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ABSTRACT

Reconstructing lens potentials and lensed sources can easily become an underconstrained problem, even when the

degrees of freedom are low, due to degeneracies, particularly when potential perturbations superimposed on a smooth

lens are included. Regularization has traditionally been used to constrain the solutions where the data failed to do

so, e.g. in unlensed parts of the source. In this exploratory work, we go beyond the usual choices of regularization

and adopt observationally motivated priors for the source brightness. We also perform a similar comparison when

reconstructing lens potential perturbations, which are assumed to be stationary, i.e. permeate the entire field of

view. We find that physically motivated priors lead to lower residuals, avoid overfitting, and are decisively preferred

within a Bayesian quantitative framework in all the examples considered. For the perturbations, choosing the wrong

regularization can have a detrimental effect that even high-quality data cannot correct for, while using a purely smooth

lens model can absorb them to a very high degree and lead to biased solutions. Finally, our new implementation of

the semi-linear inversion technique provides the first quantitative framework for measuring degeneracies between the

source and the potential perturbations.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The standard cosmological model, comprising the still un-
known dark energy and dark matter, has been successful in
describing the large scale structure of the Universe and its
properties (>1 Mpc, e.g. Komatsu et al. 2011; Planck Col-
laboration et al. 2020). The dark matter component in partic-
ular, plays an important role throughout cosmic evolution by
participating in the collapse of baryons via gravitational in-
stability to form galaxies (White & Rees 1978). Verifying the
validity of the current Cold Dark Matter paradigm down to
sub-galactic scales, and what this implies for the microscopic
properties of the dark matter particle, is masked by the on-
set of highly non-linear physical mechanisms attributed to
baryons, e.g. stellar winds, supernovae, feedback from Active
Galactic Nuclei, etc, that appear in such high density envi-
ronments (Vogelsberger et al. 2014; Schaye et al. 2015).

The tension between dark matter theory and observa-
tions on galactic and sub-galactic scales (<1 Mpc, Bullock
& Boylan-Kolchin 2017) has several manifestations, e.g. the
“missing satellites” (Moore et al. 1999; Klypin et al. 1999),
the “cusp-core” (Moore 1994; Oh et al. 2015), the “too-big-
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to-fail” (Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2011), and the“bulge-halo con-
spiracy” (Dutton & Treu 2014) problems. Regardless of the
role of baryons and their gravitational interactions with dark
matter in each case, aspects of which constitute independent
major research fields (e.g. the efficiency of star formation,
McKee & Ostriker 2007), measuring the overall shape and
smoothness of the mass density in galaxies is critical. In the
local Universe, this can be achieved by understanding the
statistics (e.g. Papastergis et al. 2014), instrumental effects
(Kim et al. 2018), and dynamics (e.g. Helmi et al. 2012) of
dwarf galaxies and stellar streams (e.g. Carlberg et al. 2012;
Erkal et al. 2016).

As soon as one leaves the neighbourhood of the Milky Way,
the only way to achieve such measurements is via gravita-
tional lensing - the deflection of light from a distant source
by the intervening mass of a galaxy. In this way, the over-
all shape of the total mass distribution has been measured
for massive elliptical galaxies (Koopmans et al. 2006, 2009;
Gavazzi et al. 2007; Auger et al. 2010; Barnabè et al. 2011;
Sonnenfeld et al. 2013; Suyu et al. 2014; Oldham & Auger
2018) and massive substructures down to the order of 108

M� have been detected out to cosmological distances (Veg-
etti et al. 2010, 2012; Fadely & Keeton 2012; MacLeod et al.
2013; Nierenberg et al. 2014; Li et al. 2016; Hezaveh et al.
2016b; Birrer & Amara 2017). Strong lensing analysis has
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2 Vernardos & Koopmans

also been combined with other techniques, e.g. stellar kine-
matics (Barnabè et al. 2011; Yıldırım et al. 2020), stellar
kinematics and weak lensing (Sonnenfeld et al. 2018), stellar
population analysis (Barnabe et al. 2013; Smith et al. 2015;
Spiniello et al. 2015), and quasar microlensing (Oguri et al.
2014), in order to disentangle the baryonic and dark mass
components.

The gravitational imaging technique (Koopmans 2005;
Vegetti & Koopmans 2009) is a powerful method to study the
non-smoothness of the lensing mass distribution, analyzing
perturbations of lensing features, such as arcs and Einstein
rings1. Based on the semi-linear inversion method of Warren
& Dye (2003), which can reconstruct the light distribution of
the lensed source on a grid once the lensing potential is given,
Koopmans (2005) provided an extension that simultaneously
obtains a grid-based reconstruction of potential perturbations
to an overall smooth (parametric) lens potential: in the pres-
ence of substructure, dark or luminous, the smooth modelling
residuals are remodelled in terms of lens potential perturba-
tions using the smooth potential and its corresponding source
as a starting point. Vegetti & Koopmans (2009) improved this
technique in a number of ways, expanding the work of Suyu
et al. (2006) by casting the problem in a Bayesian frame-
work that includes the potential perturbations and using an
adaptive grid for the source. With careful control over the
regularization level of the solutions, the presence of substruc-
ture in a lens can be uncovered by accumulating small po-
tential corrections within an iterative scheme. The detection
is then justified by comparing the Bayesian evidence to the
best purely smooth lensing model (Vegetti et al. 2010).

The regularization scheme plays a critical role in such a
strong lensing Bayesian analysis approach, as it enables the
matrix inversions to find a unique solution (MacKay 1992,
2003). Focusing only on the reconstruction of the source,
there are several pixel-based methods2 that employ a bright-
ness, gradient, or curvature based regularization scheme, or a
combination thereof (Dye & Warren 2005; Suyu et al. 2006;
Vegetti & Koopmans 2009; Tagore & Keeton 2014; Nightin-
gale & Dye 2015; Yıldırım et al. 2020), i.e they assume that
each of these source properties is drawn from a normal dis-
tribution, whose variance is determined by the regularization
parameter that itself can be optimized for, and whose correla-
tion properties are set by a corresponding covariance matrix.
However, a poor choice of the regularization parameter in
each case is known to cause problems with over- and under-
fitting of the data in some cases, which in turn might affect
the mass model parameters (Nightingale & Dye 2015). Suyu
et al. (2006) solve exactly for the value of the regularization
parameter that maximizes the evidence. To allow for more
flexibility, Nightingale et al. (2018) have introduced a non-

1 This can also be achieved by analyzing flux ratios from lensed
quasars (Dalal & Kochanek 2002), however, this requires carefully
planned spectroscopic observations, taking into account the possi-
ble effect of microlensing (e.g. Nierenberg et al. 2014).
2 The possibility of using basis sets to reconstruct the source has

been explored by Birrer et al. (2015); Joseph et al. (2019); Galan
et al. (2021) and the use of deep neural networks was investigated

by Morningstar et al. (2019). Both methods do not explicitly re-
quire regularization, but rely on the number of independent basis

vectors and a descriptive training set respectively, to model higher

order statistics of the source.

constant (adaptive) regularization scheme, whose principle is
to vary the strength of the regularization (width of the normal
distribution) across the source, based on its surface bright-
ness profile. Some form of regularization is necessary to be
able to solve the equations, however all of these methods are
equivalent to setting priors for the different source properties
that are not necessarily astrophysically motivated.

Upon combining the source reconstruction with potential
perturbations, which enter the equations in a very similar way
to the source and require their own regularization scheme, an
additional non-linear dependence of the perturbations on the
source is introduced (Koopmans 2005). Again, the regulariza-
tion of the two fields, the source and the perturbations, plays
an important role in reaching a unique solution. Vegetti &
Koopmans (2009) follow a line-search optimization, starting
with finding the best smooth lens-mass model and then pro-
ceeding with calculating potential corrections based on the
corresponding source (see also equation 3 here). In their it-
erative scheme, the source and potential perturbations are
solved for at each step and then updated: the new surface
brightness derivatives are calculated across the source and
the perturbations are added to the overall smooth potential
in the form of corrections. The regularization parameter of
the perturbations is carefully controlled, initially set to very
high values (very smooth fields) and later reduced to allow
for more structure. This is similar to a Gauss-Newton opti-
mization scheme that is known to be sensitive to the step
size; any spurious structure appearing in the solutions would
be added to the overall lensing potential with the risk of ir-
recoverably drifting away from the true solution. Although
this is a powerful approach, it is limited by two caveats: some
manual fine-tuning is needed in setting up the algorithm to
converge to a meaningful solution, and there is no obvious
means to quantify degeneracies between the reconstructed
source and the potential perturbations. The latter is inher-
ent to the technique and has not been studied in depth before
(see Chatterjee 2019, for an example).

In this paper, we more rigorously investigate the impor-
tance of new forms of regularization, introducing more real-
istic priors on the source surface brightness distribution that
are more flexible in capturing higher order statistical proper-
ties, and a statistical approach to finding the best regulariza-
tion parameters via sampling. The latter is based on the the-
ory of Gaussian Process Regression (Rasmussen & Williams
2006) and is quite powerful as it provides a way to quantify
degeneracies between the source and perturbation fields. In
addition, this sampling approach is better suited to describe
extended perturbations, which are not necessarily restricted
to compact and well-localized perturbers that might be more
accurately detected by an iterative and additive scheme (as
in Vegetti & Koopmans 2009). The outcome is a statistical
approach to generic perturbations of a smooth lensing poten-
tial, which can be directly linked to the underlying statistical
properties of baryonic and dark matter (e.g. via the power
spectrum), or to higher order structure in the lens potential,
such as the presence of a galactic disc (as was recently found
by Hsueh et al. 2017).

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we
set up the theoretical framework, provide the Bayesian ev-
idence equation extending the work of Suyu et al. (2006)
and Vegetti & Koopmans (2009), and demonstrate the use
of this approach under various regularization schemes. Sec-
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tion 3 presents a set of selected applications of the method
on mock lens systems, which are discussed further in Section
4. Our conclusions are summarized in Section 5.

2 METHOD

The Bayesian formalism applied to grid-based strong lensing
analyses was introduced by Suyu et al. (2006) and Vegetti
& Koopmans (2009). Here, we use the same framework and
repeat some of the steps, while we point out the differences,
particularly with respect to the regularization and our sam-
pling approach. In addition, an explicit equation describing
the Bayesian evidence is derived, which has not appeared in
the literature so far (Suyu et al. 2006 give such an expression
but including only the source).

First, we formulate the problem in terms of a lensing oper-
ator depending on a parametrized smooth lens potential and
a source brightness distribution defined on a grid, and then
we introduce potential perturbations. Solving the resulting
equations directly is an ill-posed problem. We therefore need
to look for solutions minimizing some form of penalty func-
tion that includes regularization. This leads to a new set of
linear equations with respect to the source and the potential
perturbations that has an exact solution. The problem is then
re-cast using a Bayesian formalism and the expression of the
evidence is derived. The general treatment is independent
of any assumption on the particular type of regularization,
however, several physically motivated schemes are examined
in more detail. Finally, we present a sampling approach to
determine the probability distribution of all non-linear pa-
rameters of the problem.

