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ABSTRACT

Based on a large group/cluster catalog recently constructed from the DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys

DR using an extended halo-based group finder, we measure and model the group-galaxy weak lensing
signals for groups/clusters in a few redshift bins within redshift range 0.1 < z < 0.6. Here, the
background shear signals are obtained based on the DECaLS survey shape catalog derived with the
FOURIER_QUAD method. We divide the lens samples into 5 equispaced redshift bins and 7 mass
bins, which allow us to probe the redshift and mass dependence of the lensing signals and hence the
resulting halo properties. In addition to these sample selections, we have also checked the signals
around different group centers, e.g., brightest central galaxy (BCG), luminosity weighted center and
number weighted center. We use a lensing model that includes off-centering to describe the lensing
signals we measure for all mass and redshift bins. The results demonstrate that our model predictions
for the halo masses, bias and concentrations are stable and self-consistent among different samples for
different group centers. Taking advantage of the very large and complete sample of groups/clusters, as
well as the reliable estimation of their halo masses, we provide measurements of the cumulative halo
mass functions up to redshift z = 0.6, with a mass precision at 0.03 ~ 0.09 dex.

Keywords: Weak gravitational lensing; Observational cosmology; Galaxy clusters; Galaxy dark matter

halos

1. INTRODUCTION

In the current scenario of structure formation and evo-
lution, dark matter halos grow hierarchically from small
perturbations in the initial density field (Lacey & Cole
1993). They are regarded as the building blocks of our
Universe. The abundance, structure and spatial distri-
bution of halos as a function of their host halo mass
hold important information regarding the cosmological
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parameters and structure formation theories (Press &
Schechter 1974; White et al. 1993).

As dark matter halos are not directly observable, one
needs to use fair mass/gravitational potential tracers to
infer their mass and structure information. In litera-
ture, there are various kinds of scaling relations that
have been established to infer halo masses in observa-
tions, e.g., using the X-ray luminosity of clusters (Pratt
et al. 2009; Fujita & Aung 2019), the Sunyaev—Zeldovich
effect of clusters (Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1972; Yang et al.
2022), the velocity dispersion of galaxy groups (Biviano
et al. 2006; Munari et al. 2013; Elahi et al. 2018), satel-
lite kinematics (van den Bosch et al. 2004; Li et al.
2019; Lange et al. 2019), the galaxy infall kinematics
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(Zu & Weinberg 2013; Zu et al. 2014), and the abun-
dance matching method (Yang et al. 2005; Yang et al.
2007; McGaugh & van Dokkum 2021), etc.

However, all the above methods to infer halo masses
may either rely on a particular cosmology or need to as-
sume the dynamical state of the tracers (Li et al. 2021),
which are in general model dependent. A more direct
way of detecting the halo mass and moreover the halo
structure is using the gravitational lensing signals from
large surveys. Using weak lensing to explore the halo
properties has great advantages as it can directly mea-
sure the total mass distribution between the observer
and the source (Bartelmann & Schneider 2001; Schnei-
der 2005).

The halo mass function, which describes the number
density and evolution of dark matter halos as a function
of their mass, is one of the most important cosmologi-
cal probes. During the past decades, great efforts were
made to measure the halo mass around certain clusters,
detected by the SZ effect (von der Linden et al. 2014;
Hoekstra et al. 2015; Penna-Lima et al. 2017; Sereno
et al. 2017) or their X-ray luminosity map (Prada et al.
2006; Gruen et al. 2014; Smith et al. 2015), using the
weak lensing signals, so that halo mass scaling relations
can be obtained and the abundance of the halos (halo
mass function) at the high mass end can be measured.
However, since the accuracy of weak lensing mass mea-
surement of individual halos is limited by the quality and
number density of background source images as well as
their redshift distribution estimations, halo masses can
only be reliably measured for a small number of the
most massive clusters. On the other hand, through the
stacking of weak lensing signals, one can measure the
halo properties to much lower mass systems, e.g., from
clusters to groups, and to isolated galaxies (Hirata &
Seljak 2003; Mandelbaum et al. 2005, 2006; Zu et al.
2017; Medezinski et al. 2017; Luo et al. 2018). How-
ever, since it’s difficult to quantify the completeness and
obtain very accurate measurement of the abundance of
the related lens systems, most of these studies still focus
mainly on obtaining a weak lensing mass calibration for
various halo mass indicators.

Recently, Yang et al. (2021, hearafter Y21) extended
the halo-based group finder developed in Yang et al.
(2005); Yang et al. (2007); Yang et al. (2012) so that
it can deal with galaxy samples with photometric and
spectroscopic redshifts simultaneously. Based on the
DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys, they built the largest
group catalog to date within redshift range 0.0 < z <
1.0, and obtained halo mass estimation for each group
by applying a total group luminosity ranking method.
Thanks to this large and complete galaxy group catalog,

which gives important and reliable abundance informa-
tion of the groups, we have the opportunity to obtain
direct measurements of the halo mass functions in a rel-
atively wide redshift range by applying the weak lensing
stacking technique.

Based on the stacked weak lensing signals, in addi-
tion to the halo abundances (mass functions), one can
also constrain other halo properties, including the con-
centrations and biases of halos, as a function of halo
mass for different redshift bins. The concentration is a
key quantity that characterizes the density structure of
dark-matter halos, and can be used to trace the forma-
tion history of dark matter halos (e.g., Wechsler et al.
2002; Tasitsiomi et al. 2004; Zhao et al. 2009; Ludlow
et al. 2013; Du et al. 2015; Xu et al. 2021). It depends
on the halo mass, redshift, and cosmological parame-
ters (e.g., Jing 2000; Prada et al. 2012). Halo bias by,
is defined as the ratio between the cluster halo density
contrast 0, and the dark matter density contrast d,. It
traces the large scale environment of the halos, and is
dependent on halo mass, and various secondary proper-
ties which were refereed to as the ‘assembly bias’ (e.g.,
Gao et al. 2005; Gao & White 2007; Xu et al. 2021) and
cosmology (e.g., Jing et al. 1998; Sheth et al. 2001; Seljak
& Warren 2004; Tinker et al. 2010). Given those depen-
dencies, useful cosmological information can be derived
using one or a combination of these measurements (see
Ingoglia et al. 2022, for a recent attempt).

To accurately measure the weak lensing signals, one
needs both high quality imaging of background galax-
ies and accurate image processing procedures. Many
groups have developed image processing pipelines de-
voted to improving the accuracy of shape measurement
(Kaiser et al. 1995; Bertin & Arnouts 1996; Maoli et al.
2000; Rhodes et al. 2000; Van Waerbeke et al. 2001;
Bernstein & Jarvis 2002; Bridle et al. 2002; Refregier
2003; Bacon & Taylor 2003; Hirata & Seljak 2003; Hey-
mans et al. 2005; Miller et al. 2007; Kitching et al. 2008;
Zhang 2010, 2011; Bernstein & Armstrong 2014; Zhang
et al. 2015; Zhang 2016; Luo et al. 2017). Among these,
the FOURIER_-QUAD method developed by Zhang et al.
(2015) and Zhang et al. (2019) is a particularly efficient
one. It uses the image moments in the Fourier Domain
to recover the shear signal, with rigorous (model inde-
pendent) treatments of the point distribution function
(PSF) effect, the background and Poisson noise. It runs
with a very high speed (~ 1072 CPU%*sec/galaxy) (see
Mandelbaum et al. 2015, for the performance compar-
ison of a variety of pipelines), quite suitable for large
scale weak lensing measurement. Observationally, the
DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys (Dey et al. 2019) pro-
vides the currently largest sky coverage of extragalac-
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tic sources with good imaging qualities in three optical
bands (g,7,2). One of DESI’s subprograms, the Dark
Energy Camera Legacy Survey (DECaLS) images the
full DESI equatorial footprint. It provides increased
depth and excellent seeing, and has more than a hun-
dred million galaxies in 3 bands, thus provides an ideal
data set for weak lensing studies.

