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ABSTRACT

Scatter in distance indicators introduces two conceptually distinct systematic biases when recon-
structing peculiar velocity fields from redshifts and distances. The first is distance Malmquist bias
(dMB) that affects individual distance estimates and can in principle be approximately corrected. The
second is velocity Malmquist bias (vMB) that arises when constructing continuous velocity fields from
scattered distance measurements: random scatter places galaxies at noisy spatial positions, introduc-
ing spurious velocity gradients that persist even when distances are corrected for dMB. Considering
the Tully—Fisher relation as a concrete example, both inverse and forward formulations yield unbiased
individual peculiar velocities for galaxies with the same true distance (the forward relation requires a
selection-dependent correction), but neither eliminates vMB when galaxies are placed at their inferred
distances. We develop a modified Wiener filter that properly encodes correlations between directly
observed distance d and true distance r through the conditional probability P(r|d), accounting for the
distribution of true distances sampled by galaxies at observed distance d. Nonetheless, this modified
filter yields suppressed amplitude estimates. Since machine learning autoencoders converge to the
Wiener filter for Gaussian fields, they are unlikely to significantly improve velocity field estimation.
We therefore argue that optimal reconstruction places galaxies at their observed redshifts rather than
inferred distances; an approach effective when distance errors exceed o, /Hy, a condition satisfied for

most galaxies in typical surveys beyond the nearby volume.

Keywords: galaxies: distances and redshifts — cosmology: observations

1. INTRODUCTION

Peculiar velocities of galaxies, their motions relative to
the isotropic Hubble expansion, provide a direct probe
of the matter distribution and gravitational dynamics of
the Universe. On large scales (= 10 Mpc), where density
fluctuations remain linear or mildly nonlinear, peculiar
velocities trace the growth of cosmic structure and of-
fer constraints on fundamental cosmological parameters,
particularly the growth rate f = dlnD/dlna, where D(a)
is the linear growth factor (Peebles 1980). This growth
rate is a key discriminator between cosmological models
and a sensitive test of general relativity on cosmological
scales.

An important test of gravitational instability theory
compares observed peculiar velocities with predictions
from the large-scale matter distribution. By computing
the gravitational force field from galaxy redshift surveys
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via the Poisson equation, one can predict the expected
velocity field and test whether galaxies move as grav-
itational instability predicts (Nusser et al. 2011, 2020;
Lilow et al. 2021; Carrick et al. 2015). Such comparisons
have provided strong support for standard ACDM cos-
mology and yielded robust measurements of the growth
rate f.

Recovering this field from observations is a formidable
task fraught with pitfalls. The basic framework appears
simple: the difference between observed galaxy redshifts
and distance estimates yields line-of-sight peculiar veloc-
ities, which are then interpolated onto a spatial grid to
construct the three-dimensional velocity field.

The devil, however, is in the details. While accurate
redshifts are straightforward to obtain, especially in the
local universe where spectroscopic surveys abound, reli-
able distance measurements represent a far more difficult
task. Distances must be inferred from empirical correla-
tions between intrinsic and observable galaxy properties,
relations that are inherently noisy. In this work we fo-
cus on the Tully-Fisher relation (TF) (Tully & Fisher
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1977) relation for spiral galaxies, which correlates lu-
minosity with rotation velocity. The difficulty lies not
merely in the existence of intrinsic scatter in these re-
lations, but in the practical challenge of acquiring ac-
curate measurements of the intrinsic properties them-
selves, which for TF means obtaining high-quality line
widths, a demanding observational task that limits sam-
ple sizes and introduces selection effects. Consequently,
distance measurements are sparse and distributed non-
uniformly across the sky, rendering the task of inferring
a continuous three-dimensional velocity field from these
scattered data points highly non-trivial. This is further
complicated by the fact that observations constrain only
the line-of-sight component of the peculiar velocity vec-
tor, leaving the transverse components entirely undeter-
mined by the data. Although our discussion centers on
TF, the conceptual framework and systematic biases we
identify apply equally to other distance indicators such
as the Fundamental Plane for elliptical galaxies (e.g.,
Djorgovski & Davis 1987; Saulder et al. 2013; Tully et al.
2023).

One class of bias arises from sample selection, partic-
ularly magnitude limits that preferentially exclude faint
galaxies at large distances. Another, more subtle bias
stems from the fact that distance estimates scattered by
measurement errors are biased estimators of true dis-
tances, especially in the presence of spatial density gra-
dients (Lynden-Bell et al. 1988). Following Strauss &
Willick (1995), we refer to the first as selection bias and
the second as Malmquist bias, though both trace their
origins to Malmquist’s pioneering work in the 1920s.
The latter is especially difficult to correct and has re-
mained a major obstacle to reliable velocity field recon-
struction on scales of a few Mpc.

In this paper, we make a fundamental distinction be-
tween two types of Malmquist bias that have not been
clearly separated in the literature: distance Malmquist
bias (dMB), which affects individual distance estimates,
and wvelocity Malmquist bias (vMB), which arises when
constructing continuous velocity fields from these scat-
tered estimates. We demonstrate that while dMB can,
in principle, be approximately corrected using meth-
ods such as the Feast-Landy-Szalay (FLS) prescription
(Feast 1972; Landy & Szalay 1992), vMB is a more fun-
damental limitation that cannot be removed by correct-
ing individual distance measurements. The key insight
is that even when distance estimates are unbiased on av-
erage, the random scatter in these estimates introduces
systematic biases into the reconstructed velocity field
that persist regardless of corrections applied to individ-
ual galaxies.

We focus on the TF relation as an example, though
our conclusions apply to any distance indicator based on
intrinsic scaling relations with significant scatter. There
are two equivalent formulations: the forward TF rela-
tion predicts absolute magnitude from observed rota-
tional velocity, while the inverse TF relation predicts
velocity from absolute magnitude. Because of intrin-
sic scatter, these two relations are not mathematically
consistent—the inverse of a scattered linear relation is
not the same relation inverted. The inverse formulation
has a practical advantage: observational selections on
velocity are typically weaker than on magnitude, mak-
ing selection effects more tractable.

However, we show that obtaining unbiased distances
does not guarantee an unbiased velocity field. The ran-
dom scatter that remains even after bias corrections
causes galaxies to be assigned to incorrect spatial posi-
tions, introducing spurious velocity gradients and corre-
lations. We demonstrate through both analytical argu-
ments and numerical simulations that the optimal strat-
egy for velocity field reconstruction is not to correct in-
dividual distances, but rather to assign galaxies to their
observed redshift coordinates, which serve as proxies for
true distances. This approach minimizes vMB on scales
large compared to the velocity dispersion (= 3~ Mpc)
and provides a more robust foundation for cosmological
analyses.

At this stage it is useful to sharpen what we mean
by a "biased" field. Consider a straightforward 1D
top-hat smoothing of a zero-mean field f(z). De-
note the smoothed field by fS, then (f(x) | f5) =
(FI9Y/(fSF5)fS # 5. Therefore, f5 is a biased repre-
sentation of f. However, we consider this a trivial bias
since it depends solely on the properties of the field f.
When we speak of vMB, we have in mind a bias that de-
pends on an unknown underlying density field, namely
the underlying number density n(r) of objects, which as
we shall see appears in expressions for the conditional
PDFs of P(r|d).

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 es-
tablishes our notation and reviews the forward and
inverse Tully-Fisher relations, highlighting their self-
consistency issues in the presence of scatter. Section 3
derives distance estimators from the forward and inverse
relations, and Section 4 analyzes distance Malmquist
bias and its correction, including the FLS approach.
Section 5 introduces velocity Malmquist bias and ex-
amines several strategies for peculiar—velocity and ve-
locity—field reconstruction. Section 6 illustrates these
effects using a spherically symmetric toy model, and
Section 7 discusses machine-learning approaches and a
modified Wiener filter for mitigating vMB, supported
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by a particle-mesh simulation. Appendix A extends our
formalism to the Fundamental Plane, and Appendix E
assesses recent Bayesian methods based on Gibbs sam-
pling. We summarize our results and discuss their im-
plications in Section 8.

