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ABSTRACT

Observations of galaxy-scale strong gravitational lensing (SGL) systems have enabled unique tests
of nonlinear departures from general relativity (GR) on the galactic and supergalactic scales. One
of the most important cases of such tests is constraints on the gravitational slip between two scalar
gravitational potentials. In this paper, we use a newly compiled sample of strong gravitational lenses
to test the validity of GR, focusing on the screening effects on the apparent positions of lensed sources
relative to the GR predictions. This is the first simultaneous measurement of the Post-Newtonian
(PN) parameter (γPN ) and the screening radius (Λ) without any assumptions about the contents of
the Universe. Our results suggest that the measured PPN is marginally consistent with GR (γPN = 1)
with increasing screening radius (Λ = 10 − 300kpc), although the choice of lens models may have a
significant influence on the final measurements. Based on a well-defined sample of 5000 simulated
strong lenses from the forthcoming LSST, our methodology will provide a strong extragalactic test
of GR with the accuracy of 0.5%, assessed up to scales of Λ ∼ 300 kpc. For the current and future
observations of available SGL systems, there is no noticeable evidence indicating some specific cutoff
scales on kpc-Mpc scales, beyond which new gravitational degrees of freedom are expressed.
Keywords: gravitational lensing: strong - galaxies: structure - cosmology: observations

1. INTRODUCTION

As a successful theory of a dynamical space time where
general coordinate invariance acts an essential role, Ein-
stein’s Theory of General Relativity (GR) has passed
all observational test so far (Ashby 2002; Bertotti et al.
2003), from the millimetre scale in the laboratory to
the Solar System tests and consistency with gravita-
tional wave emission by binary pulsars (Dyson et al.
1920; Pound & Rebka 1960; Shapiro 1964; Taylor et al.
1979; Shapiro 2004; Williams et al. 2004). A recent
review about the status of experimental tests of GR
and of theoretical frameworks for analyzing them can
be found in Will (2014). Extrapolating to the cosmo-
logical scales, GR seems to precisely characterize the
history and evolution of the Universe, as well as the
large scale structure of space-time and matter. On the
other hand, a mysterious component with negative pres-
sure, dubbed dark energy (DE) (Copeland et al. 2006)
responsible for the accelerating expansion of the Uni-
verse should be invoked in the framework of GR, and
the simplest candidate of DE is the cosmological con-
stant (introduced for different reasons at the early years
of the GR). However, the inconsistency between the ob-
served value of this constant and the theoretical value
of zero-point energy predicted by quantum field theory
is considerable (Weinberg 1989), which is a fairly chal-
lenging problem in theoretical physics and opens up a
discussion of whether the GR could fail at larger, cosmo-
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logical scales (Koyama 2016). Therefore, besides present-
ing possible solutions to the cosmological constant prob-
lem (Sahni & Starobinsky 2000; Padmanabhan 2003;
Peebles & Ratra 2003; Mukohyama & Randall 2004;
Nojiri & Odintsov 2006; Padilla 2015), it would be
equally important to formulate and quantitatively in-
terpret the tests of GR on the extra-galactic scale with
high precision, and the parameterized post-Newtonian
(PPN) framework (Thorne & Will 1971) offers an inter-
esting approach to test the departure from GR. The post-
Newtonian parameter denoted by γPN , which measures
the amount of spatial curvature per unit mass, can be
used to probe the deviations from GR (i.e. from the
value γPN = 1) on significantly larger length scales due
to the scale independence.
Recently, applying time-delay measurements of

strongly lensed quasars, Jyoti et al. (2019) proposed a
new phenomenological model of gravitational screening
as a step discontinuity in the measurement of γPN at a
cutoff scale Λ to test the nonlinear departure from GR.
In this model, Jyoti et al. (2019) made use of two key
characteristics of most modified gravity (MG) theories:
gravitational slip, meaning the difference between the
gravitational potential created by temporal and spatial
metric components (Daniel et al. 2008), and screening,
which can restore GR on small scales but may lead to
distinct signatures in the large scale structure of the uni-
verse (Vainshtein 1972; Jain & Khoury 2010; Joyce et al.
2015; Ferreira 2019). It is worthy to note that the
constraint given by Jyoti et al. (2019) is |γPN − 1| ≤
0.2 × (Λ/100 kpc), with screening length Λ = 10 − 200
kpc, which is limited by 10−1 ∼ 10−2 precision of the
strong lensing time delay measurements using quasars.
More recently, (Abadi & Kovetz 2021) proposed to use
strongly lensed fast radio burst time-delay measurements
to put constraints on γPN , and yield constraints as tight
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as |γPN − 1| 6 0.04× (Λ/100 kpc) × [N/10]−1/2 (N de-
noting the sample size), which indicates that ten events
alone could place constraints at a level of 10% in the
range of Λ = 10 − 300 kpc. Therefore, extra cosmologi-
cal probes are also required to make complementary and
more precise studies of the screened MG model featuring
a gravitational slip.
In the last decade, strong gravitational lensing

(SGL) of galaxies have become powerful and promis-
ing probes to study astrophysical issues (Treu 2010),
such as the structure and evolution of galaxies, the
parameters that characterize the geometry, content,
and expansion of the Universe. In recent years,
great efforts have been made in estimating cosmo-
logical parameters through SGL (Zhu 2000; Chae
2003; Chae et al. 2004; Mitchell et al. 2005; Grillo et al.
2008; Oguri et al. 2008; Zhu & Sereno 2008a; Zhu et al.
2008b; Cao & Zhu 2012; Cao, Covone & Zhu 2012;
Cao et al. 2012; Cao, Zhu & Zhao 2012; Biesiada 2006;
Biesiada, Piórkowska, & Malec 2010; Collett & Auger
2014; Cardone et al. 2016; Amante et al. 2020), in mea-
suring the Hubble constant H0 (Fassnacht et al. 2002;
Bonvin et al. 2016; Suyu et al. 2017; Birrer et al. 2019;
Wong et al. 2020), the cosmic curvature (Räsänen et al.
2015; Xia et al. 2017; Qi et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2020;
Zhou & Li 2020), and the distribution of matter in
massive galaxies acting as lenses (Zhu & Wu 1997;
Mao & Schneider 1998; Jin et al. 2000; Keeton 2001;
Kochanek & White 2001; Ofek et al. 2003; Treu et al.
2006; Chen et al. 2019; Geng et al. 2021). It should be
stressed that all of the studies mentioned above have
been carried out under the assumption of GR. On ac-
count of some controversies in the framework of GR, for
instance the aforementioned cosmological constant prob-
lem, and the Hubble tension between different cosmolog-
ical probes, we are prompted to test GR in this paper.
Moreover, SGL by galaxies provide a unique opportunity
to test GR in kpc scales (Bolton et al. 2006, 2008; Smith
2009; Schwab et al. 2010; Cao et al. 2017; Collett et al.
2018; Yang et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2022), with reason-
able prior assumptions and independent measurements
of background cosmology and appropriate descriptions
of the internal structure of lensing galaxies. Inspired
by Schwab et al. (2010) and Cao et al. (2017), who used
galaxy-scale SGL systems with measured stellar veloc-
ity dispersions to test GR, we utilize the recently com-
bined sample of 158 SGL systems, which is summarized
in Cao et al. (2015); Shu et al. (2017). Based on this
sample we investigate gravitational slip with screening
effect in a phenomenological model. Considering the lim-
itation of the sample size of available SGL systems, we
also take advantage of the simulated future LSST SGL
data to assess the expected improvement in precision and
study the degeneracy between γPN and Λ.
In this paper, we focus on demonstrating the possibili-