In this study, we combine the large group and shear
catalogs, both constructed from the DESI Legacy Imag-
ing Surveys, to carry out our investigations. The main
purpose is to obtain a set of reliable measurements of the
(cumulative) halo mass functions in a few redshift bins
up to redshift z = 0.6. Meanwhile, we will also provide
the observational constrains on the concentration - halo
mass and bias - halo mass relations in a few redshift
bins. These sets of measurements can be used in fur-
ther studies to probe the structure formation theory and
cosmological parameters. The structure of this paper is
organized as follows. We first describe the data sets
used in this study, including the lens samples and the
shear catalogs in §2. The model to describe the lensing
signals is presented in §3. The general halo properties
obtained from fitting the lensing signals are given in §4.
We provide our estimation of the cumulative halo mass
functions in §5. Finally we summarize our results in §6.
Throughout this paper, we assume a ACDM cosmology
with parameter values from the latest Planck Collabo-
ration analysis (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020, here-
after Planck18): Q. = 0.315, Q5 = 0.685, og = 0.811,
ns = 0.965 and h = 0.674. All distances are in co-
moving units of h~'Mpc. The unit of projected surface
mass density ¥ and density contrast AY is hMg, /pc?. In
this work, halos are defined to have 180 times the mean
background density Migom-

2. OBSERVATIONAL DATA

In this section we describe the construction of our lens
samples and the source shear catalogs.

2.1. Lens samples

We use the group catalog recently constructed by Y21
from the DESI legacy imaging surveys (now updated
to DRY) using an adaptive halo-based group finder for
galaxies with either photometric or spectroscopic red-
shifts'.

As demonstrated in Y21, using mock galaxy red-
shift surveys, the group finder can reliably detect most
of the groups, especially with mass > 10139 h=1Mg,
where the group purity is larger than 90%. That means

! see https://gax.sjtu.edu.cn/data/DESILhtml

more than 90% of the detected groups are the origi-
nal true groups in simulations. The halo mass assigned
to each group (hereafter, the group mass, Mg). has
an uncertainty of about 0.2 dex at the high mass end
(= 1010 h='M), increasing to 0.4 dex at the mass
(~ 10'23 h=1My) and then decreasing to 0.3 dex at
low mass end (~ 106 h=1My). As the main pur-
pose of this study is to obtain an accurate measure
of the halo mass function, where the group purity is
most important, we select groups/clusters with mass
Mg > 10 h='Mg. Note that, as the group masses in
the catalog are obtained via a halo abundance matching
method, Mg in general can be regarded as a measure
for the rank-order in the total group luminosity. Here
we use group mass rather than the total group luminos-
ity as our rank-order group sample selection criteria, as
the groups are extracted from a flux-limited sample and
the total group luminosity may suffer from different in-
completeness cuts. In addition, in order to assure that
groups have sufficient richness, we only use groups in
the redshift ranging from 0.1 < z < 0.6. We divide all
the groups/clusters with the above criteria into 5 red-
shift bins and 7 mass bins, which results in a total of
35 lens samples. The selection criteria and the number
of groups in these lens samples are illustrated in Fig.
1. The redshift and mass bins are divided by the solid
lines in the figure, and the number of groups in each
bin is given in each block. Overall, the vast majority of
groups in our 35 lens samples contain at least two mem-
bers, only a very small fraction of groups at high redshift
and low mass bins contain only one member galaxy.
Once these lens samples are selected, we need to deter-
mine the choice of group centers for stacking the lensing
signals. As pointed out in Luo et al. (2018), the bright-
est central galaxy (BCG) is a better tracer of the halo
center when compared to the luminosity weighted center
(LWC) and the number weighted center (NWC). How-
ever, as we will outline later in Section 3.2, since we
have taken potential off-centering effect into account in
our lensing models, in general, we can use the extracted
halo information from different sets of halo center indi-
cators for cross checks. Thus, we decide to measure the
group-galaxy lensing signals around all these three types
of group/cluster center indicators. We take the BCG as
our fiducial case, and the other two as reference cases.

2.2. The shear catalog

Our shear catalog is constructed using the imaging
data of the DECaLS DRS8 (Dey et al. 2019). The sur-
vey uses the Dark Energy Camera (DECam) installed
on the Blanco 4m telescope. It is designed to target
sources for the DESI program in the North Galactic


https://gax.sjtu.edu.cn/data/DESI.html

4 WANG ET AL.

100000 -
0 T T T T T T
15.0 .
976 2837 3060 3774 2661
14,5 .
S
; 3852 i ] RS e o | R
|
= 14.0+ .
— 4581 16015 |22164 |29809 |28649
o
E 7867 27237 | 40966 |58310 |60343
o0
O 13.54 14431 |46846 |71007 |103771|109458 .
S 13
24918 |75158 |112710|167818 | 184873
42280 | 118697 17722_8_
13.0 .
T T T T T

T
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0 250000

Figure 1. The distribution of group/cluster sample in the
redshift and mass proxy space. The z-axis is the redshift
and the y-axis is the group mass. The black solid lines la-
bel out thresholds of our redshift and mass bins. The num-
bers in each block are the number of groups. The top and
right panels show the number distributions of groups using
1D shaded histograms according to the redshift and group
mass, respectively. In the top panel, we also provide the
number distribution of groups after completeness correction
(see Eq. 14) using a red histogram and the theoretical pre-
diction of the number distribution of halos with mass larger
than 10'® h™*Mg under Planck18 cosmology using a black
line (Tinker et al. 2008).

Cap region at Dec< 32° and the South Galactic Cap
region at Dec> —34°. The images are taken in g, 7,z
three bands. The total sky coverage by the images is
more than 10000 deg?. Our source galaxy catalog is
taken from Zou et al. (2019), with photometric redshifts
of galaxies updated using those obtained by Zhou et al.
(2021) with a machine learning algorithm, with a typi-
cal redshift error z¢.-/(1 4 2z) = 0.02 ~ 0.03 in redshift
range 0.4 < z < 0.9 (see Fig. 4 in Zhou et al. (2021)).
Shear catalogs are constructed from the DECaLS DRS8
using the FOURIER-QUAD (FQ) method (Zhang 2008;
Zhang et al. 2022; Mandelbaum et al. 2015). FQ is
a moment-based method. Its shear estimators are de-
fined with the multipole moments of the 2D galaxy
power spectrum, which can correct for the effect of Point
Spread Function model-independently. The effects due
to the background noise and the Poisson noise can also
be removed rigorously in statistics. The method has
been tested under general observing conditions to a very
low Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) of the source image
(SNR < 10) (Zhang et al. 2015). The full image process-

ing pipeline based on the FQ method has been developed
and applied on the CFHTLenS (Heymans et al. 2012; Er-
ben et al. 2013) and the DECaLS data. In both cases,
the resulting shear catalogs can successfully recover the
small optical field distortion signals (~ 1—5x1073) that
are originally derived from the astrometric calibrations,
demonstrating its robustness in practice (Zhang et al.
2019; Wang et al. 2021). In the development of the FQ
pipeline, we have carefully studied the source selection
effect due to the inevitable incompleteness of sources at
the faint end (Li et al. 2021), and also included an al-
gorithm to avoid the systematic errors (additive) due to
the presence of the geometric boundaries (CCD edges,
bad columns, etc. Wang et al. 2021).