2. FORWARD AND INVERSE RELATIONS AND
THEIR SELF-CONSISTENCY

The distance modulus, p, of an object with comoving
coordinate r and luminosity distance dp,(r) is

dr(r)
10 pc

)
,uT:m—M:5log10( ) = —— Indy(r) 4+ const ,

(1)
where m and M are the apparent and absolute magni-
tudes of the object.

For simplicity, we restrict the equations to the
Tully—Fisher (hereafter TF) relation between the lumi-
nosities L and rotational velocities v, of spiral galaxies.
As shown in Appendix A, the same results apply to the
Fundamental Plane distance indicator, which involves
three galaxy parameters rather than two as in the TF
relation.

To streamline notation, we define the log-Gaussian
kernel

G (7/d) =

S ITTITE F

2
2m Oln 2Uln

where o7, is the variance of In(r/d).

We distinguish between the forward Tully—Fisher
(fTF) and the inverse TF (iTF) formulations. Neglect-
ing observational selections, the fTF relation expresses
the absolute magnitude M at fixed linewidth parameter
n = 2log vyt as

M = Mfrw(ﬁ) + €nr, (3)

where
M (n) = an+b, (4)

and €y ~ N(0,0%,) represents the intrinsic scatter
around the forward TF relation.

In the iTF formulation, the distance-dependent mag-
nitude M is instead used to predict the linewidth pa-
rameter:

N = Niny(M) + €, (5)

where
ninv(M) :7M+T]07 (6)

and ¢, ~ N(0, 072]) represents the intrinsic scatter. Be-
cause of this scatter, the slopes in the two formulations
are not simple inverses, and in general v # 1/a.

2.1. Self-consistency
The conditional PDF of M given 7 is

2
| M = M ()
POI|n) = ———exp [—(2) NG
oM
and similarly for P(n | M). Bayes’ theorem links the
two relations,

P(M | n) P(n)

P(y| M) = =g (®)

Using eq. (7), the last equation can be written as

2
W) | pyy prasy.
oM
9)
If both P(M | ) and P(n | M) are Gaussian, the joint
distribution P(M, n) must be bivariate normal, implying
Gaussian marginals for both P(M) and P(n). However,
in reality the luminosity distribution of spirals follows
a Schechter function rather than a Gaussian, so P(M)
is strongly non-Gaussian. Consequently, P(M | ) and
P(n | M) cannot both be exactly Gaussian. The usual
practice of adopting Gaussian scatter in either the for-
ward or the inverse TF relation therefore provides only
an approzrimate statistical description. The two formula-
tions are not mutually consistent at a fundamental prob-
abilistic level, although the difference is often negligible
when the intrinsic scatter is small and the dynamic range
in M or n is limited.

3. DISTANCE INFERENCE

Most of the basic relations here are based on the the
paper of Strauss & Willick (1995) (herafter SW95). In
the following, we define observed distances that can be
directly derived from either the forward or inverse TF
relations. These definitions rely solely on the quanti-
ties entering the distance indicator itself, which for the
TF relations are the magnitudes and linewidths, and re-
quire no additional information. We then discuss the
properties of these distances and revisit the question of
how they are biased with respect to the true distances.
Table 1 summarizes the key statistical properties of the
main distance estimators discussed in this section.

P | M) o« eXpl—

3.1. Distance via the fTF relation

We define an observed (inferred) distance d in terms
of the distance modulus pg = u(d), as

pg=m—M~(n)=m—an—2>. (10)

This obviously differs from the true distance modulus,
i, defined in eq. (1), such that

Hd = fr + €0 - (11>
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Table 1.
exp[—(In(r/d))*/(201,)]. See §3.1-4.1 for derivations.

Comparison of forward and inverse Tully—Fisher formulations.

The log-Gaussian kernel is Gin(r/d) =

Forward TF (fTF) Inverse TF (iTF)

Relation

M=an+b+em

n=vM+mno+e,

Distance modulus estimator

4 =m—an—>b

Hy =~""(mo—n)+m

Is (Ind|lnr) = Inr?

Yes if ™ (d) =1 Yes

Selection enters P(d|r)?

Yes, via S (d) No

Selection enters P(r|d)? No

Yes, via S™(r)

In the ideal case of the absence of observational selec-
tions, this last relation implicitly implies that the mean
of all possible uy corresponding to the same true p,. is
equal to p,-. It does not, however, specify on its own g,
for a the same observed pg.

In order to determine the general statistical relation
between u, and pg we follow SW95 and resort to the
joint probability density, P(r,m,n), for true distance
r, apparent magnitude m, and the width parameter 7.
Assuming the {fTF relation eq. (4), we write

P(r,m,n) = P(M =m — p,,n | 7)P(r)

(m = e — M= (n))”
202,

oc r?n(r) S(m,n) ¢(n) exp [—
(12)

where n(r) is the real-space density, S(m,n) the selec-
tion function, ¢(n) the distribution of 7, and ¢ the TF
scatter.

The joint PDF, P(r, (£7) is obtained from

P(r,d) = / dmdnP(r,m, 7)8° (1 —m + M™ (1)) |

(13)
where 6P is the Dirac-delta function. Performing the
integration, we arrive at

(14)

P(Ta d) X 7"27’L(T') exp l (:ud - [Lr) ] Sﬁ-w(d)

20]2\4 d '’
where
5(d) = / dné(n)S (m = pa + M= (m).m) . (15)

Thus the PDF of d given r is

S (d)d Go(rfd, o)
PAIN = raas~@ai awd,on MY

where we pug — pr, = (5/In10)In(r/d) and oy, =
(In10/5)op. Conditioning on d gives the normalized
conditional PDF (posterior),

r’n(r)G.(r/d, o)

P(rld) = [ drr2n(r)G,(r/d, o) (17)

which, unlike P(d | ), is independent of the selection
imposed on the survey and depends on the underlying
galaxy density n(r) from which the catalog galaxies were
selected.

In Appendix B, we present a method for determining
S directly from the data, similar to the algorithm of
Davis et al. (1982) developed for evaluating selection
functions corresponding to magnitude-limited redshift
surveys.

3.2. Distance Via the iTF relation

We now derive the analogous expressions for the in-
verse TF. Given measured n and m, the distance is in-
ferred by setting 1> (M) = n, i.e.,

wy =~""no—n)+m. (18)

In this case,

- 2
P(r,m,n) < r’n(r)S(m,n)®(M) exp l_(nﬁW))] ,

2072
(19)
where M = m — p, and ®(M) is the galaxy luminosity
function.
Following similar steps to those in §3.1, we obtain

P(r,d) oc r*n(r)S™ (r, )G, (r/d, 01,) (20)
where now g, = (5/In10)0, /v, and,

5" (r,d) = / dm @ (m — u(r)) S (m, 1™ (m — p1a)) -
(21)
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In SW95, the function $*(r,d) is assumed to depend
only on r. This is strictly correct if S(m,n) does not de-
pend explicitly on . However, they argue that S™(r, d)
effectively becomes a function of r if the dependence on
r is weak, allowing ug to be replaced by u,.. Here, we
will assume that explicit selection on 7 is negligible com-
pared to that on m, and hence take S™(r,d) = S™(r).
Therefore, the conditional PDFs become
d G (r/dow)

Pldjr) = [ddd—1G,(r/doy) ’ (22)

and

_ ()8 (r)Giu(r/d, o)
P(rid) = fdern(r)S‘"V(r)Gln(r/d, On) (23)

3.3. Origin of difference between iTF and fTF
distances

The distance moduli ;" and 1", derived respectively
via eq. (10) and eq. (18), applied to the same data set,
differ by more than a constant only because y~! # a.
The residual between the two distance moduli for the
same object is

™ = (v — a)n + const;. (24)

Since (13" |r) = py, this implies that any non-constant
difference between the two estimates originates from a
non-trivial dependence of (n|r) on the true distance r.
This dependence arises from the selection on m. To see
this, imagine a scatter plot of M versus 7 for galaxies
at the same distance. The cut in m removes all objects
fainter than a certain M, thereby altering the mean n
of the remaining galaxies. Because a constant threshold
in m corresponds to a distance-dependent cut in M, the
mean 7 acquires a distance dependence.