2.1 The lensing operator and the source grid

The problem at hand is finding how the brightness of the
lensed images relates to the background source brightness
via gravitational lensing, and can be cast in the following way
(similarly to Warren & Dye 2003; Koopmans 2005; Vegetti &
Koopmans 2009):

d = BL(ψ)s+ n (1)

where d and n are the vectors of brightness measurements
(the “data”) and the associated noise (the “noise”) of the
image pixels, s is the vector of the source brightness (the
“source”), B is the blurring operator that is linked to the
point spread function (PSF), and L is the lensing operator
that depends on the lensing potential ψ. The data and noise
vectors correspond to a rectangular M×N grid of Nd pixels
in total on the image plane, which delineates the part of the
pixel array of the optical detector covering the lensed images.
The blurring operator (Nd×Nd) is assumed constant3 and
mimics the effect of the PSF; it acts on (blurs) the resulting
image plane pixels with a fixed weighting scheme, after the
source has been lensed. Assuming that the source can also be
described by a pixelated grid of Ns pixels and arbitrary form
on the (unobserved) source plane, then the lensing operator

3 The PSF can in fact vary for each pixel based on the spectral
energy distribution of the source for that specific pixel, or due to

atmospheric effects if we deal with ground-based observations.

(Nd× Ns) couples each data pixel position to the source grid
via the lens equation (Vegetti & Koopmans 2009). This can
introduce multiplicity because different image pixels can be
associated with the same source location, thus creating mul-
tiple images. Equation (1) is a linear transformation between
the image and source planes that depends on the gradient of
the lensing potential ψ. We note that the lensing potential is
typically a non-linear function of the lens plane coordinates,
x, and some parameters, η, that can vary in complexity.

Once the positions of the data pixels are traced back to
the source plane, they are matched to pixels on the source
grid via an interpolation scheme that guarantees the conser-
vation of surface brightness (see fig. 1 in Koopmans 2005).
The source grid can have any arbitrary structure, e.g. fixed
or free-floating regular grids, irregular, adaptive, etc. On a
regular grid, bi-linear interpolation is sufficient, while higher
order schemes could also be used (e.g. bi-cubic, natural neigh-
bour, etc). An irregular grid has a unique Delaunay triangu-
lation and its corresponding dual Voronoi tesselation, whose
cells can both be considered as source “pixels” (Gallier 2011).
Data pixels that are cast back onto the source plane land
inside a Delaunay triangle and their value is interpolated lin-
early between the triangle’s vertices (the centers of the ir-
regular Voronoi source grid “pixels”). Hence, the brightness
values inside any such triangle lie on a tilted plane defined
by the values at the triangle vertices. Barycentric coordinates
are used to perform these triangular interpolations, which is
equivalent to the procedure described in Vegetti & Koopmans
(2009, figs. 1 and 2).

An irregular source grid can also be constructed randomly
(e.g. Nightingale & Dye 2015) or by a recipe designed to fa-
cilitate the source reconstruction. An example is a so-called
adaptive grid that is reconstructed every time the lens po-
tential ψ(η) changes. Here, we create such adaptive grids
by casting back one out of every n × n block of the data
pixels, with 1 ≤ n < 6 (fixed throughout the reconstruc-
tion). Alternative gridding techniques are known to affect
the “discreteness-noise” in the computed Bayesian evidence
and χ2 terms (Tagore & Keeton 2014; Nightingale & Dye
2015). However, exploring different grids is out of the cur-
rent paper’s scope and left for future improvements to our
method. For very large values of n the resulting grid will be
too coarse to successfully describe a detailed lensed image
brightness distribution. For n = 1, there is no need for any
interpolation as all the data pixels have been used to create
the source grid (Ns = Nd). However, in this case the system
of equations to solve is under-constrained and heavily relies
on the regularization (i.e. assumed prior on the source surface
brightness).

Applying this procedure for any given lens potential ψ(η)
results in a set of points on the source plane representing
the positions of the source brightness values s and a Nd× Ns

operator L, whose rows contain the interpolation weights on
the source grid for each data pixel. The procedure is repeated
each time the lens potential ψ changes (Vegetti & Koopmans
2009).

2.2 Lens potential corrections

Often, an elliptical power law mass model is assumed for
the lens (Kassiola & Kovner 1993; Barkana 1998). However,
such smooth lens potential models may well be too simplified

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (0000)



4 Vernardos & Koopmans

to capture more detailed structure of real lenses. Deviations
from smoothness could be the result of dark matter substruc-
ture or higher order moments in the mass distribution of the
lens galaxy itself, originating from its morphology (e.g. Hsueh
et al. 2017, find a non-negligible disc component) or evolution
history (e.g. mergers). If such deviations exist in an observed
system, they will manifest themselves as residuals, δd, left
behind after modelling the lens with a smooth potential:

δd = Msp − d, (2)

where M ≡ M(η) = BL(η), and sp is the solution for the
source after inverting the smooth model as described in Sec-
tion 2.3. Such residuals will persist regardless of the smooth
potential used to describe the lens, although they may be ab-
sorbed to some degree into the source surface brightness or
by modifying the values of the parameters η.

If the residuals from the smooth modelling are not noise-
like, then the inclusion of a new lens potential component
may be warranted in order for δd → 0 (or, more precisely,
δd reaching the properties of the noise). The most general
treatment of such a component is assuming a potential per-
turbations field, δψ, which to first order can de described by
(Koopmans 2005):

δd = −BDs(sp)Dδψδψ, (3)

where Ds(sp) is a matrix containing the gradient of the pre-
viously known source sp, and Dδψ is the gradient operator of
the potential perturbations that yield δα, the perturbative
deflection angle vector (see appendix A of Koopmans 2005,
for a derivation of this equation). This equation describes how
potential perturbations induce additional deflections, causing
the positions in the image plane to become associated with a
different position in the source plane, and hence with a dif-
ferent source brightness. These deflections are assumed to be
small enough for the source to be well approximated by a
first order Taylor expansion around the original unperturbed
locations. In this way, the residual image plane brightness
of the smooth model can be associated with the gradient of
the source brightness and some small potential perturbation
field.

Equations (1), (2), and (3) can be combined to reformulate
the lensing problem as (Koopmans 2005; Vegetti & Koop-
mans 2009):

d = Mrr + n, (4)

where Mr is the block matrix:

Mr ≡Mr(ψp, sp) = B[L(ψp)| −Ds(sp)Dδψ], (5)

and:

r ≡
(
s
δψ

)
. (6)

The similarity with equation (1) is striking, however, there is
one important difference: some prior knowledge of the source
brightness is necessary to construct the matrix Ds(sp). The
lens potential ψp can either depend on η, as is the case
in equation (1), or it can include accumulated corrections
δψp derived at previous stages - similarly to a Gauss-Newton
scheme where a small update to the previous solution is cal-
culated via a linear extrapolation.

The δψ field can be approximated by Nδψ pixels on the im-
age plane, which we here assume to be on a fixed regular P×Q

grid (as opposed to, for example, being adaptive). The Ds(sp)
matrix entries are calculated at the locations of the deflected
data pixels on the source grid. Similarly, the Dδψ operator
determines the derivatives of δψ at the locations of the data
pixels on the image plane. The product Ds(sp)Dδψδψ is a
Nd×Nδψ matrix, whose rows contain the terms:

[Ds(sp)Dδψδψ]i =
∂sp(yi)

∂y1

∂δψ(xi)

∂x1
+
∂sp(yi)

∂y2

∂δψ(xi)

∂x2
, (7)

where x are the data pixel coordinates on the image plane
and y their corresponding source plane positions. If the data
and perturbation grids coincide this matrix is diagonal, but
usually the δψ grid has a lower resolution such that each
matrix row will contain the terms and corresponding weights
resulting from a bilinear (in our case) interpolation on the δψ
grid (i.e. δψ(xi) =

∑4
j=1 wi,jδψi,j, where the j-th index goes

over the four vertices of the δψ pixel encompassing the i-th
data pixel).

2.3 Model inversion

The observed data result from the physical and instrumen-
tal processes of lensing and blurring, described as operators
acting on a gridded source (their order is important), the fi-
nite detector pixel size, and the inclusion of noise with some
properties (e.g. statistical Poisson noise of photon counts, cor-
related noise introduced at data reduction, cosmic rays, etc).
Even in the absence of noise, inverting equation (1) for the
source is generally an ill-posed problem that does not have
a unique or exact solution. One way to proceed is by search-
ing for a source solution that minimizes a regularized penalty
function. First, we define the penalty function, which is a
likelihood function under the assumption of Gaussian errors
in the data, excluding the perturbations δψ, to be the sum
of a generalized χ2 and a regularization term:

G(s) ≡G(s|d,η, gs, λs)

=
1

2
(Ms− d)TC−1

d (Ms− d) +
1

2
λss

TC−1
s (gs)s,

(8)

where M is the operator used in equation (2), and Cd and
Cs are the covariance matrices of the data and source, which,
in the case of the source, may in general be a function of
another set of non-linear regularization parameters, gs - we
take out the regularization parameter λs to separate the effect
of the source brightness from the shape of its correlations and
make its effect more explicit. The parameter λs sets the level
of contribution to the overall penalty of the regularization
term with respect to the value of χ2. In the following, the
covariance matrix Cs is always assumed to be a function of gs,
while specific regularization schemes are discussed in Section
2.5.

The source property used for regularization (gradient, cur-
vature, etc) is assumed to be distributed normally, i.e. a
quadratic form in equation (8), similarly to the χ2 term, guar-
anteeing that the source for which ∇sG = 0 minimizes the
penalty function (Suyu et al. 2006). Using this condition, af-
ter some basic algebraic manipulations, we get:

(MTC−1
d M + λsC

−1
s )s = MTC−1

d d, (9)

where the matrix MTC−1
d M+λsC

−1
s is now positive-definite

and can be inverted using standard techniques. The source
that minimizes the penalty function is found in this way for

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (0000)
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each set of fixed η, gs, and λs. This solution implicitly as-
sumes that the Gaussian random field describing the source
has a zero mean. Although this is not formally correct be-
cause of the finite dimensions of the source grid, this offset is
in general easily absorbed by the shape of the covariance ma-
trix, and as our tests later will show, this assumption holds
to very good approximation.

Often, masking the data is required to isolate and model
only the lensed image features. This can be achieved by an
operator S, acting on the image plane and excluding all the
pixels outside the mask from the modelling, which is simply
a diagonal matrix with values of 1 or 0 for included and ex-
cluded pixels, respectively. In equations (8) and (9), this can
be incorporated into a “masked” covariance matrix STC−1

d S,
all rest being the same. In the remaining treatment, C−1

d and
STC−1

d S can be used interchangeably.
Reformulating the problem to include the potential pertur-

bations is straightforward due to the similarity of equations
(1) and (4). As before, in general equation (4) cannot be di-
rectly inverted and we have to proceed by minimizing some
penalty function. Here we define such a function similarly to
equation (8), including an additional regularization term for
the potential perturbations in the same way as for the source:

G(r) ≡G(r|d, sp, ψp, gs, λs, gδψ, λδψ)

=
1

2
(Mrr − d)TC−1

d (Mrr − d) +
1

2
rTR r,

(10)

where:

R =

(
λsC

−1
s 0

0 λδψC
−1
δψ

)
. (11)

We underline again the important difference with equation
(8), which is the dependence on a previously known source, sp
(through Mr). This equation has the same form as equation
(8), and the condition ∇rG = 0 leads to:

(MT
r C
−1
d Mr +R)r = MT

r C
−1
d d, (12)

which can be solved for r by inverting the positive-definite
matrix on the left hand side.