An interesting feature of FQ is that it tolerates the
existence of very poorly resolved images or even point
sources in the galaxy samples. This property is particu-
larly important for our processing of the DECaLS data,
as the typically full width at half maximum (FWHM) of
the PSF is about 1.4-1.5 arcsec, much larger than those
of other weak lensing surveys. Overall, our FQ image
processing pipeline for the DECaLS data is very similar
to that of Zhang et al. (2019), except for some details
regarding the PSF reconstruction (see Zhang et al. 2022,
for the details of the construction of DECaL.S DRS8 shear
catalog).

Since FQ works on individual exposures, in our DE-
CalLS shear catalog, images of the same galaxy on differ-
ent exposures contribute independent shear estimators.
As the g-band image quality is not as good as the r and
z -bands, we decide to use the r and z band shear cat-
alogs for our calculations in this paper. Note that the
multiple (multi-band) shear estimators from each galaxy
are used together in our measurement of this work. On
average, the catalogs contain results from more than 10
source images per square arcmin, with a median redshift
at around 0.55.

3. ESD MEASUREMENT AND MODELING

In this section, we provide our measurement and mod-
eling of the excess surface densities (ESDs) around our
lens samples.

3.1. ESD Measurement

The weak lensing signal around foreground galaxy
groups/clusters is related to the foreground density pro-
file as:

AS(r) = () e (1)
in which A¥(r) is the excess surface density in comoving
units, v¢(r) is the tangential shear, and X is the critical
surface density defined as:

c? Dy
EC - 4rG D]Dls(l + 21)2 ’ (2>
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Figure 2. The excess surface density of DESI Legacy Imaging Surveys DR9 lens samples in different redshift and mass bins as
indicated in different columns and rows. In each panel, we compare results for three different group center indicators. The red
points represent results for the BCG group center, orange for the LWC and green for the NWC. We can see that BCG performs
the best as a center indicator. The solid line in each panel shows the best-fit model (Eq. 7) of the ESD for BCG centroid. The
dark and light grey shaded regions represent the 68 and 95 confidence regions of the ESD fitting results respectively.
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where Dg, D) and Djs are the angular diameter distances
of the source, the lens, and between the source and the
lens, c¢ is the light speed and G is the gravitational con-
stant. zj refers to the redshift of the lens, and the factor
(1+ 2)? is included to account for the conversion from
the physical units to the comoving ones.

In our measurement, the ESD around different lens
are stacked using the PDF-symmetrization (PDF_SYM)
method within each sample. To approach the lower
bound of the statistical uncertainty, i.e. the Cramer-Rao
Bound, Zhang et al. (2017) (Z17 hereafter) proposed the
PDF_SYM method, which can maximally utilize the en-
semble information of the shear estimators based on the
distribution function. Instead of taking the weighted
average of the shear estimators as what is usually done,
the idea of Z17 is to find the shear signal that can best
symmetrize the PDF of the corresponding shear estima-
tors. For example, for an underlying shear signal g1,
its best estimate §; can be found by symmetrizing the
PDF of the quantity G; — g1 (N +U), in which G is the
shear estimator along the specified direction, IV is the
normalization factor, and U is a spin-4 quantity defined
in Z17 to account for the parity symmetry. Note that
the value of U is also dependent on the direction of the
coordinates.

For the ESD measurement, the operation is quite
straightforward. For a given foreground lens sample at
z;, instead of shear along a specified direction g;, we
directly look for the value of the excess surface density
AY that can best symmetrize the PDF of the following
quantity:

AY

R )

C(N+U)(zs), (3)
where z, stands for the source redshift, while G; and
U, are all defined in the tangential direction. The PDF
is made of the quantities defined in Eq. 3 from all the
background galaxies in a given radius range of interest.
In doing so, we properly take into account the contri-
bution from different background redshifts. Simulations
regarding the verifications of the PDF_SYM method on
the measurement of the excess surface density will be re-
ported in a separate work (Li et al., in preparation), in
which we also discuss about the effects related to photo-z
erTors.

In this work, to avoid the dilution effect by foreground
galaxies, we only use sources with redshift z; > 2 + Az,
with Az = 0.2. The photo-z errors of the background
sources cause the uncertainty of X, which in turn leads
to bias in the ESD signal, making it slightly higher/lower
in the lowest/highest redshift bin of our lens sample.
This bias, which ranges from almost zero to about 2%,

are corrected using the redshift PDF (fully discussed in
Li et al., in preparation). The covariance matrix in this
work is computed using 400 jackknife samples.

Using the above method, we obtain the ESDs around
5 x 7 lens samples with three types of group center indi-
cators. The dots with error bars shown in Fig. 2 are the
measured ESDs, where different colors correspond to dif-
ferent group center indicators. Considering the signal-
to-noise ratios of the ESD measurements, we provide one
less data point on the smallest scale for lens samples in
the two high redshift bins than the three low redshift
bins. In these lens samples, the ESD amplitudes in-
crease more quickly for samples with higher group mass
than for samples with higher redshift. There are no sig-
nificant differences for ESDs around different centers at
large scales. At small scales (< 0.5 h~!Mpc), ESDs of
samples using BCG as center indicators keep rising with
decreasing central distance, while other two central indi-
cators tend to decrease. The signal-to-noise ratio is low
at small scales, especially for the samples using LWC or
NWC centroid, due to the decreasing lens-background
pairs and the possible large offsets.

3.2. ESD Modeling

Here we describe the ESD model we use to extract the
halo properties. Theoretically, the ESD around a lens
sample is related to the line-of-sight projection of the
group-matter cross correlation function,

fgm(r) = <5g(x)5m(x +1)), (4)

so that (Yang et al. 2006; van den Bosch et al. 2013,
e.g.),

rdr

Ny (5)

S(R) = 27 /R Tl ()]

and
45 (R e d
Y(<R) = FZA y dy / [1+€gm(r)]\/:277$y2’ (6)

where p is the average background matter density of
the Universe. In general, from the weak lensing shear
catalogs, we are measuring the ESDs around the lens
systems, i.e., AX(R) = (< R) — X(R). Following Luo
et al. (2018, hereafter L18), our ESD model contains
three components:

AY(R) = AX,(R) + AXip(R) + AXon(R),  (7)

where they correspond to, from small to large scales, the
contributions of (1) the stellar mass of the lens galaxy
A, (R), if BCG is used to indicate the group center; (2)
the 1-halo term contribution from the host halo mass
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taking into account the off-centering effect AXqy,(R);
and (3) the projected two halo term AXoy(R), respec-
tively.

As demonstrated in L18, stellar contribution is sig-
nificant at scales smaller than 50 h~'kpc, then on
50 h~'kpc ~ 5 h~'Mpc scales the host halo contributes
most of the ESDs. The 2-halo term contribution is then
important at scales larger than a few virial radii. As
we have obtained the ESD measurements for our lens
samples over much larger scales, we can obtain both the
1-halo and the 2-halo term properties of dark matter
halos in this study. Below we present each term of our
ESD model in Eq. 7. Note that only small changes are
made with respect to the one provided in L18.

