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Abstract
Alternative to weak lensing measurements through cosmic shear, we present a weak lensing convergence 𝜅 map reconstructed through cosmic

magnification effect in DECaLS galaxies of the DESI imaging surveys DR9. This is achieved by linearly weighing 12 maps of galaxy number
overdensity in different magnitude bins of 𝑔𝑟𝑧 photometry bands. The weight is designed to eliminate the mean galaxy deterministic bias,
minimize galaxy shot noise while maintaining the lensing convergence signal. We also perform corrections of imaging systematics in the galaxy
number overdensity. The 𝜅 map has 8365 deg2 sky coverage. Given the low number density of DECaLS galaxies, the 𝜅 map is overwhelmed by
shot noise and the map quality is difficult to evaluate using the lensing auto-correlation. Alternatively, we measure its cross-correlation with the
cosmic shear catalogs of DECaLS galaxies of DESI imaging surveys DR8, which has 8365 deg2 overlap in sky coverage with the 𝜅 map. We
detect a convergence-shear cross-correlation signal with 𝑆/𝑁 ≃ 10. The analysis also shows that the galaxy intrinsic clustering is suppressed
by a factor O(102) and the residual galaxy clustering contamination in the 𝜅 map is consistent with zero. Various tests with different galaxy
and shear samples, and the Akaike information criterion analysis all support the lensing detection. So is the imaging systematics corrections,
which enhance the lensing signal detection by ∼ 30%. We discuss various issues for further improvement of the measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Weak lensing, which probe directly the matter distribution
of the Universe, provide powerful insight into dark energy,
dark matter and gravity at cosmological scales [1–7]. An
effect of weak lensing is cosmic shear, which distorts shapes
of distant galaxies. This signal can be extracted statistically
from the galaxy images and has been the main target of current
weak lensing studies. With large surveys, such as the on-going
Dark Energy Survey [DES, 8], the Kilo-Degree Survey [KiDS,
9], and the Hyper Suprime-Cam Subaru Strategic Program
survey[HSC-SSP, 10], cosmic shear contributed significantly
to the precision cosmology [e.g., 11–17].

Another weak lensing effect is cosmic magnification, which
induces changes in the observed galaxy number density by
magnifying the galaxy flux and resizing the solid angle of the
sky patches [18, 19]. As the galaxy intrinsic alignment con-
taminates the cosmic shear signal, the galaxy intrinsic cluster-
ing contaminates the cosmic magnification signal. In obser-
vations, cosmic magnification is typically measured through
cross correlations of two samples in the same patch of the
sky but widely separated in redshift. Lenses include luminous
red galaxies (LRGs) and clusters [e.g., 20–23]. Sources at
higher redshifts include quasars [24, 25], Lyman break galax-
ies [26, 27], and submillimetre galaxies [28, 29]. In addition
to this, the magnification effects can be detected through the
shift in number count, magnitude and size [30–35]. Recently,
cross-correlation between cosmic magnification and cosmic
shear has been detected in HSC [36] and DECaLS × DESI
[37].
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Instead of the indirect measurements of cosmic magnifi-
cation through cross-correlation, it is in principle possible to
extract the magnification signal directly from multiple galaxy
overdensity maps of different brightness [38–44]. The key
information to use here is the characteristic flux dependence
of magnification bias. The major contamination to eliminate
is the intrinsic galaxy clustering. The galaxy bias is compli-
cated [e.g. 45–47], however the leading order component to
eliminate is the deterministic bias. [44] proposed a modified
internal linear combination (ILC) method, which can eliminate
the average galaxy bias model-independently.

We extend the methodology of [44] to utilize multiple pho-
tometry band information. Including the multi-band infor-
mation not only improves the mitigation of galaxy intrinsic
clustering, but also suppresses shot noise, as recently shown
by [48]. We then apply it to DECaLS galaxies of the DESI
imaging surveys DR9. The paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we present the reconstruction method and the mod-
eling of the cross correlation. In Sec. III, we describe the
data and how we process the data, which include the galaxy
samples for lensing reconstruction, the imaging systematics
mitigation, the galaxy samples with shear measurement and
the cross correlation measurement. Sec. IV contains details
of the cross-correlation analyses including the fitting to the
model and the internal tests of the analysis. Summary and
discussions are given in Sec. V.

II. METHOD

A. Lensing convergence map reconstruction

We aim to conduct lensing reconstruction for DECaLS
galaxies based on the ideas proposed in [38, 39, 44]. In ad-
dition to galaxy flux, we leverage the information provided by
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the galaxy photometry bands. Specifically, we utilize the data
obtained from the 𝑔, 𝑟 , and 𝑧 bands and sort the galaxies into
𝑁𝐹 flux bins for each band. In the weak lensing regime, the
galaxy number overdensity of each flux bin has

𝛿𝐿𝑖 = 𝑏𝑖𝛿𝑚 + 𝑔𝑖𝜅 + 𝛿𝑆𝑖 . (1)

Here 𝛿𝑚 is the underlying dark matter overdensity. 𝑏𝑖 and 𝑔𝑖
are the deterministic bias and the magnification coefficient in
the 𝑖-th flux bin. 𝛿𝑆

𝑖
denotes the term from galaxy stochasticity.

Cosmic magnification modulates the galaxy density field by
𝑔𝜅, where 𝜅 is the lensing convergence. The magnification
coefficient 𝑔 is the response of 𝛿𝐿

𝑖
to weak lensing, dependent

on the galaxy selection criteria and observational conditions
[49, 50]. For a sufficiently narrow flux bin, 𝑔 is determined by
the logarithmic slope of the galaxy luminosity function,

𝑔 = 2(𝑎 − 1) , 𝑎 = −𝑑 ln 𝑛(𝐹)
𝑑 ln 𝐹

− 1 . (2)

For a source at redshift 𝑧𝑠 , 𝜅 directly probes the underlying
matter overdensity 𝛿𝑚 by

𝜅 (𝜽 , 𝑧s) =
3𝐻2

0Ωm

2𝑐2

∫ 𝜒s

0

𝐷 (𝜒s − 𝜒) 𝐷 (𝜒)
𝐷 (𝜒s)

𝛿m (𝑧, 𝜽) (1+𝑧)𝑑𝜒 .

(3)
Where 𝜒 and 𝜒𝑠 are the radial comoving distances to the lens
at redshift 𝑧 and the source at redshift 𝑧s, respectively. 𝐷 (𝜒)
denotes the comoving angular diameter distance, which equals
𝜒 for a flat universe.

