.

2. The pattern of radial deviations around the ellipse does not match the expected be-
haviour (derived from isophote fitting) when considering highly flattened configura-
tions. For instance, adding a m = 4 circular multipole term to a ¢ ~ 0.6 reference
ellipse does not yield “boxy” (resp. “disky”) contours when a§™ < 0 (resp. a§™ > 0),
but “peanut”’-shaped (resp. “spinny-top”-shaped) contours instead (see Figure |[1)).
While most lens models have axis ratios ¢ & 0.6 (i.e., relatively low ellipticities) it
is not rare to find systems with values close to that limit or even lower [e.g., [62H64].
Quadruply imaged quasars, in particular, are biased towards larger ellipticities since

the inner caustics surface is larger for such systems [20), [65].

3. Equation does not match the reference definitions used in galaxy isophotal shape
studies. Originally, [33] performed a global coordinate change to map the best-fitting

circ

3 Parameter a¢!

gives the amplitude of the radial deviation relative to some reference ellipse rsig(¢). For
the implementation of the EPL-+multipole(s) profile in lenstronomy, we use the (unperturbed) isodensity
contour of the SIE profile at x = 1/2 as a reference. Its semi-major axis is the effective Einstein radius
alk =1/2) = 9—\/%, so we automatically rescale the amplitude: a¢ir® af,ibrce—\/% to make the interpretation

of this parameter consistent between lenses regardless of the value of 0 or q. The same rescaling is used

for the amplitude a,, of the elliptical multipoles (.?ee Section |11 B)).



ellipses to circles, and only then applied a circular multipole perturbation. Other
methods were developed afterwards [e.g., [35, 45], which do rely on direct Fourier
expansions (either of the intensity distribution or of the isophote radius), but in terms
of the eccentric anomaly and not of the polar angle [e.g., 39, [44] [66]. While some
studies do use the polar angle [e.g., 36}, 38, 48], it has already been recognized that
this scheme does not accurately represent the isophotes outside of the low ellipticity

regime [43].

The use of circular multipoles is not completely irrelevant: for lenses where the axis ratio
q is close to 1, they approximately encode the desired perturbation. It is even possible to
obtain realistic perturbations in highly flattened configurations with circular multipoles. To
achieve this, however, it is necessary to add many higher-order terms (up to m = 7 for an E7
galaxy [20]), which significantly increases the complexity of the parameter space and makes
interpretation more difficult.

We emphasize that the common practice, which is to include only the circular m = 1

and/or m = 3 and/or m = 4, may lead to inaccurate interpretations of the fitted parameters

circ
m o

a As mentioned above, if some of the considered lenses are not close to circular, it is not

possible to use a§™ as an indicator for boxyness/diskyness [e.g., 25, [30]. Similarly, depending
on the axis ratio, the circular m = 1 might not represent a profile that has been skewed in
direction ¢, but rather one that has been “pinched” in a direction that depends on both
¢1 and the orientation of the reference ellipse (see Figure . This misinterpretation could

explain, for instance, why high m = 1 multipoles, fitted in light profiles when the galaxy

has a companion, are sometimes not aligned with the direction of that companion [48§].

B. Elliptical multipoles

In order to overcome the flaws of the circular multipoles, we need a better parametrization
- one that provides realistic, easily interpretable perturbations around elliptical countours
without many additional parameters. For these “elliptical multipoles”, we simply adopt the
definition that was originally used in isophote shape studies, which has the same shape as

Equation but uses different coordinates:

R+ R+ Ry, with 6R, () = am cos(m(e — om)) (6)
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Circular multipole, m = 1 with a{* = 0.4 Elliptical multipole, m = 1 with a; = 0.4

ol L —
1, - .
- -------- Reference ellipse
or 11 — Ellipse + multipole
—1F 4 [
—2F B =
Circular multipole, m = 3 with a§™ = —0.2  Elliptical multipole, m = 3 with a3 = —0.2

Circular multipole, m = 4 with a§{" = —0.2  Elliptical multipole, m = 4 with ay = —0.2

FIG. 1. Patterns of perturbation corresponding to the m = 1, m = 3 and m = 4 multipoles,
in the circular (left) and elliptical (right) formulation, applied to reference ellipses with the same
elliptical radius R = 2 but varying axis ratio q. The multipoles are here aligned with the ellipses,
ie, ¢m = 0 or ¢, = 0. Since the pattern itself does not depend on amplitude, we use values

circ

or¢ and a,, larger than physical expectations (of a few percent) for better visualization. The

for a
circular multipoles yield perturbation patterns that depend on the axis ratio, and that do not

behave as expected for high ellipticities.



where R = /qz? +y%/q and ¢ = arctan(qz,y) (mod 27) are the the elliptical radius and

the eccentric anomaly, respectively (note the dependence on the axis ratio).

These perturbations are to a general ellipse what the circular multipoles are to a circle:
if the axis ratio is ¢ = 1, we recover the same definition, but this time, the pattern of
perturbation is being squished along with the ellipse for ¢ # 1. The elliptical multipoles are
therefore the “correct” formulation - in the sense that, regardless of the system’s ellipticity,
they actually have the expected behavior of the multipole expansion. This means that the
usual interpretations of the circular multipoles [e.g., 42] - true only if the reference contour

is a circle, as we have discussed - can be extended to ellipses with any axis ratio [43]:

e the monopole (m = 0 order) corresponds to a global rescaling - not useful in practice,

since it is equivalent to a change in the Einstein radius.

e the dipole (m = 1 order) encodes a skewness/lopsidedness in the convergence profile

le.g., 48, [67] - see Figure [2] for an illustration.

e the quadrupole (m = 2 order) represents a global squeezing - not useful in practice,

since the elliptical lens and external shear already have this complexity.

e the hexapole (m = 3 order) and octupole (m = 4 order) describe triangle-like and
quadrangle-like deformations of the isocontours, respectively - see Figures [3] and [4
These are the most commonly considered perturbations in lensing [e.g., 25] 30, 40, [67].
From studies of galaxy isophotes, the m = 4 is expected to have larger amplitudes
than the m = 3 (with typical fractional radial deviations along the major axis a,, of
the order of a percent), and to roughly align with the axis of the ellipse [35], 36}, [41, [68]

- in that case, the perturbation produces disky (@, > 0) or boxy (a,, < 0) isophotes.

We can translate between the different coordinate systems using:

r=rcos¢ = Rcosp/\/q
y =rsin¢ = Rsinp,/q
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SIE + circular m = 1 multipole SIE + elliptical m = 1 multipole
U.UL

10!

=
4 9OUSBIDAUO))

Image plane coordinate y

1071

Caustics

Critical curve

9]

95 aE

Image plane coordinate Image plane coordinate x

FIG. 2. Top panel: Impact of a m = 1 multipole on the convergence profile of a SIE lens model with
axis ratio ¢ = 0.5, in the circular (left) and elliptical (right) formulations. We choose perturbations
with direction ¢1 = § (resp. 1 = §), and with amplitude a$§™® = 0.175 (resp. a; = 0.175) - larger
than physical expectations, for better visualization. Bottom panel: Corresponding caustics, with
an example of source position (yellow star) where the difference in formulation drastically changes

the image positions and magnifications.

and the following equations are thus verified:

e s
RO s Vet

o q cos ¢

cos p(¢;q) = V@ cos? ¢ + sin? ¢ :
‘ L sin ¢

sinp(¢; q) = V@ cos? ¢ + sin? ¢

For a given axis ratio g, we can define a bijective mapping between ¢ € R and ¢ € R:

p(¢; q) = arctan(q cos ¢, sin @) + [¢ — arctan(cos ¢, sin ¢)] ©
o(¢; q) = arctan(cos g, gsin ) + [p — arctan(cos @, sin )]
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Image plane coordinate y

SIE + circular m = 3 multipole

SIE + elliptical m = 3 multipole

A

O

A

Image plane coordinate x

Image plane coordinate x

10!