4. DISTANCE MALMQUIST BIAS

We are interested in estimating the true distance given
an observed distance d. Before addressing this main
question, it is important to first examine the proper-
ties of distances d inferred from measurements of objects
with the true distances close to r. This is relevant for
the estimation of galaxy peculiar velocities discussed in
§5.

The form in eq. (16) for P(d | ) in the fTF relation
implies, for a general §¥(d), that

<1ndfrw

ry= /dd P(d | r)Ind # lnr . (25)
For the ideal case only of S™ =1 in eq. (16),

2
(Ind™ r) = rexp(?) , (26)

ry=Inr and (d"v

where the trivial bias in the second equality arises from
the lognormal nature of the distribution and can be eas-
ily corrected. When selection effects in m and 7 are
present, however, the correction requires knowledge of
St Fortunately, as we shall see below, S* can be
inferred directly from the data if explicit selection on n
can be neglected.
Using eq. (22), the iTF satisfies, for any S™(r),

o= ren(%) .

which, unlike the fTF case, holds even when selection
is applied, provided that the explicit dependence of the
selection on 7 is weak.

Having described the behavior of d for a given r, we
now turn to the problem of determining how the true
distance r relates statistically to an observed d.

For the {fTF, from eq. (23) it is straightforward to see
that

(Ind™ |r) =lnr and (d™

(Inr|d™) #d and (r|d™) #d™ . (28)

This bias in the conditional mean of the true distance is
known as the spatial Malmquist bias (Lynden-Bell et al.
1988). Here we refer to it as the distance Malmquist bias
(dMB) to distinguish it from the velocity Malmquist bias
(vMB), discussed later.

For a homogeneous galaxy distribution, n(r) = const,
one obtains for the fTF case
2

7
(Inr|d™) = Ind™+302 and (r|d™) = d™ exp(Zl“

(29)
Similarly, with n(r) = const for the iTF the selection
function S™(r) enters explicitly, giving

dnS™

(lnr|d™) = Ind™ + 3013 + o o (30)
and
inv\ __ Jinv 7013 dIn&™ 2
(r|d™) =d™ exp 2 + Iy ol (31)

where the additional term proportional to dlnS™/dlnr
accounts for the effect of distance-dependent selection in
the iTF case.

The focus here is not on the trivial bias arising from
the lognormal nature of the distance modulus, but on
the spatial component of the Malmquist bias. Recov-
ering unbiased estimates of true distances requires ac-
counting for the underlying galaxy distribution and any
selection effects. In the fTF case, this involves the den-
sity field entering eq. (17), while for the iTF it addition-
ally depends on the selection function S™(r) appearing
in eq. (23). Consequently, the conditional mean (r | d)
depends non-trivially on the observed d through factors
such as r2n(r) in the fTF and r?n(r)S™(r) in the iTF.
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4.1. dMB correction: generalizing Feast and Landy &
Szalay to both iTF and fTF

Feast (1972) and Landy & Szalay (1992) (FLS) of-
fered an analytic formula for computing (r|d) from the
distribution of observed distance alone. This method
is applicable for the iTF analysis only. We define
f™(d)dd as the number of objects with observed iTF
distances between d and d + dd, per solid angle. Using
f™(d) = [drP(r,d) with the posterior P(r,d) given in
eq. (20), it can be shown that,

. 2
3012n/2 f]nv (deo'ln )
finv (d) ’

The r.h.s of this expression depends solely on the distri-
bution of galaxies in the observed distance space. How-
ever, estimating the expression of the data is not trivial
as the ratio of the density f at two different distances
can be very noisy.

The same trick cannot readily be used for the fTF
since according to eq. (17) the posterior P(r|d) in this
case is independent of the function S (d), while P(r, d)
in eq. (14) and hence f*(d) = [ drP(r,d) depends on
this function. However, it is easy to see that using

[ (d)
S (d)

7(d) = (r|d) = de (32)

g(d) = (33)
instead of f™™ in eq. (32) yields (r|d) in the fTF case.
Since we have shown in §B that S™¥(d) can also be de-
rived from the data directly then the FLS method can
be extended to the fTF as well.

5. PECULIAR VELOCITY ESTIMATION AND
VELOCITY MALMQUIST BIAS

Distances are of interest in their own right, especially
when they can be estimated to sufficiently large redshifts
such that the distance-redshift relation constrains the
matter and dark energy content of the Universe. Here,
however, we are primarily concerned with peculiar veloc-
ities that can be inferred from distance indicators com-
bined with galaxy redshifts.

There are two related aspects to peculiar velocity es-
timation: the determination of peculiar velocities for in-
dividual galaxies, and the reconstruction of the velocity
field on a spatial grid. In both cases one faces the fun-
damental problem of assigning galaxies to their proper
spatial positions, since the true distances are not directly
known.

We continue to denote the true comoving distance to
a galaxy by r, while the observed distance inferred from
either the forward or inverse TF relation is written as d.
When applying the Landy—Szalay posterior method, we

distinguish between a random sample from the posterior
P(r|d), denoted 7, and the posterior mean distance 7 =
(r|d). The redshift-space coordinate is written as s =
cz/Hy.

The key distinction throughout this analysis is be-
tween two separate choices: first, the velocity estimate
assigned to a galaxy (such as s — d, s — r, or some cor-
rected variant), and second, the spatial coordinate at
which that velocity is placed when constructing a field
(which could be r, d, 7, 7, or s). As we shall demon-
strate, even unbiased individual velocity estimates can
produce biased velocity fields when galaxies are assigned
to scattered or biased distance coordinates.

Observed redshifts are required in order to derive es-
timates for the line-of-sight peculiar velocities of objects
with measured distances. A galaxy redshift coordinate
is written as

cz V.
& 34
77 (34)

where V. is the true peculiar velocity of the galaxy along
the line of sight (expressed in units of distance by di-
viding by Hg). Therefore, given galaxy redshifts s and
observed distances d, the most direct estimate of the
line-of-sight peculiar velocity is!

S

Vobs — s —d. (35)

In the iTF formulation, once corrected by the factor
exp(0?/2) (see Eq. 27), the observed distance d™ is
unbiased with respect to the true distance r. Therefore,

(VP |9y = (s —d|r)y =r+ V(r) —r=V(r), (36)

demonstrating that the velocity estimate is unbiased
when conditioned on the true distance.

In the fTF formulation the estimated distance d™
is biased due to the presence of the selection function
S7(d). We assume here that an S™ correction has been
properly applied (cf. §B). In this case, (V°P|r) = V (),
where V(r) is the true line-of-sight peculiar velocity.
The essential result is that individual galaxy velocity es-
timates from either the iTF (with lognormal correction)
or fTF (with 8" correction) are unbiased when condi-
tioned on the true distance. The challenge arises when
we attempt to construct a continuous velocity field, since
we do not have access to the true distances.

We now consider several strategies for constructing
an estimate of the velocity field V' (x), where x denotes

1 An alternative form, valid when V°bP$ « s, relates the velocity to
the difference between the apparent and inferred distance moduli,
ws and g, respectively, as VOP% ~ 5loge (us — pg)s (Nusser
& Davis 1995; Watkins & Feldman 2015). This follows from
expanding uqg =5 log(s — VObS) + const to first order in VDbS/s.
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spatial coordinates. The central difficulty is that, al-
though individual galaxy velocity estimates can be un-
biased when conditioned on the true distance, the re-
sulting field may nonetheless be biased if galaxies are as-
signed to scattered or systematically biased coordinates.
This velocity Malmquist bias (vMB) represents a deeper
limitation than distance Malmquist bias alone: even per-
fectly bias-corrected distance estimates do not guaran-
tee an unbiased velocity field. Table 2 summarizes the
properties of commonly used velocity—field estimators,
highlighting both the velocity assigned to each object
and the coordinate at which that velocity is placed.