A linear estimator of the convergence 𝜅 has the form

𝜅 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑤𝑖𝛿
L
𝑖 , (4)

The weight 𝑤𝑖 is determined by minimizing the shot noise,〈�����∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝑤𝑖𝑤 𝑗𝛿
shot
𝑖 𝑗

�����2
〉
=
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝑤𝑖𝑤 𝑗

𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗

𝑛̄𝑖 𝑛̄ 𝑗

. (5)

under conditions, ∑︁
𝑖

𝑤𝑖𝑔𝑖 = 1 , (6)

∑︁
𝑖

𝑤𝑖 = 0 . (7)

Here, 𝑛̄𝑖 is the average galaxy surface number density of the
𝑖-th flux bin, while 𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗 is that both in the 𝑖-th and 𝑗-th flux
bin. 𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗 = 0 if 𝑖-th and the 𝑗-th flux bin are from the same
photometry band. Using the Lagrangian multiplier method,
the solution is

𝑤𝑖 =
1
2
©­«𝜆1

𝑁𝐹∑︁
𝑗=1

[N−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔 𝑗 + 𝜆2

𝑁𝐹∑︁
𝑗=1

[N−1]𝑖 𝑗ª®¬ , (8)

where N is the matrix of 𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗

𝑛̄𝑖 𝑛̄ 𝑗
and the two Lagrangian multi-

pliers are given by

𝜆1 =
2
∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N
−1]𝑖 𝑗

(∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔𝑖𝑔 𝑗 ) · (
∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗 ) − (∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔𝑖)2
,

(9a)

𝜆2 =
−2

∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N
−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔 𝑗

(∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔𝑖𝑔 𝑗 ) · (
∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗 ) − (∑𝑁𝐹

𝑖, 𝑗=1 [N−1]𝑖 𝑗𝑔𝑖)2
.

(9b)
Plugging the above weight into Eq.(4), we obtain the recon-

structed/estimated lensing convergence 𝜅.

B. Further mitigation through the convergence-shear cross-
correlation

The reconstructed map can then be expressed as

𝜅 = 𝐴𝜅 + 𝜖𝛿m + · · · . (10)

There are two important issues to address. One is the residual
galaxy clustering in the reconstructed 𝜅. The deterministic
bias 𝑏𝑖 , after weighting, becomes

𝜖 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑤𝑖𝑏𝑖 . (11)

The other is a potential multiplicative error in the overall am-
plitude of 𝜅, which can arise from measurement error/bias in
𝑔 = 2(𝑎 − 1). We quantify it with a dimensionless parameter
𝐴. The neglected terms in Eq. 10 include stochastic galaxy
bias, shot noise, etc. An ideal estimator would achieve 𝐴 = 1
and 𝜖 = 0. But our estimator only guarantees

∑
𝑖 𝑤𝑖 = 0 (Eq.

7), so we have to explicitly check whether 𝜖 ≠ 0.1 Also, given
uncertainties in the estimation of 𝑔 = 2(𝑎 − 1) [49, 50], we
must evaluate 𝐴 by the data and check whether 𝐴 = 1.

Motivated by [36], we propose to cross-correlate our 𝜅 map
with cosmic shear catalogs in the same patch of sky, but of
multiple redshift bins. In the cross-correlation, the neglected
in Eq. 10, such as stochastic galaxy bias, do not contaminate.
We then have the convergence-tangential shear correlation pre-
diction,

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗,th (𝜃) = 𝐴𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃) + 𝜖𝜉

𝑚𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃) . (12)

The above correlation is the convergence/matter-tangential
shear correlation. 𝜃 is the angular separation and 𝑗 denotes the
𝑗-th source redshift bin of cosmic shear catalog. Since 𝐴 and 𝜖

do not vary with 𝑗 , we can simultaneously constrain cosmolog-
ical parameters together with 𝐴 and 𝜖 , through measurements

1 This issue can be solved by the principal component analysis of the galaxy
cross-correlation matrix in hyperspace of galaxy properties [48, 51]. How-
ever this method requires robust clustering measurements, inapplicable to
the DR9 galaxies that we use.
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footprint

FIG. 1: The footprints of the DECaLS galaxies of LS DR9 used for
weak lensing reconstruction (blue) and the DECaLS galaxies of LS
DR8 with shear measurement (red). The two catalogs have a footprint
overlap of 8365 deg2.

of 𝜉 𝜅𝛾
𝑗

at various source redshift bins. For the current work
with the primary goal to test the feasibility of our reconstruc-
tion method, we fix the cosmology as the bestfit Planck 2018
flat ΛCDM cosmology [52] with key cosmological parame-
ters Ω𝑚 = 0.315,ΩΛ = 1 − Ω𝑚, 𝑛𝑠 = 0.965, ℎ = 0.674 and
𝜎8 = 0.811.

We calculate the theoretical 𝜉 𝜅𝛾 and 𝜉𝑚𝛾 under the Limber
approximation [53]. The correlation functions are related to
the corresponding power spectra via

𝜉 𝜅 (𝑚)𝛾 (𝜃) =
∫ ∞

0

𝑑ℓℓ

2𝜋
𝐶

𝜅 (𝑚)𝛾
ℓ

𝐽2 (ℓ𝜃) . (13)

Here 𝐽2 is the 2nd order Bessel function. 𝐶𝜅𝛾

ℓ
and 𝐶

𝑚𝛾

ℓ
are the

shear-convergence and shear-matter cross power spectrum. In
a flat Universe, they are expressed by

𝐶
𝜅 (𝑚)𝛾
ℓ

=

∫
𝑑𝜒𝑊 𝜅 (𝑚)𝑊𝛾 (𝜒) (𝜒) 1

𝜒2 𝑃𝑚

(
𝑘 =

ℓ

𝜒
; 𝑧
)
. (14)

Here 𝜒 is the comoving radial distance and 𝑃𝑚 is the 3-
dimensional matter power spectrum. 𝑊 𝜅 ,𝑊𝛾 and 𝑊𝑚 are
the projection kernels,

𝑊 𝜅 (𝛾) (𝜒) =
3𝐻2

0Ω𝑚

2𝑎(𝜒)𝑐2

∫
𝑑𝜒𝑛len (𝜒)

𝜒 − 𝜒′

𝜒
. (15)

𝑊𝑚 (𝑧) = 𝑛𝑚 (𝑧) =
𝑐

𝐻 (𝑧)𝑊
𝑚 (𝜒) , (16)

where 𝑛len and 𝑛𝑚 is the normalized redshift distribution of
the lens and dark matter tracers.

