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ABSTRACT

The majority of low-mass (log10M∗/M⊙ = 9−10) galaxies at high redshift (z > 1) appear elongated

in projection. We use JWST-CEERS observations to explore the role of gravitational lensing in this

puzzle. The typical galaxy-galaxy lensing shear γ ∼ 1% is too low to explain the predominance of

elongated early galaxies with ellipticity e ≈ 0.6. However, non-parametric quantile regression with

Bayesian Additive Regression Trees reveals hints of an excess of tangentially-aligned source-lens pairs

with γ > 10%. On larger scales, we also find evidence for weak lensing shear. We rule out the null

hypothesis of randomly oriented galaxies at ≳ 99% significance in multiple NIRCam chips, modules and

pointings. The number of such regions is small and attributable to chance, but coherent alignment

patterns suggest otherwise. On the chip scale, the average complex ellipticity ⟨e⟩ ∼ 10% is non-

negligible and beyond the level of our PSF uncertainties. The shear variance ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 10−3 is an order

of magnitude above the conventional weak lensing regime but is more sensitive to PSF systematics,

intrinsic alignments, cosmic variance and other biases. Taking it as an upper limit, the maximum

implied “cosmic shear” is only a few percent and cannot explain the elongated shapes of early galaxies.

The alignments themselves may arise from lensing by a protocluster or filament at z ∼ 0.75 where we

find an overabundance of massive lens galaxies. We recommend a weak lensing search for overdensities

in “blank” deep fields with JWST and the Roman Space Telescope.

1. INTRODUCTION

Almost thirty years ago, Hubble Space Telescope

(HST) observations revealed that faint early galaxies

preferentially appear elongated in projection (Cowie

et al. 1995; van den Bergh et al. 1996). This has since

been confirmed with newer instruments and statistical

samples from larger surveys with HST (Elmegreen et al.
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2005; Ravindranath et al. 2006; van der Wel et al. 2014;

Zhang et al. 2019). Most recently, Pandya et al. (2024)

revived interest in this puzzle by showing that low-mass

galaxies with log10M∗/M⊙ ∼ 9 − 10 at z > 1 con-

tinue to appear preferentially elongated with axis ra-

tios b/a ∼ 0.3 − 0.6 even in deeper observations with

the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) at rest-frame

optical wavelengths (see also Kartaltepe et al. 2023;

Robertson et al. 2023; Vega-Ferrero et al. 2024).

These early elongated galaxies have continued to defy

a clear explanation. The safest bet is that there is a sur-

face brightness selection effect against detecting rounder

face-on disks (Dalcanton & Shectman 1996; Elmegreen
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et al. 2005; Loeb 2024) or that we are preferentially see-

ing an elongated star-forming “proto-bar” but not the

extended stellar disk. Zhang et al. (2019) showed that

at most ∼ 20% of elongated galaxies would be missed

by HST if their light profiles were re-projected into the

face-on view, which is not enough to explain the high in-

ferred elongated fractions of ∼ 50− 70%. Pandya et al.

(2024) demonstrated that JWST should be even more

complete to disks with all orientations at z ∼ 1−8 down

to log10(M∗/M⊙) ∼ 9 over a reasonable range of sizes,

but stressed the need to scrutinize even deeper surveys.

Alternatively, we may be seeing tidal debris from ongo-

ing interactions since merger rates are expected to in-

crease towards high redshift (Conselice 2014; Somerville

& Davé 2015). Finally, these objects may truly have

prolate or triaxial 3D shapes that reflect their forma-

tion via mergers along cosmic web filaments (Ceverino

et al. 2015; Tomassetti et al. 2016).

Here we explore a possibility not previously consid-

ered in the literature: are early galaxies preferentially

elongated because they have a higher probability of be-

ing gravitationally lensed? It is already well known that

the optical depth to lensing increases for higher redshift

systems (e.g., Barkana & Loeb 2000) and that this re-

sults in a “magnification bias” which modifies the num-

ber counts of high-redshift galaxies (Turner et al. 1984;

Wyithe et al. 2011; Mason et al. 2015). The larger cov-

ering fraction of possible foreground lenses combined

with bigger angular diameter distances to high-redshift

sources can also help maximize the Einstein radius for

strong lensing (Treu 2010). JWST has already iden-

tified multiple strongly lensed background galaxies in

massive clusters missed by Hubble (e.g., Pascale et al.

2022; Mowla et al. 2022; Frye et al. 2023; Mowla et al.

2024; Bradley et al. 2024), with roughly ∼ 25 − 65

cases expected in “blank” JWST deep fields (Holloway

et al. 2023; Casey et al. 2023). One new Einstein ring

has already been detected in COSMOS-Web based on

serendipitous visual inspection (Mercier et al. 2023; van

Dokkum et al. 2024).

Perhaps the most relevant connection is to weak lens-

ing which is sensitive to the assumed intrinsic shapes of

galaxies. JWST is uniquely enabling the use of lower

mass, higher redshift sources for weak lensing studies

around massive clusters (Finner et al. 2023a; Harvey

& Massey 2024) but the intrinsic shapes and intrinsic

alignments of these preferentially elongated background

galaxies remain poorly understood. Pandya et al. (2019)

proposed that if most early galaxies are indeed nearly

prolate and forming along cosmic web filaments, then

they are expected to show very strong intrinsic align-

ments which may be an under-appreciated source of bias

for weak lensing. On the other hand, lensing by fore-

ground large-scale structure may itself contribute a non-

negligible amount of “cosmic shear” that leads to some

net elongation and alignments of distant sources. Of

course, the fact that it is the lower mass systems at high-

redshift that preferentially appear elongated suggests

that this phenomenon is due to their intrinsic shapes

rather than lensing, but it is still important to quantify

the magnitude of the effect and possible implications.

With these fundamental questions in mind, here we

pursue a systematic search for both galaxy-galaxy lens-

ing candidates and large-scale alignments in “blank”

JWST deep fields. This is complementary to traditional

lensing studies around bright foreground clusters and

involves looking for the statistical correlations between

ellipticity, orientation and shear that are the hallmarks

of gravitational lensing (e.g., Tyson et al. 1990; Brain-

erd et al. 1996). For this pilot study, we will use the

JWST Cosmic Evolution Early Release Science survey

(CEERS; Program ID 1345; Finkelstein et al. 2023),

which was selected to not have an obvious bright clus-

ter in the foreground but may still have overdensities at

higher redshift. By averaging over the orientations of

background galaxies on multiple scales, we will demon-

strate the potential of JWST for constraining the pres-

ence of any such foreground mass concentration even if

it is “dark” (e.g., Kaiser et al. 2000; Bacon et al. 2000;

Wittman et al. 2000; Maoli et al. 2001; Rhodes et al.

2001; Refregier 2003; Kilbinger 2015). With that said,

it is not our goal to measure the precise amplitude of

any lensing signal but rather to place an upper limit on

its contribution to the elongation of early galaxies.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we

describe the data and in section 3 we detail our meth-

ods. We present our results on galaxy-galaxy lensing in

section 4 and on large-scale alignments in section 5. We

discuss possible explanations and implications in 6. Fi-

nally, we summarize in section 7. We assume a standard

Planck Collaboration et al. (2016) cosmology through-

out with h = 0.6774, Ωm,0 = 0.3075, ΩΛ,0 = 0.691 and

Ωb,0 = 0.0486.

2. DATA

We use data from the JWST-CEERS survey (Program

ID 1345; Finkelstein et al. 2023).1 CEERS covers a por-

tion of the Extended Groth Strip (EGS; Groth et al.

1994; Davis et al. 2007) with NIRCam imaging in 10

pointings. Data reduction details are given in Bagley

et al. (2023). Here we use a source catalog derived

1 These data can be found on MAST: 10.17909/z7p0-8481

http://dx.doi.org/10.17909/z7p0-8481
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by Finkelstein et al. (2023) with the original Source-

Extractor code (Bertin & Arnouts 1996). We use pho-

tometric redshifts and stellar masses derived from 13-

filter spectral energy distribution (SED) fitting by Barro

et al. (2023) using the EAZY code (Brammer et al.

2008). The 13 filters include six broadband ones from

NIRCam (F115W, F150W, F200W, F277W, F356W,

F444W), one medium-band NIRCam filter (F410M),

six broadband filters from HST-ACS/WFC3 (F606W,

F814W, F105W, F125W, F140W, F160W). The multi-

wavelength SEDs give reasonably well constrained pho-

tometric redshifts and stellar masses for our selected

sample as described below in subsection 3.6.

Our galaxy shape measurements are based on single-

component Sérsic fits with galfit (Peng et al. 2002)

by McGrath et al. (in prep.). This provides the key

quantities that we need for our lensing analysis: effec-

tive (half-light) radius, projected axis ratio, and position

angle of the major axis measured for each galaxy inde-

pendently in all six broadband NIRCam filters. The

shape catalog also includes empirical errors for these

quantities that are derived by matching each observed

galaxy to 100 simulated sources which were inserted

into blank regions of the mosaic and which have sim-

ilar magnitude, size and Sérsic index. These empirical

errors help quantify the systematic uncertainties that

generally dominate galaxy shape measurements and are

not accounted for by the formal statistical uncertain-

ties from galfit. During the Sérsic model fitting pro-

cess, an empirical, filter-dependent global PSF was used

to recover “intrinsic” galaxy sizes, axis ratios and po-

sition angles before convolution with a global empiri-

cal PSF. These global PSFs were created by stacking

stars throughout the CEERS footprint (see section 3.2

Finkelstein et al. 2023). In Appendix A, we investigate

the spatial dependence of the PSF in CEERS by mea-

suring the quadrupole moments of individual stars and

quantify the level of bias expected.

3. METHODS

Here we describe our methods to study galaxy-galaxy

lensing and large-scale alignments (in that order).

3.1. Lens and Source Selection

We select possible foreground massive lens galaxies by

requiring z < 1, log10(M∗/M⊙) > 10.5 and good Sérsic

fits (galfit flag of zero or one) in the F115W filter

which traces the rest-frame optical/near-infrared. Of

the 53885 galaxies available in the catalog, this leads to

77 massive lens galaxies. Based on visual inspection, we

discard one that is clearly a deblending artifact resulting

in 76 lenses.

For background source galaxies, we impose z > 1 and

log10(M∗/M⊙) > 9 which is above the CEERS galaxy

completeness limit to at least z = 8 for a reasonable

range of sizes and apparent magnitudes (Appendix B

of Pandya et al. 2024). We do not make any cut on

color or star formation rate. Of the 53385 sources in the

catalog, this yields 6648 galaxies. We further require

that the galaxies have good Sérsic fits (galfit flag of

zero or one) in the filter that most closely tracks the rest-

frame optical (∼ 5000Å) at their redshift. This means

F115W for z = 1.0 − 1.5, F150W for z = 1.5 − 2.0,

F200W for z = 2− 3, F356W for z = 3− 6 and F444W

for z > 6. We only include galaxies whose intrinsic

(i.e., PSF-deconvolved) Sérsic effective radius is greater

than the PSF FWHM of their assigned rest-optical filter.

These cuts yield 4135 source galaxies but we discard 267

that are clearly artifacts based on visual inspection, and

another 20 that have catastrophically high uncertainty

estimates of ∆(b/a) > 1, ∆(PA) > 30◦ or ∆(re) > 1′′.

This leaves 3848 sources of which 3073 (∼ 80%) are low-

mass with log10(M∗/M⊙) = 9− 10.

3.2. Lens-Source Pair Selection

For every background galaxy, we start by computing

its on-sky separation to all 76 possible foreground lenses.

We define a subset of these as “nearest” source-lens pairs

by assigning the closest on-sky lens to each background

galaxy. We verified that our results would be identical

if we had instead assigned to each source the lens with

the highest predicted shear.

Figure 1 shows the demographics of our source-lens

pairs in terms of the joint distribution of lens redshift,

source redshift and on-sky pair separation. The lenses

are roughly uniformly distributed over z ∼ 0.3 − 1.0

but there appears to be an overdensity at z ∼ 0.75
(top gray histogram). The background sources span a

range of redshifts but drop off steeply from z ∼ 1 − 10

(top cyan histogram). Interestingly, the highest redshift

background galaxies (orange/red points) are preferen-

tially found near lenses with z ∼ 0.75. It is unclear if

this is due to magnification bias, a selection effect, cos-

mic variance or some combination thereof. At a given

lens redshift, background sources span a range of on-sky

pair separations θ ≲ 250 arcsec. For the average back-

ground galaxy, the nearest massive foreground lens is

∼ 1 arcmin away.