ties of testing gravitational slip at super-galactic screen-
ing scales Λ by the observed velocity dispersion of SGL
systems. As already mentioned, our approach to test
gravitational slip at super-galactic screening scales Λ, in-
vokes a combination of lensing and stellar kinematics.
Two different lens models, with a power law density pro-
files for the total mass density and luminous density (i.e.
stellar mass density) assumed, are used to illustrate the
influence of the lens mass distribution on the PPN pa-

rameter γPN . It would be interesting to figure out if
the constraints from the current and future SGL sys-
tems reveal any specific cutoff scales, beyond which MG
is relevant, or GR is still valid with high precision up to
scales of Λ ∼ 300 kpc. Following the simplifying assump-
tions presented by (Jyoti et al. 2019), we also assume
that the screening radius Λ is bigger than the Einstein
radius of the lens galaxy, and thus the stellar dynam-
ics within the lens are not changed, but the departure
from GR at larger radius would impact the photon path.
This assumption will allow us to investigate the regime
of super-galactic screeing, complementary to the discus-
sions in (Bolton et al. 2006; Smith 2009; Collett et al.
2018), where the screening effects occur within the galaxy
and the post-Newtonian parameter γPN is constrained
through two different mass measurements: the dynam-
ical mass measured from the stellar kinematics of the
deflector galaxy, and the lensing mass inferred from the
lensing image.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we give

a brief introduction of the model we used to evaluate
the velocity dispersion of lensing galaxies. In Sec. 3, all
the observational and simulated data sets are introduced.
We perform a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) anal-
ysis using different data sets, and discuss our results in
Sec.4. Finally, conclusions are summarized in Sec. 5.

2. THE MODEL

The post-Newtonian variables are applied to quan-
tify the behavior of gravity and deviations from
GR, and we adopt the notation and conventions of
Ma & Bertschinger (1995) to express the perturbed
Robertson-Walker metric

ds2 = a2(η)
[

−(1 + 2Φ)dη2 + (1 − 2Ψ)d~x2
]

, (1)

to characterize the cosmological space-time, where a(η)
is the cosmological scale factor (η being the conformal
time), Φ and Ψ are Newtonian and longitudinal gravi-
tational potentials. In the weak-field limit GR predicts
Φ = Ψ and a gravitational slip manifested as Φ 6= Ψ oc-
curs in MG theories, for instance scalar-tensor theories
(Schimd et al. 2005), f(R) theories (Chiba et al. 2003;
Sotiriou 2010), Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP) model
(Dvali et al. 2000; Sollerman et al. 2009), and massive
gravity (Dubovsky 2004). We remark here that for a
modified gravity theory where the Newtonian and lon-
gitudinal gravitational potentials are different, i.e. the
gravitational slip is not zero, the Poisson equation∇2Φ =
4πGa2ρ usually is modified into a form ∇2Φ = 4πGµa2ρ
which is different from that of GR, where the modified
gravity parameters are included in the µ term (Koyama
2016). Rigorous approach would thus require to fo-
cus on a specific theory of modified gravity. Similar to
Jyoti et al. (2019) we are taking a heuristic approach as-
suming that the screening mechanism recovers GR ex-
actly in the central parts of lensing galaxies, so that stan-
dard spherical Jeans equation is sufficient to recover the
dynamical mass inside the Einstein radius.
The deviation from GR is quantified by the ratio

γPN = Ψ/Φ, and γPN = 1 represents the GR. Gravi-
tational screening mechanisms can restore GR in regions
of high density, potential or curvature, such as galaxies,
but allow modification of gravity at cosmological scales,
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which corresponds to suppressing the additional gravita-
tional degrees of freedom within a certain region. Recent
reviews about screening mechanisms and the experimen-
tal tests of such theories are available (Joyce et al. 2015;
Ferreira 2019). In order to model the effect of screen-
ing, we follow the notations in Jyoti et al. (2019) and
suppose the gravitational slip to be a step-wise func-
tion, discontinuous at a screening radius Λ, which is as-
sumed to be larger than the (physical) Einstein radius,
Λ > RE = DLθE .
Photon geodesics feel the sum of Newtonian and lon-

gitudinal gravitational potentials, which is defined as
Σ ≡ Φ + Ψ. Then, for a spherically-systematic mass
distribution, the departure from GR can be expressed as

Σ = [2 + (γPN − 1)Θ(r − Λ)]Φ(r), (2)

where r and Λ are physical distances, and Θ is the
Heaviside step function. For r ≤ Λ, Eq. (2) reduces
to Σ = 2Φ as in GR. According to the definition in
Narayan & Bartelmann (1996), the lensing potential is

ψ(θ) =
1

c2
DLS

DLDS

∫

Σ(DLθ,Z)dZ (3)

where DL, DS, DLS are the angular diameter distances
from observer to the lens, the source, and between the
lens and source, and Z represents the distance along the
line of sight. Then, the lensing potential can be decom-
posed as

ψ = ψGR + (γPN − 1)∆ψ, (4)

In this model, ψGR and ∆ψ, denote the lensing potential
in GR and the correction due to screening, which can be
expressed as

ψGR(θ) =
2

c2
DLS

DLDS

∫

Φ(DLθ,Z)dZ (5)

∆ψ(θ) =
1

c2
DLS

DLDS

∫

Θ(r − Λ)Φ(DLθ,Z)dZ (6)

respectively. Assuming the power-law density profiles for
the total mass density for elliptical galaxies,

ρ(r) = ρ0

(

r

r0

)

−γ

(7)

where the constants: ρ0 and r0, set the total mass of the
lens and solving the Poisson equation ∇2Φ = 4πGa2ρ,
one can get the Newtonian potential:

Φ =
4πρ0r

γ
0

(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
r2−γ . (8)

This will lead to the lensing potential in GR (Suyu 2012;
Jyoti et al. 2019; Abadi & Kovetz 2021)

ψGR(θ) =
θγ−1
E,GR

3− γ
θ3−γ , (9)

where the r0 and ρ0 parameters have been subsumed
into θE,GR, and θE,GR in the Einstein radius of the lens
inferred within GR. The deflection angle becomes

αGR(θ) = ∂θψGR(θ) = θγ−1
E,GRθ

2−γ . (10)

One can obtain the PPN correction to the lensing poten-
tial Ψ by integrating the potential in Eq. (6) (Jyoti et al.
2019):

∆ψ(θ)=
c′ θγ−1

E,GR

3− γ

(

DL

Λ

)γ−3

(11)

× 2F1

[

1

2
,
γ − 3

2
,
γ − 1

2
;

(

DLθ

Λ

)2
]

,

where 2F1 is the hypergeometric function,

c′ =
1

2
√
π

Γ
(

γ
2 − 1

)