5.1. Strategy 1: Placing Galazies at Observed
Distances

Consider the velocity field obtained by placing galax-
ies at their observed distances d. We define V°"(d)
as mean velocity of all objects with observed d, i.e.
Vobs(d) = (V|d). Given the conditional PDF, P(r|d) of
true distance r given d, we have

Vobs(d) = / (s —d) P(r|d) dr
- /(V(r) +r—d)Perldyar 7

= (VId) +(r|d) - d,

where we have used s = r + V(r) and defined the con-
ditional expectation

(Vd) = / dr V(r) P(rd). (38)

Note that (V| d) # Vr = (d), i.e., it is not the true
velocity evaluated at r = d.

The term (r | d) — d represents the dMB correction
discussed above. However, the conditional expectation
(V'] d) is itself a biased representation of the true field.
To see that we compare this conditional expectation
with actual velocity field evaluated at position r = d,
i.e., V(r = d). Since P(r|d) is weighted by r?n(r), (V| d)
could be mostly governed by V' at a position r # d rather
than r = d, and not merely a smoothed version of the
true field.

The velocity field V°P(d) obtained by placing galaxies
at their observed distances d exhibits severe vMB. It
leads spurious flow even if the true velocity is V(r) =
0. This approach should generally be avoided unless
specific corrections are applied as we propose in §7.

5.2. Strategy 2: Placing Galazies at Bias-Corrected
Distances

One might hope that using FLS-corrected distances
7 = {(r|d) would eliminate the vMB. We examine two

implementations of this strategy, both of which fail to
remove the bias, although it is much more reduced in
the second.

The first implementation assigns the observed velocity
Vobs — s d to each galaxy but places it at the corrected
distance 7. The mean velocity at coordinate 7 is then

(Vers|r) = (r|r) +(V|7) = {d|7). (39)

If the mapping 7(d) is one-to-one (which it generally is
not in the presence of generic density fluctuations), then
(Vobs | 7) = (V°bs | d(7)), which is identical to Eq. (37)
for d = d(7). Therefore, this estimator remains biased
and like strategy I generates spurious flows even when
V(r)=0.

The second approach defines a velocity estimate V =
s — 7 and places it at 7. The mean velocity becomes

(VIF) = (r+V —7F|F) = (V]|7F), (40)

where we have used (r | 7) = 7 by construction. This
simplifies to (V'|d(7)), which again differs from V (r = 7)
due to the biased weighting of P(r|d). While this bias
here is less sever than the first implementation as it does
not produce unphysical spurious velocities when the true
velocity is V(r) = 0, it nevertheless fails to recover the
true field.

The physical meaning of (V' |7) is that it represents
the mean true velocity of all galaxies with observed dis-
tance d corresponding to 7. This differs from the set of
galaxies that lie at » = 7, some of which have observed
distances different from d. To see this, consider a ve-
locity field that vanishes everywhere except in a narrow
shell around r = r. Galaxies with true positions near r;
can have observed distances d that place them at 7 # 71,
causing (V' |7) to be nonzero even though V(r = 7) = 0.

Neither implementation removes vMB, because the
fundamental problem is the stochastic scatter in d
around 7, not merely the systematic offset. The pos-
terior P(r|7) still reflects the uncertainty in the true
distance given the observed d, and this uncertainty prop-
agates into systematic biases in the velocity field regard-
less of whether we correct the mean distance.

5.3. Strategy 3: Placing Galazies at Redshift
Coordinates (Recommended)

The most robust approach is to place galaxies at their
redshift-space coordinates s = cz/Hp, rather than at-
tempting to correct inferred distances. This yields the
estimator

VoPs(s) =s—d, (41)

where each galaxy is assigned its velocity estimate s —d
but positioned at s.
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Table 2. Velocity field estimators and their bias properties. The key distinction is between (i) the velocity estimator assigned
to each galaxy and (ii) the spatial coordinate at which that velocity is placed. Even unbiased per-galaxy velocities generally
produce biased fields when galaxies are assigned to noisy or model-dependent distance coordinates.

Estimator Velocity Coordinate Directly observable?

Field unbiased?

Comments

s—r r No

V(r)

Yes Ground truth; r unknown

Placing galazies at inferred or model-dependent distance coordinates

VoS (d) s—d d Yes

No Observed TF distance; strong vMB
due to scatter in d; produces spurious gradients

evenif V=0

No In principle 7 can be inferred from data via
FLS. Thus removes dMB but vMB remains

due to scatter in 7

No Posterior samples; require P(r | d) and n(r);

(r | #) # #; not observationally accessible

No True velocities placed at wrong coordinates;

illustrates coordinate-induced field bias

Placing galazies at redshift coordinates (recommended)

VoPbs(s) s—d s Yes

Yes Unbiased on scales 2 o, /Ho; residual bias

o 02/s is negligible for s > few Mpc

To assess the bias in this estimator, we compute (d|s)
using the law of total expectation:
(d|s) = /<d|r> P(r|s)dr. (42)
For an unbiased distance estimator (iTF with lognormal
correction, or fTF after S correction), (d | r) = r,
giving
(d]s) = /rP(r|s) dr = (r|s). (43)

The conditional distribution is

2
O s,
(44)
where o, represents the small-scale velocity dispersion
and S(r) accounts for observational selection. Expand-
ing about the real-space solution r; defined by s =
rt + V(r¢), and assuming |V'(r;)| < 1, we obtain

P(r|s) o< P(s|r) P(r) « exp [

2 dlnP
(rls) ~ ry 4 22 AP0

e 45
ry  dlnr (45)

Tt

Therefore, the mean observed velocity at redshift co-
ordinate s is

0'2 n r
V) =5 = (dls) = Vi) - 22 TR0 g

Tt

The bias term o« o2/r; is small for typical surveys
where r; > o,/Hy ~ 20 h~!Mpc. Moreover, this bias
is uncorrelated with the large-scale velocity field itself,
since it depends only on the density gradient and veloc-
ity dispersion. For surveys extending to ~ 100 h~'Mpc,
this approximation introduces errors below the ~ 10%
level on large scales, making it the preferred approach for
velocity field reconstruction. The redshift-space assign-
ment minimizes bias on scales large compared to o,/ Hy,
avoids vMB from distance scatter, does not require de-
tailed knowledge of the underlying density field n(r),
and provides a practical and robust reconstruction suit-
able for large-scale structure analyses.

5.4. Strategy 4: Using PDFs and Bayesian Methods
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A more sophisticated approach exploits the joint prob-
ability of distance indicator d, true distance r, and ob-
served redshift coordinate s:

P(r,d,s) = P(r) P(d|r) P(s|r,V), (47)

where the likelihood factors are modeled as

w—r—vvl

= (48)

P(s|r,V) x exp {—
Maximizing with respect to V yields Vijax = s — 7, as
expected. Maximizing with respect to r gives

dInP(r)  In(r/d)
dr olr o

s—r—=V
_|_

2
v

=0.  (49)

Substituting V' = s —r eliminates the last term, yielding

dnP(r) 1

W 0_3 III(T/d) =0 5 (50)

which determines 7,y from P(d|r)P(r), independent of
s. The velocity estimate is then yobs — g g

If instead a velocity model V(r) is assumed, the like-
lihood becomes

(s =r = V()

2 )
202

P(s|r) ocexp|— (51)

and maximization yields

w_% nlt g ls=r= VO [L4V/(0] = 0. (52
In the limit 0,/0q < 1 with finite o,, the solution
is heavily weighted toward the redshift constraint s =
r + V(r), recovering the result from §5.3. This conver-
gence demonstrates that Bayesian methods, when prop-
erly accounting for the relative uncertainties in distance
and redshift measurements, naturally favor redshift-
based coordinate assignments for velocity field recon-
struction.

In Appendix E we discuss an application of the Gibbs
sampling algorithm by Graziani et al. (2019) and show
that it suffers from biases.

6. ILLUSTRATION USING A TOY MODEL

To illustrate the reconstruction of velocity fields from
distance and velocity estimators, we employ a spheri-
cally symmetric toy model that isolates systematic ef-
fects while avoiding stochastic fluctuations inherent to
N-body simulations with finite tracer populations.

The model features a single overdensity centered at
distance rg = 80 Mpc from the observer. For a galaxy
at true distance r from the observer along a line of

sight at angle 0 relative to the cluster radius vector
(where 6 = 0 points directly through the cluster cen-
ter), the distance from the cluster center is ryq(r,6) =
/12 + 12 — 2rgr cos f.