Then by fitting against 𝜉 𝜅𝛾
𝑗,th at multiple shear redshifts, we

constrain both 𝐴 and 𝜖 . The two then quantify the convergence
map quality from both the viewpoint of detection significance
(𝐴/𝜎𝐴), and systematic errors (𝜖).

III. DATA ANALYSIS

We apply our method of lensing reconstruction to the DE-
CaLS galaxies of the DESI imaging surveys [54] Data Release

δ1

-1 1.2557

δ2

-1 1.64698

δ3

-1 2.87025

δ4

-1 3.56187

δ5

-1 1.2428

δ6

-1 1.38465

δ7

-1 1.71075

δ8

-1 14.0248

δ9

-1 1.28688

δ10

-1 1.33924

δ11

-1 1.3542

δ12

-1 2.25343

FIG. 2: The maps showing the galaxy number overdensity defined
by Eq.(18), for the 12 flux bins. The HEALPix resolution parameter
𝑁side = 256. The columns from left to right represent the 𝑔, 𝑟, and 𝑧

bands, respectively. The rows increase in flux from top to bottom.

9 (LS DR9).

A. Data

The DECaLS data are processed by Tractor [55, 56]. The
galaxy samples used for lensing reconstruction are created in
accordance with the selection criteria outlined in section 2.1
of [57]. We summarize the main steps here. First, we select
out extended imaging objects according to the morphological
types provided by the TRACTOR software [58]. We choose
objects that have been observed at least once in each optical
band to ensure a reliable photo-𝑧 estimation. We also remove
the objects within |b| < 25.0◦ (where b is the Galactic latitude)
to avoid high stellar density regions. Finally, we remove any
objects whose fluxes are affected by the bright stars, large
galaxies, or globular clusters (maskbits 1,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,132

). The sky coverage of our selected DECaLS sample is shown
in Fig.1. We apply identical selections to the publicly available
random catalogues 3.

For the convergence-shear cross-correlation analysis, we
utilize the shear measurements from DECaLS galaxies of
DESI imaging surveys DR8 (LS DR8), with a sky coverage
of 8960 deg2. The footprint of the DECaLS galaxies of LS

2 https://www.legacysurvey.org/dr9/bitmasks/
3 https://www.legacysurvey.org/dr9/files/#random-catalogues-randoms
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Sample Magnitude Range Galaxy Number 𝑛̄(arcmin−2) 𝑎 𝑔 𝑤 band
1 (22.8, 23.0) 5590717 0.19 0.51 -0.99 -0.09 g
2 (22.6, 22.8) 5590717 0.19 1.20 0.40 -0.00 g
3 (22.3, 22.6) 5590717 0.19 1.83 1.65 0.09 g
4 ( , 22.3) 5590717 0.19 2.57 3.14 0.20 g
5 (22.0, 22.2) 7740929 0.26 0.94 -0.12 0.04 r
6 (21.7, 22.0) 7740929 0.26 1.10 0.20 0.07 r
7 (21.4, 21.7) 7740929 0.26 1.47 0.94 0.06 r
8 ( , 21.4) 7740929 0.26 2.11 2.22 0.03 r
9 (21.3, 21.6) 9882012 0.33 0.64 -0.72 -0.08 z
10 (21.0, 21.3) 9882012 0.33 0.65 -0.70 -0.11 z
11 (20.5, 21.0) 9882012 0.33 1.01 0.02 -0.11 z
12 ( , 20.5) 9882012 0.33 1.76 1.51 -0.09 z

TABLE I: Summary of the galaxy sub-samples used for lensing reconstruction. We use galaxies in the photo-z range 0.5 < 𝑧𝜅 < 0.8.
Throughout the paper we use 𝑧𝜅 to denote the (photometric) redshift of galaxies used for lensing reconstruction, and use 𝑧𝛾 for redshift of
galaxies for cosmic shear measurements. In addition to the information presented in the table, it should be noted that there are overlaps between
the sub-samples in terms of the galaxies they contain. For example, sample 1 and sample 5 share a common set of 1.7 × 106 galaxies, which
we denote as 𝑛15 = 5.4× 106. Similarly 𝑛16 = 1.4× 106 and 𝑛17 = 0.7× 106. However 𝑛𝑖 𝑗 = 0 if sample i and j are from the same photometry
band (e.g. 𝑛12 = 𝑛13 = 0).
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FIG. 3: The results of 𝑎 and 𝑔 factors for each flux bin, and histogram plot of the galaxy number counts as a function of magnitude in the three
bands. The vertical black dashed lines mark the boundaries of the flux bin cuts. The left y-axis represents the values of 𝑎 and 𝑔 factors, while
the right y-axis displays the galaxy number count.

DR8 is shown in Fig.1. These galaxies are then divided into
five types according to their morphologies: PSF, SIMP, DEV,
EXP, and COMP. The ellipticity 𝑒1,2 are estimated – except
for the PSF type – by a joint fit on the three optical 𝑔-, 𝑟-,
and 𝑧-band. The potential measurement bias are modeled with
[59–61],

𝛾obs = (1 + 𝑚)𝛾true + 𝑐 .

The additive bias 𝑐 and the multiplicative bias 𝑚 is expected to
come from residuals in the anisotropic PSF correction, mea-
surement method, blending and crowding [62, 63]. This cali-
bration is obtained by comparing with Canada–France–Hawaii
Telescope (CFHT) Stripe 82 observed galaxies and Obiwan
simulated galaxies [64, 65]. For both DECaLS galaxies of LS
DR8 and DR9 , we employ the photometric redshift based on
[66], which is estimated using the 𝑔, 𝑟 , and 𝑧 optical bands
from DECaLS and 𝑊1 and 𝑊2 infrared bands from WISE
(Wide-field Infrared Survey Explorer, Wright et al. 67).

B. Reconstruction

To reconstruct the convergence map we select DECaLS
galaxies of LS DR9 with 0.5 ≤ 𝑧𝑝 ≤ 0.8. Here 𝑧𝑝 is the
best-fit value of the photometric redshift of a galaxy. For each
bands we select galaxies with magnitude 𝑚𝑔 ≤ 23.0, 𝑚𝑟 ≤
22.2, 𝑚𝑧 ≤ 21.6. Here 𝑚𝑔, 𝑚𝑟 , 𝑚𝑧 are the magnitudes in
𝑔, 𝑟, 𝑧 band. The magnitude cut of each band is set 0.1 lower
than the peak position of the galaxy number counts as a func-
tion of the magnitude (Fig.3). This serves as an approximation
for the flux-limit selection. Then we equally divide galaxies
of each band into 𝑁𝐹 = 4 flux bins. This yields 12 flux bins
in total. We have other sets of choice of the magnitude cuts
and 𝑁𝐹 for consistency tests, which is described in Sec IV A.
Table I shows a summary of these galaxy sub-samples.