Γ
(

γ−1
2

) , (12)

and Γ is the Euler’s Gamma function. Then, the cor-
rection to the deflection angle from Eq. (11) can be ex-
pressed as ∆α = ∂θ∆ψ. It should be pointed out that
the gravitational slip correction to the lensing potential
∆ψ influences the lens parameters, such as time delay,
image positions, observational Einstein radius ΘE,obs,
and so on, which are deduced from the lensing observ-
ables (Jyoti et al. 2019). For each observed lensing event,
one should carry out the Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) method to analyze the entire set of lens pa-
rameters under the effect of γPN at a screening radius Λ,
which is a costly process for a sample of SGL systems.
Therefore, we follow the same procedure as adopted in
(Jyoti et al. 2019), relating the unobservable GR Ein-
stein angle θE,GR and the observed θE,obs, which would
took into account the gravitational slip, through the lens
equation (Narayan & Bartelmann 1996)

β(θ) = θ − αGR(θ)− (γPN − 1)∆α(θ), (13)

where β, θ, as well as α are the source position, the
angular position of lens images, and the deflection angle
respectively. Setting β = 0 in the equation above, we
obtain

θE,obs = αGR(θE,obs) + (γPN − 1)∆α(θE,obs). (14)

According to ∆α = ∂θ∆ψ, the exact solution for θE,GR

is found to be

θE,GR =

{

θ1−γ
E,obs −

c′

2(γ − 1)
(γPN − 1)

(

DL

Λ

)γ−1

×2F1

[

3

2
,
γ − 1

2
;
γ + 1

2
;

(

DLθE,obs

Λ

)2
]}

1

1−γ

,

(15)

where c′ is given by Eq. (12), and γPN = 1 will lead to
θE,GR = θE,obs. After the slip-term is introduced into
the GR Einstein angle θE,GR, we want to express the
averaged observed velocity dispersion under the gravi-
tational slip. According to the theory of gravitational
lensing (Schneider et al. 1992; Schwab et al. 2010), the
angular size of the Einstein radius corresponding to a
point mass ME (or the spherically symmetric mass dis-
tribution within the Einstein radius) is expressed as

θE,GR =

(

4GM(θE,GR)

c2
DLS

DSDL

)1/2

, (16)
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where M(θE,GR) is the mass enclosed within a radius of
θE,GR and should not be affected by the modification of
GR. We can acquire a useful expression if we rearrange
terms in Eq. (16) with RE = DLθE,GR (Schneider et al.
1992; Abadi & Kovetz 2021):

GM(θE,GR)

RE
=
c2

4

DS

DLS
θE,GR . (17)

One of the simplest models to describe the mass den-
sity of an elliptical galaxy is a scale-free model based on
power-law density profiles for the total mass density, ρ,
and luminosity density, ν, (Koopmans 2006a):

ρ(r)=ρ0

(

r

r0

)

−γ

(18)

ν(r)= ν0

(

r

r0

)

−δ

(19)

Here r is the spherical radial coordinate from the lens
center: r2 = R2 + Z2. One can use the anisotropy
parameter β to characterize anisotropic distribution of
three-dimensional velocity dispersion pattern, which can
be written as:

β(r) = 1− σ2
t /σ

2
r , (20)

where σ2
t and σ2

r represent the tangential and radial com-
ponents of the velocity dispersion. In our analysis, β is
assumed to be independent of r, and two cases will be
considered: isotropic dispersion β = 0 and anisotropic
dispersion β = const. 6= 0. Applying the spherical Jeans
equation (Binney 1980), the radial dispersion of luminous
matter σ2

r (r) of the early-type galaxies can be written as

σ2
r(r) =

G
∫

∞

r
dr′ ν(r′)M(r′)(r′)2β−2

r2βν(r)
, (21)

where β is the anisotropy parameter. Applying the mass
density profile in Eq. (18), one can obtain the mass con-
tained within a spherical radius r and the total mass
ME:

M(r) =
2√
πλ(γ)

(

r

RE

)3−γ

ME , (22)

where λ(x) = Γ
(

x−1
2

)

/Γ
(

x
2

)

denotes the ratio of Euler’s
gamma functions. Following the same formulae with the
notation used in (Koopmans 2006a) : ξ = δ + γ − 2,
we acquire the radial velocity dispersion by scaling the
dynamical mass to the Einstein radius:

σ2
r (r) =

[

GME

RE

]

2√
π (ξ − 2β)λ(γ)

(

r

RE

)2−γ

. (23)

Additionally, (Schwab et al. 2010; Cao et al. 2016, 2017)
have pointed out that the actually observed velocity dis-
persion is measured over the effective spectroscopic aper-
ture θap and effectively averaged over the line-of-sight ef-
fects. Given the entanglement of the aperture with atmo-
spheric blurring and luminosity-weighted averaging, the
averaged observed velocity dispersion takes the form:

σ̄2
∗
=

[

c2

4

Ds

Dls
θE,GR

]

2√
π

(2σ̃2
atm/θ

2
E,GR)

1−γ/2

(ξ − 2β)

×
[

λ(ξ) − βλ(ξ + 2)

λ(γ)λ(δ)

]

Γ(3−ξ
2 )

Γ(3−δ
2 )

. (24)

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
zl

200

220

240

260
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300
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p

Figure 1. The scatter plot of the current strong lensing sample of
99 intermediate mass early type galaxy. A fair coverage of redshifts
can be noted in this combined sample. Velocity dispersion σap is
expressed in (km/s).

where σ̃atm ≈ σatm
√

1 + χ2/4 + χ4/40 and χ =
θap/σatm (Schwab et al. 2010), the detailed expression
of θE,GR is given by Eq. (15), σatm is the seeing recorded
by the spectroscopic guide cameras during observing
sessions, and specific values of seeing for different sur-
veys have been summarized in (Cao et al. 2016). Ac-
cording to Eq. (24), one can probe the PPN param-
eter γPN and the screening radius Λ on a sample of
lenses with available information about measured red-
shifts of the lens and the source, velocity dispersion,
as well as the Einstein radius θE,obs. In this work,
a flat ΛCDM model is assumed as a fiducial cos-
mology with H0 = 67.36 km s−1 Mpc−1 and Ωm =
0.315 (Planck Collaboration et al. 2018). In light of
some evidence (Koopmans et al. 2006b; Ruff et al. 2011;
Bolton et al. 2012; Sonnenfeld et al. 2013; Cao et al.
2016) supporting that the total density profile γ for mas-
sive galaxies shows a trend of the cosmic evolution, we
consider the lens models where the total mass density
evolves as a function of redshift for two cases: γ = δ
and γ 6= δ. Meanwhile, we can examine the possible
influence of different lens models on the constraints of
γPN and Λ. As for the anisotropy parameter, β = 0
is assumed in the case γ = δ, and β is being marginal-
ized using a Gaussian prior with β = 0.18 ± 0.13 for
the case γ 6= δ (Gerhard et al. 2001; Schwab et al. 2010;
Cao et al. 2016).

3. METHOD AND DATA

In this section, we present the details of observational
and simulated SGL systems which are used to put con-
straints on the post-Newtonian slip parameter γPN and
the screening radius Λ.