10()

4 OOUIBIOAUC D)

1071

Inner caustic

Critical curve

s

FIG. 3. Same as Figure [2} but for a m = 3 multipole with direction ¢3 = {5 (resp. @3 = {g), and

amplitude a

Image plane coordinate y

3

Sr¢ = 0.06 (resp. az = 0.06).

SIE + circular m = 4 multipole

SIE + elliptical m = 4 multipole

A =

@ 4

Image plane coordinate x

Image plane coordinate x

10t

—
S
=}

M OJII&)%}.IOAIIOD

Inner caustic

Critical curve

FIG. 4. Same as Figure |2} but for a m = 4 multipole with direction ¢4 = g (resp. w4 = 53), and

amplitude a§*¢ = 0.05 (resp. a4 = 0.05).
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For g > 0, ¢(¢;q) is an infinitely differentiable function of ¢ with first derivative

¢ _ q
d¢  q%cos?p+sin’ ¢

(10)

Since the mapping is bijective, a perturbation (R,y) — (R, ¢') = (R + 0R,p) that is
purely radial in the elliptical coordinates will also be purely radial in the usual polar coor-
dinates (¢ = ¢’ since ¢ = ¢'). Thus we can write ércos¢ = dx = dRcosp/,/q, so that
dR/R = éx/x = dr/r. The angular shape function corresponding to an elliptical multipole

perturbation is therefore:

G614, 9m) = 0rn(019) = 3R (5 ) (630)

= cos[m(p(659) = )] 15(6:0) (1)

= Any/q c08(mp, ) GW (45 q) + am/gsin(me,,)GE (¢;q)

where we have defined

G (650) = == cos (m - (6:)) 7

NG b;q)

o qcos ¢ 1
"\ V@ cos2é +sin?é ) \/q2cos? ¢ + sin’ ¢
and GLY(6:0) = = sin (m - (050)) (610

q Ccos ¢ sin ¢
o (Jg? cos? g 1 Sin2¢> P os? 4 s’ 6
and T,, (resp. U,,) are the Chebyshev polynomials of the first (resp. second) kind.
Since Poisson’s equation is linear, we can separately find the potentials wﬁ,}b)(fr, ®;q) and
zb,(,%) (r,¢;q) associated with kY and k2 - the convergence profiles determined by shape
functions Gg)(qﬁ;q) and Gg)(qﬁ;q) via Equation 1' respectively. We can then combine

these two solutions with the adequate coefficients:

(7, §3q) = Amr/q cos(Mp S (7, 3 ) + am/gsin(meg ) v (r, ¢; q) (13)

Subsequently, if the potential is expressed as in Equation , the shape function can be
separated in two components Jais )(¢; q) and jais )(gb; q), respectively solving the differential
Equation for G%)(@ q) and Gg)(qﬁ; q). Then, it can be expressed as

Fon(9;9) = am\/q Cos(mgom)F,Sll)@b; q) + amﬁsin(mwm)Fﬁ)(¢; q). (14)
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We note, however, that the potential will not exactly follow the form of Equation in
the case of the circular multipole of order m = 1 (see Section [IV A)), and of the elliptical

multipoles of order m odd (see Sections [V B} and Appendix [B]).

The components of the convergence shape functions have the following symmetries:

G%)(gé;q = fo;}(¢ +2m;q) for i = 1,2
GO (—¢iq Gi?(cb, q)
G (=0

)
) =
D(=¢19) = =G (¢59) (15)
G (1= ¢1q) = (=1)"G)(9:9)
( )= (=1)"'GR (3 9)

so the components of the potential must, in theory, have the same symmetries. In the
following, we will present some solutions to differential Equation where all symmetries
are not necessarily enforced, in which case we write them with a tilde: ﬁ’,gf)(gzﬁ;q). We

warn that these unsymmetrized shape functions cannot be directly plugged in Equation ,

and that direct symmetrization attempts might create some unwanted discontinuities (see

Sections [[V A| [[V B| [IV C| and Appendix .

We also remark that the expression in Equation @ has the following property: ¢ ((b +5:1/ q) =

¢ (¢;q) + 5, provided that we extend this definition of ¢ to values ¢ > 1. Similarly, we
can easily show that (¢ + 5;1/q) = £(¢;¢). Combining these two properties, we have the

following invariance for the shape function G,,:

<<b + 35 790m> =G <¢; 4, Pm — g) (16)

This can be interpreted in the following way: rotating the multipole by 90° with respect to
the ellipse is equivalent to rotating the entire system (i.e., both the ellipse and the multipole
pertubation) by 90°, then exchanging the semi-major and semi-minor axis of the ellipse. We
expect the potential 1,,(¢; ¢) to have the same invariance - in particular, choosing ¢, = 0
in Equation for an odd integer m = 2k + 1, then making use of the decompositions in
Equations and , we obtain the following relation:

—1)k+! 1
oo = SE0, (o 50 (1)

Expressing this equation in cartesian coordinates (x,y), taking derivatives, then transform-

: )
ing back to polar coordinates, we find similar relations for the deflection angles ag(fi?m = angn%
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(j =1,2 and x; = x,y), and for the components of the Hessian:

1k+1 1 .
i%k—i—l( ¢7 ) % g(;%k—f—l(ru(b_'_iué)

2 _1)k
a;,%k+l(rv¢;Q> = { ql) Ee2k+1( ¢+ 550)

82¢(2> k1 32¢
gt (rdra) = S5 (o + 51 ) (18)
aQw(Q) 1\k+1 821/J(1) x
(1, 95 q) = ( 1; —s(r, 0 + 55 é)

82¢(2) _1 k 82171)(1)
2t () b ) = ( q) 83:261?1(7"45_'_ T, 1)

For odd order m, since @/Jﬁs) can be deduced from @Dv(ﬁ), it means that determining @Z)ﬁi)(r, ®;q)

(i.e., the potential in the ¢,, = 0 case) is sufficient to get the full solution.

IV. LENSING POTENTIAL FOR THE MULTIPOLE PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we describe the lensing potentials associated with the different multipole
perturbations discussed in Section [[TI, We start with the circular multipoles, paying particu-
lar attention to the special case of the circular m = 1 order (section|[IV A)). Then, we present
detailed solutions for the elliptical multipoles, in the three cases that will be most practical
for lensing studies [e.g., [10, 25| 3032, 40, 42, 48, [67]: the m = 1 order (section [V B]), the
m = 3 order (section [[V.C), and the m = 4 order (section [VD). The lensing potentials
(and corresponding deflections angles) that are newly introduced in this section were imple-
mented in the lens modeling package lenstronomy [49, 50] - used to generate Figures 2| to |§|
Elliptical multipole lensing potentials for general m > 2 can be explicitly determined at the
cost of lengthy calculations: for the sake of completeness, we present them in Appendix

(for m odd) and Appendix (for m even).
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A. Lensing potential for the circular multipoles

The shape function for the lensing potential of the circular multipoles can be straightfor-

wardly determined as [53] [61]:

circ

Fir(6) = £ cos(m(® — o) for m # 1 (19)

Equation is no longer valid for m = 1, so we need to treat this case separately. If we
attempt to solve over all ¢ € R the differential Equation (2)) for G$(¢) = a§™ cos(¢ — ¢1),

we find the following solution :

circ

Fore () = a12 (¢ — ¢1)sin(¢p — 1) + AT cos(¢p — ¢1) + B sin(¢ — ¢) (20)

where A§™ and B{"™ are constants, that have no impact on the lensing observables due to
the prismatic degeneracy (see Section [IIj or [59]).

The problem is that this solution does not have the expected symmetries: like G§*(¢), the
shape function for the potential should be 27w-periodic, ¢ — ¢1 — 7™ — (¢ — ¢1) antisymmetric
and ¢ — ¢1 — —(¢ — ¢1) symmetric. If we choose B{™ = (), the last symmetry is enforced
in Equation , but not the first two, no matter how we choose A{™. One can attempt
to symmetrize the shape function, but this can only be achieved at the expense of its
differentiability: in Appendix , we show how symmetrizing a potential of the form (|1))
creates jump discontinuities in the deflection field. We want a potential that is solution
of the Poisson equation over the entire domain R? \ {0} (0 being a singular point for the
SIE anyways), and not defined piecewise - in fact, for a given source/lens configuration, the
lensing potential must be differentiable over a contiguous region connecting the positions of
all images in order to be physically meaningful [57]. This means that there cannot be jump
discontinuities in the deflection field.