For each flux bin, we project the 3D galaxy number density
distribution to 2D sky map along the line-of-sight in the 𝑁side
= 512 resolution. We then downgrade the pixelized map to
𝑁side = 256. We select areas pixels with an observed coverage

4



fraction 𝑓𝛽 larger than a threshold 𝑓 threshold, where 𝑓𝛽 is defined
as

𝑓𝛽 =

16∑
𝑖=1

M𝑖∑
𝑖

. (17)

Here M𝑖 is the survey mask in 𝑁side = 512 map, which is
created from the random catalogs by selecting random point
with exposure time in all three bands greater than zero. This
step is to minimize the impact from the footprint-induced fake
clustering. For 𝑓𝛽 ≥ 𝑓 threshold, we assign to each pixel 𝛽

its coverage fraction 𝑓𝛽 . We use this value as a weight in
the clustering measurements. We consider three choices of
𝑓 threshold later for consistency tests but fiducial one is 0.9.
After this selection, we get the galaxy overdensity for the 12
flux bins,

𝛿
𝛽

𝑖
=

𝑁
𝛽

𝑖
/ 𝑓 𝛽

⟨𝑁𝛽

𝑖
/ 𝑓 𝛽⟩

− 1 . (18)

Here 𝑁
𝛽

𝑖
is the galaxy number count of 𝑖-th flux bin in the 𝛽-th

pixel. The average ⟨· · · ⟩ is over all pixels with 𝑓 ≥ 𝑓 threshold.
Fig.2 shows the obtained galaxy overdensity maps.

We then apply the 𝜅 estimator described in Section II to
the galaxy overdeisity maps. Fig.3 shows the galaxy number
count as a function of magnitude and the estimated 𝑎 and 𝑔

factors for each magnitude bin. The numerical calculation of
𝑎 of the flux bin 𝐹 ∈ [ 𝑓1, 𝑓2] is conducted by

𝑎 =
log

(∫ 𝑓2/(1+2𝛿𝐹 )
𝑓1/(1+2𝛿𝐹 ) 𝑛(𝐹 )𝑑𝐹

)
−log

(∫ 𝑓2 (1+2𝛿𝐹 )
𝑓1 (1+2𝛿𝐹 ) 𝑛(𝐹 )𝑑𝐹

)
2 log(1+2𝛿𝐹 ) (19)

We find that the numerical calculation converges for |𝛿𝐹 | < 0.1
and we take the result from 𝛿𝐹 = 0.02.

The results of the 𝑁𝑖 𝑗 ≡
𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗

𝑛̄𝑖 𝑛̄ 𝑗
are shown in Fig.4. Applying

Eq.(8) yields the𝑤𝑖’s for each flux bin, which is shown in Fig.5.
We then get the reconstructed convergence map sampled on
HEALPix pixels by a weighted sum over the galaxy overdensity
maps (Eq.(4)). We select pixels with 𝑓 ≥ 𝑓 threshold for the cross
correlation measurement.

C. Imaging systematics

Observation conditions, such as stellar contamination,
Galactic extinction, sky brightness, seeing, and airmass, in-
troduce spurious fluctuations in the observed galaxy density.
Therefore, our reconstruction method based on galaxy density
are potentially biased. In this work, we apply the Random For-
est (RF) technique4 [a the machine learning based regression
approach, 68] to mitigate the imaging systematics, following
the precedure described in [69]. Applying the RF, a weight

4 https://github.com/echaussidon/regressis

factor 𝑤pix,𝑖 for each valid pixel 𝑖 will be returned. The imag-
ing systematics will be reduced by weighting the reconstructed
convergence map 𝜅GRID according to their pixel weights.

Fig.6 shows the distribution of the reconstructed conver-
gence field, before and after the mitigation, as a function of
19 input imaging properties. If the convergence field is in-
dependent of imaging properties, one would expect the mean
value of 𝜅 in bins of imaging properties amounts to the global
mean. We can see that the reconstructed field suffers some
imaging contamination at percent level. After the mitigation,
the corrected density is almost flat for all imaging properties.
Mitigating the imaging systematics enhances the detection sig-
nificance of the weak lensing signal, which will be presented
in Section IV. After mitigating the imaging systematics, we
get the final convergence map 𝜅GRID . Fig.7 shows the re-
constructed convergence map before and after the imaging
systematics mitigation. The Weiner filtered convergence map
is also presented in Fig.7. The details of the Weiner filtering
procedure are presented in the Appendix.

D. Cross correlation measurement

To access the quality of the reconstructed map, we measure
its cross-correlation with the DECaLS cosmic shear catalogs
of LS DR8. The two catalogs have an overlap in their foot-
prints (Fig. 1) of approximately 8365 deg2. We select the
shear galaxies with 0.3 < 𝑧p < 1.0, which yields ∼35 million
galaxy shear samples. The shear galaxies are then divided into
nine photo-𝑧 bins with edges at 0.3, 0.35, 0.4, 0.45, 0.5, 0.6,
0.7, 0.8, 0.9 and 1.0. For each photo-𝑧 bin, we estimate the
convergence-shear cross-correlation function by

𝜉 𝜅𝛾 (𝜃) = ⟨𝜅GRID 𝛾𝑡 ⟩𝜃/(1 + 𝑚̄) . (20)

Here the average ⟨· · · ⟩𝜃 is over all pixel-galaxy pairs within
angular separation 𝜃, and 𝑚̄ is the average shear multiplicative
bias. The calculations are done using the public available code
TreeCorr5. We use 𝑁 = 100 Jackknife patches to estimate the
covariance matrix

Cov𝛼𝛽 =
𝑁 − 1
𝑁

𝑁=100∑︁
𝑛=1

[(𝜉 𝜅𝛾𝑛 (𝜃𝛼)−𝜉
𝜅𝛾 (𝜃𝛼))×(𝜉 𝜅𝛾𝑛 (𝜃𝛽)−𝜉

𝜅𝛾 (𝜃𝛽))] .

(21)
Here 𝜉 𝜅𝛾 is the average over the 100 patches. For each photo-z
bin, the data vector size is 6, and we rescale the covariance
matrix following [70, 71] to get an unbiased estimation.