2.4 Bayesian framework

The number of free parameters involved in the lens potential
and source reconstruction may vary between different mod-
els. For example, one may choose different parametric models
for the smooth mass distribution, with or without additional
perturbations, and regularization schemes (see Section 2.5).
As in Suyu et al. (2006) and Vegetti & Koopmans (2009), we
use a Bayesian approach to quantitatively justify the inclu-
sion of extra free parameters and compare models to find the
one most consistent with the data - assuming all quantities
are Gaussian processes. By recasting the problem in Bayesian
terms, the evidence term necessary to compare models can be
computed. In addition, the solutions for the source and the
perturbations obtained in the previous section, which mini-
mize the penalty function, coincide with the most probable
solutions that maximize the posterior probability. A similar
treatment is followed in Suyu et al. (2006) and Vegetti &
Koopmans (2009), however, here we explicitly derive the ex-
pression for the evidence.

Bayes’ theorem states that the posterior probability den-
sity of the source and potential perturbations given the data,
lensing operator, and some form of prior (regularization) de-
scribed by parameters g and λ is:

P (r) ≡P (r|d,η, gs, gδψ, λs, λδψ)

=
P (d|r,η) P (s|gs, λs) P (δψ|gδψ, λδψ)

E(d|η, gs, gδψ, λs, λδψ)
,

(13)

where the numerator terms are the likelihood, source prior,
and potential perturbations prior respectively, and the de-
nominator is the evidence. Assuming the likelihood and pri-
ors are normal distributions and associating them with the
previously introduced χ2 and regularization terms, their in-
dividual probability densities can be written as:

P (d|r,η) =
1

Zd
exp[−1

2
(Mrr − d)TC−1

d (Mrr − d)],

P (s|gs, λs) =
1

Zs
exp[−1

2
λss

TC−1
s s],

P (δψ|gδψ, λδψ) =
1

Zδψ
exp[−1

2
λδψδψ

TC−1
δψ δψ], (14)

where the normalization factors are given by:

Zd = (2π)Nd/2(detCd)1/2,

Zs(gs, λs) = (
2π

λs
)Ns/2(detCs)

1/2,

Zδψ(gδψ, λδψ) = (
2π

λδψ
)Nδψ/2(detCδψ)1/2. (15)

The above set of equations assumes that we already have
a decent solution for the source, sp, in order to derive M
(see equation 5), which could come, for example, by solving
the smooth version of the problem (see Koopmans 2005). The
most probable solution - the one that maximizes the posterior
probability - can be derived by requiring∇rP = 0 in equation
(13), and it can be calculated independently of the evidence
term (a constant factor in this case). This is the solution that
also minimizes the penalty function in equation (10), which
has already been given in equation (12).

The posterior in equation (13) is the product of equations
(14), hence it is itself a normal distribution and can be written
as:

P (r) =
1

ZG
exp[−G(r)], (16)

where G(r) is given in equation (10). Taking a Taylor ex-
pansion of G around the most probable solution rMP, which
satisfies ∇rG = 0 (equation 12), we get:

G(r) = G(rMP) +
1

2
(r − rMP)TH (r − rMP), (17)

where H is the Hessian of G:

H ≡ ∇2
rG = MT

r C
−1
d Mr +R. (18)

Equation (17) is in fact exact - assuming we already know
sp - because all terms in equation (10) are quadratic in r.
Equation (16) can now be rewritten as:

P (r) =
1

ZG
exp[−G(rMP)− 1

2
(r− rMP)TH (r− rMP)], (19)

where:

ZG ≡ZG(η, gs, λs, gδψ, λδψ)

= e−G(rMP)(2π)(Ns+Nδψ)/2(detH)−1/2.
(20)

MNRAS 000, 1–25 (0000)



6 Vernardos & Koopmans

Combining equations (10), (14), (17), and (19) the evidence
term from equation (13) can be computed for the most prob-
able solution rMP:

E(d|η, gs, gδψ, λs, λδψ) =
ZG(η, gs, λs, gδψ, λδψ)

ZdZs(gs, λs)Zδψ(gδψ, λδψ)
. (21)

Substituting the normalization factors from equations (15)
and (20), and taking the logarithm of the evidence we get:

log E = − Nd

2
log(2π) +

Ns

2
log(λs) +

Nδψ

2
log(λδψ)

− 1

2
log(detCd)− 1

2
log(detCs)−

1

2
log(detCδψ)

−G(rMP)− 1

2
log(detH). (22)

Computing and comparing this value for models with differ-
ent sets of parameters η, gs, and gδψ allows one to rank the
different mass models and regularization schemes, finding the
combination most consistent with the data (MacKay 2003).

2.5 Regularization schemes

Adding regularization terms to the penalty function (equa-
tion 10), or equivalently using priors in the posterior prob-
ability density (equation 13), is necessary in order to find a
solution for the source and the potential perturbations by
inverting the matrices in equations (9) and (12). Quadratic
terms (Gaussian priors), such as the ones used here, as op-
posed to other forms of regularization4, have the advantage
of leading to linear equations that have exact and efficient
to calculate analytic solutions (equations 9 and 12), and put
the problem in the context of Gaussian Process Regression
(Rasmussen & Williams 2006).

The effect of the regularization on the source and perturba-
tion fields is captured in the detailed structure of the generic
covariance matrices Cs and Cδψ, while the overall contribu-
tion to the penalty function (posterior probability) is moder-
ated by the λs and λδψ parameters. Here we examine different
physically motivated forms of the covariance matrices Cs and
Cδψ, and because the treatment is the same for both source
and perturbations, we simply use C and λ in the following.

The usual forms of regularization impose some sort of
“smoothness”condition on the solution (see Press et al. 1992).
Choices in the literature are based on source derivatives of
some order (e.g. Dye & Warren 2005; Suyu et al. 2006; Veg-
etti & Koopmans 2009; Tagore & Keeton 2014; Nightingale &
Dye 2015; Yıldırım et al. 2020). For example, a zero-th order
derivative of the source (the usual Tikhonov regularization, or
ridge regression, Tikhonov 1963) means that C is the identity
matrix and brightness values are derived from a normal distri-
bution centered on zero with standard deviation λ−1/2. Sim-
ilarly, the gradient and curvature regularizations constrain
the corresponding source derivatives, imposing a varying de-
gree of smoothness to the solution. However, although such
schemes are useful to find a solution to the problem, they are
not physically motivated (there is no reason for the gradient

4 Wayth et al. (2005) used maximum entropy regularization that

has the benefit to prevent negative values for the source at the cost
of not having quadratic penalty functions anymore. The solution
minimizing the penalty function has to found numerically at a

higher computational cost.

or curvature of a galaxy’s brightness profile to follow a nor-
mal distribution centered at zero or any other value), may
introduce spurious properties to the solutions, and cause de-
generacies between the source and the lens potential. In other
words, the assumed covariance matrix resulting from these
choices imposes a correlation function (or power spectrum)
on the source or potential perturbations that might not re-
flect reality.

A more realistic and general approach can involve covari-
ance matrices C that do not correspond to any particular
derivative and impose a physically motivated structure, via
its covariance, directly on the solutions. Here we examine two
forms of such covariance kernels:

C(yi,yj, l) = exp

(
−di,j

l

)
, (exponential) (23)

C(yi,yj, l) = exp

(
−
d2i,j
2 l2

)
, (Gaussian) (24)

where y are the source pixel coordinates, di,j the Euclidean
distance between pixels i and j, and l is the characteris-
tic correlation length of the kernels (Rasmussen & Williams
2006). These two choices (also known as Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
and squared exponential kernels respectively) constitute two
opposite extremes of the more general Matérn kernel (e.g.
Mertens et al. 2017), and have a single free parameter, l
(which belongs to the g set of non-linear regularization pa-
rameters), which gives more freedom for additional struc-
ture in the covariance matrices C beyond the fixed-form
derivative-based regularization. Also, these covariance ker-
nels appear in better agreement with various sources, as it
will be shown by two examples later on. The variance level
(i.e. the diagonal of the covariance matrix) is set by λ, and
hence we assume here the diagonal values of of C are by def-
inition equal to unity.

The potential perturbations given in equation (12) provide
a measure of sub-galactic scale mass density fluctuations. The
covariance matrix Cδψ is equivalent to the correlation func-
tion (or two-point correlation function), which is related to
the power spectrum via the Fourier transform. Hence, mea-
suring the covariance of δψ can probe the sub-galactic mat-
ter power spectrum. Although there have been theoretical
and applied studies on this connection (Hezaveh et al. 2016a;
Diaz Rivero et al. 2018; Chatterjee & Koopmans 2018; Bayer
et al. 2018), this work is the first consistent approach using
the gravitational imaging technique. The derived power spec-
trum/covariance of δψ can then be associated to higher order
moments in the lens mass distribution (e.g. Hsueh et al. 2017;
Gilman et al. 2018) or dark matter substructure (e.g. Heza-
veh et al. 2016a). For the latter, a more realistic approach
to disentangle the effect of baryons would be to compare the
observed sub-galactic scale perturbations to predictions from
hydrodynamical simulations (e.g. Vogelsberger et al. 2014;
Schaye et al. 2015).

2.6 Optimization

There are three main components in our approach to mod-
elling gravitational lenses: the parametrized smooth lens po-
tential, ψ, the grid-based potential perturbations, δψ, and the
grid-based source brightness, s. The task is to find the linear
solutions and non-linear parameter values that are the most
consistent with the data, i.e. maximizing the evidence. The
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linear part of the problem provides an exact solution for s
and δψ - assuming that we already know sp - that minimizes
the penalty function and maximizes the posterior (equation
12), for fixed non-linear parameters. Here we describe our
treatment of the non-linear parameters, namely, the smooth
potential parameters η, and the regularization parameters g
and λ for the source and the potential perturbations.

Firstly, we emphasize that the lens potential is dominated
by the smooth model and any resulting perturbations are
required to be small in order for equation (3) to be valid.
This is also motivated by decent agreement between data and
smooth models (e.g. Koopmans et al. 2009; Auger et al. 2010;
Suyu et al. 2014; Oldham & Auger 2018), as well as evidence
for lens perturbations (e.g. Vegetti et al. 2012; MacLeod et al.
2013; Nierenberg et al. 2014; Hezaveh et al. 2016b; Birrer &
Amara 2017). Solving simultaneously for η and δψ, however,
is degenerate5 and very inefficient; if η is far from the truth
then δψ will try to make up for the correct sum of the smooth
potential and the perturbations, leading away from a realistic
solution. Hence, as a first step we optimize for the parameters
η assuming δψ = 0, while simultaneously solving the linear
equations for the source (equation 9). The parameter space
of η is explored using a nested-sampling approach (Skilling
2004), which provides several benefits: it computes the evi-
dence term in equation (22) with the δψ = 0 assumption,
finds the most probable parameters, provides confidence in-
tervals, and explores a large part of the parameter space with
a limited chance of getting stuck in local extrema. There is
the additional option to start a Monte Carlo Markov Chain
exploration of the parameter space near the most probable
solution to obtain smoother posterior probability distribu-
tions.

Once the smooth model is determined, the parameters η
are kept fixed to their maximum a posteriori values and solv-
ing for r (the potential perturbations and the source) is con-
ducted. The varying non-linear parameters are now the regu-
larization parameters g and λ, together describing the source
and perturbation covariance matrices. Although it is possible
to solve approximately for the λ parameters, at least in the
case with δψ = 0 (Koopmans 2005; Suyu et al. 2006), here
we incorporate them in the full non-linear treatment. This al-
lows one to infer confidence intervals and, most importantly,
degeneracies between the source and the potential solutions.