3.3. Lens Model

We assume a singular isothermal sphere (SIS) lens

model for all 76 massive foreground galaxies. For this

initial exploratory study, we believe this strikes a bal-

ance between the simplicity of point lens models and the
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Figure 1. Joint distribution of lens redshift, source redshift and pair separation for all background galaxies paired with their
nearest on-sky massive foreground lens. The lens redshift distribution is roughly uniform between z ∼ 0.3 − 1.0 with an
overdensity at z ∼ 0.75 (top gray histogram). The source redshift distribution drops off rapidly at z > 1 (top cyan histogram).
At fixed lens redshift, background galaxies span a range of source redshifts and pair separations with θ ≲ 250 arcsec. On average,
background galaxies are ∼ 1 arcmin from their nearest on-sky massive foreground lens (right gray histogram).

complex shear analysis that is standard in weak lensing

(Schneider et al. 1992).

Since we are interested in calculating the galaxy-

galaxy lensing shear, we begin by computing the an-

gular diameter distances to the lens (DL), to the source

(DS), and between the lens and source (DLS). Then we

can compute the Einstein radius as (e.g., see Narayan &

Bartelmann 1996; Treu 2010; Schneider 2015):

θE = 4π
DLS

DS

(σSIS
c

)2

(1)

where c is the speed of light and σSIS is the (radially-

constant) 1D velocity dispersion of the SIS halo. For

massive early-type lenses, the central stellar velocity dis-

persion σ∗ has been shown to correlate well with σSIS
(i.e., being roughly equal; Bolton et al. 2008; Zahid et al.

2016, 2018). We thus approximate the central stellar ve-

locity dispersion of all lenses assuming their centers are

baryon-dominated via

σ∗ =

√
GM∗

RF115W
eff

. (2)

This yields a roughly log-normal distribution of σ∗ with

shape parameter s ∼ 0.3 and scale parameter 275 km/s,

which peaks at ∼ 250 km/s and has a tail out to ∼ 580

km/s. The distribution is reasonable and compares well

with, e.g., the range of σ∗ measured for luminous red

galaxies (LRGs) at z < 0.7 in the SDSS-III/BOSS sur-

vey (Thomas et al. 2013). In detail, since our lens

sample extends down to log10M∗/M⊙ > 10.5, it likely

includes many “fast rotator” early-type galaxies (e.g.,

Cappellari 2016). Equation 2 may need a correction to

account for the greater fraction of rotation in these stel-

lar systems. We forgo any such correction here, leaving

it as a systematic that is only relevant for our galaxy-
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galaxy lensing analysis but not cosmic shear calculations

(the latter is described next in subsection 3.5).

Taking σSIS = σ∗, we can thus compute θE. The shear

experienced by a background galaxy a projected dis-

tance θ away from the center of a foreground lens is

then simply

γ =
1

2

θE
θ
. (3)

This shear can be thought of as a differential change

in projected ellipticity. It is larger for smaller on-

sky source-lens separations and for more massive lenses

which have larger Einstein radii. For a given on-sky

separation θ and SIS lens, the shear is maximized as

DLS → DS.

In addition to shear, we also compute the tangential

alignment angle for every source-lens pair as illustrated

in Figure 2. Every background galaxy already has a po-

sition angle ϕ for its major axis from the best-fitting

Sérsic model. We compute another position angle δ

from the vector that connects the centers of the back-

ground and lens galaxies. Both position angles are de-

fined with the same astronomical convention where 0◦ is

north (up) and we limit the range between −90◦ and 90◦

east of north. The absolute difference between the two

is ψ ≡ |ϕ − δ| and lies between 0 − 90◦. When ψ ≈ 0◦,

it means the major axis of the background galaxy is

pointing towards its nearest lens. When ψ ≈ 90◦, it in-

stead means the major axis of the background galaxy is

perpendicular to the vector connecting the source-lens

pair, i.e., we say the background galaxy is tangentially

aligned with the lens.

3.4. Bayesian Quantile Regression with BART

Since we are dealing with small sample sizes, we opt

for a Bayesian analysis of galaxy-galaxy lensing. Specif-

ically, we will perform Bayesian “quantile regression”

which predicts the conditional distribution of different

quantiles of some property and their dependence on

other variables. This provides more information than

linear regression which instead fits for a single mean re-

lation and is susceptible to outliers and non-linearities.

Unlike simple linear regression, quantile regression can

also capture heteroscedasticity in the data such as the

scatter in y changing with x. While quantile regression

can be done in a parametric way (e.g., fitting different

lines for different quantiles of y), here we opt for a non-

parametric approach using Bayesian Additive Regres-

sion Trees (BART; Chipman et al. 2010; Hill et al. 2020;

Martin et al. 2021). BART approximates a function by

summing over many small regression trees whose indi-

vidual sizes and depths are subject to priors that avoid

overfitting.2 In addition to the sum-of-trees, there is an

error term that is fit as part of the overall model.

We use the implementation of BART in the probabilis-

tic programming language PyMC (Quiroga et al. 2023;

Oriol et al. 2023), which utilizes Hamiltonian Monte

Carlo for accelerated gradient-based sampling of the er-

ror term, and particle Gibbs sampling for BART. BART

has a number of hyper-parameters that characterize its

internal priors for the depths, splitting rules and values

of its trees to minimize overfitting. The default values

have been shown to work well for a variety of problems

so we do not vary those. We use 100 trees to fit our

thousands of points in the log γ−e and log γ−ψ planes,

but using 50 or 200 trees did not change our results.

Note that γ has to be inferred while e and ψ are di-

rect observables so we treat the latter as “independent”

variables.

We assume an asymmetric Laplace likelihood which

is naturally well-suited for quantile regression (Yu &

Moyeed 2001). It has three parameters: one control-

ling the mean, another controlling the scale, and yet

another controlling the asymmetry. The location pa-

rameter of this likelihood is the BART random vari-

able with its default internal priors as described above.

For the scale parameter (which quantifies uncertainty

around the BART-based mean), we use a half-normal

prior with standard deviation arbitrarily set to five. Fi-

nally, the asymmetry parameter is set to the quantile we

are trying to fit. In this work, we will fit five quantiles:

0.1, 0.5, 0.9, 0.95 and 0.997.

We ran four chains with 3000 tuning (burn-in) and

3000 sampling draws. We verified the convergence of the

chains as follows. Trace plots revealed that the poste-

riors of the scale parameter for the asymmetric Laplace

likelihood were similar from all four independent chains.

Since the BART random variable is really a collection

of predictions from multiple trees for each of our thou-

sands of observed points, the recommended convergence

check involves the cumulative distribution function of

the effective sample size and Gelman-Rubin statistic for

each chain. We verified that the effective sample size

was ≫ 1000 and the Gelman-Rubin statistic was ≲ 1.02

for all BART components of each chain, thus implying

convergence.

3.5. Complex Ellipticity Analysis

2 In the limit of infinite regression trees, BART approaches a Gaus-
sian process but without the need to choose and tune a covari-
ance function (i.e., kernel). BART can also be thought of as
a Bayesian cousin of machine learning techniques like random
forests and gradient-boosted decision trees.
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Figure 2. Illustration of the various vectors and angles computed in this work. We are primarily interested in the position
angle ϕ of the major axis of the background galaxy and its tangential alignment angle ψ with respect to the position of the lens.
The on-sky angular pair separation is θ. All angles are defined between −90◦ to 90◦ east of north.

We will average over the orientations of background

galaxies both in bins of galaxy-galaxy shear and more

generally on the scale of individual NIRCam chips (64′′×
64′′), modules (2.2′×2.2′) and pointings (2.2′×5.1′). For

this, we will follow standard practice in gravitational

lensing studies (e.g., Schneider et al. 1992) and assign

each galaxy a complex number

e = |e| exp(2iϕ) = |e| cos(2ϕ) + i|e| sin(2ϕ) (4)

where |e| ≡ (1 − b/a) is the usual projected ellipticity

and ϕ is the position angle measured east of north (up).3

The use of 2ϕ accounts for the symmetry of rotating an

ellipse by π, i.e., galaxy shape vectors do not point in

one or the other direction for a given orientation. This

formalism makes it easy to compute the average ellip-

ticity as the magnitude of the average complex number

⟨e⟩ and the average orientation as its phase.4

We will also compute the “shear variance” ⟨γ2⟩ which
quantifies the degree of correlation between the com-

plex ellipticities of all possible pairs of galaxies in some

region. This summary statistic is frequently used in cos-

mic shear studies (Refregier 2003; Kilbinger 2015) and

can be thought of as a simpler alternative to more so-

phisticated shear-shear correlation functions, which oth-

3 In weak lensing, it is common practice to instead define |e| =
(a − b)/(a + b) or |e| = (a2 − b2)/(a2 + b2). Our results are not
sensitive to the choice of a particular definition for the norm |e|.

4 It is common practice to divide individual ellipticities by a
“shear polarizability tensor” P γ or “shear responsivity factor” R
(Massey et al. 2007a). These are of order unity and may depend
on galaxy morphology so we neglect them here for simplicity.

erwise depend continuously on pair separation. Specifi-

cally, we adapt equation (8) of Hämmerle et al. (2002):

γ2reg =
1

Ngal(Ngal − 1)

Ngal∑
i=1

Ngal∑
j=i+1

eie
∗
j (5)

where the normalization accounts for the number of

unique pairs. Note that the inner summation is stag-

gered by one to prevent double counting pairs and that

the product involves the complex conjugate e∗j . This

γ2reg is the shear variance for a single chip, module or

pointing, but we want the average over all regions of a

given type:

⟨γ2⟩ = 1

Nreg

Nreg∑
n=1

|γ2reg,n| (6)

where the sum involves the norm of γ2reg,n, which in gen-

eral is a complex number. We will compute this shear

variance for both galaxies and our PSF stars (Appendix

A) with the latter serving as null tests for systematics.

3.6. Systematics Checks and Error Propagation

We can adapt the shear variance calculation of equa-

tion 5 to compute the star-galaxy cross-correlation as a

check of systematics:

egal ⋆ e
∗
star =

1

NgalNstar

Ngal∑
i=1

Nstar∑
j=1

egal,ie
∗
star,j . (7)

For this, we measured the complex ellipticity of individ-

ual stars throughout CEERS using quadrupole moments
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as described in Appendix A. This provides an important

null test for baselining possible PSF systematics but we

caution that we only have ∼ 130 stars throughout the

survey footprint and typically only ∼ 1 − 2 stars per

NIRCam chip, with ∼ 30% of chips having no star. To

ensure that galaxies are only paired up with stars in their

corresponding rest-frame optical filter, we will compute

this separately for each NIRCam filter. Since we want

to know the fractional contribution of the star-galaxy

cross-correlation to the total shear variance, we record

the ratio of the norms |egal⋆e∗star|/|γ2reg| for all individual
regions before taking the average as in 6. This approach

of averaging ratios should be more robust especially on

smaller scales where “shot noise” from the galaxy ellip-

ticity distribution can dominate the variance between

regions of the same size. Note that our galaxy shapes

were measured by fitting a Sérsic model convolved with

a global empirical PSF and that we do not attempt to

perform local PSF corrections here (but see Appendix

A). The star-galaxy cross-correlation thus reflects any

additional local PSF contamination unaccounted for by

the global PSF.

We use an efficient vectorized Monte Carlo approach

to propagate errors on ⟨e⟩, ⟨γ2⟩ and the star-galaxy

cross-correlation. When computing these summary

statistics for any sample of N galaxies or stars, we first

create 1000 random realizations of size N each. For ev-

ery observed galaxy, we randomly draw an ellipticity,

position angle and any other quantity of interest from a

Gaussian with mean equal to the fiducial catalog value

and standard deviation equal to the empirical error from

McGrath et al. (in prep.). For stars, we do the same

thing but in lieu of errors on quadrupole moments, we

use the standard deviation of e1 and e2 from the star

sample itself as a measure of uncertainty on those quan-

tities. For simplicity, we do not propagate errors on

galaxy redshift or mass since our analysis is not done

in fine z or M∗ intervals.5 Then we can compute our

summary statistics in all realizations and take the mean

and standard deviation with the latter quantifying the

uncertainty due to galaxy/star shape error propagation.

It is almost always the case that the summary statistics

are well constrained, e.g., µ⟨e⟩/σ⟨e⟩ ≫ 1. However, this

cannot, by itself, be used to assess the significance of an

alignment signal. For that, we need a null hypothesis

test to rule out randomly oriented galaxies, which we

describe in subsection 3.7.