This difficulty can be overcome by dropping the assumption that the potential has to
be written as in Equation , e.g., by allowing radial dependencies other than 1 oc 7. We

propose the following lensing potential:

circ

(r,0) = i () cos(o - ) 1)

which is twice differentiable over R? \ {0}, solves Poisson’s equation for the convergence of
the m = 1 circular multipole x{™(r, ¢) = a‘{ircw , and has all the correct symmetries.

Its derivatives are given by:
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circ

A (r, ¢) = 3@2_3“ — [cos ¢11n (é) + cos(¢ — ¢1) cos gb}

g (r,0) = 257 = 5 [sinouIn (i) + cos(6 — 1) sing)

E

82812? (r,0) = aér [2 cos ¢y cos ¢ — cos(¢ — ¢1) cos(2¢)] (22)

82 circ
81212 (T, ¢) ==

[28in ¢ sin ¢ + cos(¢p — ¢1) cos(2¢)]

circ
1
T

2

circ

82 circ
aféy (7”, Qb) - aér

[sin(¢ + ¢1) — cos(¢ — ¢1) sin(2¢)]

\

Additional arguments in favor of this potential are presented in Appendix [A2} namely,
equivalent solutions are found when taking the limit v — 2 after generalizing circular mul-
tipole perturbations to non-isothermal profiles (Appendix , and when using direct
integration to calculate the deflection angles in the complex formulation of gravitational
lensing (Appendix . We present example maps of this lensing potential and deflection

angles for the circular m = 1 multipole in Figure

The normalizing radius rg, introduced in Equations and , modulates a term
x rcos(¢p — ¢1) in the lensing potential. Therefore, as a consequence of the prismatic
degeneracy (see Section [l or [59]), it does not have any impact on the lensing observables.
We choose the following convention: rp = 0, such that @,“(0g, ¢, + 7/2) = 0, ie., at
the Einstein radius, in the direction orthogonal to the multipole orientation, the additional

deflection from the multipole is zero (see Figure [5)).

B. The m =1 elliptical multipole lensing potential

For the elliptical m = 1 multipole, we use the decomposition of the convergence and
potential introduced in Equations and . We start with the case where ¢; = 0, by

solving the differential equation:

FO s )+ FD g o) — D (6 a) — c0s ¢
1 (Qb, Q) + 1 (¢7 q) 1 (Qb, Q) q2 COS2¢—|—SiH2¢

(23)
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where " still denotes the derivative with respect to ¢. We find the following solution over

¢ eR:

~ (1) 1 q :
q) = [ b cos(¢)In (1 + ¢* + (¢° — 1) cos(2¢)) + Agl) cos ¢ + BF) sin ¢

—sin(¢) [gp — w(d:q)] | (24)

where Agl)(q),Bél)(q) are “constants” (i.e., independent of ¢, they can still depend on
the axis ratio ¢), and we use Equation (9) for the definition of ¢(¢; q).

Unfortunately, this has the same issues as F&"(¢) for the circular m = 1 case: the
expected symmetries (27 periodicity, ¢ — —¢ symmetry, ¢ — T — ¢ antisymmetry) are
not enforced, because of the term in (¢ — ¢(¢, q))sin ¢ this time. Once again, trying to
symmetrize the shape function directly leads to discontinuities in the deflection angle. To
remedy this issue, we recognize that the expression ¢ — p(¢, q) (note the equal coefficients)
is 2 periodic, and antisymmetric under ¢ — —¢ and ¢ — 7™ — ¢. In turn, the following
“modified” shape function

. . 1—
FY(6:0) = B (919) = 7= gosin

) (25)

— (L) (o Y . Fcirc ith \ -
L (059) — Malq) - FY™(o) srtgoy 1) =17 .

has the correct symmetries expected from the m = 1 shape function, provided that we
choose B%l) = 0 for the ¢ — —¢ symmetry. This function has the added benefit of being
infinitely differentiable with respect to ¢: in particular, it corresponds to a potential that has

continuous deflection angles in R?\ {0}. The convergence profile associated with this shape

R ) M (4.
function is 2—1T[F1(1)"(gb; q) + FM(¢:q)] = G12_En¢’q) — A1(g)<22, which is the profile we desire

minus a m = 1 circular multipole component. Therefore, by decomposing the potential as
(1) . — F(l) . A\ . o/,circ 26

77Z}1 (T’ Qb, Q) =Tl <¢7 Q) + l(q) 1 (’f’, ¢) $1=0,asi7e—1 ( )

= 7@1 =
we have found a solution for the first component of the m = 1 elliptical multipole that has
(a) the correct symmetries, and (b) no discontinuities in the deflection field. Derivatives of
this potential are obtained by combining (with the appropriate coefficients) Equation (3))
with the shape function Ff”((b; q) and Equation .

The constants Agl) and B%l) are a priori not constrained because of the prismatic degen-

eracy, but we actually need to take Bgl) = 0 if we want to enforce the ¢ — —¢ symmetry.
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Agl) cannot be determined by symmetries alone, but we can choose its value to ensure
the convergence to the circular solution in the limit ¢ — 1. Since A;(q) — 1, we want
q—

FO(650) — 0, or equivalently F"(530) — F7(6) — Losing. Performing o
q— q—

¢1:07a({irczl
Taylor expansion of Equation (24)) in (1 — ¢), we find:
- AW In(2 4+1n(2 1
F1(1)(¢; q) o1 1 _1 = cos ¢ — ﬁ cos ¢ + 4+ In2) cos ¢ + §¢sin¢ +O[1l—q] (27)
so, in order to converge to the circular multipole solution, we need
In2 1—¢? In2 )
A =220 - 150 (14 22) 4 i - 0@ 0 @9

Because of the prismatic degeneracy we can choose any function f(gq) without changing the
lensing observables, and as long as (1 — q)f(q) q—ﬂ> 0 the potential will converge to the
adequate limit when ¢ — 1. We therefore choose the simplest solution by taking f(q) = 0
in Equation .

The discussion above fully describes the elliptical m = 1 potential in the case where
¢1 = 0. In order to obtain the more general solution for any ¢, we need to determine the
other component @/)52) of the decomposition presented in Equation 1} For this, we can
simply exploit the invariance established earlier in Equations and : in particular,
we have wf) (r,p;q) = —%1/19) <7’, o+ 3; %) We note that this automatically ensures the
convergence of wf) to the ¢ = m/2 circular solution when ¢ — 1. We present example maps
of the lensing potential and deflection angles for the m = 1 elliptical multipole in Figure [5

where they are compared to the m = 1 circular multipole solution.