The perturbations investigated here are assumed to be
small and originate from an extended field of mass density
fluctuations permeating the lens, as opposed to specific and
localized massive substructures, such as dark sub-halos. For
such prominent and confined perturbers, an iterative ap-
proach6 would indeed be expected to perform better in lo-
cating and measuring the mass of putative massive substruc-
tures, carefully controlling the regularization parameters in
the process (e.g. Suyu et al. 2006; Vegetti & Koopmans 2009;

5 The δψ can in principle mimic almost any potential ψ(η) and
hence only the sum of the total potential is relevant. In practice

however, ψ(η) is set by general processes of galaxy formation and
phase-space mixing and is expected to be smooth, while δψ de-

scribes any remaining structure such as sub-halos, streams, etc.
6 At the end of each iteration, the lens potential is updated by

adding the newly determined δψ and the Ds(sp) matrix in equa-
tion (5) is recalculated based on the derivatives of the newly de-

termined source.

Nightingale & Dye 2015; Hezaveh et al. 2016b). In this work,
however, we do not assume any restriction on the regular-
ization parameters and solve for r for each set of sampled
non-linear parameters without updating the lens potential
and the source. This approach is sufficient to capture the
statistical properties of the perturbations field, provided that
its amplitude is small. Mixing the two approaches, i.e. sam-
pling the regularization parameters and then iterating up to
a given number of steps for each combination, could be an-
other possibility, especially when the extended field of per-
turbations also includes prominent mass concentrations such
as sub-halos, but this is out of the scope of this paper.

3 RESULTS

In order to demonstrate the capabilities of our method, we
examine modelling aspects of mock lenses combining smooth
and complex lens potentials and source light profiles. In all
cases, we use a point spread function (PSF) simulated for the
Hubble Space Telescope (HST) using the tiny-tim7 software
(Krist et al. 2010), which is assumed to be the same in creat-
ing and modelling the mock data, uniform Gaussian random
noise with a signal-to-noise ratio of ≈40 at peak brightness,
and a mask to exclude regions of the image without lensing
features (also the central part of the image that may hold
residuals after removing the lens galaxy light, which we do
not include or model). We generated the mocks using the
MOLET8 software package (Vernardos 2021).

The smooth parametric model used for the lens potential
is a Singular Isothermal Ellipsoid (SIE, Kassiola & Kovner
1993; Kormann et al. 1994). We follow the notation of Schnei-
der et al. (2006), with convergence given by:

κ(ω) =
b

2ω
, (25)

where ω =
√
q2x2 + y2, q is the minor to major axis ratio,

and b (in arcsec) describes the overall potential strength9.
This relation holds in the reference system whose x-axis is
aligned with the ellipsoid’s major axis, rotated by the posi-
tion angle, θ, and whose origin coincides with the lens center
(x0, y0). External shear with magnitude γ and direction φ is
included, leading to 7 free parameters in total, hereafter de-
noted as η. All angles are measured east-of-north, in order to
remain consistent with the standard celestial definition.

3.1 Smooth lens and smooth source

A simulated lens system is created with a single
massive lensing galaxy having (b, q, θ, x0, y0, γ, φ) =
(0.9, 0.8,−135◦, 0, 0, 0.03,−40◦). The source brightness dis-
tribution consists of two Gaussian components: the first is
located at x, y = (−0.05, 0.05) arcsec on the source plane,
has an axis ratio of 0.6, position angle of −70◦, and stan-
dard deviation on the x axis of σx = 0.1 arcsec, while the
second component is at x, y = (−0.4, 0.25) arcsec and has

7 http://www.stsci.edu/hst/observatory/focus/TinyTim
8 https://github.com/gvernard/molet
9 We set b =

√
q θEin, where the Einstein radius, θEin, is defined

as the radius within which the integral of equation (25) becomes

equal to unity.
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8 Vernardos & Koopmans

Table 1. Values of the lens potential (η) and source regularization parameters (λs, gs) that maximize the posterior probability density, i.e.

Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) values, and corresponding terms from equation (22). The smooth source (top part of the table) is described
in Section 3.1 and the lensed images corresponding to the parameters listed here are shown in Fig. 1. Similarly, NGC3982 and NGC2623

(middle and bottom parts) are described in Section 3.2 and shown in Figs. 4, and 5.

name units Truth Identity Curvature Exponential Gaussian

S
m

o
o
th

so
u
rc

e

b arcsec 0.9 0.894 0.897 0.898 0.897

q - 0.8 0.790 0.795 0.796 0.795

θ ◦ -135 −136.208 −135.031 −135.176 −135.135

x0 arcsec 0 −0.022 −0.021 −0.021 −0.021

y0 arcsec 0 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.022

γ - 0.03 0.028 0.029 0.029 0.029

φ ◦ -40 −37.278 −39.436 −39.352 −39.340

λs - - 7.945 0.121 29.379 86.581

ls arcsec - - - 0.675 0.128

−Nd
2

log(2π)† -3536.08 -3536.08 -3536.08 -3536.08
Ns
2

log(λs) 755.44 -769.81 1232.11 1626.06

− 1
2

log(detCd)† 24020.04 24020.04 24020.04 24020.04

− 1
2

log(detCs) 0 3175.55 907.62 583.66

− 1
2
χ2 -1648.13 -1797.81 -1765.54 -1765.10

− 1
2
λssTC

−1
s s -257.99 -109.26 -133.33 -127.33

− 1
2

log(detH) -1916.13 -2757.57 -2525.20 -2556.19

logP 17417.16 18225.07 18199.64 18245.07

N
G

C
3
9
8
2

b arcsec 0.9 0.896 0.891 0.895 0.895

q - 0.8 0.793 0.785 0.791 0.791

θ ◦ -135 −134.743 −133.491 −133.837 −134.473

x0 arcsec 0 −0.023 −0.021 −0.022 −0.022

y0 arcsec 0 0.023 0.025 0.024 0.024

γ - 0.03 0.029 0.027 0.028 0.029

φ ◦ -40 −40.203 −41.950 −41.619 −40.533

λs - - 16.172 0.126 69.969 56.937

ls arcsec - - - 0.385 0.194

−Nd
2

log(2π)† -4307.06 -4307.06 -4307.06 -4307.06
Ns
2

log(λs) 1014.51 -755.05 1548.42 1473.29

− 1
2

log(detCd)† 25672.50 25672.50 25672.50 25672.50

− 1
2

log(detCs) 0 3181.83 711.78 684.29

− 1
2
χ2 -2083.00 -2383.13 -2271.33 -2207.01

− 1
2
λssTC

−1
s s -291.20 -151.58 -172.64 -194.16

− 1
2

log(detH) -2335.42 -2929.98 -2766.41 -2685.90

logP 17670.32 18327.53 18415.24 18435.95

N
G

C
2
6
2
3

b arcsec 0.9 0.900 0.903 0.901 0.901

q - 0.8 0.802 0.808 0.804 0.803

θ ◦ -135 −135.151 −132.769 −134.165 −134.464

x0 arcsec 0 −0.020 −0.018 −0.020 −0.020

y0 arcsec 0 0.020 0.019 0.021 0.021

γ - 0.03 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033

φ ◦ -40 −39.932 −44.236 −41.881 −41.180

λs - - 25.623 0.016 64.835 37.979

ls arcsec - - - 0.078 0.065

−Nd
2

log(2π)† -3145.53 -3145.53 -3145.53 -3145.53
Ns
2

log(λs) 1182.25 -1507.27 1520.64 1325.70

− 1
2

log(detCd)† 25983.49 25983.49 25983.49 25983.49

− 1
2

log(detCs) 0 3179.82 223.29 328.69

− 1
2
χ2 -1705.31 -1846.70 -1735.70 -1762.97

− 1
2
λssTC

−1
s s -213.42 -162.16 -169.34 -175.53

− 1
2

log(detH) -2063.98 -2292.50 -2309.65 -2250.27

logP 20037.50 20209.16 20367.20 20303.59

† constant
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Figure 1. Lensed images (top), source (middle), and residuals (bottom) for the mock data (truth) and the reconstructions with different

source regularization kernels: identity, curvature, exponential, and Gaussian. The source brightness, shown as Voronoi cells of an adaptive

grid (see Section 2.1), has been reconstructed using n = 3. The corresponding parameters for the lens potential and the source regularization
are shown in Table 1.
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Figure 2. Fourier power spectrum of the model residuals shown in

the bottom row of Fig. 1.

σx = σy = 0.1 arcsec (circular). The two components are
scaled to have a peak brightness ratio of 0.7, with the first
one being the brighter. The data is simulated on a square
3.5-arcsec 80-pixel field of view, having a pixel size somewhat
bigger than 0.04 arcsec. The corresponding source and result-
ing lensed images are shown in the left column in Fig. 1.

We model the system as a purely parametric smooth lens,
without including any grid-based correction to the potential,
using n = 3 for constructing the adaptive source plane grid
(selecting 1 out of every n × n pixels). In addition to the

lens potential parameters, the set of non-linear free parame-
ters includes the regularization of the source, i.e. λs and gs.
We use four different source regularization schemes with dif-
ferent associated parameters: identity (λs), curvature (λs),
exponential kernel (λs, ls), and Gaussian kernel (λs, ls). The
covariances between source pixels for the latter two schemes
are given by equations (23) and (24) respectively; we note
that the ls are different parameters in these two cases, in-
dicating the length where the correlation drops to roughly
half its maximum. The value of the regularization parame-
ter, λs, sets the overall level of regularization and is inversely
proportional to the source variance, e.g. smaller values al-
low for more freedom in the source model. This parameter
is expected to vary between different schemes because of the
fundamentally different covariance matrices and cannot be
straightforwardly compared. Instead, one can compare the
evidence values to determine which choice of regularization
is more justified by the data. We use the alternative curvature
definition for adaptive grids provided in Vegetti & Koopmans
(2009), which has a fixed regularization pattern/correlation
length for a given grid. In this case, if H is a matrix holding
the numerical coefficients for the local curvature of the source
then Cs = (HTH)−1.

Fig. 1 shows the reconstructed sources, lensed images, and
residuals, and Table 1 (top) lists the Maximum A Posteriori
(MAP) model parameters and the corresponding posterior
probability terms from equation (22), for the four different
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10 Vernardos & Koopmans

Table 2. Mean values and 68 per cent confidence intervals for the lens potential (η) and source regularization parameters (λs, gs), and

corresponding evidence values. The smooth source (top part of the table) is described in Section 3.1, while NGC3982 and NGC2623
(middle and bottom parts) are described in Section 3.2. The lens center appears shifted by about half a pixel in the x and y directions

due to a corresponding shift in the PSF. The full probability densities for the Gaussian regularization model of the smooth source (top

part of the table) are shown in Fig. 3.