For the theoretical calculation of 𝜉 𝜅𝛾 (𝜃) and 𝜉𝑚𝛾 (𝜃), we ap-
ply the Core Cosmology Library (CCL, Chisari et al. 72) and
use HaloFit [73–75] to calculate the nonlinear matter power
spectrum. The galaxy redshift distribution 𝑛(𝑧) are calculated
for each tomographic bin, combining the photo-𝑧 distribution
and a Gaussian photo-𝑧 error PDF with 𝜎𝑧 = 0.056. Fig.8

5 https://github.com/rmjarvis/TreeCorr
6 We conducted tests using different assumed values of 𝜎𝑧 and found that

they do not significantly affect the analysis results.
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FIG. 4: The normalized galaxy surface number density matrix 𝑁𝑖 𝑗 ≡
𝑛̄𝑖 𝑗
𝑛̄𝑖 𝑛̄ 𝑗

. The diagonal elements 𝑁𝑖𝑖 ≡ 1
𝑛̄𝑖

are the normalized galaxy surface
number density of each flux bin. The off-diagonal elements 𝑁𝑖 𝑗 are that between the 𝑖-th and 𝑗-th flux bin.
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FIG. 5: The results of the weights calculated by Eq.(8) for each
flux bin. The estimator for the lensing convergence is obtained by
calculating the weighted average of the galaxy number overdensity.

displays the photo-𝑧 distribution of the DR9 galaxies used for
lensing construction and the DR8 shear catalog. The theoret-
ical results of 𝜉 𝜅𝛾 (𝜃) and 𝜉𝑚𝛾 (𝜃) are shown in Fig.10. The
difference in their shape and redshift dependence allow us to
distinguish between the two terms.

IV. RESULTS

The results of the cross correlation are show in Fig.9. Sig-
nificant cross-correlation signals are obtained. We fit the mea-
sured cross correlation against the theoretical model (Eq.(12))
and constrain the two free parameters. The constraints on 𝐴

can reveal the potential biases in the lensing reconstruction or
in the cross correlation analysis, if its deviation from one is
observed. The constraints on 𝜖 indicate the level of systematic
errors. The 𝜒2 for the fitting can be approximated by

𝜒2 ≈
∑︁
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛼) − 𝜉 𝑗 ,th (𝜃𝛼)

]
Cov−1

𝑗 𝛼𝛽

[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛽) − 𝜉 𝑗 ,th (𝜃𝛽)

]
.(22)

Here 𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
and 𝜉 𝑗 ,th denote the measurement and the model in

the 𝑗-th photo-𝑧 bin of shear, respectively. Cov is the data
covariance matrix.7 𝐴 and 𝜖 are identical for each photo-𝑧 bin
and so the sum is over all the data points and photo-𝑧 bins.

The best fit is(
𝐴bestfit 𝜖bestfit)T

= 𝑭−1
[∑︁

𝑗

𝝃T
𝑗 Cov−1

𝑗 𝝃 𝑗

]
, (23)

7 Here we have neglected correlations between 𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
of different shear

redshifts ( 𝑗1,2) arising from the four-point correlation (⟨𝛾 𝑗1𝜅𝛾 𝑗2𝜅 ⟩ −
⟨𝛾 𝑗1𝜅 ⟩⟨𝛾 𝑗2𝜅 ⟩) ∼ ⟨𝛾 𝑗1𝜅 ⟩⟨𝛾 𝑗2𝜅 ⟩ + ⟨𝛾 𝑗1𝛾 𝑗2 ⟩⟨𝜅𝜅 ⟩. For the current data,
is is negligible comparing to the shape measurement error in 𝛾 and shot
noise in 𝜅 .
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FIG. 6: Average value of the reconstructed convergence field as a function of 19 input imaging maps. The blue/red lines show the relative
density before/after the systematics correction. The histogram is the fraction of pixels in bins of imaging properties, which is used to estimate
the errors as the standard deviation of the convergence field in bins. After mitigating the imaging systematics, the convergence field show little
fluctuation with respective to imaging properties.
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FIG. 7: The reconstructed lensing convergence map 𝜅GRID sampled on HEALPix pixels with 𝑁side = 256. The left panel shows the map
before the imaging systematics mitigation, and the middle panel shows the map after the mitigation. The right panel shows the map after the
mitigation and the application of the Wiener filter. The lower panels correspond to zoomed-in views of the areas indicated by the red box in the
upper panels.

where

𝝃 𝑗 ≡

©­­­­­­«
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃1) 𝜉 𝜅𝑚

𝑗
(𝜃1)

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃2) 𝜉 𝜅𝑚

𝑗
(𝜃2)

...
...

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝑛) 𝜉 𝜅𝑚

𝑗
(𝜃𝑛)

ª®®®®®®¬
; 𝝃𝑖 ≡

©­­­­­­«
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃1)

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃2)
...

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝑛)

ª®®®®®®¬
. (24)

The associated errors and covariance matrix of the constraints
are given by 𝑭−1. 𝑭 is the fisher matrix of 𝐴 and 𝜖 ,

𝑭 =
©­­«
∑
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗,𝛼
Cov−1

𝑗 ,𝛼𝛽𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗,𝛽

∑
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗,𝛼
Cov−1

𝑗 𝛼𝛽𝜉
𝜅𝑚
𝑗,𝛽∑

𝑗 𝛼𝛽

𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗,𝛼
Cov−1

𝑗 𝛼𝛽𝜉
𝜅𝑚
𝑗,𝛽

∑
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

𝜉 𝜅𝑚
𝑗,𝛼

Cov−1
𝑗 𝛼𝛽𝜉

𝜅𝑚
𝑗,𝛽

ª®®¬
Fig.11 shows the results of the constraints. According to 𝐴,
we detect a convergence-shear cross-correlation signal with
𝑆/𝑁 ≡ 𝐴/𝜎𝐴 ≃ 10. According to 𝜖 , the galaxy intrinsic
clustering is suppressed by a factor by a factor ∼ 50, to a level
of −0.02±0.02. The residual galaxy clustering contamination
in the 𝜅 map is consistent with zero. The best-fit to the cross-
correlation is shown in Fig.9, and the two components 𝐴𝜉 𝜅𝛾

and 𝜖𝜉𝑚𝛾 are also highlighted in the figure. The 𝜖𝜉𝑚𝛾 term is
subdominant for all cases.