The number density field depends only on the distance
from the cluster center: n(rw) = 14 §(rpe1), where the
density contrast relative to the mean is

. Trel
re = 2
1+ (1pe1/7s)Bree)) B(Tre1) + 5

(rre1) = ; (53)
with r4 = 1 Mpc. This analytic profile produces a cen-
trally concentrated overdensity that steepens smoothly
with radius, emulating realistic large-scale structures.

Galaxies are assigned absolute magnitudes according
to the 2MASS K-band luminosity function (Branchini
et al. 2012). The peculiar velocity field is computed
from linear gravitational instability theory. The radial
velocity at distance e from the cluster center (positive
outward) is

Trel

V(rwe) = —4 §(u) u? du, (54)

Trel JO

where f = 1 is the linear growth rate. The line-of-
sight velocity component at observed distance r is the
projection of the velocity at the corresponding rye (7, 6)
onto the line of sight: Vies(r,0) = V (rre1) costp, where
cos? is the cosine of the angle between the outward
radius vector from the cluster center and the line-of-
sight direction.

To simulate distance-indicator measurements, we add
lognormal scatter to the true distances. For each galaxy
at true distance 7. from the observer, the observed
distance deg; is drawn from Indeg; = Inryue + €, where
e ~ N(0,0%) with oy, = (In10/5)0,, and o, = 0.3 mag
(typical of the Tully-Fisher relation). The redshift-space
coordinate is $ = Ttrue + Vios(Ttrue, 0)/ Ho.

This framework allows us to generate mock cata-
logs with known true distances, observed distances, and
redshift-space coordinates, enabling controlled tests of
velocity field reconstruction methods in the presence of
realistic distance errors and spatial selection effects aris-
ing from magnitude-limited observations.

6.1. Results from the toy model

We place the center of the perturbation eq. (53) at
ro = 80 Mpc and draw an ensemble of values for true
distances, r, sampled from the real space density distri-
bution, 72[1 + &(7ye1)], in a line of sight passing through
the perturbation center, out to a maximum distance of
r = 200 Mpc. We then assign each point in the ensemble
an absolute magnitude, M, according to the 2MRS lumi-
nosity function and compute the corresponding apparent



10 A. NUSSER

magnitudes using the true distances. The sample is then
trimmed to create a magnitude- limited catalog by im-
posing the limit m; = 12. The absolute magnitudes are
used to derive linewidth parameters 7 in the iTF rela-
tion with v = 0.12 and 0, = 0.07. The number of points
in the magnitude-limited sample is ~ 2 x 10%, which is
unrealistically large; however, we aim at demonstrat-
ing systematic dMB and vMB inherent to magnitude-
limited surveys, not at assessing random errors. The
large number is thus appropriate as it emphasizes the
systematic biases while suppressing statistical fluctua-
tions.

Given true distances, r, the iTF is used to derive ob-
served distances, d. In all results presented here, the
correction eq. (27) due to the lognormal nature of the
iTF scatter has been incorporated.

Furthermore, for each d we draw random samples, 7,
from the distribution P(r|d) (cf. eq. (23)). We then
compute the mean 7(d) using these samples. Alterna-
tively, we can compute 7(d) using the FLS method de-
scribed in §4.1. Both yield similar results and we use
the mean of P(r|d). Since n(r) is unknown, a direct
estimation of P(r|d) from observations is not possible
and only 7(d) can in principle be estimated from ob-
servations using the FLS method. Nonetheless, our goal
here is to illustrate that vMB is inherent in velocity field
extraction even if we use a full sampling of P(r|d).

The distribution of true, r, and observed, d, distances
is plotted in fig. 1. The magnitude limit reduction in
the number of points is evident at larger distances. The
distribution P(d) is not only smeared compared to P(r)
but it is also skewed to the left relative to the peak
in P(r). Further, P(d) extends beyond the maximum
r = 200 Mpc.

The top panel in fig. 2 shows a point-by-point compar-
ison between r and d for a random subsample of points.
The constant iTF scatter in In(r/d) translates into a
spread in r — d that increases linearly with distance as
seen in the figure. It is immediately evident from the
points with d > 200 Mpc that the mean of r at a given
d is not equal to d. This is confirmed by the slope of
the linear regression line (solid) of r on d which yields a
slope below unity. The slope of the regression of d on r
(dashed) is however unity, indicating that the iTF d is
unbiased in the sense (d|r) = r (modulo the correction
in eq. (27)).

The bottom panel of fig. 2 shows a scatter plot of r vs
7(d) for all points in the same subsample as in the top
panel. If 7(d) is a one-to-one mapping, as is the case in
the toy model, then points with similar 7 in the figure
correspond to similar values of d. Therefore, values of r
for any small range of 7 should scatter randomly around

this 7. This is indeed the case and is demonstrated by
the fact that the regression of r on 7 is unity as indi-
cated in the figure by the solid line, in contrast to the
regression of 7 on r which deviates from unity.

Velocity field estimators along a single line of sight are
plotted in fig. 3. Each panel shows velocities binned by
a different distance variable, allowing direct comparison
of biases inherent to each choice.

Top-left: velocities binned in true distance r and red-
shift s. The blue curve shows the actual line-of-sight ve-
locity as a function of true distance, V(r), derived from
the linear theory relation eq. (54); this is the ground
truth we wish to recover from our “observations.” The
orange curve represents the observed velocity versus true
distance, V°P5(r) = (VP = s —d|r) (cf. §5.1), which is
unbiased and simply a noisy version of V(r). The green
curve shows V°P3(s) (cf. §5.3) binned in redshift s; to
first order V°PS(s) a~ V°PS(r), explaining the proximity
of these two curves.

Top-right: wvelocities binned in observed distance d.
The blue curve, (V | d), obtained by averaging over
points in bins of observed distance d. Since (V' |d) #
V(r = d) the blue curve does not coincide with, and
is actually a biased version of, the blue curve in the
top-left panel showing true field. The orange curve,
Vobs(d), is strongly biased: since points with d > r
have VP = s —d = V(r) +r —d < V(r) and vice
versa, this field exhibits spurious velocity patterns even
when V' = 0 everywhere. The dark blue curve represents
V = s — 7 in bins of d; since # samples r given d, this
curve coincides with V = s — 7 versus d and is likewise
a biased representation of V (r).

Bottom-left: wvelocities binned in 7. The conditional
true velocity (V' | 7) (blue curve) is mildly biased with
respect to V(r) (blue curve in top-left panel), as ex-
plained in §5.2. The function V(7) lies close to (V| 7)
because 7(d) in the toy model is a one-to-one function,
so the mean of r values in bins of 7 equals 7(d) in accor-
dance with eq. (40). The field V°P(7) is strongly biased,
effectively equivalent to V°P(d) due to the one-to-one
mapping between d and 7(d).

Bottom-right: wvelocities binned in 7. The blue curve
(V'|#) is mildly biased and of lower amplitude than the
ground truth V(r) plotted in the top-left panel. This
bias arises because 7 is a fair sampling of r given d, not
given the actual true r; Appendix D provides a calcula-
tion of P(7|r). The field V(7) = (s—#|#) = (r*9 — V|
7) — 7 (dark blue) is biased because, as demonstrated in
the appendix, (r***|#) # 7. The orange curve V°PS(7) is
also biased since (d|7) = 7 (because P(d|#) equals the
PDF of d given 744e), which explains why this curve
closely follows the dark blue V/(7) curve.
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Figure 1. Normalized density distributions along a line of
sight through the overdensity center at ro = 80 Mpc. The
solid line shows the true distance distribution p(r), while the
dashed line shows the observed (iTF) distance distribution
p(d) from the toy model catalog. The decline at large dis-
tances reflects the imposed magnitude limit.

7. MACHINE LEARNING AND MODIFIED
WIENER FILTERING FOR VMB MITIGATION

Machine learning offers a potential route to mitigate
vMB. An autoencoder trained on mock catalogs to map
the observed velocity field V°P(d) in distance space to
the true field V(r) in real-space coordinates would, in
principle, learn to estimate the conditional expectation
(V(r)|V°b3(d)). This estimator is unbiased in the sense
that averaging over all realizations of the true field that
are consistent with the observations recovers the correct
mean. In the limit of Gaussian fields, a well-trained au-
toencoder converges to the optimal linear Wiener Filter
(WF) (Veena et al. 2023; Lilow et al. 2024), so examin-
ing the WF provides insight into the fundamental limi-
tations and potential of ML-based approaches.