name units Truth Identity Curvature Exponential Gaussian

S
m

o
o
th

so
u
rc

e

b arcsec 0.9 0.894+0.001
−0.001 0.897+0.002

−0.003 0.898+0.002
−0.003 0.897+0.002

−0.002

q - 0.8 0.790+0.002
−0.002 0.795+0.004

−0.005 0.796+0.003
−0.005 0.795+0.003

−0.004

θ ◦ -135 −136.208+0.484
−0.750 −135.031+0.514

−0.504 −135.176+0.591
−0.598 −135.135+0.556

−0.633

x0 arcsec 0 −0.022+0.001
−0.001 −0.021+0.001

−0.001 −0.021+0.001
−0.001 −0.021+0.001

−0.001

y0 arcsec 0 0.022+0.001
−0.001 0.022+0.001

−0.001 0.022+0.001
−0.001 0.022+0.001

−0.001

γ - 0.03 0.028+0.001
−0.001 0.029+0.001

−0.001 0.029+0.001
−0.001 0.029+0.001

−0.001

φ ◦ -40 −37.278+1.480
−0.995 −39.436+1.101

−0.993 −39.352+1.171
−1.238 −39.340+1.183

−1.184

λs - - 7.958+0.801
−0.753 0.122+0.005

−0.042 30.355+5.243
−9.475 86.992+8.063

−9.020

ls arcsec - - - 0.695+0.169
−0.182 0.129+0.004

−0.004

log E: 17388.46± 0.58 18190.35± 0.55 18167.62± 0.55 18208.74± 0.57

N
G

C
3
9
8
2

b arcsec 0.9 0.896+0.001
−0.004 0.891+0.002

−0.002 0.895+0.004
−0.004 0.895+0.005

−0.005

q - 0.8 0.793+0.001
−0.008 0.785+0.003

−0.003 0.791+0.007
−0.007 0.791+0.008

−0.009

θ ◦ -135 −134.743+0.499
−0.445 −133.491+0.425

−0.443 −133.837+0.709
−0.758 −134.473+0.599

−0.653

x0 arcsec 0 −0.023+0.001
−0.001 −0.021+0.001

−0.001 −0.022+0.001
−0.001 −0.022+0.001

−0.001

y0 arcsec 0 0.023+0.001
−0.001 0.025+0.001

−0.001 0.024+0.001
−0.001 0.024+0.001

−0.001

γ - 0.03 0.029+0.000
−0.002 0.027+0.001

−0.001 0.028+0.002
−0.002 0.029+0.002

−0.002

φ ◦ -40 −40.203+0.935
−0.942 −41.950+1.134

−1.089 −41.619+1.544
−1.256 −40.533+1.435

−1.007

λs - - 16.197+0.871
−0.881 0.126+0.005

−0.046 73.260+21.781
−23.072 57.157+4.580

−5.430

ls arcsec - - - 0.408+0.070
−0.167 0.194+0.008

−0.007

log E: 17635.43± 0.57 18296.66± 0.56 18382.97± 0.56 18407.46± 0.58

N
G

C
2
9
2
3

b arcsec 0.9 0.900+0.001
−0.001 0.903+0.002

−0.002 0.901+0.001
−0.001 0.901+0.001

−0.001

q - 0.8 0.802+0.002
−0.002 0.808+0.004

−0.004 0.804+0.002
−0.002 0.803+0.002

−0.002

θ ◦ -135 −135.151+0.302
−0.376 −132.769+0.439

−0.521 −134.165+0.516
−0.747 −134.464+0.452

−0.614

x0 arcsec 0 −0.020+0.001
−0.001 −0.018+0.001

−0.000 −0.020+0.001
−0.001 −0.020+0.001

−0.001

y0 arcsec 0 0.020+0.001
−0.001 0.019+0.001

−0.001 0.021+0.001
−0.001 0.021+0.001

−0.001

γ - 0.03 0.033+0.001
−0.001 0.033+0.001

−0.001 0.033+0.001
−0.001 0.033+0.001

−0.001

φ ◦ -40 −39.932+0.747
−0.532 −44.236+0.953

−0.771 −41.881+1.327
−0.906 −41.180+1.096

−0.804

λs - - 25.678+1.626
−1.717 0.016+0.001

−0.005 65.296+7.285
−7.873 38.388+5.278

−5.801

ls arcsec - - - 0.079+0.009
−0.013 0.065+0.005

−0.006

log E: 20028.44± 0.59 20221.07± 0.58 20330.95± 0.59 20296.56± 0.59

regularization schemes. Table 2 lists the mean parameter val-
ues, the 68 per cent confidence intervals, and the evidence,
E , for each model. The identity regularization corresponds to
a covariance matrix that is the identity matrix, which has a
flat power spectrum10 that allows the solution to vary wildly,
similarly to white noise, resulting in an unrealistically grainy
source. Despite having the lowest likelihood (i.e. χ2 term in
Table 1), and thus the lowest residuals11 as shown in Fig. 2,

10 Or a delta function two-point correlation function, which is the
inverse Fourier transform of the power spectrum (i.e. the Wiener-

Khinchin theorem).
11 These residuals result from n = 3 for the adaptive grid and are
expected to be reduced by increasing the number of pixels used to

describe the source, i.e. n = 2 or n = 1.

the identity regularization also has the lowest evidence value.
All other three regularization schemes perform better in re-
covering the source and the model parameters and give con-
siderably higher evidence values. However, the Gaussian ker-
nel is decisively preferred over the curvature and exponential
kernels, having a Bayes factor of log10K = 7.98 and 17.85 re-
spectively (Jeffreys 1998, assuming all models have the same
prior probability). Although this is not the best possible ker-
nel, it is still a sufficient approximation to describe the source
brightness (see fig. 3 of Vernardos et al. 2020). As a final note,
it can be seen that in all cases there is some overfitting, most
prominently for the identity regularization, that suppresses
the noise in the large scales (k < 5 in Fig. 2). This can also
be seen in the reconstructed sources in Fig. 1, where the adap-
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Figure 3. Marginalized probability densities and histograms for the lens potential (η) and regularization (λs, gs) parameters for the

Gaussian kernel reconstruction of the smooth source described in Section 3.1. The parameter ranges are set to match Fig. 12 and facilitate
comparisons with the results described in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 - a zoomed-in version of this plot that shows the shape of the two-dimensional

distributions better is shown in Fig. A1. The true values of the smooth potential parameters (η) are indicated by the vertical and horizontal

black lines and the points (squares). Contours are drawn at the 68 and 95 per cent confidence intervals. The corresponding mean values
and 68 per cent confidence intervals are listed in Table 2.

tive grid voronoi cells become noisy and don’t drop to zero
as we move away from the brightest pixels.

The full non-linear parameter probability densities for the
reconstruction with the Gaussian kernel are shown in Fig. 3.
The Nested Sampling method (Skilling 2004), whose Multi-
Nest implementation (Feroz et al. 2009) is used here, is de-

signed to compute the Bayesian evidence but can still sample
the probability distributions at their peak almost as well as a
MCMC algorithm. However, if such a method is chosen from
start it would neither guarantee convergence to the global
maximum nor compute the evidence (or be extremely ineffi-
cient in doing so). The recovered probability distributions for
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Figure 4. Same as Fig. 1 for NGC3982.
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Figure 5. Same as Fig. 1 for NGC2623.
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Figure 6. Radially averaged two-point correlation functions for the
unlensed (HST-observed) images of NGC3982 and NGC2623 (tri-

angles and squares respectively) and their corresponding recon-

structions (solid lines) and priors (dashed lines). The lδψ parame-
ter for the exponential and Gaussian priors changes in each panel

as indicated. We have assumed the angular size of the unlensed

sources to be ≈1 arcsec, therefore the values on the horizontal
axis are scaled accordingly. The functions have been normalized to

unity to factor out the effect of λs and the pixel resolution. Top:

the exponential and Gaussian theoretical covariance kernels from
equations (23) and (24) are shown for values of ls selected to visu-
ally match the data. Middle and bottom: the ls parameters for the

Exponential and Gaussian covariance kernel priors are set to their
MAP values (see Table 1). The two-point correlation function of

an identity regularization prior would be a delta function centered
at zero.

the lens model parameters b, q, θ, γ, and φ contain the true
values within confidence intervals of 1 to 2 σ. The lens center
is systematically offset by approx. half a pixel in the negative
x and positive y directions, which is due to a corresponding
shift in the PSF’s brightest pixel. There are no degeneracies
observed between the parameters, other than the expected
b − q correlation from equation 25 and those between b − γ,
q−γ, and θ−φ, which reflect the known degeneracy between
the strength and orientation of the SIE and the external shear

(e.g. see part 2 of Schneider et al. 2006). The joint probabil-
ity distribution of λs and ls allows for useful conclusions on
the behaviour of the source regularization. Here, there is a
very weak anti-correlation between λs and ls, which is some-
what expected: increasing the overall regularization parame-
ter λs smooths out the reconstructed source, as does increas-
ing the correlation length ls in the covariance kernel. This
anti-correlation will become more prominent in the following,
but it is worth pointing it out already at this smooth example.
Such information will be increasingly helpful in quantifying
the degree of degeneracy between more complex sources and
perturbed lens potentials in subsequent examples.

3.2 Smooth lens and complex source

Setting the lens potential to the same smooth parametric
model as before, we now change the source brightness pro-
file to more realistic ones taken from observed galaxies. We
use high resolution HST archival observations of NGC3982 (a
spiral galaxy) and NGC2623 (a merger) taken with the ACS
instrument, selected to represent a wider range of possible
strongly lensed sources. We scale the source angular size ar-
bitrarily to around 1 arcsec, roughly the same as for the ana-
lytic source used in the previous section. The HST images are
scaled down dramatically in size and are significantly over-
sampled compared to the sampling of the final mock data. We
take this sub-pixel structure into account by heavily oversam-
pling the mock data by a factor of 10, producing very high
resolution lensed images, applying an oversampled PSF, and
finally averaging to the final pixel scale: the same square 3.5-
arcsec 80-pixel field of view as before. The resulting mock
lensed images are shown in Figs. 4 and 5.

Fig. 6 shows the two-point correlation function of the HST
observations and indicates that the true underlying covari-
ance properties of these two objects can in principle be cap-
tured well by the exponential and Gaussian kernel regular-
ization schemes respectively. Using these schemes in solving
equation (9) imposes a realistic prior on the reconstructed
source that is motivated by real observations, as opposed to,
for example, curvature regularization, which implicitly im-
poses a correlation that is unlikely to match the truth.

We model the two systems exactly in the same way as in
the previous section, i.e. using n = 3 and the same four regu-
larization schemes. The reconstructed sources, lensed images,
and residuals are shown in Figs. 4 and 5, while the MAP and
mean parameters and evidence terms are listed in Tables 1
and 2. In Fig. 6 we compare the radially averaged two-point
correlation functions of the unlensed (HST-observed) sources
and their reconstructions with the priors imposed by the co-
variance matrix Cs. Correlations imposed by curvature reg-
ularization have a fixed length (no free parameters) and are
quite different from the truth: pixels that are far from each
other are much more correlated than, for example, in the case
of an exponential kernel, reflecting the implicit smoothness
prior. This is a direct consequence of Cs being a quite dense
matrix: if H is a matrix holding the numerical coefficients for
the local curvature of the source, then Cs = (HTH)−1, and
although H, HT , and HTH are relatively sparse matrices,
(HTH)−1 is not. However, the quality of the data is high
enough to drive the solution close to the truth regardless
of the regularization scheme/assumed prior - the two-point
correlation functions for all the reconstructions lie on top
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Figure 7. Fourier power spectrum of the model residuals shown in

the bottom rows of Figs. 4 (top panel) and 5 (bottom panel).

of each other12 in Fig. 6. Even the reconstruction using the
least physically motivated identity regularization manages to
recover the correct correlations of the source, suggesting that
the solution is driven by the data and not the prior and there-
fore is not very degenerate. Nevertheless, the evidence values
(see Table 2) are maximized by the correct regularization
scheme in each case, viz. Gaussian for NGC3982 and expo-
nential for NGC2623. Comparing the mean values and confi-
dence intervals of the correlation length parameter, ls, to the
truth, i.e. those obtained from the observed images (see Fig.
6), we find a good agreement for both cases, despite the MAP
value for NGC2623 being quite low (see Fig. 6).