C. The m = 3 elliptical multipole lensing potential

We start by finding a solution for the m = 3 only, ¢3 = 0 case, i.e., for the differential
equation:
4¢3 cos® ¢ 3q cos ¢
(¢* cos? ¢ + sin® ¢)2 @2 cos? ¢ +sin® ¢
where we have used T3(z) = 42° — 3z in Equation (12)). The solution over all ¢ € R is:

FV"(6:9) + Fy)(¢:9) = G (6:.9) = (29)

~ (1) 1

F3 (¢;q9) = 5 [cos(qzﬁ)q (3+¢)In (14 ¢*+ (¢° — 1) cos(2¢)) + 2AY cos ¢

+ 235(,)1) sin ¢ + 2sin(¢) [q (3 + q2) o — (1 + 3q2) o(¢; q)} }
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where A (q), B{"(¢) are constants in the same sense as before, i.c., independent of ¢. We
note that the expected ¢ — —¢ symmetry can be enforced in Equation (30)) if, and only
if, Bél) = 0; but that this expression cannot be 27-periodic or ¢ — 7™ — ¢ antisymmetric
because of the terms in ¢ and ¢(¢; q). This causes the same problem as in Sections and
[V B} the shape function cannot be properly symmetrized without creating discontinuities in
the deflection field. Instead, we use the same trick as in Section [V B] breaking the potential
into a component (o r) with a shape function having the correct symmetries, and a circular

m = 1 multipole component (o< rInr):

U4 0i) = BV (010) + dale) -0 (o) | (31)
1=U,a7" "=
where we have defined \3(q) = —?ﬁ;}?g and
: 5 (1) A3(g)
B0(6:0) = " (0r0) ~ 22D gsin g
5 (1) [circ (32>
=I5 (¢q9) — As(q) - FT™(9) $10,a6170—1

The additional term in A3(q) equalizes the coefficients in front of ¢ and ¢(¢;q) in Equa-
tion : thanks to the properties of p—¢(¢, q) (see Sec’cion7 this means that Fgfl)(qﬁ; q)
is 27 periodic, symmetric under ¢ — —¢ and antisymmetric under ¢ — 7 — ¢, provided
that we choose Bél) = 0.

The value of Agl)(q) cannot be chosen from symmetries alone. Adopting the same ap-
proach as for the m = 1 case, we look to match our solution with the circular multipole so-
V610) = B (0) -

lution when ¢ — 1. In this limit, A3(¢) — 0, so we want Fy =
$3=0,a5" =1
—2 cos(3¢). Performing the Taylor expansion of Equation (30):

S, ALY In(2)cos¢  (44+1n(2))cos¢ 1 ,
B0 S a0t qn—gr T ang T zeesmeroli=d
ALY 1 441
R NOR 1 SR T SE DN D

(33)

so, in order to converge to the ¢3 = 0 circular multipole solution, we take:

49 (g) = -1 ;‘DQ [111(2) —2(1—q) (1 + lnf)) + U _4‘1)2} : (34)
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Once again, because of the prismatic degeneracy, we could add any term f(q) to Aél) as long
as f(q)(1—q)2 pve 0 without changing the lensing observables, so we choose f(q) = 0 for
simplicity.

To find the general solution for the m = 3 case, we still need to find ¢§2), i.e., solve the
potential in the case where 3¢3 = 7/2. Like in Section , we can simply exploit the
invariance described by Equation , writing:

%WHQQZéMP(n¢+I$) (35)

which automatically ensures that the limit ¢ — 1 matches the circular solution. We showcase
example maps of the lensing potential and deflection angles for the m = 3 elliptical multipole
in Figure [6] where they are compared to the m = 3 circular multipole maps. We present an

even more general solution, valid for any m > 2 odd, in Appendix [B1]

D. The m = 4 elliptical multipole lensing potential

For the m = 4 case, we give explicit solutions for F4(1)(qz5;q) and Ff)(qﬁ;q), which are

respectively solutions of the following differential equations:

1 8¢? sin? ¢ cos? ¢
FV"(0:0) + F{P(610) = GV (d10) = - .
i (5a) v (99) 2 (939) \/q2 cos2 ¢ +sin®¢  (¢*cos? ¢+ sin” ¢)%/2 (36)
8q? sin ¢ cos® ¢ 4qsin ¢ cos ¢

@ . @y N 2y
Fy7(d5q) + Fy7 (959) = Gy (939) = (q2 cos? ¢ + sin? ¢)5/2 B (q2 cos? ¢ + sin? ¢)3/2

where we have used Ty(z) = 8z* — 822 + 1 and Us(z) = 82° — 4z in Equation (12)). The

solutions over all ¢ € R are:

:—4\/5(1 +4¢% + ¢* + (¢* — 1) cos(29))
3(1—¢)* 1+ ¢+ (2 — 1) cos(29)
1+6¢>+ ¢! 2(1 — ¢?) cos(9) )
(1—¢?)%2 VI+ ¢+ (= 1) cos(20)

+BY sin ¢ + sin(¢) log ( V- q;Sin(@ + \/ 1+ 1= _qu) sinZ(qs))]

q

F(¢:9)

AS) cos ¢ + cos(¢) arctan (

(37)
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—4/2 ¢sin(20)
3(1—¢2)\/1+ ¢+ (¢> — 1) cos(29)

441+¢°) | o : 2(1 — ¢*) cos(¢)
(2R Ay cos ¢ — sin(¢) arctan (\/1 e cos(2¢)>

+B% sin ¢ + cos(¢) log < V1~ q; sin(¢) + \/1 + a-¢) sinz(qﬁ))]

(38)

and Fy”(¢;q) =

We note that these expressions are already 2m-periodic, and that they have the correct

symmetries:

FM(¢rq) = FV(m = ¢59) = M (—d59)

) 2) @) (39)
Ey(dyq) = —F7 (1 — ¢1q) = —=F,” (= ¢5.q)

if, and only if, we take AS) = Bf) = Af) = Bf) = 0. Furthermore, the ¢ — 1 limit is

already matching the circular multipole solution: we have, for all ¢ € R,

1 .
F{P(619) —3 =5 cos(40) = F*(9)

1 : circ
and F”(¢1q) — — = sin(49) = F{**(0)

$4=0, a§re=1

(40)

dps=m/2, a§irc=1

Subsequently, the potential is directly obtained by plugging F4(1) (¢;q) and F, 4(2) (p;q) in
Equation ([14), then using the resulting shape function Fy(¢; ¢) in Equation (I]) - in particular,
there is no need to split the potential into a o<  and a o< r Inr component like for the m =1
and m = 3 cases. The m = 4 elliptical lensing potential is thus determined: in Figure[7], we
display example maps of this potential and of the associated deflection angles, and compare
them to the m = 4 circular multipole maps. We present an even more general solution, valid

for any m > 2 even, in Appendix [B2

V. EXAMPLE APPLICATION: FLUX-RATIO ANOMALIES

Strong gravitational lensing offers a unique opportunity to directly probe the properties
of DM on small scales, without relying on baryonic tracers. Strong lens systems in which a
quasar becomes quadruply imaged are particularly worthy of attention: the flux ratios (i.e.,
the relative magnifications between lensed images) that are observed frequently disagree

with the prediction made by smooth macromodels of the lensing galaxy. These “flux-ratio
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anomalies” are usually thought to be caused by the additional, localized gravitational fields
associated with dark substructure (i.e., DM subhalos within the main lens) or DM halos
along the line of sight. Since the abundance, mass function and internal density profiles of
these halos depend on the nature of DM, population-level statistics of flux-ratio anomalies
can be used to test the CDM paradigm and place constraints on various alternative DM
models [3H5], 10, 29, [61), 69-7TT].

These methods require careful modeling, since they implicitely assume that the macro-
model is accurate enough to statistically make reliable predictions of the flux ratio in the
absence of substructure. In individual systems, specific configurations of azimuthal structure
can mimick the effect of DM halos on flux ratios, so sufficient model flexibility is essential to
ensure that the statistics of flux-ratio anomalies are unbiased [10], 30-32]. For this reason,
recent studies have included (circular) multipole terms in their macromodels, primarily the
m =1, m =3 and m = 4 orders [e.g., [5, 32], 41}, [67].