The first term in Eq.7 is contributed by the stellar
mass of the lens galaxy. As pointed out in Johnston
et al. (2007) and George et al. (2012), the stellar mass
component can be treated as a point mass, and the re-
lated ESD can be modelled as,

M,
~ TR2’ (8)

ASL(R)

where M, is the stellar mass of candidate BCGs in con-
sideration, obtained using the K-correction software of
Blanton & Roweis (2007, v4_3) by applying to the BCG
5 band apparent magnitudes. We only model the con-
tribution of the stellar component (using eq. 7) for the
BCG group center indicator, using the average stellar
mass of all BCGs in the stack.

The second term in Eq.7 is the 1-halo term contri-
bution. Here we divide the ESDs into two components,
one for the halo center and the other for an off-centering
situation,

AZlh(P{) - fcenAENFW (R) + (1 - fcen)AEoﬁ(R) 3 (9)

where feen is the fraction of groups that do not suf-
fer from off-centering effect, AXNpw (R) is ESD of the
halo assuming an NFW profile (see Eq. A2). For
the off-centering halo contribution, AX.g(R), accord-
ing to Yang et al. (2006), the projected surface den-
sity for a galaxy with a projected off-center distance
Rog from the NFW halo center, can be described by
Yot (R|Mp, ¢, Rogg) (Eq. A4). Here, M}, and ¢ are the
mass and concentration obtained by weak lensing that
correspond to Migom.Here, we adopt the model pro-
posed by Johnston et al. (2007) to take into account
the off-centering effect,

R,
P(Rogt) = RT’.H exp(—0.5(Rogt/Rsig)®),  (10)
sig

where Rgig is the dispersion of P(Rog). The resulting
projected density profile is the convolution between the

P(Rog) and the Yog (R| My, ¢, Rog),
ZOH(R‘M}U c, Rsig) =
/ dRoit P(Rot)Sot (RIMi, ¢, Ro) . (1)

Finally, the last term in Eq. 7 is contributed by the
2-halo term. The contribution from the projected mass
density field outside the halo, AX¥y,(R), can be calcu-
lated from the halo-mass cross correlation functions us-
ing Eqgs. 5 and 6. Here we adopt the model proposed in
van den Bosch et al. (2013) to describe the 2-halo term
cross correlation function,

fgm,2h (T) =by C(’I“, Z) fexc(r) Emm (T) , (12)

where &nm(r) is the auto correlation function of dark
matter calculated from the nonlinear power spectrum
(Smith et al. 2003, e.g.), fexc(r) is to characterize the
halo exclusion effect (see Eq. A5), ((r,z) is a function
used to take into account the radial dependence of the
halo bias (see Eq. A7), and by, is the last free parameter
in our ESD modeling describing the bias of the dark
matter halos.

In total, we have five free parameters in our ESD
model, My, ¢, feen, Rsig and by for our ESD measure-
ments for all group centers. Below we outline the pro-
cesses we use to constrain the model parameters.

3.3. Model fitting

For each of our 35 lens samples, we use a Gaussian
likelihood function with covariance matrix built from
400 jackknife samplings,

In£(X|®) = —0.5((X — ESD,,)’C™ (X — ESD,,)),
(13)
where X is the ESD observational measurement data
vector, ESD,, is the model and C~! is the inverse of
the covariance matrix. ® denotes the parameters in the
ESD model. In order to minimize the prior influence,
we use broad flat priors for all of the model parame-
ters. We set the logarithm of halo mass log M}, to be
within (12.0, 16.0), concentration range (1.0,20.0), cen-
tral fraction foen to be within (0.0, 1.0), Rsig/7180m range
(0.0,1.0) and bias by, range (0.3,10.0). The halo param-
eters are estimated by the Markov Chain Monte Carlo
fitting method using the emcee package®? (Foreman-
Mackey et al. 2013). For each of the lens samples, we
adopt an ensemble sampler with 72 walkers over a chain
of 720000 steps, where the first 72000 steps are discarded
in our subsequent analysis. From each of the final chain,

2 https://emcee.readthedocs.io/en /stable
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Figure 3. The best-fit results and different model components for lens sample with mass 14.0 < log Mc < 14.4 at redshift
0.3 < z < 0.4. The dark and light grey shaded regions represent the 68 and 95 confidence intervals of the total ESD fitting
results, respectively. The three panels correspond to the three different type of group centers. The different colored lines
represent the halo components labelled in the legend. The x?/v value is also provided in each panel. Note here the degrees of

freedom has a value of v = 15.

we take the set of parameters with the least x? value
as the best-fit results. The confidence regions of these
parameters are obtained from their marginalized distri-
butions.

For those who are interested in the whole list of pa-
rameters, we provide in the upper part of Table 1 with
the best-fit parameters for all the 35 lens samples in dif-
ferent mass and redshift bins. For simplicity, here we
only provide the best-fit parameters and y? values for
the BCG group centers. As an illustration, in each panel
of Fig. 2 we show the best-fit model predictions of the
ESD for the corresponding BCGs centroid lens sample
as solid lines.

To be more specific, we show in Fig. 3 the best-fit re-
sults for a typical lens sample as shown in the center of
Fig. 2, i.e., groups with mass 14.0 < log Mg < 14.4 at
redshift 0.3 < z < 0.4. Here results are shown for three
different types of group center as indicated in different
panels. In each panel, the total and different ESD com-
ponents as described in Eq. 7 are presented using differ-
ent style lines. For all cases the four component model
fits well on all scales. The stellar component contributes
mainly at small scales for the BCG centroid (note that
we do not include the stellar component for LWC and
NWC centroids); the central term dominates on small

scales; the off-center term has relatively more impact on
intermediate scales;and the two halo term dominates on
large scales.

Fig. 4 shows the marginalized posterior distributions
of the five parameters for ESDs in the above sample for
the three group centers (see the bottom part of Table 1
for the detailed values of the best-fit parameters). The
general properties of these five parameters are summa-
rized below:

e The average halo mass, My, for each group cen-
troid can be precisely measured at about 3-4%
level, while the difference among different cen-
troids is less than 5% level. Taking the statisti-
cal error and systematic difference into account,
our halo mass estimation for this lens sample can
achieve a precision at about 5% level.

e The concentrations ¢ of the dark matter halos
can also be well constrained and agree with each
other among three centroids. Taking into account
the significantly different ESD behaviors at small
scales, the nice agreement of ¢ is not trivial and
can be regarded as a demonstration of the self-
consistency of our model constraints. For the BCG
case, we also see that the concentration c is some-
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Figure 4. An example of marginalized posterior distributions of the five parameters log My, Rsig, feen, ¢ and by for the lens
sample with mass 14.0 < log Mc < 14.4 at redshift 0.3 < z < 0.4. Here the red, orange and green contours show the result for
BCG, LWC, NWC centroids, respectively. The red solid lines show the best-fit result for the BCG sample. The red dashed lines

show the 1-0 confidence interval.

what degenerate with feen, where a smaller ¢ is
associated with a larger feen.

e The by of the three centroids agrees with each
other well within the 1-o error bar. This agree-
ment is not surprising, as the ESDs at large scales
are almost the same for these three group cen-
troids.

e Within those five free parameters, we see the cen-
ter fraction fe.o, has the biggest difference among
the three different group centroids. The BCG
centroid has a feen ~ 0.55 and the LWC and
NWC centroid have much lower fee, values. Thus,
overall, BCG is the best tracer of the halo cen-
ter. Interestingly, such behavior is in good agree-
ment with the related probes in literature (e.g.
Skibba et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2014; Lange et al.
2018). For instance, by comparing the diffused X-
ray peak positions and the most massive galaxies
(MMGs) in the groups, Wang et al. (2014) found
that ~ 65% MMGs are located at the X-ray peak
positions.

e Although the center fraction fe., for different
group centroids are quite different, the off-center
parameters R, are not that different among these
schemes. And it is also quite evident that Rayleigh
distribution can nicely describe the off-centering
effect, in its ability to reproduce the subtle ESD
features at small scales, as shown in Fig. 3.