Comparing the power spectra shown in Fig. 7, we see that
the identity regularization performs best, as is the case for
the smooth source examined in Section 3.1, which, however,
is the result of overfitting. Curvature regularization produces
residuals on the large scales (small wavenumber k), while the
more physically motivated exponential and Gaussian regu-
larizations result in the smallest residuals and at the same
time avoid overfitting. Despite the successful modelling of the
smooth lens potential and finding the correct source prior,
there is still some unmodelled flux in the residuals (at SSE
in the residuals in Fig. 4 and N in Fig. 5), which results
from using n = 3 to construct the adaptive grid, a value too
high to account for the complex small scale source structure.
Such residuals could erroneously be interpreted as spurious

12 The reconstructions become completely smooth and match al-

most perfectly the truth and the recovered covariance matrix if the
reconstructed sources are interpolated from the adaptive Delaunay

grid onto a regular grid with similar resolution.

lens potential perturbations when modelling real data - this
is examined more closely in Section 3.4.

3.3 Modelling potential perturbations

A lens potential fully described by a parametrized smooth
lens model, as examined so far, might be an idealized real-
world scenario. Therefore, in this section we introduce and
model potential perturbations. We adopt the same smooth
lens potential used in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, which we per-
turb using a Gaussian Random Field (GRF) of perturbations
δψ. GRF perturbations are defined by their power spectrum,
which, in this case, we assume to be a power law:

P (k) = A kβ , (26)

where A is the amplitude, associated to the variance of the
zero-mean δψ field (for more details see Chatterjee & Koop-
mans 2018; Bayer et al. 2018; Chatterjee 2019), β is the slope,
and k is the wavenumber of the Fourier harmonics. Regardless
of our particular choice of GRF perturbations, the generality
of the analysis presented here is not affected - in fact, any
form of potential perturbations could be used and modelled.

We generate a single realization of δψ from a GRF having
log10(A), β = (−7.8,−5.5), in the same 80 × 80 pixel grid
as the mock image. Within the masked region of the field of
view, the GRF field has slightly different A and β parameters
(see Table 5 and Fig. 9). The resulting perturbations vary
in magnitude between roughly ±13 per cent of the average
smooth lens potential (within the mask). The source (the
same as the one used in Section 3.1), the perturbations, and
the corresponding lensed image are shown on the left column
in Fig. 8. The difference13 between the mock data with the
purely smooth underlying lens model used in Section 3.1 (top
left panel in Fig. 1) and its perturbed version used here (top
left panel in Fig. 8) is shown in Fig. 8, bottom left panel.

An important and basic observation we need to make here
is that in order to be able to reconstruct any perturbing δψ
there needs to be some lensed light locally around it. This can
be understood by examining matrix Mr (equation 5), which
extends the smooth lens modelling framework presented in
Section 2 to include potential perturbations: if there is no
source light (strictly speaking, if the source light is constant,
i.e. its derivative is zero) then the terms Ds(sp) introduced
in equation (3), and consequently the entire perturbing part
of Mr, vanish. The δψ are then reconstructed based mainly
on the regularization prior. As a result, in general, the fur-
ther a reconstructed δψ value is from pixels with some lensed
light in them the less accurate its estimate based on the data
becomes. In the following, we do not attempt to mitigate this
and our reconstructed δψ away from pixels with brightness
should be viewed as an extrapolation regularized by the prior.
A similar argument holds for the smooth potential as well.

The covariance matrix of a GRF field is derived from its
two-point correlation function, which is simply the inverse
Fourier transform of its power spectrum. For a GRF with

13 We first subtract the perturbed and unperturbed mock lens
images without any noise, and then add an artificial white noise

realization with the same signal-to-noise ratio as the unperturbed

case.
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Figure 8. Same as Fig. 1, with the addition of the true and reconstructed perturbations δψ as described in Section 3.3. The bottom left
panel shows the difference between the perturbed (top left panel) and unperturbed systems (top left panel of Fig. 1).
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the correlation function of the masked δψ with lδψ = 0.36 (using

equation 24). The grey dotted line is directly plotted from equation
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Figure 10. Fourier power spectrum of the perturbations shown in
the third row of Fig. 8. The dashed lines are fits using equation (26)
with the corresponding parameters listed in Table 5. The power

spectra are computed within the mask.

a power law power spectrum, like the one given in equation
(26), the two-point correlation function is:

ξ(r) = 2πAJ0(kmax r) k
β+2
max , (27)

where J0 is the zeroth order Bessel function of the first kind,
and kmax the maximum wavenumber. However, the mask
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Table 3. MAP parameter values and corresponding probability terms (from equation 22, same as Table 1). Models ∆Ψ, ∆Ψ-S, CURVA-

TURE, and ALL are described in Section 3.3 and model FFF in 3.4. Notice that the dimensions of the parameter space are not the same
between the models.

name units Truth ∆Ψ ∆Ψ-S CURVATURE ALL FFF

b arcsec 0.9 - - - 0.895 0.881

q - 0.8 - - - 0.799 0.772

θ ◦ -135 - - - −134.351 −133.769

x0 arcsec 0 - - - −0.044 −0.054

y0 arcsec 0 - - - 0.017 0.026

γ - 0.03 - - - 0.032 0.036

φ ◦ -40 - - - −40.767 −42.472

λs - - (88.068 fixed) 110.271 110.983 83.306 75.358

ls arcsec - (0.128 fixed) 0.130 0.130 0.129 0.154

λδψ - - 30796.077 32806.464 18.418 117961.620 20345.966

lδψ arcsec - 0.427 0.402 - 0.380 0.285

−Nd
2

log(2π)† -3571.00 -3571.00 -3571.00 -3571.00 -3145.53
Ns
2

log(λs) 1534.75 1714.22 1716.57 1612.01 1668.14
Nδψ
2

log(λδψ) 4650.81 4679.27 1311.00 5255.15 4579.85

− 1
2

log(detCd)† 24021.55 24021.55 24021.55 24021.55 26011.99

− 1
2

log(detCs) 591.56 586.57 587.30 584.15 394.75

− 1
2

log(detCδψ) 884.23 872.31 4297.36 859.87 710.49

− 1
2
χ2 -1764.76 -1777.64 -1804.76 -1726.69 -1616.15

− 1
2
λssTC

−1
s s− 1

2
λδψδψ

TC−1
δψ δψ -185.53 -215.73 -208.68 -170.42 -246.74

− 1
2

log(detH) -8199.20 -8332.19 -8424.01 -8749.70 -7981.98

logP 17962.42 17977.36 17925.32 18114.93 20374.82

† constant

Table 4. Mean parameter values, 68 per cent confidence intervals, and evidence terms (same as Table 2). Models ∆Ψ, ∆Ψ-S, CURVATURE,
and ALL are described in Section 3.3 and model FFF in 3.4. The full probability densities for models ALL and FFF are shown in Fig.

12. Notice that although the dimensions of the parameter space differ between the models, this is taken into account while integrating to

calculate the evidence. We do not compare model FFF to any other model, hence its evidence value is omitted.

name units Truth ∆Ψ ∆Ψ-S CURVATURE ALL FFF

b arcsec 0.9 - - - 0.895+0.005
−0.005 0.881+0.001

−0.002

q - 0.8 - - - 0.799+0.011
−0.010 0.772+0.002

−0.005

θ ◦ -135 - - - −134.349+2.085
−2.171 −133.769+0.643

−0.460

x0 arcsec 0 - - - −0.044+0.003
−0.004 −0.054+0.001

−0.000

y0 arcsec 0 - - - 0.017+0.003
−0.003 0.026+0.001

−0.001

γ - 0.03 - - - 0.032+0.003
−0.003 0.036+0.001

−0.002

φ ◦ -40 - - - −40.768+4.199
−3.640 −42.472+1.076

−1.063

λs - - - 110.703+9.289
−10.443 111.384+9.815

−10.931 83.742+8.318
−9.443 77.163+15.816

−16.099

ls arcsec - - 0.130+0.004
−0.004 0.130+0.004

−0.004 0.129+0.004
−0.004 0.159+0.022

−0.047

λδψ - - 31208.361+4786.931
−6465.456 33295.353+4828.483

−6464.454 18.628+2.487
−3.068 120906.122+20792.873

−30053.728 21494.286+5691.486
−7949.972

lδψ arcsec - 0.431+0.053
−0.047 0.405+0.043

−0.054 - 0.381+0.038
−0.038 0.292+0.035

−0.071

log E: 17956.22± 0.23 17963.48± 0.35 17913.27± 0.33 18082.77± 0.56

truncates the GRF and changes its covariance properties so
that the above relation cannot be used to construct a regu-
larization kernel anymore. In this case, the Gaussian kernel
provides a sufficiently good approximation for the two-point
correlation function, as shown in Fig. 9.

To model the perturbed system, we use a Gaussian regular-
ization kernel for both s and δψ, and n = 3 for reconstructing
the adaptive source grid. The size of the pixel grid to recon-
struct the perturbations δψ on and n set the number of free

parameters of any model and can be selected by maximizing
the Bayesian evidence (Vegetti et al. 2012). However, this is
outside the scope of this work - and a computationally very
demanding task. We use a 30 × 30 pixel grid for δψ, which
has enough resolution to capture the details of the true un-
derlying GRF perturbations while still leading to tractable
computations (such a grid has been also used in the case of a
single perturbing substructure, e.g. Koopmans 2005; Vegetti
et al. 2012). We model the perturbed lens in three different
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Figure 11. Fourier power spectrum of the model residuals shown at

the bottom row of Fig. 8. The “unmodelled” residuals correspond

to the bottom left panel of Fig. 8 and quickly drop to the noise
level for k > 4.

set-ups: i) we fix the smooth lens model to the truth and
the source regularization parameters to the mean values of
the Gaussian kernel model obtained in Section 3.1 (see Table
2) and we sample only λδψ,gδψ (model ∆Ψ), ii) we fix the
smooth lens model to the truth and sample both λs,gs and
λδψ,gδψ (model ∆Ψ-S), and iii) we sample η, λs, gs, λδψ,
and gδψ simultaneously (model ALL). Fig. 8 shows the re-
sulting lensed images, reconstructed s and δψ, and residuals,
Table 3 lists the MAP model parameters and the posterior
probability terms from equation (22), and Table 4 lists the
mean parameter values, their 68 per cent confidence inter-
vals, and the evidence for each set-up. Models ∆Ψ and ∆Ψ-S
give almost identical results. Models ∆Ψ-S and ALL recover a
similar correlation length for the source, in very good agree-
ment with the unperturbed case presented in Section 3.1 -
this is also true for the parameters η recovered by the ALL
model. The correlation length of the perturbations, lδψ, has a
very similar value for all the models; the values from ∆Ψ and
∆Ψ-S and the corresponding covariance matrices, Cδψ, are in
fact so close that their determinants differ by very little (see
Table 3).