In our improved elliptical multipole formalism, the parameters and patterns of pertur-
bation around the ellipse are distinct from the circular case, thus the amount of flux-ratio
perturbations that can be attributed to such terms should also differ. We investigated the
impact of the change in formulation by conducting the following experiment. We considered
two reference mock lensed systems, generated using an EPL profile with isothermal slope and
non-negligible ellipticities (one with ¢ = 0.73 and one with ¢ = 0.58), plus an external shear
term, and a point source placed inside the inner caustic in order to produce four images.
We then added m = 1, m = 3, and m = 4 multipole terms with directions and amplitudes
randomly sampled from physically motivated distributions. Finally, keeping these pertur-
bations fixed, we adjusted the other degrees of freedom in the macromodel (source position
and EPL + shear parameters) in order to recover the initial image positions, assuming an
astrometric precision of 5 mas [32]. We adopted uniform priors on [—m, 7] for the direction

of the multipoles relative to the reference ellipse (¢, or ¢,,), and Gaussian priors informed

circ
m

by isophotal shape studies for the amplitudes (a2’ or a,,) - with mean 0 and standard
deviation 0.005, 0.005, and 0.01 for the m = 1, m = 3, and m = 4 orders, respectively
le.g., 36, [4§]. After taking 15000 samples of the multipole configurations, we compared the
distribution of flux ratios obtained with the elliptical versus the circular formulation. These
distributions, shown in Figures [§ and [9] and can be essentially interpreted as conditional

probability distributions p(flux ratios‘image positions), assuming an EPL + shear + m = 1
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+ m =3 + m = 4 lens model (without substructure) with the chosen priors on multipole
parameters.

As Figures [§ and [J] illustrate, the inclusion of multipoles with either formulation can
generate substantial perturbations to the flux ratios predicted by the fiducial model (i.e.,
the one with a purely elliptical lens + external shear). The circular multipoles, however, tend
to produce larger flux-ratio perturbations compared to the elliptical version (in particular,
the distributions have wider wings). We can quantify this by examining, over all multipole
realizations, the median pi,e of the strongest relative flux-ratio perturbation:

(fi/ f5) — (fi/ fi)EPL+shear
(fi/ f;)EPL+shear ) ’ (41)

which is consistently larger for the circular multipoles (i.e., ufe, > pSi,). This is unsurpris-

[pert = med (ma?(
i#]

ing given the fact that, for multipoles of equal amplitude applied to systems that are not
near-circular, the circular perturbations yield convergence profiles displaying structure that
is more localized and physically less realistic (see Section than their elliptical counter-
part (see Figures , , and . As expected from this interpretation, the difference becomes
more apparent for highly flattened systems: in the examples shown here, distributions differ

more for ¢ = 0.58 (Figure[J) than for ¢ = 0.73 (Figure [§). In particular, circular multipoles

generate flux-ratio perturbations that are typically 20% larger (ant ~ 1.2) for ¢ = 0.73,

pert

and typically 50% larger (“E}}Ct ~ 1.5) for ¢ = 0.58.

/’Lpert

VI. SUMMARY & DISCUSSION

In this work, we have illustrated the shortcomings of the circular multipoles, a formalism
commonly used to represent deviations from ellipticity in models of lensing galaxies. We
have argued that these perturbations produce patterns that depend on the axis ratio, and
that do not correspond to physical expectations for systems that are not near-circular. We
have proposed an improved formulation, the elliptical multipoles, applicable to elliptical
profiles with any axis ratio. We have introduced solutions for the lensing potentials of these
elliptical multipoles (as well as for the m = 1 circular multipole), taking particular care to
ensure that the expected symmetries and behavior in limiting cases were respected. We have
compared the two formulations in the context of a physical application: flux-ratio anomalies

of quadruply imaged quasars. Our results suggest that circular multipoles produce flux-ratio

27



Elliptical multipoles
Circular multipoles ~ ¢=0.73

~
/ope =51 X B
1 N
! \
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ 1
\ D ,'
5o\ =
pa =35\ np = 3.7 % ’
* Ny //
AN ;
\\5_"/
1 arcsec

T T T T
1.0 1.3 1.6 19 07 09 115 135

fel fa fo/fa

FIG. 8. Distribution of flux ratios calculated from 15000 EPL + shear + m =1+ m =3+ m =4
lens models with axis ratio ¢ = 0.73, identical image positions, and randomly sampled multipole
parameters, in the elliptical vs circular formulation. The 2D contours enclose 68% and 95% credible
regions, and the vertical dosh-dotted bars in the marginal distributions represent 95% credible
intervals. The right panel shows a schematic view of the image positions and magnifications, and

of the lens critical curve in the EPL+shear case (i.e., without multipoles); the corresponding flux

ratios are indicated by the green crosshairs.

Elliptical multipoles

Circular multipoles q=058
// \\

fup=11 \

* \\
D

\
\

——
-

-

A
*
4=

-

\ 4.0
B *\\\ o = 5.5,,
pp =53 \\\:K_G/,

15

\
\
\
1
1
I
1

/

1 arcsec

T T T T
11 12 14 155

I/ fa

02 02 03 035

fo/fa

FIG. 9. Same as Figure |8, but for lens models with axis ratio ¢ = 0.58.

28



perturbations that are typically larger than the elliptical multipoles, especially for highly
flattened system, likely due to the unrealistic perturbations introduced by circular multipoles

outisde of the near-circular regime.

We note that, while the elliptical multipole expansion provides a better parametrization
than the circular formulation, it still operates under the assumption that the reference lens
mass model is an isothermal profile. In other terms, our solution will be exact only if the
3D density profile p(r3p) o< r35 has a slope v = 2. Since astrophysical lenses are typically
near-isothermal (e.g., the average value and dispersion in the SLACS survey are respectively
(7) = 2.08+0.03,0, = 0.16 £ 0.02 78], [79]), the formalism proposed here remains a good
approximation. For this reason, the user-ready mass models implemented in lenstronomy
combine the isothermal multipoles presented here with EPL profiles (i.e., with a free slope 7).
There exists an exact generalization of the circular multipoles for non-isothermal slopes (see
[26, [67] and Appendix, available for instance in the strong lensing package PyAutoLens
[80H82]. We caution, however, that current implementations diverge when 7 — 2 in the case
of the m = 1 multipole (we discuss this further in Appendix and propose a way to
remedy this issue). Given the complexity of the potentials presented in Section and
Appendix [B| for the isothermal case, we leave to future work the extension of the elliptical

multipoles to non-isothermal slopes.

We also remark that, in real lens systems, departures from pure elliptical profiles can
manifest themselves in more than one way. The addition of multipoles (and in particular the
m =1, m = 3, and m = 4 orders) is a popular choice, and one that is physically motivated by
studies of galaxy isophotal shapes, but it might not fully capture this additional complexity.
For instance, massive elliptical galaxies can display ellipticity gradients or isophotal twisting
(i.e., a change with radius of the principal axis of the isophotes, which would trace a similar
twisting in the isodensity contours) [e.g., B3], 36l 37, 83H85]. Some of the more elongated
lensing galaxies could also harbor an additional baryonic edge-on disk component perturbing
the flux ratios, which is not exactly the same as having a disky mass distribution [86], [87].
Even in the context of multipole perturbations, the amplitude a,, of the deviation from
ellipticity is a priori different for each isocontour - isophotal shape studies usually measure
full radial profiles for the multipole amplitude [e.g., 33, B35], 43| 45, 406], 48]. Therefore, the
multipole terms used in lensing (parametrized with a constant amplitude relative to the

semi-major axis [30]) are only intended to be first-order corrections to the elliptical mass
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profiles.