The Wiener filter has been employed to recover veloc-
ity fields in several studies (e.g., Hoffman et al. 2015).
However, these standard implementations fundamen-
tally fail to address vMB because they make a critical
simplifying assumption: they place galaxies at their ob-
served distances d (or at a weighted average between
redshift and distance (Hoffman et al. 2021)) and then
treat each velocity measurement as a noisy version of
the true velocity at that prescribed observed distance.

This approach ignores the essential physics of vMB:
a galaxy observed at distance d does not sample the
velocity at a single location d, but rather samples veloc-
ities from a distribution of true distances r weighted by
P(r|d). The standard WF thus implicitly assumes

V°bs(d) ~ V(d) 4 noise, (55)
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Figure 2. Upper panel: true distances r versus observed
iTF distances d. Lower panel: true distances r versus 7.
Solid lines: regression of r on the distance estimator. Dashed
lines: regression of the estimator on 7.

which neglects the systematic bias inherent in eq. (37).
The correlations used in standard WF are simply the
ordinary velocity-velocity correlations Cy (d;, d;) evalu-
ated at the observed distances, with no accounting for
the fact that V°P$(d) is fundamentally related to V/(r)
through an integration along the line of sight.

We present here a modification of the WF that explic-
itly addresses vMB by properly marginalizing over the
distance uncertainty encoded in P(r|d). The key con-
ceptual difference is that we seek the conditional mean
field (V (r)|V°(d)), recognizing that V°P$(d) is related
to the underlying field through eq. (37).

The general WF estimate for the desired velocity field
(Hoffman & Ribak 1991; Zaroubi et al. 1999) has the
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Figure 3. Various line-of-sight velocity estimators as functions of different distance estimators for the toy model magnitude-
limited catalog. Each panel shows binned mean velocities in distance binns. Top-left: velocities vs true distance r, including
V°PS vs redshift-space distance s (green). Top-right: velocities vs observed iTF distance d. Bottom-left: velocities vs posterior
mean distance 7, with the corresponding velocity estimator V = s — 7. Bottom-right: velocities vs sampled distance # from
P(r|d), with V = s — 7.

form B over all galaxies in the survey. The cross-correlation (
V(r) = Z ¢i(r) Ei_jl Veobs(dy), (56) and auto-correlation = are now defined to properly ac-
i,j count for vMB:

where d; denotes the observed coordinates (angular po-
sition and distance d;) of galaxy ¢, and the sum extends Gi(r) = (Vo (d;) V(1)) (57)
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and
Eij = (VO™ (d) VO™ (dy)) - (58)

These correlations differ critically from the standard
WEF. Rather than evaluating velocity correlations at the
observed positions, (;(r) and =Z;; properly account for
the fact that a galaxy at observed distance d samples
velocities from a distribution of true distances weighted
by P(r|d), thereby marginalizing over the distance un-
certainty that causes vMB.

To compute the correlations, we use eq. (37) with
P(r|d) from eq. (17). For a galaxy at observed distance
d; along direction n;, the cross-correlation becomes

G(r) = [wlrld) Cutrs,myar, (59
where Cy (r1,13) = (V(7r1)V (12)) is the velocity corre-

lation function, and the weight function is

B r2n(r)G, (1/d)
w(rld) = Jr?n(r")G.(r'/d) dr"’ (60)

with n(r) the spatial number density and G, (7/d) the
log-Gaussian kernel describing distance scatter (Eq. 17).
Similarly, the auto-correlation becomes

S = //w(r|di)w(7“'|dj)Cv(rﬁi,r’ﬁj)drdr’. (61)

The line-of-sight integrals in eq. (59) encode the essen-
tial ingredients missing from standard implementations:
they properly average the velocity correlation function
over the probability distribution P(r|d), thus accounting
for the fact that observed velocities at distance d reflect
contributions from a range of true distances. Similar
expressions can be obtained for the iTF.

We note that WF uses only the statistical properties
of the underlying fields. Therefore, although the modi-
fied WF removes the systematic bias caused by the mis-
match between r and d, it does not guarantee an unbi-
ased reconstruction in any specific region; WF returns
the minimum-—variance linear estimator, not necessarily
a point-by-point unbiased map.

7.1. Illustration of Modified WF relative to other fields
using a particle-mesh simulation

As a preliminary illustration, we consider a simpli-
fied setup with Gaussian, fixed-amplitude distance er-
rors and the distant—observer limit. This is a simplified
illustration and is not an extension of the toy-model test
in §6.

To explore how different field estimators behave in
a 3D cosmological setting, we performed a particle-
mesh simulation of the Planck cosmology in a 5123 cu-
bic grid of length 1000 A~ 'Mpc on a side, with 5123

particles. We assumed a Gaussian distance error of
o4 = 10 h~'Mpc and adopted the distant observer limit
with the line of sight in the z-direction. We construct
four velocity field estimates: the true field V(r) in real-
space coordinates; the observed field V°P%(d) placed at
observed (biased) distances d; the field V°P%(s) placed
at redshift coordinates s = r + v,.(r), representing our
advocated coordinate choice; and the modified Wiener-
filtered field V (r) from §7.

Figure 4 shows heat maps of the z-derivative of the
line-of-sight velocity field in the same x—y slice for all
four fields. The large differences between the true V(r)
(top-left) and V°P*(d) (top-right) that we saw in the
toy model (§6) appear here as well. The fluctuations
in V°P(d) are evidently enhanced compared to the
true field, arising because galaxies scattered to larger
(smaller) distances by measurement errors tend to come
from denser (less dense) regions, artificially steepening
velocity gradients. The modified WF field (bottom-left)
exhibits substantial suppression of fluctuations. Most
remarkably, V°P%(s) (bottom-right), obtained by plac-
ing observed velocities at redshift coordinates, closely
resembles the true field in both spatial structure and
amplitude, validating our central thesis that coordinate
choice is crucial for unbiased velocity field reconstruc-
tion.

Figure 5 shows the PDFs of dv,./dz corresponding to
the fields, quantifying these visual impressions. The
true field (blue) and V°P(s) (red) have nearly identi-
cal widths with ¢ = 0.18 and 0.17 respectively, demon-
strating that placing galaxies at redshift coordinates
preserves the statistical properties of the velocity field.
In contrast, V°P(d) (orange) shows o = 0.23, a ~
30% enhancement quantifying the systematic bias from
vMB when using distance-corrected positions. The WF
(green) yields o = 0.13, substantially suppressed as it
trades amplitude for noise reduction.

8. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In the standard paradigm for structure formation, the
equivalence principle guarantees that galaxies and dark
matter share the large-scale peculiar velocity field. Con-
sequently, the galaxy velocity field is directly related to
the underlying mass density through gravitational insta-
bility theory.

Observationally, peculiar velocities are inferred by
combining redshift measurements with independent dis-
tance estimates. For spiral galaxies, the TF relation
between luminosity and rotational velocity serves as the
primary distance indicator. Given a measured redshift
cz and an inferred distance d, the line-of-sight peculiar
velocity is simply v = cz — Hpd. However, this ap-
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Figure 4. Spatial derivatives of the velocity field, OV, /9z in the true, observed, and redshift-space representations (top and
bottom-left) All fields were smoothed with a Gaussian kernel of width 20 h™' Mpc. Mock distance errors with a Gaussian
scatter of 10 = Mpc were applied to generate the observed and redshift-space quantities.

parently straightforward procedure is fraught with sys-
tematic biases that can severely compromise large-scale
velocity field reconstructions.