3.1. The observational and simulated strong
gravitational lensing systems

Strong gravitational lensing by galaxies has been a
powerful tool to probe both astrophysics and cosmology.
Moreover, compared with late-type and unknown-type
counterparts, early-type galaxies are more probable can-
didates for intervening lenses for the background sources,
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because most of the cosmic stellar mass of the Universe
is included in such galaxies. Cao et al. (2015) com-
piled a sample comprising 118 early-type gravitational
lenses observed in Sloan Lens ACS Survey (SLACS),
the BOSS emission-line lens survey (BELLS), Lenses
Structure and Dynamics (LSD), and the Strong Lens-
ing Legacy Survey (SL2S) surveys, which have been used
to probe cosmological models, test the fundamental as-
sumptions in cosmology and study the mass density dis-
persion in early-type galaxies. Applying the 118 SGL
sample, Cao et al. (2016) showed that the intermediate-
mass lenses (200 km/s < σap < 300 km/s) are suitable to
minimize the possible discrepancy between Einstein mass
and dynamical mass for the SIS model. Then Cao et al.
(2017) followed this analysis to test the parametrized
post-Newtonian gravity with 80 intermediate mass early-
type lenses. In this paper, taking into account the sam-
ple compiled and summarized in Cao et al. (2015) and
Shu et al. (2017), including 158 early-type SGL systems,
we also tend to test GR with a mass-selected sample
of SGL systems by restricting the velocity dispersion of
lensing galaxies to the intermediate range: 200 km/s <
σap < 300 km/s, where 61 lenses are taken from SLACS,
22 lenses from SL2S, 13 lenses from BELLS, and 3 lenses
from LSD. Fig. 1 presents the scatter plot for this mass-
selected sample.
Strong lensing systems offer a unique opportunity to

conduct cosmological research, however, they still suffer
from the limited sample size and may not achieve precise
enough results on basic cosmological parameters com-
pared with other popular cosmological probes, such as
type Ia supernovae (SN Ia), the cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB), and baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO).
In the future, the lens sample size is reckoned to increase
by orders of magnitude through the next generation of
wide and deep sky surveys. Recent studies forecasted the
number of galactic-scale lenses that could be discovered
in spectroscopic (Serjeant 2014) and photometric surveys
(Collett 2015), such as the LSST (Abell et al. 2009) and
the Dark Energy Survey (DES) (Frieman et al. 2004),
which are the future wide and deep surveys, broadly
expected to revolutionize the strong lensing science by
increasing the number of known galactic lenses. For in-
stance, the forthcoming LSST survey is expected to dis-
cover ∼ 105 SGL systems (Collett 2015) in the near fu-
ture, and there have been studies to illustrate the perfor-
mance of the forecasted yield of the LSST in cosmological
studies (Cao et al. 2017, 2018; Qi et al. 2019; Ma et al.
2019; Cao et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2020). It would be
promising to extend the current research on the gravita-
tional slip under screening effects to a new regime, that is
the ability to detect ∼ 5000 galaxy-scale lens population
in the future LSST survey.
Taking advantage of the publicly available simulation

programs 5 elaborately described in Collett (2015), we
have simulated a realistic population of SGL systems
with early-type galaxies serving as lenses to anticipate
the yields of LSST. Following the appropriate assump-
tions in simulating procedures (Liu et al. 2019), spher-
ically symmetric power-law distribution is adopted to
model the mass distribution of lensing galaxies, mean-
while, the normalization and shape of the velocity disper-

5 https://github.com/tcollett/LensPop
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Figure 2. The scatter plot of the simulated LSST forthcoming
samples with 5000 SGL systems. Einstein radius is given in arcsec.

sion function of early-type galaxies are not changing with
redshift. These assumptions are in good agreement with
the previous studies on lensing statistics (Chae 2003).
Motivated by Koopmans et al. (2006b);

Humphrey & Buote (2010) that indicates early-type
galaxies are well characterized by power-law mass
distributions in regions covered by the X-ray and lensing
observations, we modeled the lensing galaxies with a
power-law mass distribution (ρ ∼ r−γ), which leads to

θE = 4π
σ2
ap

c2
Dls

Ds

(

θE
θap

)2−γ

f(γ), (25)

where

f(γ)=− 1√
π

(5 − 2γ)(1− γ)

3− γ

Γ(γ − 1)

Γ(γ − 3/2)

×
[

Γ(γ/2− 1/2)

Γ(γ/2)

]2

. (26)

Moreover, the prior of the average logarithmic density
slope for the total mass density is modeled as γ =
2.01 ± 1.24, which is derived from the analysis of mas-
sive field early-type galaxies selected from SLACS sur-
vey (Koopmans 2006a; Koopmans et al. 2006b). Now,
it is important to emphasize some key considerations in
our simulation. In order to test GR with the combi-
nation of strong lensing and stellar dynamics, additional
information including spectroscopic redshift of lenses and
sources (zl and zs), the Einstein radius (θE,obs), and
spectroscopic velocity dispersion (σap) are demanded.
In view of the substantial cost of the dedicated follow-
up observations and subsequent endeavors for a sample
containing 105 SGL systems, concentrating on a care-
fully selected subset of LSST lenses is more realistic
and proper, as has been proposed in recent discussion
of multi-object and single-object spectroscopic follow-up
to enhance Dark Energy Science from LSST (Chae 2003).
Therefore, referring to the selection criteria presented in
(Liu et al. 2019, 2020), the final simulated sample is lim-
ited to 5000 elliptical galaxies with velocity dispersion of
200 km s−1 < σap < 300 km s−1. Following the investi-
gation of intermediate-mass lenses to relieve the possible
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Figure 3. Left panel: Fractional uncertainty of the velocity dispersion (∆σv/σv) as a function of the lens surface brightness (B) for
the SLACS sample, with the best-fitted correlation function denoted as the red solid line. Right panel: The distribution of the velocity
dispersion uncertainty for the simulated sample with 5000 SGL systems.

disagreement between gravitational mass and dynamical
mass for the SIS model (Cao et al. 2016), systems with
the Einstein radius θE,obs > 0.5arcsec, and the i-band
magnitude mi < 22 might be difficult to observe pre-
cisely. Fig. 2 presents the scatter plot of the simulated
lensing systems, where a fair coverage of lens and source
redshifts can be noticed. In our analysis, we also con-
sidered three sub-samples defined by different redshift
ranges: z ≤ 0.3, 0.3 < z < 0.65, z ≥ 0.65, to expound
any noticeable differences in the constraints displayed by
lenses from different redshift bins. It should be pointed
out that such an approach guarantees that enough data
points are contained in each sub-sample and does not in-
volve any physical aspects of the galaxy distribution in
redshift.
As for the uncertainty investigation, we adopted the