5 The typical redshift uncertainty for our sources is ∆(zphot)/(1+
zphot) ≈ 0.046± 0.082 where ∆(z) is the difference between the
84th and 16th percentile of the photometric redshift posterior for
each galaxy.

Our Monte Carlo error propagation method gives a

formal uncertainty for summary statistics computed on

the scale of the entire survey. However, we only have one

survey limited to a small (∼ 0.028 deg2) part of the sky

so our shear variance ⟨γ2⟩ is almost certainly dominated

by cosmic variance. It is not our goal in this paper to

constrain cosmological parameters or perform detailed

comparisons to theory so we do not attempt to estimate

the cosmic variance uncertainty on ⟨γ2⟩. Instead, we

will simply place an upper limit on the weak lensing

shear experienced by high-redshift galaxies. We defer an

estimation of the cosmic variance uncertainty to future

weak lensing analyses which can empirically constrain

the field-to-field variance using multiple “blank” JWST

deep fields.

3.7. Null Hypothesis Test for Alignments

For any sample of galaxies that show elevated ⟨e⟩ sug-
gestive of alignments, we need to compare their observed

⟨e⟩ to the distribution of ⟨e⟩ expected under the null

hypothesis that they are randomly oriented. For N ob-

served galaxies, we create 1 million realizations, each of

which is assigned N random complex ellipticity vectors.

We randomly draw orientations ϕ from a uniform dis-

tribution U(−90◦, 90◦) which should “break” any align-

ments (if present). Since there is no good, universal

distribution from which to randomly draw ellipticities,

we fix the distribution of complex magnitudes e to the

actual observed ellipticities of the galaxies.6 This lets

us compute the distribution of the average ⟨e⟩ under

the null hypothesis that the N galaxies are randomly

oriented. We then calculate the p-value for a given chip

as the fraction of its random realizations where the null

⟨e⟩ exceeds the observed ⟨e⟩. This procedure is used

both for our galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates and when

averaging over the orientations of all background galax-

ies in a given NIRCam chip, module, pointing and the

scale of the entire survey.

4. GALAXY-GALAXY LENSING

In this section we present our results on galaxy-galaxy

lensing in JWST-CEERS.

4.1. Shear versus ellipticity

6 A uniform distribution is clearly not a good choice for high-
redshift, low-mass bins which are biased towards high e (Pandya
et al. 2024) or for high-mass spheroid-dominated bins which are
biased towards low e (e.g. Chang et al. 2013).
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Figure 3 shows the joint distribution of galaxy-galaxy

lensing shear7 and source ellipticity. The ellipticity dis-

tribution of background galaxies is clearly non-uniform

and biased towards elongated objects with e ∼ 0.6 on

average. The ellipticity distribution of massive sources

alone is flatter, consistent with them being randomly ori-

ented disks, but this implies that the low-mass sources

are the preferentially elongated ones. Most pairs have

very small shear with the mean being ⟨γ⟩ ≈ 0.02 con-

sistent with what is expected for weak lensing (e.g.,

Oguri et al. 2012). Because the mean ellipticity of

background galaxies is much larger than the typical ex-

pected shear, galaxy-galaxy lensing cannot be the pri-

mary driver for the preferential elongation of low-mass

high-redshift galaxies.

However, there is a non-negligible tail towards larger

shears in excess of 0.1 which is beyond the conventional

weak lensing regime. One object that is highly elongated

with e ≈ 0.7 has an unusually large shear of γ ≈ 0.6.

Our Bayesian non-parametric quantile regression with

BART reveals that shear does not correlate with ellip-

ticity for the majority of pairs below the 95% quantile

of shear. Even for shears in the 99.7% quantile, the

data does not show a strong correlation with ellipticity

and the Bayesian credible interval is large. At very high

e > 0.7, we see a downturn in the median γ of the 99.7%

shear quantile, but the uncertainty is large due to the

small number of such extreme objects. We confirmed

that the 19 objects with e > 0.85 and γ < 0.1 are in

fact highly elongated galaxies and not artifacts (coinci-

dentally, two of them are shown as prolate candidates

in Figure 17 of Pandya et al. 2024). The tail of large

shear pairs motivates looking for correlations with the

source-lens tangential alignment angle, which we turn to

next.

4.2. Shear versus tangential alignment angle

Figure 4 plots the joint distribution of shear γ and

tangential alignment angle ψ. Most pairs follow a

broad, relatively uniform distribution of ψ (top gray his-

togram). There is a hint that high-shear pairs with γ >

0.2 tend to be tangentially aligned with larger ψ, but

this is only significant at the ∼ 96.6% level (p = 0.0337)

based on a two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test using

the unbinned, unweighted distributions of ψ. While this

hypothesis test based on the 1D marginalized distribu-

tion of ψ is useful, it is not entirely appropriate since

7 Recall that γ = 0.5θE/θ. The distribution of θE itself for all
source-lens pairs is roughly a log-normal with mean µ ∼ 0.4′′

and scale σ ∼ 1.1. It peaks at θE ≈ 0.7′′ and extends to 7′′.

we are dealing with multi-dimensional data and really

looking for correlations (Feigelson & Babu 2012).

Our Bayesian non-parametric quantile regression con-

firms that most pairs have low shear (the 95% quantile is

γ ≲ 0.1), and that those low-shear pairs have no correla-

tion with alignment angle. However, the conditional dis-

tribution of the extreme 99.7% quantile of shear shows

hints of a positive correlation with alignment angle al-

though our Bayesian credible intervals (i.e., uncertain-

ties) are large.8 For pairs in the 99.7% quantile of shear,

when ψ is large, the shear tends to be larger by ∼ 5%.

There is also a hint of heteroscedasticity in the data

such that the scatter in shear increases with ψ. In other

words, at small ψ, the 99.7% quantile of shear may sim-

ply be a tail of the log-normal distribution of shear of

all pairs, but at large ψ, the extremes of the conditional

shear distribution may comprise a broader tail. This

would imply that among the many tangentially-aligned

pairs, there may be some that are lensed, precisely those

with high shear. With that said, our uncertainties are

large and this may be due to both our small sample sizes

and lensing systematics. By combining data from multi-

ple “blank” JWST deep fields, future analyses can adapt

our approach to help tighten constraints on a possible

excess of tangentially-aligned source-lens pairs.

4.3. Images of lensing candidates

Figure 5 shows images of the 17 source-lens pairs that

have γ > 0.1 and ψ > 75◦. We will refer to these

as our tangentially-aligned galaxy-galaxy lensing can-

didates. Table 4.3 lists their properties to facilitate

follow-up observations. The cut on γ > 0.1 places these

candidates in a shear regime that is an order of magni-

tude above the conventional weak lensing limit. Many

of them are elongated and some even show arc-like dis-

tortions that may be suggestive of intermediate lensing.

None of these are truly in the strong lensing regime (i.e.,

all have θ > θE) except possibly one, which we now dis-

cuss.

The highest shear candidate is a ∼ 109.5M⊙ galaxy

that is clearly elongated with e ∼ 0.72 and has a pho-

tometric redshift z ∼ 2.1. It is nearly perfectly tan-

gentially aligned (ψ ≈ 88◦) and lies within the Einstein

radius of its associated lens (θ ∼ 3.75′′, θE ∼ 4.75′′),

making it our only strong lensing candidate within the

JWST-CEERS footprint. If its associated lens, which

8 This is mainly driven by one “outlier” with γ ∼ 0.38 and ψ ∼
0.5◦. Visual inspection reveals that this is clearly a high-redshift
dropout galaxy that only appears in redder NIRCam filters and
is almost perfectly radially-aligned with a massive foreground
galaxy ∼ 2.8′′ away.
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Figure 3. Joint distribution of shear and ellipticity for all nearest source-lens pairs (black points). The colored solid lines show
the conditional distribution of shear on ellipticity in five quantiles from our non-parametric quantile regression with Bayesian
Additive Regression Trees: 10% (blue), 50% (orange), 90% (green), 95% (magenta) and 99.7% (red). The light and dark shaded
regions reflect the 50% and 95% credible intervals, respectively. Most background galaxies are predicted to have very small shear
but there is a strong tail towards γ > 0.1. The data does not show a strong correlation between shear and ellipticity regardless
of shear quantile. The projected ellipticity distribution of background galaxies is non-uniform and biased towards high values
(top gray histogram). If we restrict to high-mass background galaxies, they show a flatter distribution (top cyan histogram) as
expected for randomly oriented disks, meaning that it is the low-mass galaxies that are preferentially elongated.

happens to be our most massive one with the highest

σ∗, satisfies our SIS assumption, then we expect another

brighter image on the opposite side outside the Einstein

radius with an image separation ∆θ = 2θE = 9.5′′.

We do not find any obvious source there with a simi-

lar redshift as the main image. The massive foreground

lens galaxy itself is spectroscopically-confirmed to be at

z ∼ 0.78. If we overestimated its stellar velocity disper-

sion by a factor of two, then with all else fixed, θE would

be halved and the source would no longer lie within the

Einstein radius so a second image would not be expected

(it would still have γ ∼ 0.3 in this case). Of course, an-

other possibility is that the photometric redshift of our

lensing candidate is very wrong and it is instead phys-

ically associated with the lens as a satellite. Note that

the rest of our results in this paper do not hinge on

whether or not this candidate is confirmed (namely, the

large-scale alignments in section 5 are independent of
this galaxy-galaxy lensing issue).

4.4. Source magnifications and demographics

Figure 6 shows that all of our lensing candidates fall

within twice the projected virial radius of their associ-

ated lens. Here we have estimated the projected halo

virial radius assuming Reff/Rvir = 0.02 (Kravtsov 2013;

Somerville et al. 2018). Importantly, the shear of our

lensing candidates falls off with “impact parameter”

θ/Rproj
vir as γ ∝ θ−1, as it should. The scatter around

this relation must come from additional θE dependence

in Equation 3 or due to our simple scatter-free approx-

imation that Reff/Rvir = 0.02. We can estimate the

magnification due to an SIS lens as

µ± = θ±/β (8)
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Figure 4. Joint distribution of shear and tangential alignment angle for all nearest source-lens pairs (black points). The colored
lines show the conditional distribution of shear on tangential alignment angle in five quantiles from our non-parametric quantile
regression with Bayesian Additive Regression Trees: 10% (blue), 50% (orange), 90% (green), 95% (magenta) and 99.7% (red).
The light and dark shaded regions reflect the 50% and 95% Bayesian credible intervals, respectively. Most pairs have small
shear (right gray histogram) and there is no correlation with ψ even in the 95% quantile of shear (magenta curve). In contrast,
there is a hint of an excess of tangentially-aligned pairs at high shear with γ > 0.2 (top cyan histogram). There is also a hint of
a positive correlation in the 99.7% shear quantile (red curve) wherein γ tends to be ∼ 5% higher for tangentially-aligned pairs
but the uncertainties are large. We will refer to pairs with γ > 0.15 and ψ > 75◦ as tangentially-aligned lensing candidates.

where β = θ± − θE is the “true” source position, θ± are

the two image positions and µ± are their corresponding

magnifications (Narayan & Bartelmann 1996). All of

our sources, except possibly the one strong lensing can-

didate, lie outside their Einstein radii so there is only one

image θ+ and these all have µ ∼ 1− 2. Our strong lens-

ing candidate has µ+ ∼ −3.7 for the inner image (where

the negative sign means the image parity is flipped with

respect to the true source) and the second image is pre-

dicted to be ∼ 1.5× brighter with µ− ∼ 5.7.

Figure 7 shows the joint distribution of lens σ∗, the

angular diameter distance ratio DLS/DS and the pair

separation θ, all of which go into predicting the shear

(equation 3). The lensing candidates are associated with

preferentially more massive lenses, smaller on-sky sep-

arations and higher DLS/DS since that maximizes the

Einstein radius θE for an SIS lens with a given σ∗. In

other words, the distribution of θE is biased towards

larger values (∼ 1.5 − 6′′) for lensing candidates com-

pared to the overall log-normal distribution given in

Footnote 7.

Figure 7 also plots the joint distribution of source red-

shift, source apparent magnitude and source Sérsic effec-
tive radius with the latter two in the NIRCam filter that

most closely tracks the rest-frame optical. The lensing

candidates appear well mixed with the general popula-

tion of sources except that they are biased towards z ≳ 2

which just reflects the need for some minimal source-lens

angular diameter distance so that θE is maximized. The

highest redshift candidate is at z ∼ 5, and all candidates

have apparent magnitudes in the range ∼ 22 − 26 AB

mag in their rest-optical filters. The candidates have

rest-optical Reff ∼ 0.1− 0.5 arcsec which requires adap-

tive optics or space-based telescopes for observational

follow-up.