Because of the intrinsic scatter in these correlations,
the linear forward TF relation M (n), which predicts ab-
solute magnitude from rotational linewidth, and the in-
verse relation n(M), which predicts linewidth from mag-
nitude, are not exact inverses of one another. The in-
verse TF yields distance moduli that are unbiased for
galaxies with the same true distance, while the forward
relation introduces a systematic bias represented by a
multiplicative correction factor S™ that depends on
the survey selection function. We demonstrate that this
factor can be estimated directly from the observed data

whenever the catalog is magnitude-limited and the se-
lection on 7 is weak. After this correction, both formula-
tions yield consistent and unbiased peculiar velocity es-
timates at fized true distance. However, true distances
are unknown for individual galaxies, and therefore an
estimator that is unbiased at fixed r cannot be used to
assign unbiased velocities to individual objects.

This brings us to a point that has not been sharply
articulated in the literature: the difference between dis-
tance Malmquist bias (AMB), which affects individual
distance estimates, and velocity Malmquist bias (vMB),
which corrupts reconstructed velocity fields. While dMB
can in principle be approximately corrected using meth-
ods such as the Feast-Landy—Szalay prescription (cf.
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Figure 5. Probability density functions of 0,V for the four
three—dimensional fields shown in the previous figure. Values
of the standard deviations, o, are listed in the figure. The
comparison shows the enhancement of the fluctuations in
V°bS(d) (orange) and the suppression in the Wiener—filtered
field VWE (green), while the redshift-space field V°"(s)
(red) is close to the true field V(r) (blue).

SW95), vMB persists even after such corrections. The
reason is fundamental: vMB originates from the scatter
in the distance estimates rather than from any system-
atic offset in their mean. A galaxy observed at distance
d may have come from any true distance r within the
posterior P(r | d), and this spread in r propagates di-
rectly into the velocity field regardless of whether the
mean of P(r | d) equals d or not. We have demon-
strated this through both analytical arguments and a
spherically symmetric toy model. When galaxies are
placed at their inferred distances (whether raw, bias-
corrected, or sampled from the posterior) the resulting
velocity field exhibits systematic distortions.

The solution we advocate is conceptually simple: place
galaxies at their observed redshift coordinates s =
cz/Hy rather than at inferred distances, as has been
done by (Aaronson et al. 1982). Since redshifts are un-
affected by distance indicator errors, this assignment

avoids the mixing of velocities from different true po-
sitions that causes vMB. The cost is a residual bias over
scales of order o,/Hy, where o, is the small-scale in-
coherent velocity dispersion. Only for a relatively small
number of galaxies the distance error is smaller than this
scale. For those one can indeed place galaxies at the ob-
served distance directly inferred from the TF relation.
As an example, for o, ~ 250 kms~! and a 10% distance
indicator error, it is preferred to use observed distances
only for the subset of galaxies nearer than 15 h~'Mpc.

This result has direct implications for velocity—gravity
comparisons, which constrain the growth rate fog by
comparing observed velocities with predictions from the
gravitational field inferred from redshift surveys. Our
analysis indicates that predicted velocities should be
evaluated at the redshift coordinates of peculiar velocity
tracers, not at their inferred distances. As shown in Ap-
pendix C, this approach yields growth rate constraints
that are unbiased to leading order.

We have also explored a more sophisticated ap-
proache, including a modified Wiener filter that prop-
erly marginalizes over the distance uncertainty encoded
in P(r|d). This formalism yields correlations that ac-
count for the fact that observed velocities at distance d
sample a distribution of true distances. While the mod-
ified filter removes systematic bias, it necessarily sup-
presses amplitude to reduce noise- the price paid by any
linear estimator operating on scattered data. Whether
machine learning methods can improve on this remains
an open question; we emphasize that in the Gaussian
limit, well-trained autoencoders converge to the Wiener
filter, suggesting that the fundamental limitations may
be difficult to circumvent.

9. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research has been supported by a grant
(#893/22) from the Israel Science Foundation and a
grant from the Asher Space Research Institute.

APPENDIX

A. FUNDAMENTAL PLANE AS A DISTANCE INDICATOR

The Fundamental Plane (FP) relates an elliptical galaxy’s effective radius R, central velocity dispersion g, and

surface brightness I.:

p=logR.=at+bs+c,

i=logl,, s=logoyg. (A1)

Since oy and I, are distance-independent while R, = 6.d 4, comparing the predicted R, to the observed angular radius

0. yields the distance.

With ¢ = log §, and apparent magnitude m = —2.5log f, the surface brightness relation I o< f/6? gives

m 1
p=t+p,=———-+ U, (A2)

5 2
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where 1, = 5logr + const is the true distance modulus.

A.1. Forward formulation

The forward method predicts p from the distance-independent observables (i,s).  Writing P(p,i,s) =
P(pli, s) P(i|s) P(s) with
_p=pG,5)?
P(pli,s)oce  **%  p(i,s) = ai+bs, (A3)
the estimated distance modulus is pq = p(4,s) + m/5 +i/2.
Including the selection function S(m,i,s) and spatial density n(r), the joint probability P(r,p,i,s,m) o

r’n(r) P(p,i,s) S(m,i,s) integrates to

r2n(r) e~ (Hr—ha)? /247
Tar rn(r) e G R ¢

A.2. Inverse formulations

P(r|d) = (A4)

Writing P(p,i,s) = P(i|p, s) P(p|s) P(s) with P(i|p, s) x e~ (=0?/28% and i = ap+bs, one obtains after marginalizing
over the selection function: by
P(rijug) = r2n(r) S(r) e~ (Hr—ra)"/24 (A5)
fa) = [ dr r2n(r) S(r) e~ (kr—na)?/242 7
where S(r) = [dmds P(u, — 0.2m —i/2]s) S(m, s).
A.2.1. Predicting s from (i, p)
Alternatively, P(i, s, p) = P(s|i, p) P(i, p) with P(s|i,p) oc e==9°/2A7 and § = (p — ai) /b yields

r2n(r) S(r) e~ (hr—ha)®/2(bAs)*
Plrlpg) = S0 e I (A6)
fd’f‘ T‘Qn(’/‘) S(’r‘)e (kr—pa)?/2(bAs)
with S(r) = [ dmdi P(i, iy — 0.2m — i/2) S(m, ).
In all cases, the conditional P(r|d) takes the standard form involving a Gaussian in g, — g weighted by r2n(r) and
a selection-dependent factor, paralleling the Tully—Fisher analysis.

B. DIRECT DETERMINATION OF & FROM THE OBSERVED DISTRIBUTION OF OBJECTS

For a catalog with a strict magnitude limit m, it is possible to compute S™ directly from the data by adapting the
method of Davis et al. (1982), originally developed to estimate the selection function of magnitude-limited redshift
surveys of galaxies.

The method is applicable for a magnitude limited catalog and with a possible selection criteria imposed on 7
independent of the magnitude, i.e. S(m,n) = S,(n) for m < m; and zero otherwise. Therefore eq. (15) becomes

ym:/mWW&mu (B7)

where m;(d) = (my — 1Y — b)/a (a < 0). This expression is analogous to the fraction of galaxies brighter than a
magnitude limit, except that ¢(n) replaces the luminosity function.
The number of objects actually observed with d™ < d but that would remain observable at distances > d is
4
T(d) = ?ﬂd?’Sf"w(d) .
These correspond to objects with n > n;(d). Similarly,

F(d) = %”d?’ [S™(d+ Ad) — 8™ (d)]

gives the number of objects within d that are observable between d and d + Ad. Therefore, to first order in Ad,

dlnS*™v F(d)

Ad=——-+= B8
dd T(d)’ (BS)
where both F' and T can be obtained directly from the data. For the special case S, = 1 for n > 1,9 = const
then §™(d) = const for n;(d) < o leading to unbiased fTF distance modulus for objects with small d satisfying

g < —amo +m —b.
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C. VELOCITY-GRAVITY COMPARISONS

Several of these comparisons use observed V°P in peculiar-velocity catalogs to be contrasted with independent pre-
dictions of the peculiar—velocity field inferred from galaxy redshift surveys (Davis et al. 2011; Carrick et al. 2015; Lilow
et al. 2024). In these comparisons, the predicted field is interpolated at the positions of galaxies in the peculiar—velocity
catalog, and the interpolated predictions are compared with the observed velocities. The purpose of such comparisons
is to constrain the growth rate of cosmological perturbations, which sets the overall amplitude of the predicted velocity
field.