According to the above inspections, we can see that
the mass, concentration and bias of the halos obtained
from the three different centroid schemes are in good
agreement with each other. Furthermore, the difference
seen in the feen parameters for the three different cen-
troid schemes is also theoretically expected (e.g. Skibba
et al. 2011; Wang et al. 2014; Lange et al. 2018). Thus
we believe that the main halo properties we obtain from
our ESD measurements should be quite reliable.

4. HALO PROPERTIES

Having demonstrated that the model parameters can
be reliably constrained using the ESD measurements,
we proceed to discuss the halo properties we extracted.
As different group centers may impact the fcen and Rgig
parameters, we focus only on the other three parameters
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Table 1. Posterior of parameters we obtained from the ESDs of our 35 lens samples (upper part) and the 20th lens sample
with three types of group centers (lower part). In the upper part, we only list the posterior for the BCG group centers. In the
bottom part, we list the results of all three centroids for sample 20, shown in Fig. 3. The redshift/mass range refers to the
redshift /log of prior group mass used in the bin. The following five columns log My, ¢, bn, fecen and Rsig are the posterior of the
parameters obtained from the MCMC chains. The upper and lower 1-o errors are given using the superscript and subscript,
respectively. We also give the x?/v showing the fitting quality for each sample (here the degree of freedom of the system is
either 14 or 15, depending on the redshift bin used (see Section 3.1)).

Sample mass range  redshift range log My feen Rig c bn X2 /v
1 [13.00,13.20)  [0.10,0.20)  13.28%593 0.53%01% 0.507007 14.86739° 1.847035 1.10
2 [13.20,13.40)  [0.10,0.20)  13.4470%52 0.67153% 0.68705 7.25F330 1487021 1.05
3 [13.40,13.60)  [0.10,0.20)  13.70%507 0.43%582 0.531008 11.78753% 1.30703) 1.41
4 [13.60,13.80)  [0.10,0.20)  13.86159% 0.621032 0.647030 6.42755% 1957093 1.80
5 [13.80,14.00)  [0.10,0.20)  14.12%59% 0.32%09% 0.677005 13.31719% 236703, 145
6 [14.00,14.40)  [0.10,0.20)  14.27735% 0.72%512 0.88704%  4.01+185 222709 171
7 [14.40,15.00)  [0.10,0.20)  14.7175%% 0.357957  0.907042  9.097185  3.737155  2.01
8 [13.00,13.20)  [0.20,0.30)  13.1570%% 0.50%50r 0.54700% 13.337532  1.731013  1.97
9 [13.20,13.40)  [0.20,0.30)  13.3770%5 0.40%50% 0.52700% 16.2773% 1561017 2.73
10 [13.40,13.60)  [0.20,0.30)  13.4979%% 0.62731S 0.757922 7.88F279 1787015 1.80
11 [13.60,13.80)  [0.20,0.30)  13.72%9%4 0.647318 0.5910-1%  7.59%283 2957025 959
12 [13.80,14.00)  [0.20,0.30)  13.90709%3 0507015 0.567002 9.447330 2347030 1.62
13 [14.00,14.40)  [0.20,0.30)  14.20709%3 0.48735% 0.78700¢ 911712 3.65705%  1.89
14 [14.40,15.00)  [0.20,0.30)  14.58T9%% 0.747315  0.697950  3.44F135 501199  1.47
15 [13.00,13.20)  [0.30,0.40)  13.15%5%% 0.6015%% 0.75791% 10.907218 1.67701  1.46
16 [13.20,13.40)  [0.30,0.40)  13.3775%4 0.527%%8  0.657092 973271 177014 121
17 [13.40,13.60)  [0.30,0.40)  13.51%00% 0.48%00% 0.66704e 10.057372 2.017015  1.57
18 [13.60,13.80)  [0.30,0.40)  13.70%5%% 0.667520 0.67703) 5417395 2387020 229
19 [13.80,14.00)  [0.30,0.40)  13.84%5:95 0.59%018 0.797027 7.267371 293T031  1.86
20 [14.00,14.40)  [0.30,0.40)  14.13%593 0.54%037 0.527002  7.447355 3817030 1.38
21 [14.40,15.00)  [0.30,0.40)  14.59%5%% 0471535 0.627013  6.01775 6.0771% 145
22 [13.00,13.20)  [0.40,0.50)  13.07159% 0.58%5 10 0.55700% 12.827%%5 1741012 245
23 [13.20,13.40)  [0.40,0.50)  13.2619°52 0.677513 0.807515 9.20%330  2.00701% 2.66
24 [13.40,13.60)  [0.40,0.50)  13.44%595 0571032 0.737038  7.317555  1.95700°5  1.48
25 [13.60,13.80)  [0.40,0.50)  13.61155% 0.48%00s 0.637015 10347590 2567030 2.24
26 [13.80,14.00)  [0.40,0.50)  13.777095 0.63702L 0.48793L 9557576 2977038 3,02
27 [14.00,14.40)  [0.40,0.50)  14.1370%% 0.51%92L 0.637905  7.78%38% 4201049 1.29
28 [14.40,15.00)  [0.40,0.50)  14.4770%5 0.647025 0.41793% 5727280 5737102 164
29 [13.00,13.20)  [0.50,0.60)  12.93%99% 0.647322 0.49792% 10177472 1.60701¢ 145
30 [13.20,13.40)  [0.50,0.60)  13.1870%7 0.60702% 0.63703¢ 8.827380 1927020 1.82
31 [13.40,13.60)  [0.50,0.60)  13.4170%¢ 0.70701% 0.727038  7.387337 2197021 1.26
32 [13.60,13.80)  [0.50,0.60)  13.597095 0.2779%% 0.54700% 12.97735% 2617031 1.85
33 [13.80,14.00)  [0.50,0.60)  13.657055 0.25703¢ 0.287040 9.25759 3407037 1.05
34 [14.00,14.40)  [0.50,0.60)  14.1570%% 0.4179%2 0.657008 11.537287 3.857059 2.31
35 [14.40,15.00)  [0.50,0.60)  14.5970%9 0.607935 1.09759% 4.07731%  3.65715% 0.65
20 - BCG  [14.00,14.40)  [0.30,0.40)  14.137005 0.54%017 0.527002  7.44%30% 3817097 1.38
20 - LWC  [14.00,14.40)  [0.30,0.40)  14.17%00%2 0.077005 0.39700% 5.21170 3427092 1.66
20 - NWC  [14.00,14.40)  [0.30,0.40)  14.207003 0.14%00° 0.517000  5.97F350  3.42701  1.89
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obtained from the BCG centroid schemes. For the read-
ers who are interested in the actual differences among
the three group centroid schemes, we include a discus-
sion in the Appendix B (Fig. 8).

4.1. Comparing the halo mass and group mass

As we can see from the likelihood distribution of pa-
rameters in Fig. 4, we can have fairly good constraints
on the halo bias, concentration and mass of our lens sam-
ples. It would be interesting to have a direct comparison
between the halo masses obtained from the ESD fittings
and the group masses provided by the group catalog.
As the group mass obtained in Y21 is based on the halo
abundance matching method, it in general refers to the
abundance of the groups. Provided that the cosmologies
are correct, the group mass should not have systematical
biases.