Finally, we have illustrated that the choice of formulation (circular or elliptical) for the
multipole perturbations can affect the observed properties of a system (in particular the
relative positions, number, and/or magnification of the images - see Figures , , and . In
the case of quadruply imaged quasars, relative to the circular multipoles, elliptical multi-
poles change the structure of the joint probability distribution of image flux ratios and tend
to impart smaller flux-ratio perturbations in highly flattened systems (see Section [V]). This
could impact the interpretation of Bayesian model selection between lens models that intro-
duce perturbations from substructure, when they also include multipoles [e.g., 10, 32] [67].
In particular, the unphysical circular formulation might slightly overestimate the impor-
tance of multipoles, so we expect that switching to elliptical multipoles would strengthen
constraints on matter models that suppress small-scale power. Further research, however,
will be needed to systematically assess the impact on the inference of DM properties with
flux-ratio anomalies, as well as on other science cases that rely on accurate lens models (e.g.,

Hj inference with time-delay cosmography, or direct detection of dark subhalos).
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Appendix A: Lensing potential for the circular m = 1 multipole

1. Problem with the x r potential

We have seen in Section that the solution F&™(¢) to differential Equation (2)) is
not 2m-periodic and does not have the expected ¢ — ¢ — ™ — (¢ — ¢1) antisymmetry. We
can attempt to symmetrize the corresponding potential “manually”, starting by choosing a

principal value for the polar angle in order to impose the 27-periodicity. Because we want to

keep the ¢—¢1 — —(¢—¢1) symmetry, we choose ¢(¢) = ¢ +arctan(cos(p—¢y), sin(¢o—ay)),
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such that ¢ — ¢ €] — 7, 7]. Then, enforcing the ¢ — ¢ — 7™ — (¢ — ¢1) antisymmetry, we
define the following potential:

B (ry6) = 5 (Fr™ [8(0)] = £ [d(r + 201 - 9)] ) (A1)

N3

This potential has all the correct symmetries, is differentiable on R? \ {0}, and is twice
differentiable on R? \ {(r, qﬁ)’gb = ¢+ km, k € Z}, where it verifies AyST¢ = 245" The
problem is that its derivatives (i.e., the deflection angles) are not continuous in any point
of the line defined by ¢ = ¢; (see Figure - this cuts the plane in two, forming a jump
discontinuity. This cannot be remedied by a clever choice for A", since the corresponding
term only adds a constant vector to the deflection field. Using the symmetrized lensing
potential of Equation could therefore lead to unphysical results, as it amounts to

piecewise definition, with images of the source possibly lying in disconnected regions [57].

Lensing potential 1(o< ) Deflection angle v, Deflection angle o,
—0.05 0.00 0.05 —0.025 0.000 0.025 —0.05 0.00 0.05

[
%

Image plane coordinate y

Image plane coordinate z

FIG. 10. Illustration of the jump discontinuity in deflection angles appearing at the ¢ = ¢; line
when attempting to symmetrize the o r potential for the m = 1 circular multipole (here, we show

an example with a; = 0.1 and ¢1 = §).
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2. Justifications for the x rInr potential
a. Isothermal limit of the non-isothermal solution

The circular multipoles can easily be generalized to non-isothermal slopes [26] [67], i.e.,
convergence profiles with a radial dependence x(r) oc 7177 where 7 is a free parameter
(1 < v < 3 for galaxy models, with 7y = 2 the isothermal case). Defining 5 = 3 — 7, we can
use a formalism similar to the one presented in Section [[I] and write the following lensing

potential /density pair [20]:

1

U, 6) = °F(9) 1 5(r,0) = 57°G(0) (42)

where the angular shape functions obey the differential equation G(¢) = S*F(¢) + F"(¢)
by virtue of Poisson’s equation.

Circular multipole pertubations have the same shape function for the convergence G(¢)
than in the isothermal case - see Equation . The shape function for the potential, however,

is different: solving the new differential equation, we find

circ

6—ff — cos(m(9 — ) + A cos(B(6 — b)) + By sin(5(6 — ) (A3)

g (9) =
where Af,ii%, Bf,f% are a priori free constants, since cos(¢) and sin(3¢) verify the homogenous
equation. We can use the invariance properties of G(¢) to determine these constants, by
requiring Fﬁ;rg(qb) to have the same symmetries. To begin with, we expect an‘r/g(gb) to be
2m-periodic, implying that terms in cos(f¢) or sin(f¢) must vanish unless 0 < 8 < 2 is
an integer, i.e., unless § = 1. In the § = 1 case, the same conclusion is reached due to
invariance under ¢ — ¢ + w/(2m) for m > 2, and under any rotation ¢ — ¢+ C for m = 0.
In the end, we always have AS¥G = Bi' = 0 except for the m = 1,3 = 1 case, which
is treated separately anyways (see Section . In particular, Equation is naturally
recovered from Equation (A3)) when g =1 and m # 1.

We expect that the non-isothermal potentials converge to the isothermal solutions when
v — 2 (or equivalently § — 1), which is trivially verified for m # 1. For the m =1 case, we

write the § # 1 potential in the form:

circ

Ap(r0) = 1 2 cos(6 = 61) + 5T cos(9 — 61) + Dirsin(6 = 61) (A1)
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circ circ

where we have introduced two terms with free constants C7%’, D{’f in order to make the
prismatic degeneracy explicit. Since G{™(¢) is invariant under ¢—¢,, — —(¢—,,), we need

f‘rﬁc = (0 in order to have the same symmetry in the potential. flff cannot be constrained
in a similar fashion, so we leave it free for the moment. Performing a Taylor expansion in

the limit g — 1, we find:

ot 0) =, (14 (= i+ 0105 = 1) 23 con(s = 00) + g cos(6 — )

=, 7cos(¢ — ¢1) (QCZLL_N"F mc) + ;rcrlnrcos(¢ 1) + OB —1]

,3*)1

(A5)

Therefore, if we want "¢ 5 to be convergent, we need to choose (1 g such that . ﬁQ il e B

has a finite limit L when  — 1. Then, if we define rg = exp ( 2L/ a“rc) we have:

circ

wmzl,ﬁ(n ¢) ﬁ?i 9

rln ( ) cos(¢p — ¢1), (A6)
which is precisely the potential ¥$"(r, ¢) that we have proposed in Equation for the
isothermal m = 1 circular multipole.

We warn that, in current uses [e.g.,[67] and implementations of the non-isothermal circular
multipoles, the term in C g is ignored, which would cause the multipole potential (and the
deflection angles) to diverge when 8 — 1. In theory, the prismatic degeneracy allows to
compensate this by moving the source as much as required, but in practice this would be
limited by any priors placed on the source position. To avoid biasing the lens models for

near-isothermal slopes, we recommend including this term with an appropriate choice for

the constant, for instance:

cire 1 Inr
Crp = —a (62—1+ 2E> (A7)

with the same choice of normalizing radius rg as for m = 1,8 =1 (in our case rg = 0g) in

order to ensure the proper convergence.

b. Direct integration in complex formulation

The gravitational lensing formalism has a complex formulation, introduced by [88], [89],

in which the lens equation is written
2z =2z —az) (A8)
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where complex quantities are used instead their 2D vector equivalent for the position in the
source plane z; = x4 + iys, the position in the image plane z = x + iy, and the deflection
angle a = a, + iay [16]. For a convergence profile x(z,%z) (where Z denotes the complex

conjugate), the complex deflection angle at image position 2z, can be written [e.g., 90]:

1 k(z,Z)
=— | ———=dxd A9
(o) = 1 [ E2duay (A9)
Let us perform this integration with the following convergence profile:
agir;;ow if r < rpax
KT (r, @) = (A10)
0 otherwise.

i.e., a circular m = 1 multipole profile with ¢; = 0 that has been truncated beyond some
radius rp.x (otherwise, the integral diverges). Changing to polar coordinates in the integral

of Equation (A9)), we can write:

Clrc( ) ClI‘C /dex d /‘ CcoSs ¢

a§™(zg) = r

Lo 29 — 1 COS ¢ — irsin ¢
circ |Zo| Tmax d

_ 4 7r/ —dr — 7T/ o (A11)
21 0 ZO o] T

_ a(lrirc n |Z()| N atltirc ‘ZOP
2 T max 4 22

where we have used the following integral:

™ —Tifr > |2
/ J cos ¢ B - > |20 (A12)

.z —rcos¢ —irsing

Zifr< |ZQ|
0

Then, taking the real/imaginary parts of the complex conjugate of Equation (All) with

2o = re'?, we find the real-valued deflection angles:

circ 1
Clm(r o) = a12 {ln (Tr:ax) + cos® ¢ + 51

CII‘C (A13)
ClI‘C (/r, (b)

cos ¢ sin ¢

which match Equation (22 with ¢, = 0, up to a constant i 5 +1In ( ’”m") for . Thanks to

the prismatic degeneracy, we can add any constant to the deﬂectlon field without impacting
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the lensing observables, so these solutions are equivalent, even as we take ry.c — 00. The
more general solution with ¢, free can be deduced from the ¢; = 0 case by a simple rotation

of the coordinate system.