Unfortunately, a significant deviation from one is detected
in 𝐴. There are possible uncertainties that may lead to this
bias, such as the 𝑆8 tension between the low-𝑧 and the CMB
measurements, the photo-𝑧 error, and the shear measurement
error. Out of all the factors, the measurement error/bias in
𝑔 = 2(𝑎 − 1) should be the primary cause of the discrepancy
of factor ∼ 2. In this work it is determined by flux-based
method, i.e. the logarithmic slope of the luminosity func-
tion (Eq.(2)). It is unbiased if the galaxy samples are strictly
flux-limited. However the real galaxy samples are a complex
selection of flux, color, position and shape. Consequently,
biases arise in flux-based methods when estimating the mag-
nification coefficient in real samples. Even when taking into
account a simplified survey selection function, this bias may
reach ∼ 2− 3 [49, 50], comparable to the bias observed in this
work. The actual magnification coefficients could be investi-
gated by forward modeling the real selection functions [e.g.,
50], which will help reduce the bias. We leave it for future
studies.
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FIG. 8: The photometric redshift distributions of the DR9 galaxies
used for lensing construction (blue line) and the DR8 galaxies with
shear measurement (red line). The vertical dashed lines represent the
boundaries of the photo-z bins for the shear catalog, defined for cross
correlation analysis.

Table III lists the results of 𝜒2
min and 𝜒2

nullto demonstrate
the goodness of fit to the model, where the 𝜒2

null and 𝜒2
min is

defined by

𝜒2
null =

∑︁
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛼)

]
Cov−1

𝑗 𝛼𝛽 ×
[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛽)

]
, (25)

𝜒2
min =

∑︁
𝑗 𝛼𝛽

[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛼) − 𝜉bestfit

𝑗 ,th (𝜃𝛼)
]
Cov−1

𝑗 𝛼𝛽

×
[
𝜉
𝜅𝛾

𝑗
(𝜃𝛽) − 𝜉bestfit

𝑗 ,th (𝜃𝛼)
]
, (26)

where

𝜉bestfit
th = 𝐴bestfit𝜉 𝜅𝛾 + 𝜖bestfit𝜉𝑚𝛾 . (27)

The degree-of-freedom (d.o.f) of the fitting is 52 and the
𝜒2

min ≃ 59. Therefore, the two parameter fitting returns
reasonable 𝜒2

min/d.o.f. ∼ 1. This means that shape of the
measured cross-correlation agrees with the model prediction,
and provides support that the detected signal is cosmologi-
cal in origin. With 54 non-independent data points and the
full covariance, 𝜒2

null = 367.6 and 𝜒2
min = 58.7 with respect

to the null and to the model, respectively. According to the
data-driven signal-to-noise ratio

√︃
𝜒2

null, we get 19.1𝜎 detec-
tion of a non-zero cross-correlation signal. According to the
fitting-driven signal-to-noise ratio

√︃
𝜒2

null − 𝜒2
min, the signifi-

cance is ∼ 10.7𝜎. We compared the results before and after
the imaging systematics mitigation in Table III. It shows that
the fitting results are consistent, and after the mitigation, both√︃
𝜒2

null − 𝜒2
min and 𝐴/𝜎𝐴 exhibit an increase from 15.1 to 17.6

and 8.5 to 10.8, respectively.

A. Internal test

We test the impact of several factors in the analysis, which
are summarized in Table III. First, we compare the results

baseline A=0 A=1 𝜖=0
𝜒2

min 58.7 169.2 90.3 59.9
AIC 62.8 171.3 92.3 62.0

TABLE II: 𝜒2
min and AIC scores for the baseline and the three alter-

native models.

for 𝑓 threshold = 0.5, 0.7, 0.9. Larger 𝑓 threshold indicates more
stringent selection of the pixels of galaxy number overdensity
map. Table III shows that the impact of 𝑓 threshold is small, and
the fitting result is stable for different 𝑓 threshold.

Second, we test the cases of 𝑁𝐹 = 2, 3, 4 and find that
the constraints on 𝐴 and 𝜖 are stable for different 𝑁𝐹 . The
𝜖 = Σ𝑖𝑤𝑖𝑏𝑖 depends on the galaxy biases in the selected flux
bins and, consequently, on the number of flux bins 𝑁𝐹 . The
𝜖 is consistently to be a minimal value for different 𝑁𝐹 . It
indicates that our method of eliminating the galaxy intrinsic
clustering is robust.

Third, we test the influence of the magnitude cut on the
results. We select galaxies which are 0.5 magnitude brighter
than the baseline set. The first case involves selecting galaxies
that are 0.5 magnitudes brighter across all three bands, denoted
as 𝑚𝑔,𝑟 ,𝑧 − 0.5. The other three cases involve selecting galax-
ies that are 0.5 magnitudes brighter in each band individually,
denoted as 𝑚𝑔 − 0.5, 𝑚𝑟 − 0.5 and 𝑚𝑧 − 0.5. As shown in
Table III, 𝜖 remains minimal for all the cases. However the
results of 𝐴 are significantly affected by the magnitude cuts.
This discrepancy observed in 𝐴 is reasonable. It supports our
hypothesis that the error/bias in 𝑔 = 2(𝑎 − 1) is the primary
contributor to the multiplicative error in the overall amplitude
of 𝜅. A brighter magnitude cut of 0.5 results in a decrease of ∼
30−40% in the number of galaxies for a particular photometry
band. It then results in modifications to the selection func-
tions of the galaxy samples, thereby inducing alterations in the
magnification coefficient. The level of the bias can extend up
to a factor of 3 for the 𝑚𝑟 ,𝑔,𝑧 − 0.5 case, which is unlikely to
result from other systematics. The impact of magnitude cuts
on the magnification coefficient is also investigated in [49].
Their results support our findings, showing that modification
in the magnitude cut can lead to the magnification coefficient
ranging from 1.5 to 3.0.

In addition, Table III presents the comparison of fitting
results before and after mitigating the imaging systematics
for all the tests investigated above. Across all cases, the fitting
results are consistent and exhibit enhancements in the S/N after
the mitigation, indicating the effectiveness and robustness of
the mitigation procedure.