4.5. Correlated orientations of lensing candidates

The possible excess of tangentially-aligned source-lens

pairs in the 99.7% quantile of shear in Figure 4 motivates
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Figure 5. Example 3′′ × 3′′ false-color RGB (F115W+F200W+F356W) postage stamps of our 17 tangentially-aligned lensing
candidates with γ > 0.1 and ψ > 75◦. The gray arrows point in the direction of their closest foreground massive lens (typically
beyond the cutout) and cyan arrows denote the major axis position angle. The large panel shows a 10′′ × 10′′ cutout around
our one strong lensing candidate. The solid white circle shows our fiducial Einstein radius with the source clearly inside it but
there is no obvious second image on the opposite (lower-right) side of the lens. If the Einstein radius was halved (dashed white
circle), a second image would not be expected and the shear would drop to γ ∼ 0.3.
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Source ID Source RA Source Dec Source z Source log10(M∗/M⊙) Source Re Source e Source ϕ Rest Filter θ

23392 214.80777 52.86992 2.619 9.07 1.39 0.67 -69.17 F200W 3.64

24257 214.8167 52.86969 1.118 9.43 1.9 0.14 78.41 F115W 2.61

24459 214.81947 52.87288 2.338 11.23 6.67 0.4 -43.11 F200W 13.73

24638 214.83818 52.88739 2.359 10.89 1.14 0.38 -64.52 F200W 16.12

28283 214.85403 52.87866 3.382 9.45 1.6 0.81 -48.63 F356W 10.4

29037 214.85188 52.87375 2.349 9.06 1.04 0.58 81.11 F200W 11.07

51412 214.98434 52.89845 1.805 10.23 3.3 0.49 34.95 F150W 4.74

54273 214.81218 52.81713 5.119 9.43 1.31 0.52 43.65 F356W 14.68

65925 215.1386 52.98904 2.311 9.22 0.7 0.51 61.17 F200W 5.69

70412 215.09525 52.93305 1.995 10.06 2.21 0.61 -67.7 F150W 2.99

86621 214.86714 52.79953 2.121 9.47 5.9 0.72 60.04 F200W 3.75

86695 214.87056 52.80254 4.764 9.49 1.61 0.25 -53.02 F356W 16.82

87402 214.87488 52.80144 2.85 10.27 2.43 0.37 -28.9 F200W 27.16

94812 214.84508 52.79176 4.247 9.7 1.6 0.61 29.23 F356W 10.17

95439 214.86063 52.80203 1.654 9.07 1.91 0.75 7.4 F150W 5.75

95498 214.84607 52.78814 2.622 9.59 1.11 0.63 -73.42 F200W 11.79

95846 214.86427 52.79873 1.316 10.66 3.49 0.36 -4.83 F115W 12.8

Table 1. Properties of our 17 tangentially-aligned lensing candidates and their main associated lenses. All IDs and positions
are from the CEERS photometric catalog with the latter in decimal degrees. Photometric redshifts and stellar masses are from
SED fitting, effective Sérsic radii are in proper kpc, and the lens stellar velocity dispersions are in km/s. Position angles are
defined between −90◦ < ϕ < 90◦ east of north, and alignment angles are between 0◦ < ψ < 90◦ with 0◦ for radial and 90◦ for
tangential alignment. Pair separations and Einstein radii are in arcsec. The full table is available for download from the journal.
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Figure 6. Radial dependence of shear on “impact param-
eter” for all source-lens pairs (small circles) and for our
tangentially-aligned lensing candidates with γ > 0.1 and
ψ > 75◦ (stars). All of our lensing candidates fall within
twice the projected virial radius of their associated fore-
ground lens and their shear drops off as γ ∝ θ−1. The color-
bar denotes the lensing magnification µ which is ∼ 1− 2 for
most candidates. If our highest shear object is truly strongly
lensed, the inner image has |µ| ∼ 3.7 and the outer image is
predicted to have µ ∼ 5.7 (small inset square).

averaging over the orientations of background galaxies

in bins of galaxy-galaxy lensing shear. For galaxies with

negligible (γ < 0.01) and weak (0.01 < γ < 0.1) shear,

we expect the magnitude of their average complex el-

lipticity vector to be negligible, assuming they are ran-

domly oriented and there are no systematics. Figure 8

confirms this even when splitting by mass. However, at

moderate (0.1 < γ < 0.2) and high (γ > 0.2) shear, we

start to see evidence for a non-zero average complex el-

lipticity and hence preferred orientation. The standard

errors come from our Monte Carlo error propagation

method (subsection 3.6) and show that the trend is well

constrained modulo any systematics. We compare these

observed averages to the null distribution of ⟨e⟩ assum-

ing the galaxies are randomly oriented (subsection 3.7).

Given the small sample sizes, only the combined and

low-mass subsamples in the moderate shear bin remain

statistically significant at the > 95% level (the p-values

are reported above each point in Figure 8).

This follows the expectation that as shear increases,

there must be some residual orientation dictated by lens-

ing. The complex average ⟨e⟩ ∼ 10− 30% is at least an

order of magnitude above the conventional weak lens-

ing regime and unlikely to be due to PSF systematics

(Appendix A). These coherent alignments are surpris-

ing because our sources trace a number of different fore-

ground lens galaxies. Of course, if this were repeated

using galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates from multiple

widely-spaced surveys, we would expect ⟨e⟩ → 0 even

in the moderate and strong shear regimes. But the fact

that our galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates have corre-

lated orientations within the relatively small (∼ 0.028

deg2) CEERS footprint motivates a more detailed spa-

tial analysis of alignments on larger scales, which we

turn to next.

5. LARGE-SCALE GALAXY ALIGNMENTS

In this section, we present results on large-scale align-

ments by averaging over the complex ellipticities of back-

ground galaxies on multiple scales defined by the NIR-

Cam instrument. We start with individual NIRCam

chips (64′′ × 64′′), then individual modules (2.2′ × 2.2′),

followed by entire pointings (2.2′ × 5.1′ with a ∼ 0.7′

gap), and finally the scale of the entire survey (∼
30′×6′). For this pilot study, restricting ourselves to the

on-sky survey geometry imposed by NIRCam mitigates

systematics from detector gaps and otherwise arbitrary

binning. Appendix A quantifies the expected bias from

PSF systematics.

5.1. Alignments on NIRCam chip scales (64′′ × 64′′)

Figure 9 shows that, on average, there are ∼ 50 −
100 background galaxies per arcmin2 that satisfy our

log10M∗/M⊙ > 9 cut in CEERS, which covers a total

area of about ∼ 100 arcmin2 (∼ 0.028 deg2). This is suf-

ficient for weak lensing and cosmic shear studies. First,

we show the on-sky positions of our galaxy-galaxy lens-

ing candidates with γ > 0.1 and ψ > 75◦ compared to

the foreground lenses and our overall background source

sample. The galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates appear

clustered near the southwest, which may help explain

why we see correlated orientations in Figure 8. The

lenses themselves appear roughly uniformly distributed

throughout the field, though we showed in Figure 1 that

there is an overabundance of lenses at z ∼ 0.75. There

is generally at least one, if not multiple, z ∼ 0.75 fore-

ground lenses near each lensing candidate. The pro-

jected Rvir of our lenses are ∼ 0.1′− 3.5′, i.e., extending

over a single NIRCam chip or entire module.

Figure 9 also shows the magnitude of the average com-

plex ellipticity when averaging over background galaxies

in individual NIRCam chips. The average complex ellip-

ticity is non-negligible and clearly in excess of ⟨e⟩ ∼ 10%

in many bins. This is an order of magnitude above

the conventional weak lensing regime and implies strong

alignments in the ellipticities and orientations of back-

ground galaxies. The standard error on the mean ⟨e⟩
from our Monte Carlo error propagation is quite low so

in the next subsection we will use statistical null tests

to quantify the significance of these alignments.

Figure 10 splits the chip-scale “shear map” into three

separate ones for high-mass, low-mass, and high-redshift
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Figure 7. Demographics of our lensing candidates relative to all source-lens pairs. Left: Joint distribution of SIS lens velocity
dispersion, angular diameter distance ratio DLS/DS and on-sky pair separation θ for all source-lens pairs (small gray squares).
These three quantities set the level of shear. Darker colors correspond to smaller pair separations. The large crosses are for our
lensing candidates with γ > 0.1 and ψ > 60◦. Lensing candidates are preferentially found around more massive lenses (higher
σ∗), at smaller pair separations (darker colors), and at greater angular diameter distance from their nearest lens which maximizes
the Einstein radius θE. Right: Joint distribution of source redshift, source apparent magnitude and source Sérsic effective radius
with the latter two measured in the NIRCam filter that most closely tracks the rest-frame optical. Lensing candidates roughly
track the underlying population of source-lens pairs except they are biased towards z ≳ 2 to maximize the angular diameter
distance to our lenses at z < 1. Their rest-optical sizes are ∼ 0.1− 0.5 arcsec and apparent magnitudes ∼ 22− 26 AB mag.

(z > 2) low-mass background galaxies. There are large

number of NIRCam chips where high-mass galaxies show

strong alignments with ⟨e⟩ > 10%. Despite the relative

scarcity of high-mass galaxies, the standard error on ⟨e⟩
from our Monte Carlo error propagation is quite low,

though we are likely dominated by systematics. The

low-mass sample down to z > 1 shows non-negligible

⟨e⟩ ≫ 0.01 similar to the combined map from Figure

9. Interestingly, restricting to just low-mass galaxies at

z > 2 (in the predominantly elongated regime; van der

Wel et al. 2014; Zhang et al. 2019; Pandya et al. 2024)

reveals preferentially larger ⟨e⟩ ∼ 20 − 30% in multi-

ple regions compared to the z < 2 low-mass sample.

Whether this is telling us something about lensing by

a large foreground mass concentration, intrinsic align-

ments or systematics requires us to first assess its sta-

tistical significance, which we turn to next.

5.2. Statistical significance from null hypothesis tests

Figure 11 quantifies the statistical significance of our

results with the null hypothesis test described in subsec-

tion 3.7. We find that the majority of chips do not have

statistically significant alignments since p≫ 0.05. How-

ever, there are multiple cells where the null hypothesis

can be ruled out at> 95% significance, including a hand-

ful at > 99% significance. All of these have ⟨e⟩ ≳ 0.1

which, again, is at least an order of magnitude larger

than the conventional weak lensing regime. Interest-

ingly, some of these significant regions are in the south-

west where we saw the clustering of tangentially-aligned

galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates in Figure 9.

In addition to “internal” chip-scale significance, it

is useful to think about the “map-scale” significance.

Given that we have 80 NIRCam chips, we expect ∼
80 × 0.05 ≈ 4 detections by random chance at the 95%

confidence level assuming every bin is independent. We

have more detections than this simple threshold in the

combined (6), high-mass (6) and z > 2 low-mass (8)

maps. However, the low-mass map has only 3 detected

chips and even though all of these are at ≳ 99% signifi-

cance, on the scale of the map this may be a statistical

fluke. Formally, when we use the Benjamini-Hochberg

false discovery rate and Bonferroni methods to “correct”
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Figure 8. Average ellipticity and orientation as a function of galaxy-galaxy lensing shear. Left: Magnitude of the average
complex ellipticity vector in increasing bins of shear from left to right: negligible (γ < 0.01), weak (0.01 < γ < 0.1), moderate
(0.1 < γ < 0.2) and strong (γ > 0.2). All points reflect the mean and standard error from our Monte Carlo error propagation
method (subsection 3.6). Our combined background sample is shown in black, high-mass only in red, low-mass only in blue,
and z > 2 low-mass in green. At small shear, the average ellipticity is very small as it should be for randomly oriented galaxies.
At larger shear, we find a significantly larger average residual ellipticity. The p-value from our null hypothesis test is written
above each point. Given the small sample sizes, only the two moderate shear points enclosed in circles are significant at the
> 95% level. Right: Complex ellipticity vectors in bins of shear for individual galaxies and the complex average of the combined
sample (black lines). For visualization, the symmetric complex ellipticity vectors have been “folded” back onto the range −90◦

to 90◦ measured east of north (up). The magnitude of the average complex ellipticity vector is very small for the negligible and
weak shear bins, but is clearly non-zero with a preferred orientation for the two higher shear bins.

the individual chip-scale p-values to account for the large

number (80) of tests being done, none of the chips in any

of the subsamples remain significant at the > 95% level.