To further investigate the effect of the prior on the lens
potential perturbations, we evaluate a model using curvature
regularization for δψ. To do this, we fix η to their true values
and sample λs, gs, and λδψ (there are no gδψ parameters in
this case). First, we notice that the values of λs and ls are
almost identical with the ∆Ψ-S model, however, the evidence
has a much lower value, despite the latter model having an
additional free parameter. In Fig. 9, we show the two-point
correlation function from this model and compare it with the
one from the true underlying δψ field and the reconstructions
from the ∆Ψ-S and ALL models. It is evident that in this case
the data and not the prior is driving the δψ reconstruction.
In Fig. 10 we show the power spectra of the reconstructions
and in Table 5 list the coefficients of the corresponding fits
using equation (26). The connection between the slope of the
power spectrum and stronger large scale correlations is evi-
dent: the flattest power spectrum belongs to the model with
curvature regularization, while the slope decreases as the cor-
relation function becomes narrower (or lδψ becomes smaller),
first for the ∆Ψ-S and then for the ALL model. We note,
however, that although ∆Ψ-S gives the value for the ampli-

Table 5. Power law fits from equation (26) to the power spectra of

the true and reconstructed δψ shown in Figs. 10 (top part, Section
3.3) and 15 (bottom part, Section 3.4). The ∆Ψ and ∆Ψ-S models

give identical fits.

log10 A β

True δψ (masked) −7.20± 0.01 −3.52± 0.02
CURVATURE −6.73± 0.03 −1.40± 0.03

∆Ψ/∆Ψ-S −7.07± 0.02 −3.15± 0.07

ALL −7.87± 0.03 −3.42± 0.10

True δψ (masked) −7.21± 0.01 −3.43± 0.03

XXX n=3 −7.19± 0.02 −3.29± 0.09

XXF-curv −5.18± 0.02 −1.69± 0.07
FFF −7.16± 0.02 −3.26± 0.09

FFF-MAP n=2 −7.46± 0.02 −2.75± 0.07

tude closest to the truth, its parameters η are fixed to the
true underlying smooth model (a quite unrealistic scenario),
which means that the dimensions of the parameter space to
explore are significantly fewer compared to the ALL model.

The ALL model has the smooth potential parameters η
free, which in principle could absorb part of the perturba-
tions. However, as discussed in Appendix B, this is not the
case. The fitted smooth potential model is very close to the
truth, meaning that any differences between the true total
and reconstructed potentials is mostly due to the δψ.

A parametric-only, purely smooth model is also evaluated,
which is obviously insufficient to correctly model the lens,
leading to biased values of η and reconstructed s, and promi-
nent residuals above the noise level (bottom right panel in
Fig. 8). These residuals are lower in amplitude and different
from the (unmodelled) residuals between the smooth and per-
turbed data (bottom left panel in Fig. 8), having a correlation
coefficient of 0.26. This means that the perturbations are ab-
sorbed into the smooth model parameters and the source to
some extent, but not fully (see Bayer 2021, for a thorough ex-
ploration of this effect). This can be seen in the residual power
spectrum, shown in Fig. 11, where the“unmodelled” residuals
that appear on the large scales have significant power (above
the noise) for k < 4 and the smooth model residuals have 2
to 7 times less power in the same range, yet still also 2 to 7
times more than the noise.

In Fig. 12, we show the full non-linear parameter probabil-
ity densities for the ALL model. In general, the parameters η
are distributed similarly to Fig. 3 but with larger statistical
uncertainty. A systematic bias is introduced in b, whose lower
values become more probable, because the inclusion of per-
turbations δψ can now absorb some of the overall strength
of the lens potential. Similarly, the presence of the pertur-
bations causes x0 to be offset by one pixel instead of half,
which was the case in Section 3.1. The same degeneracies are
observed as in Fig. 3 between the parameters b − q, b − γ,
q− γ, and θ−φ. The latter two have a bi-modal distribution
with an extent of roughly ±5 deg. Such small angular offsets
between the SIE and the external shear can be understood
in terms of the smoothness of the source, which allows for
the perturbing field δψ to make up for the difference and
still provide solutions with high probability (low residuals).
There are no correlations between η and the regularization
parameters for the source or the potential perturbations, nei-
ther between the latter two. However, we observe again the
expected anti-correlation between λs and ls and a similar one
between λδψ and lδψ (better shown in Fig. A2), i.e. increas-
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Figure 12. Same as Fig. 3, including the perturbation parameters λδψ ,gδψ , for the ALL (blue) and FFF (red) models, described in
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 respectively. The two models are actually the same and have the same free parameters, i.e. the smooth potential and

regularization parameters for the source and the potential perturbations, but applied to mock data with different source light profiles.

The corresponding mean values and 68 per cent confidence intervals are given in Table 4.

ing the overall regularization parameters λ smooths out the
reconstructed fields, as does increasing the correlation length
l in the covariance kernels.

3.4 Perturbed lenses and complex sources

In reality, we expect complex sources to be lensed by non-
smooth lens potentials. Here we combine the perturbed lens

potential from the previous section with the complex bright-
ness profile of NGC2623 (a merger) used as source in Section
3.2. The resulting lensed images are shown in the left column
of Fig. 13. Although such a lensing scenario could be unre-
alistically complex - lensing of merging galaxies is not very
probable - it serves as an extreme scenario for degeneracies to
emerge as a result of the non-linear behaviour approximated
by matrix Mr; from equation (7), perturbed deflection angles
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Figure 13. Same as Fig. 8 for NGC2623. The bottom left panel shows the difference between the perturbed (top left panel) and unperturbed
systems (top left panel of Fig. 5). We list the free parameters of each model in the parenthesis next to its name at the top (see Section

3.4 for details).

are associated with incoming rays from a highly structured
source, and this information can be lost within the finite res-
olution of the mock data considered in our examples.

We model the system fixing the regularization kernels to
the best-performing ones, i.e. an exponential kernel for the
source (see Section 3.2) and a Gaussian for the perturbations
(see Section 3.3). We reconstruct δψ in the same 30×30-pixel
grid as before, and use n = 3 for the adaptive source grid,
unless otherwise stated. For each of the models presented in
Fig. 13 we either fix (X) or set free (F) each of the three
parameter sets η, (λs, ls), (λδψ, lδψ) and name it accordingly,
e.g. model XFX has only (λs, ls) free to vary. For the fixed
values of the parameters we have: the true values for η (e.g.
see Section 3.1 or Table 1), ls = 0.15 and lδψ = 0.36, which
are the values fitted to the true source and perturbations as
shown in Figs. 6 and 9, λs = 44.031, the mean value from
Section 3.2 (see Table 2), and λδψ = 86780.1, the mean value
from the ALL model presented in Section 3.3 (see Table 4).

In the first part of Fig. 13, we show two models with all
the parameters fixed to the truth, one with n = 3 and one
with n = 2, and three models with only one parameter set
allowed to vary. We first note that there is very little dif-
ference in the residuals and the reconstructed δψ between

the fixed models (despite the many more source pixels for
the case with n = 2) and the one with the source param-
eters free (XFX). However, allowing the δψ regularization
parameters to vary leads to a worse reconstruction and the
residuals increase. This is even more prominent if we change
the δψ regularization from a Gaussian to a curvature kernel.
These δψ solutions have too much structure (low regulariza-
tion) because they may be actually overcompensating for a
low resolution adaptive source grid. In the second part of Fig.
13, we see that the residuals and the δψ reconstruction do
not improve if we set both the perturbation and source reg-
ularization parameters free (i.e., compare models XXF and
XFF). As soon as we allow η to vary then the residuals do
decrease at the cost of a less smooth δψ reconstruction. This
is regardless of fixing the source regularization parameters -
models FXF and FFF give very similar results. However, the
adaptive grid resolution affects the residuals: after fixing all
parameters to the MAP values from the FFF model, we set
n = 2 and although the δψ reconstruction does not improve
too much, the residuals do (see also Fig. 16), in particular,
the prominent positive residuals due north with respect to the
lens in the models FXF and FFF considerably decrease. This
is most likely due to the more degrees of freedom available
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Figure 13 – continued
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Figure 14. Radially averaged two-point correlation functions of the

δψ reconstructions from the FFF and FFF-MAP n = 2 models

(see Section 3.4). We include the prior (dashed lines), with the lδψ
parameter for the Gaussian covariance kernel set to its MAP value,

i.e 0.285 (see Table 3). The true two-point correlation functions of
the full GRF (grey circles) and the one within the mask (black
cirles) are shown, together with a Gaussian fit to the latter with

lδψ = 0.36 (using equation 24, dotted black line) and equation (27)
with kmax set to the diagonal of the 3.5 arcsec -wide image (dotted
grey line, not a fit).
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Figure 15. Fourier power spectrum of some of the δψ reconstruc-

tions shown in the third row of Fig. 13. The dashed lines are fits
using equation (26) with the corresponding parameters listed in

Table 5. The power spectra are computed within the mask.

for the source, which is further supported by a smooth model
with n = 1 that absorbs the perturbations almost down to
the noise level.

Looking at the two-point correlation functions of the recon-
structed δψ shown in Fig. 14, we note that the prior and the
data lie close to each other, which accordingly drives the FFF
model. Increasing the adaptive grid resolution leads to some-
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bottom row of Fig. 13 for the models used in Fig. 15. The “unmod-
elled” residuals correspond to the bottom left panel of Fig. 13 and

drop to the noise level for k > 7.

what stronger correlations on the larger scales and brings the
reconstructed δψ even closer to both the prior and the data.
However, in Fig. 15, and from the fitted coefficients listed in
Table 5, there is a remarkable agreement between the power
spectrum of the FFF model (all the parameters free) and
the true δψ. The same holds for the reconstructed δψ of the
XXX n = 3 model that has all the parameters fixed to their
true values. Hence, despite their different appearance (see the
third row of panels in Fig. 13) the reconstructed δψ of the
FFF (and XXX n = 3) model have an almost identical power
spectrum to the truth. We also note that the residual power
spectrum of the FFF and the XXX n = 3 models, shown in
Fig. 16, is very similar, with both models being above the
noise in the small scales (k < 5). Curvature regularization
is clearly a bad prior for the GRF δψ as it leads to promi-
nent residuals, even more than the difference between the
unmodelled perturbed and unperturbed mock systems (see
Fig. 16), and more extreme values of the reconstructed δψ
(see Fig. 15 and Table 5). Completely ignoring the existence
of any perturbations and modelling the system with a purely
smooth model with n = 1 can reach the noise level (see Fig.
16). This is clearly a biased solution that could model away
substructure or deviations from the smooth potential.

In Fig. 12 we compare the full non-linear parameter prob-
ability densities of the FFF model presented here to the ALL
model presented in Section 3.3). Its MAP and mean parame-
ter values, and the 68 per cent confidence intervals are listed
in Tables 3 and 4. The two models are actually the same but
applied to different data, i.e. with a difference source light
profile. We can observe three main characteristics of the dis-
tributions: i) smaller statistical uncertainties, ii) larger sys-
tematic biases, and iii) fragmentation of the probability sur-
faces, with various local maxima separated by valleys and
saddles, given rise to a complex parameter space configura-
tion. The latter reflects the complex and degenerate under-
lying lens potential perturbations and source brightness pro-
file. The smooth lens potential parameters η are correlated
in the same way as before but the biases are more signifi-
cant. The SIE potential strength b is pushed to even lower
values as the δψ are now stronger (e.g. compare the recon-
structed MAP perturbations between the ALL and the FFF
models in Figs. 8 and 13 respectively), x0 and y0 are offset

by approx. 1 pixel, and q and γ lie several σ further than
their true values. Only the angles θ and φ are not biased
and are in fact less degenerate than the ALL model, i.e. their
distributions are not bi-modal anymore. This is because of
the more detailed structure in the source that cannot be ac-
counted for well by the perturbing field δψ for tilted smooth
potentials. All of the regularization parameters have broader
distributions except λδψ that is more narrowly distributed
around values 3-4 times smaller than the ALL model. This
means that more structured and larger in amplitude δψ re-
constructions are expected, which is indeed the case as shown
in Fig. 13. A very strong anti-correlation is observed between
the regularization strengths, λ, and correlation lengths, l, in
the covariance kernels for both the source and the perturba-
tions. Finally, the complex probability surfaces between the
source and potential perturbation regularization parameters
(see also Fig. A3) mean that the two are quite degenerate.
The smaller values of λδψ in combination with the broader
ls distribution towards higher values indicate that the com-
plexity of the source brightness is absorbed by the potential
perturbations.