B. Model selection

Performing an Akaike information criterion (AIC) analysis
can provide valuable insights into which model is the most
suitable for explaining the observed data. In this part, we
modify the theoretical template to facilitate the comparison of
different models. In addition to the baseline model described
by Eq. (12), we also consider alternative models which we
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FIG. 9: Measured cross correlation function between the reconstructed convergence and the shear. The red/blue data points denotes the results
with/without imaging systematics mitigation. The solid lines represent the best-fit, where the fitted values of 𝐴 and 𝜖 are the same for each
shear bin. The dashed lines denote the two components of the best-fit model. For clarity we only show the best-fit for the measurements after
the mitigation. The comparison of the fitting before and after the mitigation is summarized in Table III.

keep either 𝐴 or 𝜖 fixed. We compare four cases: the baseline
model, fixing 𝐴 = 0, fixing 𝐴 = 1, and fixing 𝜖 = 0. For each
model we repeat the fitting process and then calculate the AIC,
which can be expressed, to second-order, as:

AICc = −2 ln 𝑝 (𝜆bestfit | 𝐷) + 2𝑁𝜆 +
2𝑁𝜆 + 1

𝑁𝐷 − 𝑁𝜆 − 1
.

Here 𝑁𝜆 is the number of parameters, 𝑁𝐷 is the number of
data points, 𝑝 is the likelihood which is Gaussian in our case
and 𝑝 (𝜆bestfit | 𝐷) is the value for the best-fit parameters. The
”best” model has the smallest AIC. If another model’s AIC
is larger by 10 or more, this model should be ruled out. If
the difference is less than 2, the two models can not be really
distinguished.

Table II shows the results of 𝜒2
min (the minimum 𝜒2 value

obtained during fitting) and AIC. The model that fixes 𝜖 = 0
has the lowest AIC score and is 0.8 lower than that of the
baseline model. It reinforces the conclusion that the residual
galaxy clustering contamination in the 𝜅 map is insignificant.

The model that fixes 𝐴 = 0 has an AIC score that is roughly
108 higher than the baseline, ruling out null detection of weak
lensing signal. The model that fixes 𝐴 = 1 displays an AIC
score ∼30.0 higher than the baseline. This implies the signifi-
cance of the multiplicative error in the overall amplitude of 𝜅,
which we attribute to the limitation of the flux-based method
in accurately estimating the magnification coefficient.

C. Impact of the galaxy intrinsic clustering

To eliminate the average galaxy clustering in the lensing
reconstruction, we initially employed the condition

∑
𝑤𝑖 =

0. However, we can reevaluate the impact of average galaxy
clustering by modifying the condition to∑︁

𝑖

𝑤𝑖 𝑏̂𝑖 = 0 . (28)
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FIG. 10: The theoretical cross correlation templates, under the Planck
2018 cosmology. Different colors are used to distinguish the results of
different photo-𝑧 bins of the shear. The signal term 𝜉𝜅𝛾 is represented
by the solid lines, while the contamination term 𝜉𝜅𝑚 is denoted by
the dashed lines.
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FIG. 11: Contour plot of the constraints on 𝐴 and 𝜖 , where the
triangular point denote the best-fit value. The contour levels are 1-
and 2-𝜎.

Here, the values of 𝑏̂𝑖 are artificially selected. Setting all 𝑏̂𝑖’s
equal to a constant reduces to the original condition. Selecting
forms that 𝑏̂𝑖’s deviate from a constant will enhance the impact
of the galaxy clustering. The results of 𝜖 are expected to be
dependent on the form of 𝑏̂𝑖’s, while those of 𝐴 are not. We
use a simple form of 𝑏̂𝑖 as a demonstration. For each band, we
set 𝑏̂𝑖 for the four flux bins to be

1 − 2Δ𝑏̂, 1 − Δ𝑏̂, 1 + Δ𝑏̂, 1 + 2Δ𝑏̂ (29)

The only parameter is Δ𝑏̂, which we set to be identical for
each band. We sample Δ𝑏̂ in the range [−0.25, 0.25] with bin
width 0.05. For each Δ𝑏̂ we repeat the lensing reconstruction
procedure and conduct the cross-correlation analysis to obtain
the constraints on 𝐴 and 𝜖 .

Fig.12 shows the impact of Δ𝑏̂ on the results of constraints.
The best fit of 𝐴 is insensitive to the choice of Δ𝑏̂, as expected,
showing the stability of the reconstruction. However, the re-
sults of 𝜖 exhibit significant dependence on Δ𝑏̂, and tend to
have a linear relation with Δ𝑏̂. Its deviation from zero is sig-
nificant when |Δ𝑏̂ | differs considerably from zero. Therefore
by varying the condition to Eq. (28), we revealed the evidence
of galaxy clustering which contaminates the cosmic magnifi-
cation. The initial condition for the baseline (i.e. Δ𝑏̂ = 0 s.t.∑
𝑤𝑖 = 0) is almost optimal in terms of reducing this contami-

nation. Because 𝜖 fluctuates around zero when Δ𝑏̂ is near zero
and the S/N ≡ 𝐴/𝜎𝐴 reaches maximum when Δ𝑏̂ = 0 (the
right panel in Fig.12).

The above results imply that the galaxy deterministic bi-
ases exhibit minimal dependence on the magnitude, such that∑
𝑤𝑖 ∼ 0. It agrees with recent findings with hydrodynamic

simulations, including one based on TNG [76, 77] by [51] and
another using CosmoDC2 [78] by our companion work [48].
Fig.12 also shows that the imaging mitigation enhances S/N
for all the investigated cases of Δ𝑏̂.

D. Impact of the shear redshifts

The parameters 𝐴 and 𝜖 characterize the reconstructed lens-
ing convergence and are therefore independent of the shear
catalog utilized. Consequently, the constraints on 𝐴 and 𝜖 are
expected to remain consistent when different shear catalogs
are employed for cross-correlation analysis. In this part, we
investigate the impact of selecting different redshift bins for
the shear by systematically excluding one shear redshift bin at
a time. We then perform cross-correlation analysis and con-
strain 𝐴 and 𝜖 using the remaining redshift bins. The results
of this test are presented in Fig. 13. For all cases except the
redshift bin [0.9 − 1.0], the constraints on 𝐴 and 𝜖 align with
the baseline set within the 1𝜎 error range. The discrepancy
observed in the redshift [0.9 − 1.0] can be attributed to the
lower galaxy number density (Fig.8) and consequently, a less
accurate detection of the correlation function (Fig.10).

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Based on cosmic magnification, we reconstruct weak lens-
ing convergence map from the DECaLS DR9 galaxy catalog.
Notably, this represents the first instance of a directly mea-
sured lensing map from magnification, covering a quarter of
the sky. It is done by weighing overdensity maps of galaxies in
different magnitude bins and different photometry bands. To
test validity of the reconstruction, we make cross correlation
to the galaxy shear measurement and compare to the theoreti-
cal model. We find that the galaxy intrinsic clustering is well
eliminated by our method and we get ∼ 10𝜎 detection of the
convergence-shear cross correlation.