detailed procedure presented in (Liu et al. 2020). With
regard to the observed Einstein radius, 32 SGL sys-
tems detected by SL2S show a possible correlation be-
tween the fractional uncertainty of the Einstein radius
and θE,obs, which means that the lenses with smaller
Einstein radii would have larger uncertainty. In our
analysis, the fractional uncertainty of θE,obs is taken
at the level of 8 percent, 5 percent, and 3 percent, re-
spectively for small Einstein radii lenses (0.5arcsec <
θE,obs < 1.0arcsec), intermediate Einstein radii lenses
(1.0arcsec < θE,obs < 1.5arcsec), and large Einstein
radii lenses (θE,obs > 1.5arcsec). It is worth noting
that the fractional uncertainty of the Einstein radius
may reach a level of 3 percent when all of our simu-
lated LSST lenses will be observed with HST-like image
quality (Hilbert et al. 2009). For the uncertainty of ve-
locity dispersion, 70 SGL systems from SLACS survey
(Bolton et al. 2008) have been utilized to quantify the
correlation between the lens surface brightness in the i

band and fractional uncertainty of the velocity disper-
sion ∆σv/σv. This was an appropriate sample to repre-
sent the observations that the future LSST survey might
yield. From Fig. 3, one can see clearly strong evidence
of anticorrelation between these two quantities. Then,
we take advantage of the best-fitted correlation function
derived from the 70 SGL systems to estimate the uncer-
tainty of velocity dispersion for the discoverable lenses
in future LSST survey, whose distribution is showed in
Fig. 3.

3.2. Distance from type Ia Supernova observations

In this paper, we assumed a flat concordance ΛCDM
model to obtain the angular diameter distances DL, DS ,
and DLS as customary (Schwab et al. 2010; Cao et al.
2017). This was necessary to put constraints on the PPN
parameter γPN . Theoretically, however, ΛCDM is de-
rived within the framework of GR. Therefore, it is im-
portant to come up with a model-independent approach,
such as the distance reconstruction by standard candles,
to derive these angular diameter distances and exam-
ine if the constraints would differ from that achieved
by the fiducial cosmological model. Meanwhile, con-
sidering most current cosmological probes have a lim-
ited redshift coverage z < 2.5, it is necessary to con-
template the possible influence on constraints due to
the absence of high redshift samples. Thereupon, be-
sides deriving the cosmological distance for the simu-
lated SGL systems by ΛCDM model, we will also adopt
a model-independent method to achieve the angular di-
ameter distances, through SN Ia Pantheon data set re-
leased by the Pan-STARRS1 (PS1) Medium Deep Sur-
vey (Scolnic et al. 2018), which allows us to perform an
empirical fit to the luminosity distance measurements.
Next, we will introduce the details of reconstruction of
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M, obtained from 1048 SNe Ia pantheon sample.

the luminosity distance DL(z) from SN Ia.
Containing 1048 SNe Ia measurements over a redshift

range 0.01 < z < 2.3, the Pantheon catalogue has
extended the Hubble diagram to z = 2.26 compared
with high-z data from the SCP survey (Suzuki et al.
2012), the GOODS (Riess et al. 2007) as well as CAN-
DELS/CLASH surveys (Rodney et al. 2014). This en-
ables us to calibrate the SGL systems with zS < 2.3 in
the forecasted LSST lenses by SN Ia. Thus, we generated
2619 simulated SGL systems suitable for this procedure.
The observed distance modulus of each SN Ia is given by

µ = mB −MB + α ·X1 − β∗ · C +∆M +∆B, (27)

where mB denotes the apparent B-band magnitude, MB

is the absolute B-band magnitude, C represents the color
parameter describing the relation between luminosity
and color, X1 is the light-curve shape parameter quanti-
fying the relation between luminosity and stretch, as well
as distance correlations based on the host-galaxy mass
(∆M) and predicted biases from simulations (∆B) are
also considered. According to a new method known as
BEAMS with bias corrections (Kessler & Scolnic 2017),
the nuisance parameters in Eq. (27) could be calibrated
to zero. Then the observed distance modulus is simply
reduced to

µobs = mB −MB. (28)

The theoretical distance modulus can be expressed as

µth = 5 log10(DL/Mpc) + 25. (29)

As can be seen from Fig. 4, we have presented the de-
pendence of apparent B-band magnitude on redshifts,
drawn from 1048 SNe Ia observations. In order to
achieve the angular diameter distance for SGL systems
with zS < 2.3, we carry out an empirical fit to the lu-
minosity distance measurements, modeled as a third-
order logarithmic polynomial expression in log(1 + z)

(Kessler & Scolnic 2017),

DL(z) = ln(10)c/H0(x+ a1x
2 + a2x

3), (30)

where x = log(1+z), a1 and a2 are two constant parame-
ters to be optimized and determined by apparentB-band
magnitude of SNe Ia data. The Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) method implemented in emcee package
6 (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) written in Python 3.7
was used to get the best-fit values and 1σ uncertainties
of the parameters a1 and a2. From the Hubble diagram
of SNe Ia, one can derive the parameters MB, a1 and a2
by minimizing the χ2 objective function:

χ2
SNe =

1048
∑

i=1

[

mobs
i −mth

i (MB, a1, a2)
]2

σ2
SNe

, (31)

where σSNe is the error in SNe Ia observations propa-
gated from the covariance matrix (Scolnic et al. 2018).
The 1D probability distributions of each parameters and
the 2D contours are presented in Fig. 4.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we used a mass-selected sample including
99 SGL systems, 5000 simulated SGL systems expected
from future LSST survey and four sub-samples extracted
from the forecasted samples with different selection cri-
teria to probe the gravitational slip with screening effects
and the parameters γ0, γ1, δ characterizing the structure
of elliptical galaxies. In order to determine these pa-
rameters, which are assumed to be the same for all lens-
ing galaxies, we used MCMC method to sample their
probability density distributions based on the likelihood