The question arises again of where to place the galaxies in the peculiar—velocity catalog. As we have seen, any field
interpolated in a distance other than the true one is biased to some extent.

A common and practical approach is to use the redshifts as proxies for the true distances and place the galaxies at
their redshift coordinates s. Since, to first order, V(s) = V(r + V) = V(r), this approximation is valid on large scales,
away from regions dominated by incoherent motions. Consider therefore the field

(Vobs =5 —d|s) =5 — (d|s) .

Our goal is to understand the behavior of (d|s) and to what extent it approximates the true distance.
From the law of total expectation,

(d|s) = /<d|r> P(rls)dr .

For an unbiased distance estimator (as in the iTF, or in the FTF after bias correction), (d|r) = r, hence

(ls) = [ rPuls)dr=(rls)
However, (r|s) is not the same as the real-space solution r; of s = r; + V(7). The conditional distribution

(s —r—V(r)?

20_2 P(T)

P(r|s) o< P(s|r) P(r) « exp [—

depends on the small-scale velocity dispersion o, and on the prior P(r) oc r?n(r)S(r). Expanding the posterior about
re gives
(rls) =i+ —2 0P|
rls) =r, + = 0P (r)|r; .
(1+V'(r,))?

Assuming further |V’| <« 1

(ﬁ) OlnP(r)

(Vo] s) =5 = (d]s) = s = {rls) ~ V() - 22 0

”I"t .

Therefore, when galaxies are placed at their redshift coordinates, the mean observed field (V°P*|s) traces the true
velocity field to leading order, with a small systematic correction governed by o2 /r; and the gradient of P(r). Since
this shift is uncorrelated with the the velocity field, it does not affect the inference of the growth factor from the
observed versus predicted velocities.

D. THE DISTRIBUTION OF R GIVEN R

We derive the distribution of posterior samples 7 given the true distance r. The posterior samples are drawn from
P(#|d) for observed distances d that are themselves drawn from P(d|r). The distribution of # given r is therefore

PWﬂz/MPW@PMﬂ. (DY)
The likelihood of observed distance given true distance is
P(d|’l") X dilgln(r/dy Uln) 5 (DlO)

and by Bayes’ theorem the posterior is
P(#|d) < P(d|7)P(7#), (D11)
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with prior P(#) o< #2n () and P(d|#) o« d= G (7/d, o1).
Substituting into eq. (D9) and transforming to logarithmic variables = Ind, p = lnr, p = In?, we obtain

— )2 5 )2
P(|r) oc #*n(7) /dx exp (_(pQJg) ) exp (—(pQUIQ? ) : (D12)
The product of the two Gaussians in x yields

- (_ (p—)? +(p— x)?) - (_(x (- m?) | D13)

2 2
20111 Oin 4aln

where T = (p + p)/2. Performing the Gaussian integral over = gives the final result:

Flr) = an(f) gln(r/TAa \/égln)
P(#ir) = [ dr #2n(7) G (r /7, v 2010) (D14)

This result has two important implications. First, the effective scatter in P(#|r) is v/201,, reflecting the convolution
of the two lognormal distributions in eq. (D9). Second, the weighting by #2n(#) ensures that (#|r) # r for any density
field that is not proportional to r~2. For uniform density n(#) = const,

(Inf|r) = Inr + 602, , (D15)
confirming that posterior samples are systematically biased to larger distances.

E. ASSESSMENT OF GIBBS SAMPLING FOR JOINT DISTANCE-VELOCITY INFERENCE

Graziani et al. (2019) proposed a Bayesian approach to jointly infer galaxy distances and the velocity field using
Gibbs sampling. Following their method and that of Strauss & Willick (1995), we write the likelihood of observing
distance d and redshift s given true distance r and velocity field V as

In” (di/ri)
202

(si —ri = V(r:))?

2
202

P(d,s|rV)x HeXp {—
i (E16)

| P,

X exp {—
where the product extends over galaxies in the distance-indicator catalog and P(V') denotes a prior on the velocity
field, assumed to be a multivariate normal distribution with covariance fixed by the cosmological model.

Note the difference in notation from Graziani et al. (2019): in their convention d; denotes the true luminosity
distance, whereas here it represents the observed distance. Since we work in the low-redshift limit, we approximate the

luminosity distance by ;. Thus, the PDF term in their equation (13), which involves the observed distance modulus
and the luminosity distance, corresponds to our term in P[ln(r/d)] in Eq. (E16).

E.1. The Gibbs Sampling Procedure

Using a PDF of the form given in Eq. (E16), Graziani et al. (2019) perform Gibbs sampling over {r;,V;}. Their
procedure can be summarized as follows:

1. For a given set of r;, compute V;” = s; — r; and use it as input to the Hoffman—Ribak algorithm (Hoffman &
Ribak 1991) to obtain a constrained realization of the velocity field on a grid, Vgria.

2. Given Vg4, sample each r; from the posterior P(r;|d;, s;, Varida), where evaluating this posterior at a particular
r; requires interpolating Vj,iq to that position.

The process is iterated to generate joint samples from the posterior distribution P({r;, V;}|{d;, s:}).
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E.2. Behavior in the Large Distance-Error Regime

To examine how this approach performs when distance errors are substantial, we consider a single observed galaxy
with measured redshift s and distance d. For simplicity, we restrict the analysis to one line of sight and approximate
In(r/d) ~ (r — d)/d, thereby replacing the lognormal distribution with a Gaussian of width o4 = da,,. We assume a
velocity covariance of exponential form,

(V(r)V(ra2)) = Co exp(=|r1 —72|/rs), (E17)

and implement the Gibbs sampling procedure with the following parameters: observed distance d = 90 Mpc, redshift
s = 100 Mpc, distance error o4 = 13.5 Mpc, velocity dispersion o, = 2 Mpc (equivalent to 200 kms~1), velocity
covariance amplitude Cy = 4 Mpc?, and coherence scale r; = 10 Mpc.

The results are shown in Figure 6. Despite the observed distance d = 90 Mpc differing significantly from the redshift
s = 100 Mpc, the Gibbs sampler converges to a posterior mean distance of (r) = 99.6 Mpc—essentially the redshift
value. The posterior distribution (panel a) is tightly concentrated near s, with negligible weight at the observed
distance d. Similarly, the velocity samples (panel b) cluster near zero, consistent with V & s —r &~ 0 when r &~ s. The
joint posterior (panel ¢) shows strong correlation between r and V, tracing the constraint s =r + V.

This behavior reflects a regime limitation: when distance errors are large, the strong prior from the redshift mea-
surement, combined with the velocity field prior, dominates over the distance information from the TF relation. The
algorithm preferentially places galaxies near their redshift coordinates, where peculiar velocities are minimized.

E.3. Analytical Understanding

To understand the origin of this behavior, we examine the joint posterior analytically. For simplicity, we adopt a
univariate normal prior P(V) o exp(—V?/(20%)) and write

P(d,s|r,V) x exp [—(T_dq exp [— (s=r-V)_ V*1 (E18)

202 202 20%

Maximizing with respect to r and V' gives

d(c2+o%)+so?
(03 +0%) + 03

Tmax =

(E19)

and )
Oy

Vmax — 5 o5 9
o2 + 0‘2, + 02

(s—d). (E20)

At large distances where o4 > oy, 0y, we have ry. = s and hence V. =~ 0. This explains the behavior observed in
Figure 6: when distance errors dominate, the posterior is driven primarily by the redshift constraint, and the distance
measurement contributes little additional information.

We emphasize that this limitation is not a deficiency in the Gibbs sampling implementation itself, but rather reflects
the fundamental information content available when distance errors dominate the error budget. The method may per-
form well in regimes where distance uncertainties are comparable to or smaller than the velocity field scales. However,
for typical distance-indicator surveys at cosmological distances—where o4 grows with distance and can substantially
exceed both o, and oy —the posterior becomes increasingly dominated by the redshift prior, and the inferred distances
converge toward redshift-space coordinates. In this regime, the results approach those of the simpler redshift-space
reconstruction discussed in §5.3, suggesting that alternative approaches may be more effective for extracting velocity
field information from such data.
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