However, these conservative statistical methods may not

be using all of the available information (e.g., the clus-

tering of chips with detections) so it is also useful to look
at images of individual chips with alignments, which we

turn to next.

Figure 12 shows three example chips that have the

highest statistical significance (p ≲ 0.01). The distribu-

tion of ⟨e⟩ under the null hypothesis of random orien-

tations can be ruled out with ≳ 99% confidence given

the large observed ⟨e⟩. Coherent alignments in the ori-

entations of background galaxies can be seen with hints

of circular polarization patterns. Whether these align-

ments are due to lensing from foreground substructure,

intrinsic alignments, systematics or pure random chance

remains to be seen and will require detailed follow-up

spectroscopy and lens modeling. Appendix A shows that

PSF uncertainties are unlikely to explain these align-

ments. Another way to get a handle on such systematics

is to search for alignments on even larger scales which

we turn to next.

5.3. Alignments in NIRCam modules (2.2′ × 2.2′)

On large scales, assuming background galaxies are

randomly oriented, we should find fewer regions with

statistically significant alignments unless lensing or sys-

tematics are playing a role. Here we increase the map

“pixel” size from the scale of an individual NIRCam chip

(64′′×64′′) to an individual NIRCam module (2.2′×2.2′

comprising four chips).9 Figure 13 identifies a handful

of NIRCam modules with statistically significant align-

ments at the > 95% level using our null test described

in section 4.5. A few of these have module-scale signif-

icance at the > 99% level. Given that we have 20 such

modules, we expect 20×0.05 ≈ 1 such detection by ran-

dom chance at the 95% level. We have 2 − 3 modules

with detections for each subsample so we pass this sim-

ple threshold. Formally, the Benjamini-Hochberg and

Bonferroni corrections lead to p > 0.05 for all modules

9 Note that a single NIRCam module can sometimes fit a single
bright foreground cluster used for conventional strong and weak
lensing studies (e.g., Pontoppidan et al. 2022) whereas here we
are searching for alignments over multiple modules or pointings.
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Figure 9. Projected on-sky lensing maps for CEERS in the standard “north-up” frame. Left: Positions of the galaxy-galaxy
lensing candidates (cyan pluses), foreground lenses (circles colored by redshift) and our overall background galaxy sample (grey
histogram). The gray boxes show that there are ∼ 50 − 100 per arcmin2 in each NIRCam chip (64′′ × 64′′ ∼ 0.0003 deg2)
across this ∼ 100 arcmin2 survey. The lensing candidates, including the one possible strong lens (yellow star), appear clustered
near the southwest. The foreground lenses are roughly uniformly distributed but Figure 1 suggests an overdensity at z ∼ 0.75.
There is generally at least one z ∼ 0.75 lens near each lensing candidate. Right: Magnitude of the average complex ellipticity
⟨e⟩ when averaging over the orientations of background galaxies in individual NIRCam chips. The average complex ellipticity
is non-negligible and reaches values in excess of 10% in some parts of the map. The standard error on the mean (inset panel)
is generally quite low but we are likely dominated by systematics.

except one in the z > 2 low-mass map which remains

significant at the ∼ 98% level (p = 0.01882).

Figure 14 shows the module with the most significant

alignments in the orientations of low-mass galaxies at

z > 2. Even on these larger 2.2′ × 2.2′ scales, coherent

alignments can be seen. Some of these alignments ap-

pear like linear “chains” whereas others arise from nearly

circular arrangements of background galaxies. The lat-

ter motivates future decomposition of the shear map into

E- and B-mode polarizations to assess whether this sig-

nal is due to lensing, intrinsic alignments or systematics.

5.4. Alignments in NIRCam pointings (2.2′ × 5.1′)

Here we increase the map “pixel” size to even larger

scales of an entire NIRCam pointing which encompasses

two 2.2′ × 2.2′ modules separated by a ∼ 0.7′ gap. Fig-

ure 15 shows that we continue to find 1 − 2 pointings

for each subsample with significant alignments at the

> 95% level. Two of these are significant at the > 99%

level: one in the southwest corner of the high-mass

map and another in the northwest corner of the z > 2

low-mass map. Since we have 10 pointings, we expect

10 × 0.05 ≈ 0.5 pointings with a detection by random

chance alone. We are above this simple threshold for all

subsamples, but the more formal Benjamini-Hochberg

and Bonferroni methods lead to corrected p-values in

excess of 0.05 for all pointings. However, in addition to

these conservative statistical tests, it is still instructive

to look at images of pointings with detections.

Figure 16 shows an image of the southwest point-

ing with significant alignments of high-mass galaxies at

z > 1. Large-scale alignments are clearly obvious by

eye in both modules of this pointing. Many of these

galaxies also show circular alignment patterns which re-

inforces the need to decompose the shear map into E and

B mode polarizations which can help constrain whether

this is due to lensing, intrinsic alignments or systematics.

More generally, our results motivate computing galaxy-

shear and shear-shear correlation functions in “blank”

JWST deep fields like CEERS that are far away from

obvious, bright foreground clusters. Such an analysis

would naturally capture the dependence of the align-

ment signal as a continuous function of spatial scale and

offer constraints on cosmology and the foreground lens

mass. However, this is non-trivial and requires careful

consideration of survey geometry so we leave it for the

future.

5.5. Alignments averaged over the entire survey

Figure 17 shows that, on the scale of the entire field

(∼ 30′ × 6′), we do not find any statistically significant

alignments (p > 0.05). This makes sense since over such

a large area, background galaxies should be randomly

oriented and lensing must be weak. It also confirms the

lack of systematics in the data and our shape measure-
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Figure 10. Same chip-scale “shear map” as in Figure 9
but now split into high-mass (top), low-mass (middle), and
high-redshift low-mass (bottom) background galaxies. Only
bins with ≥ 5 galaxies are used. The top-right inset panels
show the number of galaxies arcmin−2 in each NIRCam chip.
Top: Massive sources show an elevated ⟨e⟩ ∼ 0.3 in many
chips. Middle: Low-mass sources at any z > 1 also show
non-negligible ⟨e⟩ ≫ 0.01 in many regions. Bottom: Low-
mass sources at z > 2 show larger ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10% in more chips
compared to the z < 2 low-mass sources.

ments, at least on such large scales. Note that we also

found a similar lack of net alignments in Figure 8 for

galaxy-galaxy lensing pairs with negligible shear, which

comprise most of our background galaxies distributed

throughout the entire field.

5.6. Shear correlations as a function of scale

Lastly, to summarize, Figure 18 shows how the aver-

age complex ellipticity ⟨e⟩ and shear variance ⟨γ2⟩ de-

pend on scale for both our background galaxies and PSF

stars (see Appendix A for more details about the latter).

Recall that ⟨e⟩ gives the average orientation and ellip-

ticity of all galaxies in some region whereas ⟨γ2⟩ quan-

tifies the degree of correlation between pairwise shapes

(as detailed in 3.5). In this context, since foreground

stars should not be sheared (unlike high-redshift galax-

ies), they serve as a null test for PSF systematics by

providing a “floor” on ⟨e⟩ and ⟨γ2⟩. This is comple-

mentary to our null test for statistical significance in

previous subsections.

Using our combined background galaxy sample with-

out splitting by mass, redshift or alignment significance,

we find that ⟨e⟩ drops from an average of ∼ 8% at the

NIRCam chip scale to ∼ 5% for NIRCam modules and

∼ 3% for NIRCam pointings. If we restrict ourselves

only to chips, modules and pointings where the null hy-

pothesis of randomly oriented galaxies could be ruled

out at > 95% significance, then ⟨e⟩ is somewhat larger

due to the alignments, as expected. The exact same cal-

culation for the stars gives ⟨e⟩ that is almost constant

with scale but drops monotonically from ∼ 2 − 2.5%

for short-wavelength NIRCam filters (F115W, F150W,

F200W) to ∼ 0.5 − 1.5% for long-wavelength NIRCam

filters (F277W, F356W, F444W). This is several times

lower than our ⟨e⟩ measured for galaxies at the chip and

module scales, and to a lesser extent for pointings. This

implies that the alignments we have detected on these

smaller scales cannot be attributed to percent-level PSF

systematics (see Appendix A for more justification). In

contrast, on the scale of the entire survey, the residual

⟨e⟩ ∼ 0.9% of galaxies is comparable to or even exceeded

by the ⟨e⟩ of PSF stars, which is consistent with the

alignments vanishing on large scales as they should.

The middle panel of Figure 18 similarly shows that the

shear variance drops from ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 4×10−3 at chip scales

to 10−3 for modules and 6×10−4 for pointings. The ex-

act same calculation for the PSF stars leads to ⟨γ2⟩ that
is almost constant with scale and drops nearly mono-

tonically from 4× 10−4 for the bluest filter (F115W) to

sim1 − 3 × 10−5 for the reddest filter (F444W). Thus,

pairs of galaxies have significant shear correlations above

that expected from PSF systematics on the scale of
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Figure 11. Statistical significance of chip-scale “shear maps” for all background galaxies combined (left column), high-mass
sources (second-from-left column), low-mass sources (second-from-right column), and z > 2 low-mass sources (right column).
The top row shows the p-value in individual 64′′×64′′ chips calculated as described in the text. There are multiple regions with
“internal” chip-scale alignments at the > 95% confidence level. The middle row shows the average complex ellipticity magnitude
⟨e⟩ (colors) and phase (lines in the “north-up” frame) for these statistically significant bins alone. Note how ⟨e⟩ ≳ 0.1 in all
significant cases suggestive of strong alignments.

chips, modules and pointings. In contrast, on the scale

of the entire survey, ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 3× 10−5 for galaxies, which

is comparable to or even smaller than that of the stars.

Thus the shear variance on the survey scale is consistent

with being zero since it is so low as to be in the PSF

systematics-dominated regime.

If our alignments were due to cosmic shear, we would

expect a typical ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 3× 10−4 on chip scales that de-

creases to ∼ 3× 10−5 on the scale of the survey (based

on Figure 7 of the review by Refregier 2003). Our mea-

sured shear variance is an order of magnitude larger at

the chip scale and several times larger at the module and

pointing scales, though consistent on the survey scale.

The right panel of Figure 18 shows that the contribution

of the star-galaxy cross-correlation is of order ∼ 10% the

shear variance on the chip scale, which means that star-

galaxy alignments must be weaker than galaxy-galaxy

alignments on these small scales. However, the frac-

tional contribution of the star-galaxy cross-correlation

becomes more significant on larger scales where the

shear signal itself is lower and thus in the systematics-

dominated regime. Thus our measured shear variance is

an upper limit and it implies a root-mean-square shear√
⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 5% which is still too small to explain the pref-

erentially high ellipticity e ∼ 0.4− 0.7 of early low-mass

galaxies. The actual shear is likely even smaller and

future studies that correct galaxy shapes for the local

rather than global PSF may be able to overcome sys-

tematics and measure a much weaker cosmic shear signal

expected in the data that we cannot.

Table 5.6 gives alignment summary statistics for each

of the four subsamples in all 111 regions (entire survey,

10 pointings, 20 modules, 80 chips).

6. DISCUSSION

6.1. Evidence for cosmic shear in JWST-CEERS?

We presented evidence for large-scale alignments of

high-redshift galaxies in a “blank” JWST deep field far

away from any obvious foreground cluster. Galaxies at

z > 1 with log10M∗/M⊙ > 9 appear to be aligned on

the scale of multiple NIRCam chips (64′′ × 64′′), mod-

ules (2.2′ × 2.2′) and pointings (2.2′ × 5.1′) through-

out the JWST-CEERS survey footprint. When averag-

ing over background galaxies in these regions, the norm

of the complex ellipticity vector is often ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10%,

which is at least an order of magnitude above the con-

ventional weak lensing regime. Many of these chips,

modules and pointings reveal circular alignment pat-

terns that are suggestive of non-random effects and mo-

tivate follow-up E/B-mode polarization decomposition.