6 https://pypi.python.org/pypi/emcee



8 Lian, et al.

model data Λ (kpc) γPN Galaxy structure parameters

γ = δ Current mass-selected SGL 99.56+97.70
−57.55 0.378+0.522

−0.269 γ0 = 2.044+0.045
−0.038 , γ1 = −0.007+0.021

−0.028

Forecasted SGL (Full sample) 211.30+63.44
−95.28 0.998+0.003

−0.007 γ0 = 2.007+0.010
−0.014, γ1 = 0.014+0.033

−0.028

Sub-sample (Logarithmic polynomial) 213.08+61.59
−90.48 0.981+0.021

−0.020 γ0 = 2.018+0.013
−0.013, γ1 = 0.014+0.038

−0.025

Sub-sample (z ≤ 0.3) 210.04+62.49
−90.90 0.998+0.005

−0.025 γ0 = 2.003+0.020
−0.033, γ1 = 0.043+0.104

−0.087

Sub-sample (0.3 < z < 0.65) 212.31+62.10
−90.53 0.999+0.007

−0.013 γ0 = 2.005+0.047
−0.039, γ1 = 0.024+0.103

−0.078

Sub-sample (z ≥ 0.65) 213.21+62.26
−89.65 0.999+0.054

−0.097 γ0 = 2.021+0.142
−0.141, γ1 = 0.043+0.195

−0.153

γ 6= δ Current mass-selected SGL 142.92+97.51
−106.94 0.937+1.384

−0.767 γ0 = 2.008+0.069
−0.068 , γ1 = −0.005+0.045

−0.052, δ = 2.220+0.168
−0.165

Forecasted SGL (Full sample) 213.62+61.57
−86.84 0.973+0.027

−0.071 γ0 = 2.008+0.012
−0.019, γ1 = 0.007+0.033

−0.054 , δ = 2.148+0.107
−0.112

Sub-sample (Logarithmic polynomial) 203.18+68.17
−88.42 0.935+0.051

−0.131 γ0 = 2.012+0.018
−0.025 , γ1 = −0.014+0.038

−0.091, δ = 2.186+0.100
−0.123

Sub-sample (z ≤ 0.3) 205.69+66.79
−92.56 0.799+0.171

−0.396 γ0 = 2.014+0.022
−0.035, γ1 = 0.052+0.091

−0.203 , δ = 2.156+0.118
−0.120

Sub-sample (0.3 < z < 0.65) 177.25+83.75
−92.24 0.547+0.346

−0.369 γ0 = 2.045+0.032
−0.057, γ1 = 0.036+0.046

−0.066 , δ = 2.137+0.158
−0.174

Sub-sample (z ≥ 0.65) 163.49+93.63
−100.93 0.546+0.394

−0.375 γ0 = 2.042+0.103
−0.131 , γ1 = −0.010+0.109

−0.124, δ = 2.159+0.159
−0.253

γ 6= δ Forecasted SGL (Full sample)1 212.63+61.70
−92.68 0.862+0.115

−0.139 γ0 = 2.024+0.082
−0.074 , γ1 = −0.005+0.025

−0.018, δ = 1.938+0.133
−0.149

Sub-sample (Logarithmic polynomial)1 205.49+67.64
−88.36 0.791+0.157

−0.205 γ0 = 2.033+0.011
−0.010, γ1 = 0.007+0.036

−0.020 , δ = 1.909+0.150
−0.171

1 These two forecasted SGL samples are re-simulated when the gravitational slip with screening effects are considered in the
fiducial model.

Table 1
Summary of the best-fit values with their 1σ uncertainties concerning the screening radius Λ, PPN parameter γPN , and the galaxy

structure parameters (γ0, γ1, δ) in two different lens models. The results are obtained from the current 99 intermediate-mass lenses, 5000
forecasted LSST lenses, the sub-sample using the logarithmic polynomial cosmographic reconstruction through SNe Ia, as well as three

sub-samples covering three different redshift ranges.

L ∼ exp (−χ2/2), where

χ2 =

N
∑

i=1

(

σ̄∗,i(zl,i, zs,i, θE,i, θap,i, σatm; Λ, γPN , γ, δ)− σap,i
∆σ̄∗,i

)2

(32)
was derived from the measured values of velocity disper-
sion σap, and theoretical prediction Eq. (24) using the
observed Einstein radius θE,obs, and aperture radius θap.
For the term σatm, which requires the information of
seeing recorded by the spectroscopic guide cameras dur-
ing observing sessions, we have used the seeing summa-
rized in Cao et al. (2016) for the current intermediate-
mass sample of SGL systems. For the simulated lens-
ing systems from LSST, the median seeing in i-band,
which is 0.75 arcsec reported in Collett (2015) was used.
This value was also adopted to calculate the likely yield
of observable gravitationally lensed quasars and super-
novae based on the properties of LSST Oguri & Marshall
(2010). The uncertainties of σap and θE,obs were prop-
agated to the final uncertainty ∆σ̄∗,i. Following the
SLACS team Bolton et al. (2008) and Cao et al. (2016),
the fractional uncertainty of θE,obs is taken as 5%, and
the specific strategy for estimating the uncertainty of
σap and θE,obs for the simulated LSST lenses can be
found in section 3.1. As for the sub-sample of forecasted
LSST lenses using the logarithmic polynomial cosmo-
graphic reconstruction through SNe Ia, the uncertainties
of DL(z) reconstructed from SNe Ia are also propagated
to the final uncertainty ∆σ̄∗,i. The numerical results
for (Λ, γPN ) and the lens model parameters with 68.3%
confidence level are summarized in Table 1, and the 1D
probability distributions and 2D contours with 1σ and
2σ confidence levels are displayed in Figs. 5-9.

4.1. The case with γ = δ

In the first case, the luminosity density profile ν is
assumed to follow the total-mass density profile ρ, i.e.,
γ = δ. Then, this common density slope is allowed to
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Figure 5. The 1D probability distributions and 2D contours with
1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the screening radius Λ, the PPN
parameter γPN , as well as the total-mass density parameters γ0
and γ1, obtained from the current sample of 99 intermediate-mass
strong gravitational lenses. The black dashed line represents the
minimal screening radius at a typical Einstein radius value, GR,
and SIS model (Λ = 10 kpc, γPN = 1, γ0 = 2, and γ1 = 0).

evolve with redshift:

γ(z) = γ0 + γ1z, (33)

where γ0 is the current value and γ1 represents the evo-
lution of γ with redshift. We assumed that the stellar
velocity anisotropy vanishes β = 0 in order to facilitate
comparison with previous results. As can be seen from
Fig. 5 and Table 1, the current intermediate-mass lenses
do not provide stringent constraints on the PPN param-
eter γPN , which will be improved significantly with the



Direct tests of general relativity under screening effect 9

10
0

20
0

Λ

−0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

γ 1

1.95

2.00

2.05

γ 0

0.92

0.96

1.00

1.04

γ P
N

0.9
5

1.0
0

γPN
1.9
5

2.0
0

2.0
5

γ0
−0
.1 0.0 0.1 0.2

γ1

Logarithmic reconstruction
Full sample

10
0

20
0

Λ

−0.5

0.0

0.5

γ 1

1.5

2.0

2.5

γ 0

0.1
0.4
0.7
1.0
1.3

γ P
N

0.5 1.0

γPN
1.5 2.0 2.5

γ0
−0
.5 0.0 0.5

γ1

zl≥0.65
0.3< zl<0.65
zl≤0.3

Figure 6. The 1D probability distributions and 2D contours with 1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the screening radius Λ, the PPN
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panel: The constraints from the full 5000 simulated samples and logarithmic polynomial cosmographic reconstruction. Right panel: The
constraints from the sub-samples of SGL systems by three different redshift bins.

simulated full sample of SGL systems. The best-fitted
value of γPN obtained from the current sample of 99
lenses is 0.378+0.522

−0.269 with 1σ confidence level and is still
consistent with γPN = 1 within 2σ. Fig. 5 shows that
there is no evident degeneracy between γPN and the
screening scale Λ, but the deviation from GR is more
obvious within 1σ range with the increasing of Λ. Fur-
thermore, the best-fitted value of the screening radius is
Λ = 99.56+97.70

−57.55 kpc. This suggests that there may exist
some characteristic scale for the current mass-selected
sample, beyond which the modification of GR is pos-
sible. It is worth noting that a recent study (Liu et al.
2022) got the constraint γPN (1.455+0.154

−0.127) with the same
parametrized models of γ, where the GR is excluded
above 2σ range. The constraints on the parameters γ0
and γ1 are tight: γ0 = 2.044+0.045