Appendix B: General solutions for the lensing potential of the elliptical multipoles

In this section, we present the lensing potential solutions for the elliptical multipoles of
general order m > 2, separating the cases where m is odd (Appendix and m is even
(Appendix . This is mostly done for completeness: the solutions for the m = 3 and
m = 4 orders were presented in Sections [V C| and [VD] in equivalent, “simplified” forms,

better suited for pratical applications.

1. Lensing potential for elliptical multipoles with m odd

In this section, we assume that m > 3 is odd, i.e., that we can write m = 2k + 1 for
k € N*. We have the following explicit expression for the Chebyshev polynomials of the first
kind:

[m/2] k

m (m—p—1)! o, M ki 1 k+1+4+1 o
T,.(z) = — 1y E T g yme2p -1 - - 92t
() =3 p;o< i p— m TR 2;< A sy | QYRR L)

(B1)
where, in the second sum, we have made the change of variables [ = k — p. Plugging this
into Equation , we find that we can write the shape function as a linear combination of

simpler functions:

+oo
Ggrlz)(gb; q) = ngl(Q) - w(e;q) (B2)

=0

where we have defined
COSQH—l ¢
cq) = forl e R
w(¢;q) (% cos? & + sin? g)iH or
_ ) B3
e G g i<k (B3)
and gy (q) =

0 otherwise

The (unsymmetrized) solution to differential Equation ({2)) has the following form:
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FD(¢3q) = ) A (q) cos ¢ + BL) (q) sin g + CLV ()€ (¢: q)
- (B4)
+ D (q )+ €0 (q)uy—1(659)
7=1

where the coefficients AS}R, By(,%), C’,Sql,), DY , {{7(72} are functions of g only (i.e., independent of

¢), and we have defined:

€ (¢;q) = cos(¢) In [1+ ¢* + (¢° — 1) cos(2)] + 2¢sin ¢
PD(¢;q) = sin(o)p(¢; q)

To determine the coefficients, we write the derivatives as combinations of the functions

defined above:

(B5)

2<1 - q2) [
(¢? cos? ¢ + sin® ¢)?

=—2(1 - 3¢*)up + 4¢*(1 — ¢Hwy

, ¢ cos ¢
‘@ (¢7 Q) + -@(d)? q) :(q2 C082 ¢ + Sin2 ¢)2

= 2¢°uo + 2¢*(1 — ¢*)wa
ul_(¢5q) + uja (05 q) = [(q4 —jq*) cos’ ¢+ (5(27 + 1) + ¢*(2 — 57)) cos” psin® ¢
2cos¥ 3 ¢
(g2 cos? ¢ + sin? ¢)i+2
=207 = 1)(27 — Duy2 + 200 = ¢*) (2535 —2) + 1) = 45(j — )] uj
+ [=85°(1 = ¢*) +2(1 — ¢*)%5(65 + 1)] uj — 45(j + 1)@’ (1 = ¢°)*uj
(B6)

C"(¢;q) + € (d;:q) = —2(1 — ¢%) cos’ ¢ + (5 — ¢%) cos® ¢ — 3 cos ] + 4 cos ¢

+2(j — 1)(2f — 1) sin ¢]

We can then write, with the convention 5,(,2 =0ifj>korj<O0:

(1—¢*)*! [FS)”(@ q) + ELD(; CD}
=[-2(1 = 3¢)CY +2¢° D uo + [46*(1 — ¢*)CY +2¢°(1 — ¢*) DY ] wy

m

k+1
+ Z {450 = D1 = 20, ) + [-872(1 = ¢) +2(1 — ¢)%(6 + 1] &)

200 = )G+ )G+ 1)+ 1) =456+ D] €N + 20 + 12 + 300 |
(BT)
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In order for ((b, q) to be a solution of the differential Equation 1} it is sufficient
to match the coeflicients in front of the u; in Equations (B2]) and (B7). This amounts to

solving a matrix—vector equation:

et
DﬁrlL) gko
k1
Ma(@) | &al | =@ =) 7] (B8)
(1) kk
fm(k—l)

The (k+ 1) x (k4 1) matrix M,,(q) can be written in a block-triangular form:

M, (q) = Mz(q) M#{(Q) (B9)
0 MiHa)

—2(1 — 3¢?) 2¢° :
where M3 (q) = and the two other blocks M (q), M"(q) are

A°(1 - ¢%) 2¢°(1 - ¢%)
determined by:
M, ()5, +3] =20 +1)(2j +3) if 0 < j <k — 3,
Mu(@)lj:d+21=2(1-¢*) 20 +1)Bj+ 1) +1) = 4j(G + 1) if 0 < j <k -2,
Mp(Q)lg, 5 +1] = =851 = @) +2(1 — ¢»)%j(65 + 1) if 1 < j < k —1,
Mu(q)]j, 5] = —4i(G — Dg*(1 = ¢*)* if 2 < j < E,

(B10)

all the other coefficients being zero.
As a consequence, the lower-right block M is upper triangular and we can easily write

the determinant of M,,:

det [M,,(q)] = det [M:™(q)] x det [M(q)]
= —4g*(1 - ¢°) xH —4j(j = Dg*(1 - ¢*)? (B11)

=" (21 —¢ ))Qkk!(k - !

Since det [M,,(q)] # 0 for ¢ # 1 ( ¢ = 1 corresponding to the circular multipole solution),
: : 1) HL) () 1)
Equation (B8)) always has a solution when relevant and the coefficients Crn’, Din”, En”, {€,,;}

are fully determined.
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We have therefore solved differential Equation (2| for €S (¢; q) - the remaining coefficients
A%) and B%) only correspond to the terms of the homogeneous equation, and once again,
they do not matter for the lensing observables due to the prismatic degeneracy (see Section
or [59]). However, the solution El )(gb; q) does not have all expected symmetries: choosing
BY = 0, we enforce the ¢ — —¢ symmetry ; but Equation cannot be made 27-
periodic or ¢ +— m — ¢ antisymmetric, because of the terms in ¢sin¢ and sin(¢)p(¢;q).

Direct symmetrization of the shape function leads to jump discontinuties in the deflection

field, like in Sections [[V Al [V B]| and [TV C|; so we use the same trick as before, dividing the

lensing potential into two components:

SO (r, ¢;.q) = rED (¢:q) + Am(q) - 057 (r, ¢) (B12)

$1=0,a5r=1

where we have defined

EN(¢1q) = ED(¢79) — 2@ 4 6in g
2 (B13)

= F(¢19) — Am(q) - FE™(¢)

$1=0,a5irc=1

This modified shape function F’,(nl )(¢;q) can have the correct symmetries (27 periodic,
symmetric under ¢ — —¢ and antisymmetric under ¢ — 7 — ¢): we simply need to choose
Am(g) so that terms in ¢ and ¢(¢, q) can be factorized as ¢ — (¢, q) (see Section [V B].
Examining the coefficients in Equation and , we obtain the following condition:

2D (q) + 4C5(q)

)\m(Q) (1 _ q2)k+1 (B14)
In practice, we find that the following expression is verified at least for 1 < k < 10:
2(g — D"
Am(q) = (B15)

AT Ly
(g + 1) g1

We saw that Bﬁ,}b)(q) = 0 was imposed from the expected symmetries, but the other
remaining coefficient Aq(%)(q) cannot be determined in such manner. Instead, using a similar
approach to the m = 3 case (see Section , we write the Taylor expansion of ElY )(gb; q)
when ¢ — 1 for ¢ = 0:

" AW 1,
(1 _0N- _ m mj —
F\D(¢ =0;q) o1 (1= ) + g = qy + O[1 —¢] (B16)



where the t,,,; can be determined with a symbolic calculator. Assuming that we indeed have

Am(q) — 0, the potential zﬁ,(ﬁ) will converge to the circular multipole solution in the limit
q—

q— 1if Fm(l)((b; q) — F,‘,frc(gzﬁ)‘ . This is ensured if we choose
q—

¢m:0,(l$rilm:1
k+1

Aﬁ)(Q)Z(l—qz)k“l Loyt | (B17)

L—m? = (1-q)

We could add any term f(q) to AL as long as flq)(1 — q)~+D) — 0, but thanks to the
prismatic degeneracy, this would not change the lensing observable:, so we can safely ignore
it and choose f(q) = 0 for simplicity.