A discrepancy in the lensing amplitude of factor ∼ 2 is
found. The most likely cause for this discrepancy is the inac-
curacies in measuring the magnification coefficient, which is
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FIG. 12: Impact of varying the condition
∑
𝑤𝑖 𝑏̂𝑖 on the constraints of 𝐴 (the left panel), 𝜖 (the middle panel) and 𝐴/𝜎𝐴 (the right panel). The

red/blue data points denotes the results with/without imaging systematics mitigation. In the left panel, the shaded regions represent the 1𝜎
error in the constraint on 𝐴 for the baseline configuration, which corresponds to Δ𝑏̂ = 0 and includes imaging systematics mitigation.

𝐴 𝜖 𝜒2
min 𝜒2

null

√︃
𝜒2

null − 𝜒2
min 𝐴/𝜎𝐴

baseline 2.15±0.20(2.03±0.24) -0.02±0.02(-0.00±0.02) 58.7(59.2) 367.6(286.7) 17.6(15.1) 10.8(8.5)
f=0.5 2.00±0.20(2.16±0.23) -0.00±0.02(-0.02±0.02) 55.0(56.9) 393.2(313.7) 18.4(16.0) 10.0(9.4)
f=0.7 2.10±0.20(2.11±0.25) -0.01±0.02(-0.02±0.02) 53.0(61.2) 404.5(266.8) 18.8(14.3) 10.5(8.4)
𝑁𝐹 = 2 2.14±0.21(2.21±0.24) -0.01±0.02(-0.01±0.02) 58.5(63.8) 389.4(322.8) 18.2(16.1) 10.2(9.2)
𝑁𝐹 = 3 1.79±0.20(1.85±0.23) 0.02±0.02(0.01±0.02) 55.9(61.0) 363.9(307.8) 17.6(15.7) 8.9(8.0)

𝑚𝑔,𝑟 ,𝑧 − 0.5 3.09±0.30(2.97±0.36) -0.08±0.03(-0.06±0.03) 41.1(43.2) 242.3(208.3) 14.2(12.8) 10.3(8.2)
𝑚𝑔 − 0.5 2.09±0.25(2.09±0.33) -0.00±0.02(-0.00±0.03) 47.5(41.8) 248.2(172.4) 14.2(11.4) 8.4(6.3)
𝑚𝑟 − 0.5 1.24±0.19(1.45±0.23) 0.06±0.02(0.05±0.02) 63.5(63.1) 348.2(277.6) 16.9(14.7) 6.5(6.3)
𝑚𝑧 − 0.5 2.13±0.20(2.24±0.25) -0.04±0.02(-0.05±0.02) 48.0(48.2) 288.3(221.9) 15.5(13.2) 10.7(9.0)

TABLE III: The impact of 𝑓 threshold, 𝑁F, the three bands magnitude cuts and the imaging systematics mitigation on the analysis. The fiducial
sets are 𝑓 threshold = 0.9, 𝑁F = 4, 𝑚𝑔 = 23.0, 𝑚𝑟 = 22.2, 𝑚𝑧 = 21.6. The d.o.f. = 52. The main table shows the results after the mitigation,
while in parentheses are the results before the mitigation.
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FIG. 13: Impact of the shear redshifts on the constraints of 𝐴 (the
left panel) and 𝜖 (the right panel). We drop one shear redshift bin
at a time, and perform the cross correlation analysis and constrain
the parameters with the remaining bins. The y-axis denote the shear
redshift bin that is dropped. The shadow regions shows the 1𝜎 error
of the constraints for the baseline set (i.e., all the bins are included).

estimated using the logarithmic slope of the luminosity func-
tion. However, to confirm this speculation, we need to perform
forward modeling of the DR9 galaxy selection function and
correct the estimation of the magnification coefficient. This is
our next step in the research project. Our primary focus is on
the cross-correlation analysis since the auto-correlation of the
reconstructed convergence map is significantly affected by the
weighted shot noise [48]. Existing data such as DES [8] and
HSC [10] have greater survey depth and higher galaxy number
than DECaLS. We plan to analyze these data to improve the
magnification based lensing reconstruction. It will enable us
to thoroughly account for the model’s cosmology dependence,
more realistic modeling of the photo-𝑧 distribution, the intrin-
sic alignment of galaxies, and potential contamination from
the extragalactic dust.
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FIG. 14: Left: The angular power spectrum of the weak lensing map. The blue line is calculated from the Planck 2018 cosmology combined
with the bestfit lensing amplitude 𝐴bestfit, while after applying the DECaLS mask the calculation is shown with the red line. The green line
is the measurement from the reconstructed convergence map. The black line represents the shot noise. Right: The associated Weiner filter
calculated from the angular power spectrum.

VI. APPENDIX

A. Weiner filter

For the spherical harmonic coefficients 𝜅ℓ𝑚 estimated by
Healpix, the Weiner filter is calculated by

𝜅WF
ℓ𝑚 =

𝐶
signal
ℓ

𝐶
signal
ℓ

+ 𝐶noise
ℓ

𝜅ℓ𝑚 . (30)

Where 𝐶signal
ℓ

is the auto power spectrum of the lensing signal
and 𝐶noise

ℓ
is that of the noise. We calculate 𝐶

signal
ℓ

from the
Planck 2018 cosmology combined with the bestfit amplitude
𝐴bestfit. To take into account the impact of survey geome-
try, we generate 100 full-sky maps of the power spectrum
(𝐴bestfit)2𝐶𝜅𝜅

ℓ,Planck. We then apply the mask to these maps and
obtain 100 power spectra with the DECaLS mask. We use the
average one to get 𝐶signal

ℓ
.

We calculate 𝐶signal
ℓ

+ 𝐶noise
ℓ

by the auto power spectrum of
the reconstructed lensing map 𝜅, which is

𝐶𝜅𝜅
ℓ =

1
2ℓ + 1

ℓ∑︁
𝑚=−ℓ

𝜅∗ℓ𝑚𝜅ℓ𝑚 . (31)

Take the reconstructed lensing map of the baseline set (the
first row in Table III) as an example, the results of the power
spectrum is shown in Fig.14. The auto power spectrum of the
reconstructed lensing map is overwhelmed by the shot noise at
ℓ > 50, which agrees with the results in [48]. This is the reason
why we have used the cross correlation to increase the S/N.
The associated Weiner filter calculated by Eq.(30) is shown
in the right panel of Fig.14 and the lensing convergence map
after applying the Weiner filter is shown in Fig.7.
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