−0.038, γ1 = −0.007+0.021
−0.028,

which is consistent with the singular isothermal sphere
model (γ0 = 2, γ1 = 0) within 1σ range and is also
in agreement with similar results, obtained by the oth-
ers from a mass-selected sample of 80 intermediate-mass
lenses (γ0 = 2.115±0.072, γ1 = −0.091±0.154; Cao et al.
(2016)), Union2.1+Gamma ray burst(GRB)+SGL (γ0 =
2.04+0.08

−0.06, γ1 = −0.085+0.21
−0.18; Holanda et al. (2017))

and BAO+SGL (γ0 = 2.094+0.053
−0.056, γ1 = −0.053+0.103

−0.102;
Li et al. (2016)). In addition, our results indicate that
the total density profile of the current early-type galax-
ies with intermediate velocity dispersions (200 km s−1 <
σap < 300 km s−1) have showed no significant evolution
over the cosmic time (at least up to z ∼ 1).
On the other hand, as can be seen from Fig. 6 and Ta-

ble 1, the simulated full sample provides more stringent
constraints on γPN (0.998+0.003

−0.007) with 0.5% precision,
which is in perfect agreement with γPN = 1 assumed

in simulations. One can see from Figs. 6-7 that much
more stringent constraints on γPN would be achieved
using the strong lensing systems detectable in the future
surveys. For comparison, our results are similar to the
results γPN = 1.000+0.0025

−0.0023 obtained in Cao et al. (2017)
with 53000 simulated SGL systems meeting the redshift
criteria 0 < zl < zs ≤ 1.414, where the galaxy structure
parameters have been fixed: γ = δ = 2, β = 0. The con-
straint from the sub-sample combined with SNe Ia cali-
brated as standard candles is γPN = 0.981+0.021

−0.020 with 2%
precision. However, it is noticeable that the central value
of γPN deviates a bit more from γPN = 1, in comparison
to the constraint obtained with the full sample of simu-
lated SGL systems, which may signal some systematics
present. In Table 1 and Fig. 6, we also display the results
obtained on three sub-samples with different lens redshift
bins. One may see that the values are in full agreement
with each other and GR (γPN = 1) is still included within
1σ range, which is consistent with the assumption that
GR is valid when simulating the LSST SGL systems. In-
terestingly, the degeneracy between the PPN parameter
and the screening scale Λ showed in Fig. 6 is quite similar
to the results from Jyoti et al. (2019); Abadi & Kovetz
(2021), where the authors applied time delay in SGL to
acquire the constraint on γPN as a function of the phys-
ical cutoff scale Λ rather than carrying out full MCMC
analysis for the parameters (γPN , Λ, and γ). Further-
more, the minimal screening radius corresponding to 68%
C.L. reaches 42 kpc and 120 kpc for the current and
forecasted SGL samples respectively, which is notably
larger than the minimal screening scale at a typical Ein-
stein radius value, Λ ≥ RE ≈ 10 kpc (Jyoti et al. 2019;
Abadi & Kovetz 2021). Considering that the screening
length Λ is bigger than the Einstein radius of the lensing
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Figure 7. The 1D probability distributions and 2D contours with
1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the screening radius Λ, the PPN
parameter γPN , the total-mass density parameters γ0 and γ1, as
well as the luminosity density parameter δ, obtained from the cur-
rent sample of 99 intermediate-mass strong gravitational lenses.
The black dashed line indicates the minimal screening radius at
a typical Einstein radius value, GR, and SIS model (Λ = 10 kpc,
γPN = 1, γ0 = 2, and γ1 = 0).

galaxy, the advantage of the observed velocity disper-
sion of the intermediate-mass elliptical galaxies to probe
gravitational slip under this screened MG is limited. It is
still possible since gravitational lensing probes the pro-
jected mass i.e. a cylinder along the line of sight. Up to
the scales of Λ ∼ 300 kpc, we did not find any typical
screening radius for the samples from simulated LSST
lenses, beyond which MG is relevant. Besides, the con-
straints on the total density profile of early type galaxies
indicate that the measurement precision of the current
value is expected to be improved to 0.6% from the full
simulated SGL sample, but the accuracy of γ1 does not
seem sensitive to the sample size. The SIS model is still
included within 1σ range for all samples derived from the
simulated SGL systems, which is in good agreement with
the prior γ = 2.01± 1.24 used to generate the forecasted
LSST SGL systems.

4.2. The case with δ 6= γ

In the second case, the luminosity density profile is
allowed to be different from the total-mass density pro-
file, i.e., δ 6= γ, and the stellar velocity anisotropy β
has been marginalized over a Gaussian distribution, β =
0.18±0.13, which is also broadly applied in the literature
(Gerhard et al. 2001; Bolton et al. 2006; Schwab et al.
2010; Cao et al. 2017). With the same assumption as
above, the total density slope was allowed to evolve as a
function of redshift, γ(z) = γ0 + γ1z. All values of the
estimated parameters in the screened MG model are dis-
played in Table 1 and illustrated in Figs. 7-9. For the cur-
rent 99 intermediate-mass lenses, the constraint on γPN

is still very weak: γPN = 0.937+1.384
−0.767, but agrees with

GR within 1σ. In the case of δ 6= γ, it seems that there

is no obvious degeneracy between γPN and the screening
radius Λ, meanwhile, the constraint on Λ displayed in
Fig. 7 shows no characteristic scale of screening radius
for the present SGL sample, compared with the result
inferred in the case of δ = γ. Nevertheless, the degener-
acy between γPN and γ0 (and to a smaller degree with
γ1) is noticeable in Fig. 7, where a steeper present to-
tal mass density profile will contribute to a larger value
for the PPN parameter. Performing fits on the current
mass-selected sample, the 68% C.L. uncertainties on the
three galaxy structure parameters are γ0 = 2.008+0.069

−0.068,

γ1 = −0.005+0.045
−0.052, δ = 2.220+0.168

−0.165. It is interesting to
note that the constraints on the mass-density exponents
are consistent with that derived in the case of δ = γ and
the singular isothermal sphere is still favoured within 1σ.
This indicates that from the perspective of stellar dy-
namics, it is effectively similar to characterize the mass
distribution in the lensing galaxies with intermediate ve-
locity distributions (200 km s−1 < σap < 300 km s−1)
by both δ = γ and δ 6= γ models. Additionally, we
also get a relatively smaller central value of the luminos-
ity density profile, as compared to the results obtained
from 53 SLACS lenses (δ = 2.40 ± 0.11; (Schwab et al.
2010)), as well as 80 intermediate mass lenses observed
by SLACS, BELLS, LSD, and SL2S (δ = 2.4850.445

−1.393;
(Cao et al. 2017)). However, in view of no obvious cos-
mic evolution showed in the total mass density parameter
γ (γ = γ0+γ1z ≈ 2.008), a model where mass traces light
(γ = δ) seems to be eliminated at ¿68% confidence level
and our analysis partly suggests the presence of dark
matter in the form of a mass component distributed dif-
ferently from light.
The full sample of simulated SGL provides more

stringent constraints on the PPN parameter γPN =
0.973+0.027

−0.071, lens models γ0 = 2.008+0.012
−0.019, γ1 =

0.007+0.033
−0.054, and δ = 2.148+0.107

−0.112, compared with the
results generated from the current sample. As can
be seen from Table 1, there is a good consistency be-
tween the current mass-selected SGL and the full sam-
ple of forecasted SGL. However, the parameter γPN ob-
tained from the cosmographic reconstruction, which is
γPN = 0.935+0.051