In the upper row of Fig. 5, we compare the best-fit
halo masses obtained from the weak lensing signals and
the mean group masses obtained from the abundance
matching method. The two agree with each other very
well in the redshift range 0.2 < z < 0.4, but are sys-
tematically different at lower and higher redshift bins.
In the lowest redshift bin, the group masses are sys-
tematically smaller than the halo masses, while in the
two highest redshift bins, the group masses exceed the
halo masses. According to Table 1, the halo masses ob-
tained from the ESDs are higher/lower than those ob-
tained from the group catalog by about 0.1~0.2 dex in
the lowest /highest redshift bins. This discrepancy is dis-
cussed in more detail with the help of cumulative halo
mass functions in Section 5.1.

4.2. Concentration - halo mass relation

In the middle row of Fig. 5, we show the concentration
of our lens samples as a function of halo mass. Although
the error bars are somewhat large, there is a clear trend
that the concentration decreases with the halo mass.

For comparison, we also show in each panel the model
predictions of Zhao et al. (2009); Dutton & Maccio
(2014); Diemer & Joyce (2019) under the Planck18 cos-
mology in the related redshift bin. The corresponding
results are shown as the solid, dashed and dot-dashed
lines, respectively. Here we have properly converted
their halo mass definition into ours, i.e., halos are de-
fined to have 180 times the mean background density,
using the coLOsSSUS package (Diemer 2018). Overall,
our observational constraints are somewhat higher than
the model predictions, especially in the high redshift
bins. Due to the large error bars, the mild redshift de-
pendence presented in these theoretical models can not
be verified.

In Fig.6 we also provide a comparison of concentration
measurements with the data recently obtained by In-
goglia et al. (2022, hereafter 122) from the ESDs around
the AMICO clusters. Note that the cosmology adopted
in that work is somewhat different from ours, i.e. a flat
ACDM model with £, = 0.3, Q, = 0.05, h = 0.7 and
the og they constrained is 0.637015. The results are
shown in the upper panels of Fig. 6. Since 122 has less
redshift bins, we only show our results in the middle
three redshift bins and compare them with the closest
redshift bins. In each panel, we show the theoretical
predictions from Zhao et al. (2009) for Planck18 (solid
curves) as well as the cosmology obtained by 122 (dashed
lines). The two different sets of cosmology lead to slight
differences in the theoretical predictions. Overall, our
results seems to have a better quality than that of 122.
But there is no indication for a systematic difference be-
tween our concentration measurement and those of 122.

4.3. Bias - halo mass relation

In the lowest panels of Fig. 5, we show the halo biases
of our 35 lens samples as functions of the halo mass.
For comparisons, in each redshift bin, we also show
the theoretical model predictions of Jing et al. (1998);
Sheth et al. (2001); Seljak & Warren (2004); Tinker
et al. (2010), presented using solid, dashed, dot-dashed,
and dotted lines respectively. Again, we have properly
converted their halo mass definition into ours. Within
these theoretical predictions, Seljak & Warren (2004)
model has the strongest halo mass and redshift evolu-
tion dependence under the Planckl8 cosmology. The
other three models, although with slightly different am-
plitudes, have very similar dependence on the halo mass
and redshift.

Our observational measurements of the halo biases
have a good agreement with these theoretical model pre-
dictions, except for the lowest redshift bin. Overall, our
observational data favor the model predictions of Jing
et al. (1998); Sheth et al. (2001); Tinker et al. (2010).
The biases in the lowest redshift bin are slightly lower
than the theoretical predictions. However, due to the
large error bars in this bin, the deviation is only at about
1-2 o level. Nevertheless, it is still worthwhile to check
its significance and origin, either from the lensing signal
measurements or the cosmological perspectives, which
we will carry out in a separate paper.

We also provide a comparison of our bias measure-
ments with two sets of very recent observational con-
straints in the bottom panels of Fig. 6. The first set
of bias measurements are obtained by Sun et al. (2022,
hereafter S22) from the cross-correlation between the
DESI groups and the CMB lensing signals. The other
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Figure 5. This plot shows the halo properties measured from the ESDs of our 35 lens samples. Shown in different columns are
results for lens samples in different redshift bins as indicated on top of each column. The z-axis is the halo mass measured from
weak lensing. The data points in each panel show the best-fit value for the BCG centroid schemes. (a) Shown in the top row
panels are the comparisons between the lensing halo mass (log M) v.s. the group mass estimated using the abundance matching
method (log Mq). Note that the error along the y-axis is the standard error of the group mass of the sample, while the error
along the x-axis indicate the 1-o confidence interval of the fitting. The black lines are the reference lines where log Mc = log M),.
(b) The middle row panels show the concentration-mass relation measured from the ESDs. The y-axis is the halo concentration.
The theoretical predictions of the ¢-M relations from Zhao et al. (2009); Dutton & Maccio (2014); Diemer & Joyce (2019) are
shown as the solid, dashed and dashdot lines, respectively. (c¢) The bottom row panels show the halo bias-mass relations. The
theoretical predictions of the b-M relations from Jing et al. (1998); Sheth et al. (2001); Seljak & Warren (2004); Tinker et al.
(2010) are shown as the solid, dashed, dashdot and dotted lines, respectively.

set of bias measurements are obtained by 122. The re- the group catalog (the black dashed lines) and those

sults are shown in different symbols. In each panel, we
only show the theoretical predictions from Jing et al.
(1998) at the average redshift of our sample under the
Planck 18 cosmology (solid curves) as well as the cosmo-
logical model obtained by 122 (dashed curves), as refer-
ence. The results obtained by S22 is in rough agreement
with our measurements. On the other hand, the results
of 122 are somewhat lower than our bias measurements
in the two higher redshift bins. Their error bars are
larger due to their much smaller lens sample sizes.

5. CUMULATIVE HALO MASS FUNCTIONS

In Fig.7, we show the cumulative halo mass functions
(CHMFs) in five redshift bins obtained directly from

from weak lensing measurement (the red points), and
compare them to the theoretical predictions (the black
solid lines). In deriving the CHMFs, we have properly
taken into account the completeness and purity correc-
tions from the group catalog in Y21, as well as a halo
mass correction due to the mass scatter in the weak
lensing measurement. In the rest of this section, we give
some details regarding our data processing, and discuss
about some of our limitations.

5.1. CHMFs adopted in the group catalog

For each of the redshift bins, we count the total num-
ber of groups that are more massive than a given group
mass, Ng(> Mg). While in calculating this number, we
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Figure 6. We compare our concentration and bias measurements to previous observations by Ingoglia et al. (2022) and Sun
et al. (2022) using different types of symbols, with average redshift of each sample within 0.2 < z < 0.6. Here we only show
the results in three redshift bin within 0.2 < z < 0.5. We present the theoretical predictions under Planck18 cosmology in solid
lines and the one under the cosmology obtained in 122 in dashed lines.
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Figure 7. The cumulative halo mass functions (CHMFSs) in five different redshift bins. The red points with error bars show
the CHMF's obtained from the weak lensing ESD measurements. The black dashed lines show the CHMF's obtained from the
group catalog of Yang et al. (2021) with the correction using Eq. 14. The black solid lines show the theoretical CHMFs using
fitting functions from Tinker et al. (2008) under the Planck18 cosmology (Planck Collaboration et al. 2020).

have properly taken into account the completeness and
purity of the groups as obtained by Y21 from the mock

DESI redshift galaxy and group samples,

Mg ,i>Mca

NG(> MG) = Z fgroup(MG,i)/fhalo(MG,i) 5

where fhalo and feroup are the completeness and purity
of the groups (see Fig. 8 of Y21), respectively. Here

Mg ; is the mass of the i-th group in the whole catalog,
after ranking according to their masses. Note that since
the group masses, Mq, provided in Y21 group catalog

(14)

were assigned based on abundance matching to the halo
mass functions assuming the Planck18 cosmology, these
masses are cosmology dependent. However, even if a dif-
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Table 2. The values of cumulative halo mass function measured in this work (plotted as the red points in Fig. 7). There are
seven data points in each redshift bin, provided within two columns: halo mass and the number density of halos with mass
larger than this halo mass.