4 DISCUSSION

Higher order statistical properties of the brightness profiles
of gravitationally lensed galaxies can be incorporated in the
semi-linear inversion technique through regularization pri-
ors based on physically motivated covariance kernels. In this
work, we created mock gravitational lenses using NGC3982
(a spiral) and NGC2623 (a merger) as sources, whose co-
variance is well-described by a Gaussian and exponential co-
variance kernel respectively. We found that these physically
motivated priors outperform other traditionally used regular-
ization schemes, such as identity and curvature, and we can
model each system down to the noise level in almost all cases
while simultaneously avoiding overfitting (some residuals re-
main in the case of perturbed potentials).

Using generic covariance priors comes at the cost of in-
troducing additional non-linear parameters (in this case, the
correlation length ls; see equations 23 and 24). Our mod-
elling framework can handle these new parameters and de-
termine their full probability distribution jointly with the
other non-linear parameters (e.g. the smooth mass model pa-
rameters, η) at the cost of a now denser source covariance
matrix, Cs, that needs to be inverted (e.g. see equation 12),
and slower convergence due to increasing the dimensions of
the non-linear parameter space that needs to be explored.
However, here we used logarithmic priors on a wide range of
ls, which might be a conservative choice. One could use ob-
servationally driven estimates of ls (or other covariance ker-
nel parameters) derived from populations of putative lensed
sources, e.g. constructed from samples of observed lenses, in
order to narrow-down the parameter space and speed up the
modelling process. In fact, we performed such a test by fixing
ls = 0.21 for NGC3982, a value well-justified by the observa-
tions (see Fig. 6), and remodelling the corresponding mock
lens, achieving a much faster convergence to the same result.

The quality of the data, viz. high signal-to-noise and res-
olution, plays a major role in finding an acceptable solution
for the source, regardless of the choice of prior, observation-
ally motivated or not, on the source brightness profile. In
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the cases examined in Section 3.2, the data are of sufficiently
good quality to drive the solution close to the truth for all
tested regularization schemes. For NGC2623, the recovered ls
parameter for the case with an exponential covariance kernel
- the one matching the true source - lies further than 3σ from
the truth, despite having the highest evidence. The reverse
statement, viz. whether the use of a (correct) prior becomes
more important in the case of degraded/noisy data, is yet
to be systematically explored. This is particularly relevant
for upcoming surveys, such as Euclid and LSST, which are
expected to have lower angular resolution than what we ex-
amined here. However, our method does prefer the models
with the correct priors based on the Bayesian evidence, for
the adopted observational setup.

Once perturbations to the lensing potential are introduced,
we need to approach the problem in a different way. We
demonstrated that the effect of δψ can be absorbed in the
reconstructed source, especially if the adaptive grid resolu-
tion is set to the highest (n = 1, a common choice), and lead
to wrong results on the model parameters, η, and the source,
s. This, in turn, leads to spurious structures in the model
residuals, unrelated to the original δψ, which can be misin-
terpreted as the effect of a perturbing field of mass substruc-
ture (see also Chatterjee 2019, for another study on this).
Hence, a two-step approach of first running a parametric
smooth model to constrain η and then modelling the per-
turbations δψ would be unreliable (unless lower choices for
n are used, e.g. see Bayer 2021). The extent of the above
statement for perturbed lenses with varying δψ properties,
as well as concentrated massive substructures, remains to be
explored. Nevertheless, we showed that simultaneously solv-
ing for η, s, and δψ gives accurate results in a self-consistent
manner.

Attempting to reconstruct the perturbing δψ requires a
regularizing term (prior) in addition to the one for the source.
In contrast to the case of smooth potentials, where the data
quality is good enough to drive the source reconstructions
to solutions with the desired statistical properties regardless
of which regularization scheme is used (see Fig. 6), the data
alone are not sufficient and the form of regularization/prior
seems to play a major role in reconstructing δψ. Here we
examined specifically the curvature and Gaussian covariance
kernels, in connection to our choice of a GRF as the true un-
derlying δψ. The traditionally used curvature regularization
is less flexible as it imposes fixed, long range correlations (see
Fig. 9), which are in fact stronger than they should and ir-
recoverably lead to unphysically smooth solutions, seemingly
regardless of the quality of the data. The covariance of our
assumed GRF, however, can be well approximated by a Gaus-
sian kernel (see Fig. 9), but in real galaxies the true covariance
of potential perturbations is unknown. More flexibility could
be achieved by assuming a covariance kernel described by a
number of free parameters, e.g. a Matérn kernel (e.g. Mertens
et al. 2017; Vernardos et al. 2020), or even a free form two-
point correlation function. In addition, theoretically justified
δψ priors could be derived based on dark matter models or
N-body hydrodynamical simulations. Our method allows for
a thorough and quantitative exploration of how different reg-
ularization schemes on the δψ, as well as on the source, can
affect the quality of the reconstructions, eventually ranking
them by their Bayesian factors.

In Sections 3.3 and 3.4 we fully model the smooth poten-

tial, source, and perturbations in two example cases whose
only difference is the brightness profile of the source, i.e. the
smooth lens potential and the perturbative field of δψ re-
main the same. Our optimization strategy (described in Sec-
tion 2.6) works quite well, but the extent of statistical un-
certainty and systematic biases in the recovered parameters
η, as well as the degeneracy between the regularization pa-
rameters for the source and the perturbations, depend on the
complexity of the source brightness profile. In the case of the
complex source presented in Section 3.4, the entire parame-
ter space becomes more structured and degenerate (see Fig.
A3) and systematic biases increase (see Fig. 12). Most impor-
tantly, smoother sources become more compatible with the
data and the freedom of the perturbing δψ is increased (i.e.
its smoothness reduced), which leads to the latter absorbing
the structure of the source. The overall amplitude of δψ is
also larger, pushing the strength of the smooth potential (pa-
rameter b) to lower values. These observations explain why
the reconstructed δψ from the FFF model in Fig. 13 do not
visually match the true GRF very well, but despite this the
power spectrum is recovered remarkably well (see Figs. 10,
15, and Table 5).

The visual differences of the reconstructed δψ compared
to the truth (see the FFF and ALL reconstructions in Figs.
13 and 8, respectively), could be understood in terms of the
“light-constrains-mass” effect, which we explain here. Within
the framework of our method, but also more generally, it is
important to clarify how is δψ constrained where the lensed
source brightness, and/or, more precisely, the gradient of the
source is low or zero. Obviously, in such areas using equa-
tion (3) to model brightness residuals becomes problematic;
the Ds operator, which holds the derivatives of the source
at the source plane (deflected) location of the given image
pixel(s), becomes zero. Hence, in order to obtain a reconstruc-
tion across the entire field of view (or even within a mask)
it now becomes obvious that the regularization will be im-
portant, particularly where there is low/no source flux. This
is analogous - but not exactly - to reconstructing the source
brightness on pixels that are not constrained by the data, as
could be the case in a fixed grid model. Taking the realization
of the GRF δψ field that we used as an example (third-row
panel in the left of Fig. 8), the success of our reconstructions
depends on how much of the source flux eventually end ups in
those crucial areas of the lens plane that have the largest gra-
dients (largest deflection angles). This could play a role in the
more degenerate results of the FFF model and its δψ power
spectrum amplitude difference with the ALL model (see Figs.
10, 15, and Table 5). This could be mitigated by reconstruct-
ing the δψ within a carefully selected region of the lens plane
around the lensed source brightness, possibly weighed by the
values of the operator Ds. However, determining the extent
of this “light-constrains-mass” area may introduce another
possible source of degeneracy: the gradient of δψ, which is
in fact the deflection angle, also enters equation (3), and for
any pixel with some given lensed source brightness, regions
having the same gradient, e.g. large density differences that
lie further away or smaller density differences being closer,
can have the same effect.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

We explored the effect of regularization while reconstructing
both the source and potential perturbations using the semi-
linear inversion technique. Below we summarize the conclu-
sions from this work and outline future directions of applica-
tion and improvement.

• Physically motivated priors for the source galaxies, such
as Gaussian and exponential kernels, lead to better results
than traditional choices, such as identity and curvature reg-
ularization.

• Curvature regularization, a traditionally popular choice,
is fundamentally unsuitable as a prior for the GRF δψ per-
turbations that we examined here.

• The source alone can absorb the structure created by δψ
almost down to the noise, especially if a high resolution adap-
tive grid is used (low value of n). This leads to biased source
reconstructions and parameters for the smooth potential (see
also Bayer et al. 2018; Bayer 2021; Chatterjee 2019).

• The statistical properties of the δψ, particularly the
power spectrum, are recovered remarkably well, both for
smooth and more complex sources.

Our study constitutes an initial exploration and test of our
new code implementation, and as such we restricted ourselves
to the four distinct and incrementally more complex examples
presented in Section 3. The successful outcome of this study
enables further and more in depth investigations of potential
perturbation reconstructions in lensed systems. We propose,
but not limit ourselves to, the following directions of future
research:

(i) Here we used a specific GRF as the perturbing field,
with specific amplitude (≈ 13 per cent of the smooth poten-
tial) and slope, which we believe is an extreme case, pushing
the validity of the approximation of equation (3) to its limit.
The type (GRF or other), as well as the associated param-
eter space of the perturbing field can be now explored more
in depth, for different smooth potentials and sources.

(ii) One such case of particular interest would be using
isolated massive perturbers as the perturbing δψ, and de-
termining how the conclusions of this work apply to it, e.g.
comparing to the work of Vegetti & Koopmans (2009).

(iii) We have identified an interplay between data quality
and priors in determining the best model, which needs to
be explored in both directions: at which level of resolution
and/or signal to noise ratio the data are driving the solution
and the prior begins to play a secondary role, and inversely.

(iv) Our δψ reconstructions away from pixels that contain
most of the lensed source flux are constrained mostly by the
prior - what we described as the“light-constrains-mass’ effect.
A weighed scheme - similar to adaptive regularization - could
be devised to suppress terms in the Ds appearing in equation
(3) that are very low or zero.

Finally, our new implementation of the method, the Very
Knotty Lenser code, is made publicly available14.

14 https://github.com/gvernard/verykool
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APPENDIX A: CORNER PLOTS

Zoomed-in versions of the probability distributions shown in
Figs. 3 and 12.

APPENDIX B: THE SMOOTH POTENTIAL ABSORBS
THE PERTURBATIONS TO A VERY SMALL EXTENT

In Fig. B1 we show the true smooth potential, which is a SIE
with external shear described by the parameters η introduced
in Section 3.1 (see also Table 1), as well as its MAP fits by
the ALL and FFF models described in Sections 3.3 and 3.4
respectively. These two models simultaneously fit the smooth
potential and reconstruct its perturbations. Both models re-
cover accurately the smooth potential parameters as listed in
Tables 3 and 4 and shown in Fig. B1. Therefore, the observed
differences in the reconstructions of δψ and s are purely due
to their fundamental connection through equation 3 and the
choice of regularization.
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Figure A1. Same as Fig. 3 with zoomed-in ranges to better show the shape of the two-dimensional distributions.

Finally, Fig. B2 shows the corresponding power spectra of
the smooth potentials shown in Fig. B1. The power spectra
are almost identical and drop smoothly with wavenumber k.
Hence, the fitted smooth potentials can neither absorb nor
introduce any spurious δψ.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by
the author.
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