In addition, our tangentially-aligned galaxy-galaxy lens-

ing candidates, including one possible strong lens, tend

to cluster in the southwest (Figure 9). This clustering of

galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates on scales of ∼ 0.1 deg

as well as the detection of alignments in multiple re-

gions on scales up to 2.2′ × 5.1′ equates to several Mpc

at z ∼ 0.75 where we found an overdensity of massive
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Figure 12. Three example NIRCam chips in which the null hypothesis of random orientations can be ruled out at ≳ 99%
significance when averaging over the combined background sample (left-most column of Figure 11). A two arcsec rectangle is
plotted at the location of each background galaxy denoting the orientation of its major axis. The bottom three panels of each
column show the distribution of ⟨e⟩ under the null hypothesis of random orientations (top), distribution of ellipticities (middle)
and and distribution of position angles (bottom). Coherent alignments in the orientations of background galaxies can be seen.

foreground lens galaxies (Figure 1). It is plausible that

a cluster, proto-cluster or filament at z ∼ 0.75 may be

responsible for the lensing in which case detailed follow-

up modeling may help us learn something about the

intrinsic 3D geometry and lensing mass profile of this

overdensity (e.g., Kovner 1987; Keeton et al. 1997).

On the other hand, we cannot rule out intrinsic align-

ments in the background galaxies (Kirk et al. 2015; Man-

delbaum 2018; Lamman et al. 2024). Pandya et al.

(2019) showed that if early low-mass galaxies are intrin-

sically prolate, then they are expected to show strong

intrinsic alignments with each other as they form along

cosmic web filaments. Since our analysis is not done

in bins of source redshift, we are presumably averaging

over this and therefore our signal should not be driven

by intrinsic alignments. Pandya et al. (2019) did not de-

tect the expected intrinsic alignments and claimed that

it was due to a lack of spectroscopically-confirmed back-

ground pairs in HST-CANDELS. However, they also did

not use the complex ellipicity formalism employed here

so the issue is worth revisiting in light of our results.

The fact that we are detecting coherent alignments on

the scale of entire NIRCam pointings (2.2′ × 5.1′) and

finding ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10% in multiple areas spread across the

entire ∼ 0.3 deg extent of the survey (several Mpc at

z ∼ 0.75) does point towards lensing. But because we

lack spectroscopic redshifts for most of our background
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Figure 13. Similar to Figure 11 but now for individual NIRCam modules (2.2′×2.2′). There are a few modules with alignments
at the > 95% significance level for each subsample, with many showing ⟨e⟩ ∼ 10% even on these larger scales.

Figure 14. Similar to Figure 12 but for the NIRCam module with the most statistically significant alignments for the low-mass
z > 2 subsample (rightmost column of Figure 13). Again coherent alignments can be seen even on these larger 2.2′ × 2′2 scales,
with hints of circular patterns that motivate future E/B-mode polarization decomposition and weak lensing mass reconstruction.
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Figure 15. Same as Figure 13 but now averaging over entire NIRCam pointings (two 2.2′ × 2.2′ modules with a ∼ 0.7′ gap in
between). For each subsample, there are 1− 2 pointings with alignments at > 95% significance.

Region RA Dec Nall pall ⟨e⟩all σall
⟨e⟩ ⟨ϕ⟩all σall

⟨ϕ⟩ |γ2| σ|γ2|

Survey nan nan 3848 0.351439 0.008596 0.000890 -76.610408 2.856324 0.000028 0.000008

P1 214.984415 52.978435 452 0.066638 0.038976 0.003063 -77.855550 2.039165 0.000576 0.000111

P1 A 214.958701 52.960792 199 0.720549 0.020503 0.004996 -79.233521 6.838656 0.000463 0.000106

P1 B 215.010129 52.996078 253 0.053044 0.054112 0.003427 -77.571261 1.917349 0.001001 0.000183

P1 A1 214.940923 52.960792 36 0.065806 0.124969 0.009176 87.494525 2.213625 0.005178 0.001155

P1 A2 214.958701 52.943014 49 0.813965 0.030689 0.009761 -88.482837 83.918228 0.003371 0.000461

P1 A3 214.958701 52.978570 53 0.463524 0.062890 0.013377 -50.235209 5.957865 0.001892 0.000484

P1 A4 214.976479 52.960792 59 0.745130 0.037742 0.007163 40.715718 6.197549 0.001791 0.000253

Table 2. Alignment summary statistics for all 111 regions (entire survey, 10 pointings, 20 modules and 80 chips). The central
RA and Dec of each region are in decimal degrees. N is the number of galaxies. We give the p-value from our null test,
magnitude of the average complex ellipticity ⟨e⟩ and the associated phase angle −90◦ < ⟨ϕ⟩ < 90◦ defined east of north. All
uncertainties are standard errors from our Monte Carlo method. We give these values for all four subsamples denoted by the
superscript in the column name: all, high-mass, low-mass or “early” for z > 2 low-mass galaxies. The shear variance and
star-galaxy cross-correlation are given only for the combined sample. The full table is available for download from the journal.
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Figure 16. Same as Figure 14 but now for the southwest 2.2′ × 5.1′ pointing in which our high-mass sources have significant
alignments at the > 99% level. Large-scale alignments are clearly present and there are hints of circular polarization patterns.

galaxies, we cannot precisely identify high-redshift pairs

to robustly constrain intrinsic alignments.

Of course, there could be other systematics at play. It

is unlikely that we are contaminated by satellite-central

pair alignments (Hirata et al. 2004) because moder-

ate/strong galaxy-galaxy shear requires maximizing the

angular diameter distance between the source and lens

which implies very different photometric redshift distri-

butions. Appendix A shows that our PSF systemat-

ics are at the few percent-level which, while inadequate

for traditional weak lensing, are an order of magnitude

lower than our ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10% from averaging over the orien-

tations of background galaxies on the chip-scale. Thus

PSF uncertainties are unlikely to explain our alignments

in terms of ⟨e⟩ but are prohibitively large for measuring

the precise amplitude of the cosmic shear variance sig-

nal ⟨γ2⟩ (Figure 18). Astrometric misalignments could

cause distortions that produce spurious shear signals

(Finner et al. 2023b) but the CEERS imaging we use

is already tied to Gaia (Bagley et al. 2023) and we have

visually inspected all of our galaxies so this is unlikely.

Future decomposition of the shear field into E and B

mode polarizations can help constrain some of these sys-

tematics including signatures of intrinsic alignments.

We note that JWST-CEERS is only the latest in

a long line of multi-wavelength observations of EGS

(Groth et al. 1994) whose early HST-WFPC2 observa-

tions enabled the first detection of cosmic shear from

space in this very same field (Rhodes et al. 2000, 2001).

Those authors found mean shear values similar to ours

of ∼ 10% using ∼ 50 background galaxies in many

1.27 × 1.27 arcmin2 regions along the strip (see Figure

1 of Rhodes et al. 2001). After carefully subtracting

off systematics, they estimated the shear variance to be

⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 0.0182 ∼ 3 × 10−4 on the scale of a single HST-

WFPC2 chip (1.27′ × 1.27′). This is an order of mag-
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Figure 17. Same as Figure 13 but now averaging over the entire field (∼ 30′×6′). As expected, we do not find any statistically
significant alignments implying that the background galaxies are randomly oriented over such large scales.

Figure 18. Average complex ellipticity (left), shear variance (middle) and star-galaxy cross-correlation (right) on the scale
of individual NIRCam chips, modules and pointings as well as the entire survey. All points denote averages and standard
errors. Solid black lines show results for galaxies in all regions whereas dashed black lines are only based on regions where the
null hypothesis of randomly oriented galaxies could be ruled out at > 95% significance. Colored lines show the exact same
calculations for PSF stars in each filter. Both ⟨e⟩ and ⟨γ2⟩ are above the floor set by stars on smaller scales, but drop into the
systematics-dominated regime on larger scales. The shear variance in particular is several times larger than the typical value
from cosmic shear (gray shaded region). The fractional contribution of the star-galaxy cross-correlation to the shear variance
is sub-dominant on the chip scale but becomes significant on larger scales where the expected shear signal is lower. Note that
we do not cross-correlate stars and galaxies in F277W because that filter is not used. This implies that our measured shear
variance is an upper limit but even the large value on the chip scale only implies a root-mean-square shear of

√
⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 5%

which is much smaller than the preferentially high ellipticity e ∼ 0.4− 0.7 of early low-mass galaxies. Future work that corrects
galaxy shapes for the local rather than global PSF may be able to measure the weak expected cosmic shear signal in “blank”
JWST deep fields.
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nitude lower than our ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 4 × 10−3 on the slightly

smaller scale of a NIRCam chip (64′′×64′′). The discrep-

ancy is likely due to PSF systematics on our end (Figure

18) which is why we consider our measurement of shear

variance to be an upper limit rather than a detection.

However, differences in source selection and rest-frame

optical versus rest-frame ultraviolet morphology (HST-

WFPC2 probed the latter) may also play a role. Future

efforts to correct for the complicated spatially-varying

PSF of JWST should enable precise measurements of the

amplitude of the cosmic shear signal in multiple “blank”

JWST deep fields. These can then be averaged to mit-

igate cosmic variance and help constrain the cosmolog-

ical parameters σ8 and ΩM (as has been done from the

ground and with HST; Kaiser et al. 2000; Bacon et al.

2000; Wittman et al. 2000; Rhodes et al. 2001; Pirzkal

et al. 2001; Miralles et al. 2002; Hämmerle et al. 2002;

Rhodes et al. 2004; Schrabback et al. 2007). Indeed, the

shallower but ∼ 10× larger COSMOS-Web survey is de-

signed in part to enable this kind of measurement with

JWST (Casey et al. 2023), building off of the long his-

tory of cosmic shear studies in the HST-COSMOS field

(Rhodes et al. 2007; Leauthaud et al. 2007; Massey et al.

2007b).

EGS has benefited greatly from dedicated panchro-

matic imaging and spectroscopic redshift surveys such

as AEGIS, DEEP2 and DEEP3 (Davis et al. 2003; Faber

et al. 2003; Davis et al. 2007; Cooper et al. 2007, 2012;

Newman et al. 2013). This wealth of data led previous

groups to identify a number of groups and clusters in

EGS between z ∼ 0.4 − 1.4, some of which are located

at z ∼ 0.75 consistent with our claimed overdensity of

lenses there (e.g., see Figure 6 of Gerke et al. 2012). The

galaxy color-magnitude bimodality and color-density re-

lations are also observed for EGS galaxies at z ∼ 0.75

which suggests the presence of rich groups (Faber et al.

2007; Cooper et al. 2007, and see also later work by

Pandya et al. 2017a using HST-CANDELS). The abun-

dance and clustering of X-ray-selected active galactic

nuclei also point towards a number of massive groups

in EGS at z ∼ 0.7 − 1.4 (Coil et al. 2009). We note

that our most massive lens has a spectroscopic redshift

of z ∼ 0.78 and although its σ∗ ∼ 580 km/s is very

high compared to that of the most massive local galax-

ies (Ma et al. 2014; Pandya et al. 2017b; Greene et al.

2019), it seems consistent with the tail of high σ∗ LRGs

out to z ∼ 0.7 (Thomas et al. 2013). This massive lens

is also associated with our only strong lensing candidate

(Figure 5). Spectroscopic constraints on the stellar kine-

matics and environment of this massive galaxy combined

with secure redshifts for background sources would en-

able more sophisticated source-lens reconstruction. Fi-

nally, Moustakas et al. (2007) conducted a visual search

for strong lenses in EGS using ∼ 650 arcmin2 of HST-

ACS imaging. They found three (an Einstein Cross, one

with two pairs of arcs, and one with a single pair of arcs)

but unfortunately those are all outside of the JWST-

CEERS footprint which covers only ∼ 100 arcmin2 of

EGS. However, they also found that each of these lenses

required ∼ 10% external shear which supports our claim

that there may be significant cosmic shear throughout

CEERS leading to ⟨e⟩ ∼ 0.1.

Our study suggests that “blank” JWST deep fields

may provide complementary constraints on lensing and

intrinsic alignments beyond what is traditionally avail-

able from massive cluster surveys, provided that the sys-

tematics are better understood. For example, the high

resolution of JWST imaging may allow one to study

higher order distortions due to lensing such as flexion

(which, to quote Schneider & Er 2008, happens when

“weak lensing goes bananas”). The prospect of search-

ing for overdensities in “blank” fields is tantalizing be-

cause one of the strengths of lensing is that it is sensitive

to mass concentrations even if it is “dark.” JWST will

also enable the selection of lower mass, higher redshift

sources for weak lensing which, while improving num-

ber statistics, may introduce new biases due to the un-

known intrinsic shapes and intrinsic alignments of the

early galaxy population. On the galaxy-galaxy lensing

side, Holloway et al. (2023) used mock data to show

that JWST deep fields should expect to have ∼ 25− 65

strongly lensed systems. One new Einstein ring has al-

ready been detected in COSMOS-Web (van Dokkum

et al. 2024; Mercier et al. 2023). We verified that if

we had a source-lens pair in CEERS with parameters

similar to the COSMOS-Web Einstein ring, we would

have identified it. Assuming rings/arcs/clumps were

optimally deblended, this implies there are no Einstein

rings in CEERS.10 Given the small sizes and faint mag-

nitudes of many of our tangentially-aligned source-lens

pairs (Figure 7), follow-up observations may be chal-

lenging but required to enable confirmation and more

detailed lensing modeling.