1D 01<2<0.2 02<2<0.3 03<2<04 04<2<0.5 0.5<2<0.6
log Mhe n(> Mye) logMpe n(> Mn) logMye n(> Mp) logMune n(> Mye) logMne n(> M)
R Mg  (x1077) Mg  (x1077) h™'Mg  (x107°) h~'™Mg  (x107°) h™ Mg  (x1077)

13.281003 31.0 13151504 39.0 13.1475:0% 33.1 13.0750%% 32.8 12.9315:00 27.9
13.4470-03 17.7 13.37%0:03 23.3 13.3715:93 19.5 13.267902 19.1 13181007 15.6
13.7070-04 9.89 13.4970-04 13.5 13.5270:0% 11.1 13.44%3:08 10.7 13411908 8.43
13.8615:93 5.29 13.7315:94 7.29 13.7115:9% 5.76 13.6275:02 5.41 13.6079:05 4.27
14.147957 2.71 13.9170%3 3.66 13.857002 2.72 13.7870%% 2.49 13.675068 1.95
14.301502 1.02 14.2215:03 1.32 14151008 0922 14.16%00%  0.845 141770901 0.617
14.76700s 0160  14.637001 0192 14.657007 0118 14.527005  0.0994  14.657007  0.0637
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ferent cosmology had been used to assign group masses,
and Mg would be different, their rank-order would be
preserved. Thus the ranked number of groups is cosmol-
ogy independent.

Once we obtained the total number of groups Ng(>
M) that are more massive than Mg, we can normal-
ize it according to the volume of each lens sample, and
thus get the cumulative number density of the groups,
ng(> Mg), which are shown in Fig. 7 as black dashed
lines. Note that, in this step, since we need cosmologi-
cal parameters, especially €,,,, to calculate the comoving
volume, it is also cosmology dependent. Here again, we
adopt the parameters from the Planck18 cosmology for
our distance calculation.

Ideally, as the group masses, Mg, were assigned ac-
cording to the Planckl8 cosmology, the dashed line in
each panel of Fig. 7 should agree with the theoretical
prediction described by the solid line. However, we find
that in the lowest redshift bin with 0.1 < z < 0.2, it is
somewhat lower than the expectation. This discrepancy
indicates that the group abundance within this redshift
bin is somewhat underestimated due to some systematic
effects, such as redshift errors. Upon this feature, we are
able to explain the discrepancy between the group mass
and lensing mass shown in Fig. 5 with the following four
main possible reasons: (1) the abundance of the groups
is not consistent with Planck18 prediction in the lowest
redshift bin, which was induced by different redshift bin
widths that are used for group ranking (0.1 in this study
v.s. 0.33 in Y21), (2) the Planck18 cosmology assumed
in Y21 is incorrect, (3) there are systematic error in the
halo masses inferred from the ESDs, and (4) the rank-
order according to total group luminosity is not equal
to rank-order in actual halo mass.

5.2. CHMFs obtained from the weak lensing
measurements

As we have obtained the measurements of the halo
masses for each of our 35 lens samples, with a typical
uncertainty at 4-13% level (see Table 1), it would be
straightforward to measure the CHMFs. Dong et al.
(2019, hereafter D19) pointed out that, the weak lens-
ing mass measurement can nicely recover the cumula-
tive halo mass functions (CHMFs) when the groups are
ranked and binned using a mass proxy. Our choice for
the mass proxy in this work is obviously the group mass
Mg of Y21. For each of the 35 lens samples, we define
Mg as its mean mass, and use ng(> M(;) obtained in
§5.1 to denote the halo abundance that the sample cor-
responds to. We can then use the weak lensing mass,
M,,, of each sample to replace Mg to form the CHMFs
from weak lensing.

However, as pointed out in D19, the halo mass scatter
induced by the mass proxy can lead to a bias in the av-
erage halo mass of a mass bin. Due to the shape of the
halo mass function, there are more contaminations from
the lower mass end than those from the higher end, caus-
ing the lensing mass to be slightly lower than the ideal
case. The cumulative halo mass function obtained from
the weak lensing signals is therefore slightly impacted
by the mass scatter, especially at the massive end (see
Fig. 1 of D19). To correct for such an effect, we use a
Monte Carlo method to obtain a mass correction factor,
Alog M, and define the final lensing mass, M., with
log My = log My, + Alog M. The details regarding the
derivation of Alog M are outlined in Appendix C.

We shown in Fig. 7 the CHMFs in the five redshift
bins, obtained from our lensing measurement on 35 lens
samples in red dots with error bars. Here since the abun-
dance of the lens systems are rather deterministic, we
neglect the error bars along the y-axis. We provide the
values of our measurements in Table 2.

5.3. Discussion
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Compare to the Planck18 model predictions, our ob-
servational measurements agree with the model predic-
tions quite well in the intermediate three redshift bins,
and are slightly higher and lower in the lowest and high-
est redshift bins, respectively. This discrepancy may
be caused by either some possible systematics that our
current ESD measurements haven’t properly taken into
account or the cosmology that we adopted is not the
most appropriate one. Apart from these, although the
weak lensing ESD measurements can provide us direct
estimations of the true underlying halo masses, some
systematics can also be brought on by effects including
asphericity, miscentering, dynamical state, photometric
redshift uncertainties, halo member contamination, un-
correlated LSS, assumed density model, and the mass
dispersion within the mass bin, etc. (King & Schnei-
der 2001; Becker & Kravtsov 2011; Oguri & Hamana
2011; Bahé et al. 2012; Han et al. 2015; Henson et al.
2017; Lee et al. 2018; Fong et al. 2019; Grandis et al.
2021). Here we have taken into account some of the ma-
jor effects, e.g., photometric redshift uncertainties, mis-
centering and mass dispersion. However, all the other
effects may slightly impact our CHMF results as well.
We will come back to this topic by combining weak lens-
ing data from other observations in a forthcoming paper.

Finally, we note that, as the halo masses we obtained
from the weak lensing signals are relatively independent
of the cosmology we assumed, except ESD signals some-
how rely on €2, (see More 2013, for related discussions),
we can use the group mass v.s. halo mass relations
shown in the upper panels of Fig. 5 to calibrate/update
the group masses in Y21 group catalog. We believe the
updated group masses should be less dependent on the
assumption of Planck18 cosmology, at least, e.g., the og
value.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, based on the DESI Legacy Imaging Sur-
veys DR9, we probed the dark matter halo properties of
35 lens samples, ranging in redshifts 0.1 < z < 0.6 and
group masses 10'3-10'® =M. The 35 lens samples are
selected from the group catalogs constructed by Y21 us-
ing an extended halo-based group finder. To quantify
the halo information, we make use of the weak lensing
shear catalogs from the high quality DECaLS data using
the Fourier_Quad method.