We note that, following the method described in this section, we obtain the following
coefficients: C’?(,l)(q) =2q(3+¢%), Dél)(q) = —(1+ 3¢*) and Aél)(q) given by Equation 1}
Accordingly, one can easily check that we recover the same solution for the m = 3 lensing
potential as in Section [V C|

Now that ¢,(,}L) (¢; q) is fully formulated, the other component qﬂ,(,%)(gzﬁ; q) can be determined
without additional effort, by making use of Equation . This completes the description
of the elliptical multipole lensing potential in the general m = 2k + 1 case. In Figure [11], we
show example potential maps for the m = 5 elliptical multipole calculated using the method
described in this Appendix, as well as the effect of such a perturbation on a SIE convergence

profile, in comparison with the m = 5 circular multipole.

2. Lensing potential for elliptical multipoles with m even

In this section, we assume that m > 2 is even, i.e., that we can write m = 2k for k € N*.

The Chebyshev polynomials of the first and second kind can be written explicitely as:

[m/ k
_@ (m— p—l) m2p_ k+1 ol
~ pz =2 _kz k+l k1))

Ui (1) = <—1>P(m‘pl‘p) (2212 = Z ( ﬁj_ll)m)”“

(B18)

where we have made the change of variables | = k — p in the first line, and [ =k — 1 —p in

the second line. Again, plugging this into Equation (12]), we write the shape functions as a
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SIE + circular m = 5 multipole SIE + elliptical m = 5 multipole

DUSSIOAUO.)

Image plane coordinate y

x1072

r0.25

r0.00

Image plane coordinate ¥
¢ eryuagod Surisuor|

r—0.25

—0.50

—0.75
—1.00

Image plane coordinate x Image plane coordinate x

FIG. 11. Top panel: Impact of a m = 5 multipole on the convergence profile of a SIE lens
model with axis ratio ¢ = 0.5, in the circular (left) and elliptical (right) formulations. We choose
perturbations with direction ¢5 = 75 (resp. o1 = 75) amplitude a§*® = 0.027 (resp. a1 = 0.027).

Bottom panel: lensing potentials corresponding to the m = 5 multipole term only.

linear combination of basis functions:

+o00o
GD(drq) = > (@) - w-ry2(659)
=0 (B19)

+oo
G2 (1) =D (q) - wi(¢iq)
=0
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where we use the same definition for u; as in Sectionsuch that w;_1/2(¢; q) = cos® ¢

(q2 cos2 ¢+Sin2 ¢)l+1/2 )
sin ¢ cos?! 1 ¢

[ cosZ o ham? )32 > &S well as the coefficients

and we define w;(¢; q) =

(

(1) () (29)% i 1 < K

1
Y l(cl : (q )
0 otherwise

\ (B20)

(D" () et < k-1

and {7 (q)
0 otherwise

\

The solutions to differential Equation have the following form:

1

(g o) —
FD(¢1q) = A= )ir

k—1
AD(q)cos ¢+ BY (q)sind + E ()& (61 9) + > May(@)vy (659)
7=0

1 k—1
F(850) = gy | A (@ cosé + B (@) sing + ED(@6(610) + > Xnj(0)2” (6:9)
7=0

(B21)

where the coefficients A%), Bf,?, ET(,?, {Aﬁﬁ)]} are functions of ¢ only (i.e., independent of ¢),

and we have defined:

&1(¢;q) = + cos(¢) arctan ( (1 - ¢*) cos(¢) >

Vq%cos?2 ¢ + sin? ¢
+sin(g) log (J?fsmw " \/1 o Sm2<¢)>
o (1 —¢?)cos(o)
g2(¢7 q) - Sll’l((b) arctan <\/q2 cos? ¢ + sin? ¢>
+m@m%¢ﬁfmw+w+ﬂ%ﬁm%0
cos? ¢

vi (¢3.) = cos*(@)u;_sa(¢5 ) = (q% cos? ¢ + sin? )i~ 1/2

sin ¢ cos¥ 1 ¢

(g% cos? ¢ + sin? ¢)Ji+1/2

= (¢° cos® ¢ + sin® ¢)w; (¢; q)

(B22)

0?(81) = cos(6) sin(0)u;-1/2(0:) =

The expressions in Equation 1) are 2m-periodic, and, if (and only if) we choose AY =
BY =AY = B® = o, they already have the expected symmetries: o (resp. oS )) is

symmetric (resp. antisymmetric) under ¢ — —¢ and ¢ — m— ¢.To determine the remaining
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coefficients, we follow the same approach as in Section [B1], and express the derivatives as

linear combinations of the same basis functions used to describe G,(}) and Gg,%):

E(910) + Eu(d50) = V1 — @ u_yy

V" (65q) + 05 (d50) = (25 — 1) [2jujosge + (25 — (45 + D@ ujo1/o — (25 + 1)@ (1 — ¢)ujp1so]
& (6:9) + &(dq) = —(1— ¢)** wy

o (650) + 0 (¢q) = (24 + 1) (2w + (24 — (45 + 3)gP)w; — (25 + 3)¢* (1 — ¢Pwjp]

(B23)

We can then express Fi” + F\) as a function of the ;12 (for i=1) or the w; (for ¢ = 2), and

match the coefficients to those found in Equation (B19]). This results in two matrix-vector

equations:

1 1 2 2

£ 0 i 5

)\(1) (1) )\(2) (2)

NO@ | T =@ [P and NO(g) | 0 | = gy
1) 1) (2) (2)

)\m(k—l) Vicke /\m(k—Z) Vr(k—1)

(B24)

where the matrices N )(q) and N2 )(q), respectively of dimension (k + 1) x (k+ 1) and

k x k, with their only non-zero coefficients being;:

VI—@ifj=0

—(2/=3)2/ - 1)P(1—¢*)if 1 <j <k

NP(q)lj. ] =

N (@), +1) = (25 = 1) [2) = (45 + 1)g*] 0 <<k -1,
NP@,j+2 =2+ 12+ 1) i 0<j <k -2,
(B25)
- —(1=¢*)**ifj=0
ND(@), 4] =
—(2 =D+ DPF(1-¢*)if1<j<k
N+ 1= (25 +1) [2] — (4 +3)¢*] iF0<j<k—1,
N(@)lg g +2) =2+ 1)(2) +3) if 0 < j < k-2,
We note that N, )(q) and N2 )(q) are upper triangular, and for 0 < ¢ < 1 they have only
non-zero diagonal coefficients, so Equation (B24)) always has a solution, and thus, all the
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coefficients are determined. For the m = 4, the equations above yield:

8 8
B =1+6¢* + ¢, A = —5(1 +2¢°)V/1 - ¢2, A = —§q2(1 — )32,
8
EY = 49(1 + ¢, A = —za(l =), (B26)

and by plugging these coefficients into Equation (B21]), we recover the same shape functions
as in Section [V DI

The lensing potential is then straightforwardly calculated: since the shape functions
already have the right symmetries, there is no need to decompose the potential like in the
odd m case. Furthermore, we verified numerically for 1 < k < 7 that the shape functions
written in Equation (B21]) converged to the circular multipole solution when ¢ — 1. Thus,
we simply need to plug the expressions for FY and Ff) in Equation , then apply
Equation with the resulting shape function F,,(¢;q). This completes the description
of the elliptical multipole lensing potential in the general m = 2k case. In Figure (12, we
show example potential maps for the m = 6 elliptical multipole calculated using the method
described in this Appendix, as well as the effect of such a perturbation on a SIE convergence

profile, in comparison with the m = 6 circular multipole.
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