Looking to the near future, the Roman Space Tele-

scope, with its ∼ 0.28 deg2 field of view and ∼ 0.1 arcsec

resolution, has the potential to dramatically transform

our understanding of lensing, intrinsic alignments and

origin of low-mass elongated galaxies. A single point-

ing with Roman would image a region larger than the

entirety of the existing HST ACS/WFC3 footprint in

10 We repeated our search allowing for massive lenses at any redshift
and background sources down to log10M∗/M⊙ = 8 but did not
find any convincing strong lensing candidates in JWST-CEERS.
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EGS, which required tens of tiles over only ∼ 0.05− 0.2

deg2 (Stefanon et al. 2017). A “Roman Deep Field”

(Koekemoer et al. 2019; Drakos et al. 2022) that can

reach ∼ 27 AB mag at ∼ 1.5µm would detect and re-

solve elongated logM∗/M⊙ > 9 galaxies out to z ∼ 3

(Pandya et al. 2024). This would uniquely enable the

calculation of galaxy-shear and shear-shear correlation

functions over much larger areas than possible with HST

or JWST. Multiple such Roman deep fields spread across

the sky would help mitigate the cosmic variance that has

plagued the field for decades (Madau & Dickinson 2014)

and allow us to test whether the alignments are indeed

due to lensing since the foreground mass distribution

should vary across the sky. We caution that the current

plan for the Roman High Latitude Wide Area Survey

over ∼ 2000 deg2 is only designed to reach 26.5 AB mag

for point sources (Troxel et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2022;

Montes et al. 2023). A rule of thumb is that the com-

pleteness limit for extended high-redshift galaxies is ∼ 2

magnitudes fainter than the point source limit (Pandya

et al. 2024) so a deeper imaging component is necessary

for our science case. Note that Euclid, with its sensi-

tivity and ∼ 0.2 arcsec resolution, is not expected to

be complete to such low-mass galaxies beyond z ∼ 0.5

even in its Deep Surveys spanning ∼ 50 deg2 (Euclid

Collaboration et al. 2022).

6.2. Why are early galaxies preferentially elongated?

Despite the evidence for galaxy-galaxy lensing and

large-scale alignments with ⟨e⟩ ∼ 10%, the fact that

most of our background sources have much higher ellip-

ticities of e ∼ 0.4 − 0.7 (top panel of Figure 3) implies

that gravitational lensing cannot be primarily responsi-

ble for their elongation. Thus, we are led back to the

original question that motivated this study: why are

early low-mass galaxies preferentially elongated as ob-

served by HST (Cowie et al. 1995; Elmegreen et al. 2005;

Ravindranath et al. 2006; van der Wel et al. 2014; Zhang

et al. 2019) and JWST (Pandya et al. 2024)?

The remaining explanations for this puzzle range from

the mundane to the exotic. There may still be a sur-

face brightness detection bias against rounder, face-on

disks (Loeb 2024). Pandya et al. (2024) claimed that

JWST-CEERS is sufficiently complete but deeper sur-

veys have not yet been checked. Relatedly, we may be

seeing elongated star-forming proto-bars at the centers

of extremely low surface brightness disks. Alternatively,

the elongated shapes reflect tidal debris from ongoing

mergers. Finally, early low-mass galaxies may not start

out as disks as commonly assumed but rather as triax-

ial/prolate structures that reflect the cosmic web fila-

ments in which they form (Ceverino et al. 2015; Tomas-

setti et al. 2016; Pandya et al. 2019). Pandya et al.

(2024) emphasized that the stellar masses of early elon-

gated galaxies at z ∼ 2 − 3 are consistent with them

being Milky Way progenitors, broadly defined, imply-

ing that our own Galaxy may have been elongated in

its past. There are hints of this early elongation from

Galactic archaeology (Naidu et al. 2021), and the recent

discovery of a strongly lensed, elongated, clumpy Milky

Way-like progenitor at z ∼ 8.3 evokes connections to

chain galaxies (Mowla et al. 2024, see also Zonoozi et al.

2019).

It is imperative that we try to rule out the pro-

late/triaxial interpretation because so much of our cur-

rent understanding of galaxy formation depends on

them starting out as disks due to tidal torques and an-

gular momentum conservation (Mo et al. 1998). Al-

though prolate galaxies can form in ΛCDM, this has

only been seen in some cosmological zoom-in simulations

(Ceverino et al. 2015; Tomassetti et al. 2016) and there

is no consensus on subgrid models for uncertain bary-

onic physics (e.g., Somerville & Davé 2015). What we

really want to know is the large-scale clustering, orienta-

tion, dynamical stability and cosmological evolution of

prolate galaxies but large-volume simulations typically

do not have the resolution required to robustly predict

the internal dynamics and therefore 3D shapes of early

low-mass galaxies (e.g., Pillepich et al. 2019). All of

this invites an exploration of more exotic scenarios such

as alternatives to cold dark matter. For example, it

has already been shown that warm and axionic (fuzzy)

dark matter naturally leads to more elongated halos and

therefore possibly more elongated galaxies at early times

as observed (Mocz et al. 2020; Dome et al. 2023).

Pandya et al. (2024) claimed that stellar kinemat-

ics will be required to definitively distinguish between

these interpretations. However, our analysis suggests

a new test: if galaxy-shear and shear-shear correlation

functions can be measured over large deep fields for

log10(M∗/M⊙) ∼ 9 galaxies out to z ∼ 2, then we will be

able to constrain whether these early elongated galaxies

show strong intrinsic alignments and trace cosmic web

filaments at high-redshift as predicted by Pandya et al.

(2019). The Euclid Deep Surveys are not expected to de-

tect and resolve such low-mass galaxies beyond z ∼ 0.5

(Euclid Collaboration et al. 2022), but the Roman Space

Telescope may be able to do so. We therefore strongly

recommend that a Roman Deep Field (Koekemoer et al.

2019) be planned to enable this potentially transforma-

tive science: are early elongated galaxies reliable probes

of lensing, do they represent an unrecognized source of

significant additive bias, and can they tell us anything

fundamentally new about cosmology?
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7. SUMMARY

We used data from JWST-CEERS (Finkelstein et al.

2023, McGrath et al., in prep.) to explore an idea not

previously considered in the literature: are early low-

mass galaxies preferentially elongated because of grav-

itational lensing? First, we investigated galaxy-galaxy

lensing for which we selected 76 massive foreground lens

galaxies at z < 1 and 3848 background sources at z > 1

with log10M∗/M⊙ > 9. Above this mass limit, CEERS

has, on average, ∼ 50 − 100 background galaxies per

arcmin2 over its ∼ 100 arcmin2 footprint, making it a

good testbed for lensing studies in “blank” JWST deep

fields. For each source, we assigned the nearest on-sky

massive lens and estimated the shear γ assuming a sin-

gular isothermal sphere lens model as well as the tangen-

tial alignment angle. Second, we looked for alignments

on larger scales by averaging over the orientations of

background galaxies on the scale of individual NIRcam

chips (64′′ × 64′′), modules (2.2′ × 2.2′) and pointings

(2.2′ × 5.1′) across the survey. Our results are summa-

rized as follows.

1. Galaxy-galaxy lensing cannot be the primary

driver for the elongated appearance of most early

low-mass galaxies because our typical predicted

shear is of order only γ ≈ 1%. This is much

lower than the typical ellipticity e ∼ 0.4 − 0.7 of

high-redshift galaxies (Figure 3). However, there

is a broad tail towards larger shears in excess of

10%. We use non-parametric quantile regression

with Bayesian Additive Regression Trees to show

that there is a hint of an excess of tangentially-

aligned source-lens pairs with such high shear (Fig-

ure 4). We identify 17 tangentially-aligned lensing

candidates, only one of which may truly be in the

strong lensing regime (Figure 5 and Table 4.3).

These galaxy-galaxy lensing candidates are clus-

tered in the southwest region of the survey (Fig-

ure 9) and show evidence that their orientations

are correlated (Figure 8).

2. We find evidence for coherent large-scale align-

ments when averaging over the orientations of

background galaxies in multiple NIRCam chips

(64′′ × 64′′), modules (2.2′ × 2.2′) and pointings

(2.2′ × 5.1′). We can rule out the null hypothesis

of random orientations at the ≳ 99% confidence

level for multiple individual regions (Figures 11,

13 and 15, and Table 5.6). The number of such re-

gions is small on the scale of the survey so formally

the detections may be due to random chance, but

the imaging clearly reveals non-random alignment

patterns (Figures 12, 14 and 16). On the chip

scale, the average complex ellipticity ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10%

and shear variance ⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 4 × 10−3 are an order

of magnitude above the conventional weak lens-

ing regime (Figure 18). We consider these to be

upper limits due to PSF uncertainties (Appendix

A), intrinsic alignments, cosmic variance and other

lensing systematics. The maximum implied “cos-

mic shear” is still only
√
⟨γ2⟩ ∼ 5%, much lower

than the ellipticity of early low-mass galaxies.

3. We speculate that the large-scale alignments may

be due to lensing from a foreground protocluster or

filament spanning several Mpc at z ∼ 0.75 where

we found an overabundance of massive lens galax-

ies (Figure 1). More detailed follow-up weak lens-

ing analyses in CEERS and other “blank” JWST

deep fields are needed to confirm whether the

alignments are indeed due to lensing by large-

scale structure, intrinsic alignments or other lens-

ing systematics. We also strongly recommend the

planning of a deep field with the forthcoming Ro-

man Space Telescope whose sensitivity, resolution

and 0.28 deg2 field of view will uniquely enable

the calculation of galaxy-shear and shear-shear

correlation functions for elongated galaxies with

log10(M∗/M⊙) ∼ 9 out to z ∼ 2. This will pro-

vide a novel way to constrain the intrinsic shapes

of early elongated galaxies which, if they are form-

ing along filaments, are expected to show strong

intrinsic alignments (Pandya et al. 2019). This

would also help calibrate any bias from this pop-

ulation for weak lensing analyses.

This paper is the result of an initial scientific disagree-

ment between VP and AL about whether “galaxies

are going bananas” (Pandya et al. 2024; Loeb 2024).

Thanks to an invitation from AL, VP gave a colloquium
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about the enigmatic nature of early elongated galaxies

and novel ways to follow them up. We thank Haowen
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gestions. VP thanks Jo Bovy for writing the interactive

online “Dynamics and Astrophysics of Galaxies” text-

book at https://galaxiesbook.org/. VP also thanks Joel

Primack, Avishai Dekel, Sandy Faber and David Koo for

getting him interested in early elongated galaxies. Sup-

port for VP was provided by NASA through the NASA
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Somerville, R. S., & Davé, R. 2015, ARA&A, 53, 51,

doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-082812-140951

Somerville, R. S., Behroozi, P., Pandya, V., et al. 2018,

MNRAS, 473, 2714, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stx2040

Stefanon, M., Yan, H., Mobasher, B., et al. 2017, ApJS,

229, 32, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/aa66cb

Thomas, D., Steele, O., Maraston, C., et al. 2013, MNRAS,

431, 1383, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stt261

Tomassetti, M., Dekel, A., Mandelker, N., et al. 2016,

MNRAS, 458, 4477, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stw606

Treu, T. 2010, ARA&A, 48, 87,

doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-081309-130924

Troxel, M. A., Long, H., Hirata, C. M., et al. 2021,

MNRAS, 501, 2044, doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa3658

Turner, E. L., Ostriker, J. P., & Gott, J. R., I. 1984, ApJ,

284, 1, doi: 10.1086/162379

Tyson, J. A., Valdes, F., & Wenk, R. A. 1990, ApJL, 349,

L1, doi: 10.1086/185636

van den Bergh, S., Abraham, R. G., Ellis, R. S., et al. 1996,

AJ, 112, 359, doi: 10.1086/118020

van der Wel, A., Chang, Y.-Y., Bell, E. F., et al. 2014,

ApJL, 792, L6, doi: 10.1088/2041-8205/792/1/L6

van Dokkum, P., Brammer, G., Wang, B., Leja, J., &

Conroy, C. 2024, Nature Astronomy, 8, 119,

doi: 10.1038/s41550-023-02103-9

Vega-Ferrero, J., Huertas-Company, M., Costantin, L.,

et al. 2024, ApJ, 961, 51, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad05bb

Wang, Y., Zhai, Z., Alavi, A., et al. 2022, ApJ, 928, 1,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac4973

Wittman, D. M., Tyson, J. A., Kirkman, D., Dell’Antonio,

I., & Bernstein, G. 2000, Nature, 405, 143,

doi: 10.1038/35012001

Wyithe, J. S. B., Yan, H., Windhorst, R. A., & Mao, S.