We measured the weak lensing signals (ESDs) of these
35 lens samples for three group centroid schemes: the
brightest central galaxy (BCG), the luminosity weighted
center (LWC) and the number weighted center (NWC),
respectively. We take into account the central fraction,
off-centering effect and the two halo term contributions

in our ESD model to constrain the halo properties for
all the lens samples. Our main findings are summarized
below:

e The ESD model can nicely describe the very differ-
ent subtle features in the observational ESD mea-
surements among different group centroids over a
wide scale range. The best-fit halo masses, con-
centrations and biases are self-consistent among
different choices of the centroids.

e The off-center component in our ESD model nicely
reproduces the off-centering effects at small scales,
and can distinguish different center indicators with
their very different amounts of center fractions

fcen-

e The halo masses we obtained from the ESDs are
slightly different from those provided by Y21 based
on the abundance matching method discrepancy
can be attributed to a small systematic in the
group abundance estimation in the lowest redshift
bin, systematic errors in the halo mass estimations
from the ESD measurements, or the cosmology
used to estimate the halo mass.

e The concentration - halo mass relations obtained
for different redshift bins and halo mass ranges are
somewhat higher than the theoretical predictions.
Unfortunately, the precision of the measurements
is insufficient to test the prediction that halos of
a given mass are less concentrated at higher red-
shifts.

e The bias - halo mass relations are obtained and
also in good agreement with most of the theo-
retical predictions, except for the lowest redshift
bin, in which the observational data prefers sightly
lower biases.

e By properly taking into account the halo com-
pleteness and group purity in the group finding
algorithm of Y21, we obtain the number density
of groups above the average group mass in each
redshift bin. This in turn provides us measure-
ments of the cumulative halo mass functions down
to My, ~ 1013 h=1 Mg in five redshift bins, that are
free from the Eddington bias.

e Finally, for those who are interested in our data,
we have provided the halo properties we extract
from our 35 lens samples in Table 1, and the cumu-
lative halo mass function measurements in Table
2.



16 WANG ET AL.

Our method and results open up new avenues for
group/cluster cosmology, provided that stacked weak
lensing signals can be accurately measured from high
quality imaging surveys and reliable and complete halo
systems can be detected from the foreground large (spec-
troscopic or photometric) redshift galaxy surveys. As
we mentioned earlier, these measurements hold impor-
tant information regarding the cosmology and structure
formation information, we will come to this topic in a
forthcoming paper.
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APPENDIX

A. THE AVERAGE PROJECTED DENSITY OF THE HOST HALO

According to Yang et al. (2006), if the candidate lens galaxy (system) is located at the center of host halo, the
average projected density of the host halo can be calculated from the NFW profile, where

£0
= Al
p(T’) (T/Ts)(l + T/TS)Q ) ( )
with pg = ﬁAg}”, where A,;. = 180, I = C% foc (lﬁiof)?' Here ¢ is the concentration parameter defined as the ratio

between the virial radius of a halo and its characteristic scale radius ry, with r180;, = ¢ X rs. The projected surface
density then can be analytically expressed as (Yang et al. 2006):

My,

Enew(R) = 5757

fx), (A2)

where My, is the halo mass and f(x) bears the following form with = R/r:

L n 144/1—22
x2—2 [1 - \/1_zz2 } < 1
fla) = 3 r=1 (A3)
le_l [1 B atan(I\/Q‘in*l)] r>1.

On the other hand, if the candidate lens galaxy is not locate at the center of the host halo, but with an off-center
distance R.g, the projected surface density will change from an NFW profile Ynpw (R) to

1 2
Shon (BlRos) = 5 [ Seve(y/R2 + B + 2Run Reost) do (Ad)
T Jo
In the halo model, if we consider the mass or galaxy outside the host halo in consideration, which we call as the
2-halo term, we need to take into the halo exclusion effect Wang et al. (2004). Here we use the following function to
describe this effect in the halo-matter cross correlation function,

0 r < 7ri8om
fexc(r) = 180 (A5)
1 else.

In addition to the halo exclusion effect, to accurately model the cross correlation functions at large scales, one needs
to take into account the scale dependence of the halo bias, ((r,z) (see Fong et al. (2022) for a more sophisticated
treatment at this scale). Following van den Bosch et al. (2013), we start from the one obtained by Tinker et al. (2005),
given by ”
G 2) = [14 1.17&nm(r, 2)] .

[14 0.69 &mm(r, 2)]209

The subscript 0 indicates that this fitting function was calibrated for halos identified N-body simulations using the
friends-of-friends (FOF) percolation algorithm (e.g. Davis et al. 1985), with a linking length of 0.2 times the mean inter-
particle separation. To take into account the diffidence between this and the one based on the spherical overdensity
algorithm, van den Bosch et al. (2013) provided a modified version of the bias radial dependence function

(A6)

) = Co(r,z) ifr>=ry A
¢(r2) {Co(rw,z) ifr <mry (A7)

where the characteristic radius, ry, is defined by
log [Co(ry, 2) &mm (ry, 2)] = 1. (A8)

Here we adopt 1 = 0.9, the best chosen free parameter obtained in van den Bosch et al. (2013) for our investigation.
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Figure 8. Similar as Fig. 5, but here for the three centroids separately. The red, orange, green points in each panel show the
results obtained from signals using BCG, LWC, NWC as center indicators, respectively.

B. THE DIFFERENCE AMONG THREE HALO CENTERING SCHEMES

Shown in Fig. 8 are the halo mass, concentration and bias (log My, ¢ and by) model constraints for our 35 lens
samples in different redshift bins as indicated on top of each column separately. The red, orange, green points in each
panel show the results obtained for the BCG, LWC, NWC centering schemes, respectively.

C. MASS CORRECTION FACTOR ASSOCIATED WITH THE RANK-ORDER CHANGE

As pointed out in D19, a simple way to correct for or reduce the impact of the mass scatter to the measurements
of the CHMFss is to add such a scatter into the lensing model, e.g. Eq. 7. However, adding such a scatter into Eq. 7
needs an additional level of integration, which is computationally very time consuming and quite impractical in this
study. An alternative and less expensive way is to generate a set of Monte Carlo halos to mimic and correct for the
impact of such an effect. We use the following procedures to make our correction:

(1) We first generate a set of halos according to the halo mass function of Tinker et al. (2008) under the Planck18
cosmology, with true mass M ranging from 10'2 to 10! h~'M. We can bin the halos according to the rank-

order of their true mass and obtain the average mass Mr . inside each bin, which correspond to the
sorted—by— M
corrected halo mass we desired to get.

(2) Then, we add to each halo a log-normal scatter Alog Mt according to the typical halo mass error in the
group finder obtained by Y21 using mock data sets. Thus we obtain a scattered mass indicator log Mo =
log Mt 4+ Alog Mt, where Alog Mt is drawn from a log-normal distribution with a scatter varying from 0.3 dex
(~ 1016 h=1Mg), 0.4 dex (~ 1023 A= Mg) to 0.2 dex (= 1014 h=1Mg)(see Fig. 9 of Y21). Here the rank-order
of Mo resembles the rank-order of Mq in Y21.
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(3) Next, by the rank-order of Mo, we can bin the halos and obtain the average halo mass Mr . In the
sorted—by— Mo

ideal case where there are no systematic or random errors in the actual lensing measurements, this corresponds
to the average halo mass Mj, obtained from the lensing ESD measurement.

(4) The mass difference between the rank-order by Mg and the true halo mass rank-order, which caused by the

scatter we introduced, is thus Alog M = log M —log Mr .
sorted—by— M sorted—by— Mo

We use Alog M in each bin to correct the lensing mass for the impact of scatter to our CHMF measurements. Its
value ranges from almost zero in the low mass bins to 0.057 in the most massive bin.
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