2011, Nature, 469, 181, doi: 10.1038/nature09619

Yu, K., & Moyeed, R. A. 2001, Statistics & Probability

Letters, 54, 437,

doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7152(01)00124-9

Zahid, H. J., Geller, M. J., Fabricant, D. G., & Hwang,

H. S. 2016, ApJ, 832, 203,

doi: 10.3847/0004-637X/832/2/203

Zahid, H. J., Sohn, J., & Geller, M. J. 2018, ApJ, 859, 96,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aabe31

Zhang, H., Primack, J. R., Faber, S. M., et al. 2019,

MNRAS, 484, 5170, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz339

Zhuang, M.-Y., & Shen, Y. 2024, ApJ, 962, 139,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad1183

Zonoozi, A. H., Mahani, H., & Kroupa, P. 2019, MNRAS,

483, 46, doi: 10.1093/mnras/sty2812

http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac8a4e
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.03619
http://doi.org/10.1086/507016
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.41.111302.102207
http://doi.org/10.1086/382181
http://doi.org/10.1086/308902
http://doi.org/10.1086/320336
http://doi.org/10.1086/516592
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/acb293
http://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aca086
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.astro-ph/0509252
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-54083-7
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-03758-4
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20078631
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20065898
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-082812-140951
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx2040
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aa66cb
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt261
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stw606
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081309-130924
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa3658
http://doi.org/10.1086/162379
http://doi.org/10.1086/185636
http://doi.org/10.1086/118020
http://doi.org/10.1088/2041-8205/792/1/L6
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-023-02103-9
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad05bb
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac4973
http://doi.org/10.1038/35012001
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature09619
http://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7152(01)00124-9
http://doi.org/10.3847/0004-637X/832/2/203
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aabe31
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stz339
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ad1183
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2812


30 Pandya & Loeb et CEERS

APPENDIX

A. INVESTIGATION OF POSSIBLE PSF SYSTEMATICS

In this Appendix we show that PSF systematics are unlikely to explain our results, which are at least an order of

magnitude above the conventional weak lensing regime. Our galaxy shape measurements were done with Galfit (Peng

et al. 2002, McGrath et al., in prep.) assuming a single-component Sérsic model convolved with an empirical NIRCam

PSF. The PSFs are “global” averages based on stacking all stars that fall within the CEERS footprint in each filter as

described in section 3.2 of Finkelstein et al. (2023). It is customary to summarize a PSF by only its FWHM, enclosed

flux within some aperture and corresponding limiting magnitude for a point source, but for our purposes, we also need

to estimate its complex ellipticity. Furthermore, in addition to the global stacked PSF, we also need to consider spatial

variations by fitting individual stars throughout the survey. We use a similar list of stars in each filter throughout

the CEERS footprint as Finkelstein et al. (2023). These stars were selected via custom cuts on half-light radius and

magnitude. For each star in each filter, we made a 101 × 101 pixel cutout and discarded objects with obvious issues

(neighbor, detector edge, etc.). This leaves us with 111− 134 stars per filter, i.e., ∼ 1 star arcmin−2.

Following standard practice in weak lensing studies (e.g., Kaiser et al. 1995; Schneider 2005; Heymans et al. 2005,

2006; Massey et al. 2007a; Jee et al. 2007; Bridle et al. 2010; Mandelbaum 2018; Finner et al. 2023a,b; Cha et al.

2024), we measure the “quadrupole moments” of every individual star as well as the global stacked PSF image from

Finkelstein et al. (2023). These quadrupole moments characterize the variance and covariance of the light intensity

I(x, y) along the x and y directions. To suppress noise and ensure that only the “core” of the PSF contributes to the

measurements, we adopt the common choice of a circular Gaussian with σ = 3 pixels as a weight function W(x, y) (our

results are insensitive to reasonable variations in σ). This lets us compute the first moment of the 2D light distribution

which is the centroid (x̄,ȳ):

x̄ =

∑
xW(x, y)I(x, y)∑
W(x, y)I(x, y)

, (A1)

ȳ =

∑
yW(x, y)I(x, y)∑
W(x, y)I(x, y)

. (A2)

Then we compute the second moments using the pixel indices shifted relative to the centroid:

Qxx =

∑
(x− x̄)2W(x, y)I(x, y)∑

W(x, y)I(x, y)
, (A3)

Qyy =

∑
(y − ȳ)2W(x, y)I(x, y)∑

W(x, y)I(x, y)
, (A4)

Qxy =

∑
(x− x̄)(y − ȳ)W(x, y)I(x, y)∑

W(x, y)I(x, y)
. (A5)

Finally, this lets us assign to every star (i.e., PSF) a complex ellipticity

e1 + ie2 =
Qxx −Qyy + 2iQxy

Qxx +Qyy + 2
√
QxxQyy −Q2

xy

. (A6)

This is analogous to the complex ellipticity that we assigned to every galaxy in Equation 4 except here we are using

quadrupole moments. The complex magnitude e =
√
e21 + e22 gives us the PSF ellipticity and the complex phase

ϕ = 0.5arctan2(e2, e1) gives us the orientation. The size is defined as R =
√
Qxx +Qyy.

As an example, Figure 19 shows the global empirical PSF in each filter from Finkelstein et al. (2023) along with our

quadrupole moments. As expected, the ellipticities are very small with e ≲ 0.02. The size R translated to a Gaussian

FWHM, as is common practice, yields similar values as Finkelstein et al. (2023) with the resolution decreasing from

∼ 0.08” in F115W to ∼ 0.13” in F444W. Results for individual stars are similar. Before proceeding, we caution that

although this kind of quadrupole analysis is standard in weak lensing, the NIRCam PSF is clearly very complicated
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Figure 19. The global empirical PSF from stacking stars in each filter from Finkelstein et al. (2023) along with our quadrupole
moment measurements. The white ellipse illustrates the ellipticity, orientation and size of the quadrupole moments that
characterize the core. Naturally, the ellipticities are small with e ≲ 0.02 so these ellipses are nearly circular. All images are on
a log scale to emphasize JWST’s unique diffraction features outside the “core” of the PSF. On a linear scale, the size R derived
from quadrupole moments adequately reflects the extent of the core. Results for individual stars are similar.

(i.e., not a simple Gaussian or Airy disk). The features outside the “core” of the PSF are due to JWST’s hexagonally

segmented primary mirror and the “tripod” structure that supports the secondary mirror (Rigby et al. 2023). Other

recent JWST studies (Finner et al. 2023a; Cha et al. 2024; Zhuang & Shen 2024) also use quadrupole moments or fit

an elliptical 2D Gaussian to the “core” of the PSF and arrive at similar conclusions as us, but we recommend more

detailed follow-up analysis.

Figure 20 shows the distribution of our individual stars and the global PSF in the complex (e1, e2) plane. Nearly

all stars in every filter have e < 0.05, i.e., the PSF is very round as expected. The short-wavelength NIRCam filters

(F115W, F150W, F200W) have average components ⟨e1⟩ ∼ 0.02 and ⟨e2⟩ ∼ −0.01 and there is clearly a bias towards

the lower-right quadrant. The long-wavelength NIRCam filters (F277W, F356W, F444W) have substantially rounder

PSFs as evidenced by their smaller ⟨e1⟩ ≲ 0.01 and ⟨e2⟩ ∼ ±0.001. These percent-level PSF systematics are unlikely

to explain our much larger observed ⟨e⟩ ≳ 0.1 when averaging over galaxies in individual NIRCam chips, modules and

pointings (Figure 18). At most, they would lead to an additive bias in ⟨e⟩ of a few percent, not tens of percent.

Figure 21 shows a map of the PSF ellipticity and orientation across the entire CEERS footprint using our individual

stars. Most stars have very small ellipticity but there are a handful with e ∼ 0.05− 0.08. The cores of these stars do

look slightly elliptical and it is not clear whether they are outliers since other stars near them show smaller ellipticities.

The orientations of PSF stars in the long-wavelength filters appear random due to their very small ellipticities. In

contrast, for the short-wavelength filters, there is an overall pattern of many stars pointing towards the upper-left of

each panel (45◦ east of north). However, again, since the individual PSF ellipticities are very small, their additive
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Figure 20. Distribution of our individual stars (blue points) and global stacked PSF (yellow star) in the complex (e1, e2)
plane. This is in the standard “north up” frame. Nearly all stars in every filter have e < 0.05, i.e., the PSF is very round. It is
slightly more elliptical in the short-wavelength filters (F115W, F150W, F200W) with ⟨e1⟩ ∼ 0.02 and ⟨e2⟩ ∼ −0.01 and there is
clearly a bias towards the lower-right quadrant. The long-wavelength filters (F277W, F356W, F444W) have even rounder PSFs
as expected. These percent-level PSF systematics cannot explain our much larger ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10% when averaging over background
galaxies (Figure 18) but must be corrected in any future analysis of the conventional weak lensing regime.

bias due to these alignments cannot contribute more than a few percent to our much larger observed ⟨e⟩ > 10% from

averaging over background galaxies.

Finally, Figure 22 shows that our actual background galaxy sample spans a much larger range in this same complex

(e1, e2) plane. Only ∼ 2% of our galaxies have e < 0.05 similar to our PSF stars and they are roughly uniformly split

between the different quadrants (phase angles). Note that the majority of our galaxies (2972/3848 ∼ 77%) are assigned

to a short-wavelength NIRCam filter (F115W, F150W, F200W) to obtain the rest-frame morphology corresponding

to their redshift. Moreover, our smallest size galaxies (which would be preferentially subject to PSF systematics) are

also roughly uniformly spread out in this plane, i.e., not biased towards any one quadrant. This is true regardless of

whether we look at the combined sample or only galaxies in individual pointings. Given that the PSF tends to round

out objects, the fact that our galaxies have intrinsic ellipticities that are much larger than that of the stars implies

that correcting for the small bias towards the lower-right quadrant in Figure 20 would not cause most of our galaxies

to change quadrants. Thus we do not believe that the percent-level PSF systematics remaining in the data can explain

our observed alignments in regions with ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10%. However, measuring the precise amplitude of the shear variance

⟨γ2⟩ will require correcting galaxy shapes for this spatially-varying PSF because the expected signal is weak, especially

on larger scales (Figure 18). It is unclear whether CEERS itself has enough stars to interpolate the PSF shape to the

position of every galaxy so a more sophisticated strategy may be required. We defer that to a future more detailed

weak lensing analysis of “blank” JWST deep fields.



Gravitational lensing of elongated early galaxies 33

Figure 21. Ellipticity and orientation of the PSF at the positions of individual stars across the entire CEERS footprint. For
convenience, the ellipticity is indicated both with the line length (scale bar in lower left) and with the colorbar. The ellipticity
and orientation of the stacked PSF is shown in the left center of each panel. This is in the standard “north up” frame. The
ellipticities are very small and appear random in the long-wavelength filters. In contrast, for the short-wavelength filters, there
are systematic PSF alignments towards 45◦ east of north but the small ellipticities mean that these will cause an additive bias
of at most a few percent which is an order of magnitude lower than our ⟨e⟩ ≳ 10% from averaging background galaxies (Figure
18). However, future studies in the conventional weak lensing regime must correct for this bias.
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Figure 22. Distribution of our background galaxy sample in the complex (e1, e2) plane (standard “north-up” frame). The large
center panel shows our combined background sample whereas the smaller panels show the distributions in individual pointings.
In all cases, ∼ 2% of our galaxies have e < 0.05 which is the PSF-dominated regime (within the central black circle). Our
galaxies also tend to be roughly uniformly distributed between the four quadrants. This is particularly true for our smaller-size
galaxies (bluer colored points) which would be most susceptible to PSF effects. The fact that most of our galaxies have intrinsic
ellipticities that are much larger than that of our stars implies that the small bias towards the lower-right quadrant in Figure
20 is unlikely to dictate the orientations and hence alignments of our galaxies.
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