−0.131, deviates a bit more from γPN = 1
within 1σ in comparison to the constraint from the full
simulated sample. It is worth noting that this slight devi-
ation from GR is also in agreement with a similar result
achieved in the case δ = γ (γPN = 0.981+0.021

−0.020). This
illustrates the possibility that using the SNe Ia pantheon
sample as a precise distance estimator, through the log-
arithmic polynomial cosmographic reconstruction, may
provide a valuable supplement to the a priori assumed
cosmology in probing gravitational slip over the redshift
range 0 < z < 2.5. From the constraints acquired on
three sub-samples showed in Fig. 8 and Table 1, the
results on γPN are different from that obtained in the
case of δ = γ. Namely, one can see that in the sam-
ples of the simulated galaxies differing by redshift bin
one has a different distribution of the PPN parameter:
γPN = 0.799+0.171

−0.396 for z ≤ 0.3, γPN = 0.547+0.346
−0.369 for

0.3 < z < 0.65, and γPN = 0.546+0.394
−0.375 for z ≥ 0.65,

which display obvious deviation from γPN = 1 especially
for the case of 0.3 < z < 0.65 and z ≥ 0.65 but GR is still
valid within 2σ. It is interesting to note that such notice-
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Figure 8. The 1D probability distributions and 2D contours with 1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the screening radius Λ, the PPN
parameter γPN , the total-mass density parameters γ0 and γ1, as well as the luminosity density parameters δ. The black dashed line
represents the minimal screening radius at a typical Einstein radius value (Λ = 10 kpc), GR, and the γ prior used in the LSST simulation
(γPN = 1, γ0 = 2.01, and γ1 = 0). Left panel: The constraints from the full 5000 simulated samples and logarithmic polynomial
cosmographic reconstruction. Right panel: The constraints from the sub-samples of SGL systems by three different redshift bins.

able impact of two different lens models on γPN is also
present in the current SGL sample (γPN = 0.378+0.522

−0.269

vs. γPN = 0.937+1.384
−0.767), which indicates that the con-

straints on the PPN parameter may be sensitive to the
choice of the mass distribution of early-type galaxies. Ac-
cording to the constraints on screening radius presented
in Fig. 8 and Table 1, we still do not find any charac-
teristic cutoff scale for all the simulated SGL samples,
and the minimal screening radius is lying in the range
Λ ∈ [36, 127] kpc in the case of δ 6= γ, which is obviously
larger than the minimal screening radius considered in
the previous work i.e. Λ ≥ RE ≈ 10 kpc; (Jyoti et al.
2019; Abadi & Kovetz 2021). With respect to the mass
density parameters γ0, γ1, and δ, we can see clearly from
Table 1 that the constraints from LSST lenses agree well
with that from the current SGL sample within 68.3 per-
cent. Furthermore, the future LSST lenses will improve
the measuring precision of the present mass density pa-
rameter γ0 to 0.7% and the luminosity density parameter
δ to 5% in comparison to the precision of γ0 (3.4%) and
δ (7.5%) obtained from the current SGL sample.
There are several sources of systematics we do not

consider in the above analysis. First of all, the valid-
ity of GR was assumed in the simulation of forecasted
LSST sample. In order to further test the effective-
ness of our method, we considered to re-simulate the
LSST lenses with modified gravity effects present in the
fiducial model. The correction due to the screening ef-
fect has been involved in the lensing potential (Eq. (4)),
while the connection between the observed Einstein an-
gle θE,obs and the Einstein angle in GR θE,GR has been
expressed in Eq. (15). More specifically, in the simu-
lation procedure, the numerical solution of θE,obs can
be solved through Eq. (15) and the expression of θE,GR

is modeled by Eq. (25)-(26). Furthermore, the priors
of the screening scale and the deviation from GR are
adopted in the fiducial model as Λ = 100 kpc and
γPN = 0.97 ± 0.09, which is consistent with |γPN −
1| ≤ 0.2 × (Λ/100 kpc) reported in (Collett et al. 2018;
Jyoti et al. 2019). Based on the simulated 5000 strong
lenses with modified gravity effect and extended power-
law lens as fiducial models, we obtained the constraints
on the parameters (Λ, γPN , γ0, γ1, δ) displayed in Ta-
ble 1 and Fig. 9. Note that the PN parameter and
lens parameters derived from the simulated strong lenses
in our analysis, γPN = 0.862+0.115

−0.139, γ0 = 2.024+0.082
−0.074,

γ1 = −0.005+0.025
−0.018, and δ = 1.938+0.133

−0.149 are in good
agreement with the above priors on γPN and lens mass
density profile at 68.3% confidence level. The strong de-
generacy between Λ and γPN could also be seen from
Fig. 9. Secondly, in this study two power-law lens models
have been adopted to connect the observed velocity dis-
persion to the gravitational slip under screening effects,
which presents the direct test of GR within screening
scales of Λ = 10− 300 kpc. As was noted in the previous
works (Schwab et al. 2010; Chen et al. 2019; Cao et al.
2017; Liu et al. 2020; Wong et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2022),
our analysis indicates that the lens mass modeling may
have an apparent influence on the estimation of cosmo-
logical parameters such as the screening scale Λ and PN
parameter γPN . Therefore, besides benefitting from the
dramatically increasing number of SGL systems observed
by future optical surveys, more appropriate modeling of
the lens mass will also contribute to the understanding of
lens parameters and reducing the uncertainty of derived
cosmological parameters. For instance, although the ef-
fectiveness of power-law density profiles has been widely
proved in describing the observed early-type galaxies
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Figure 9. The 1D probability distributions and 2D contours with
1σ and 2σ confidence levels for the screening radius Λ, the PPN
parameter γPN , the total-mass density parameters γ0 and γ1, as
well as the luminosity density parameter δ, obtained from the re-
simulated 5000 LSST lenses with gravitational slip included in the
fiducial model. The black dashed line indicates the Λ, γPN , and
γ priors used in the LSST simulation (Λ = 100 kpc, γPN = 0.97,
γ0 = 2.01, and γ1 = 0).

within a few effective radii (Wang 2018), the scatter of
other galaxy density parameters could be an important
source of systematic errors on the final results. An in-
fluential paper by Navarro et al. (1996, 1997) suggested
that the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) profile can pro-
vide a good approximation to the the density profile of
dark matter (DM) halos, which has found widespread as-
trophysical applications in the literature (Bullock et al.
2001; Komatsu et al. 2011; Koyama 2016; Collett et al.
2018). Such spherically averaged density profile is well
described by a double power-law relation, which resem-
bles dark matter halo with r−3 in the outer regions and
r−1 at small radii (Cardone et al. 2010). However, the
joint strong lensing and dynamical analysis strongly sup-
port that the total mass profile is very close to isother-
mal (γ ∼ 2), although neither the stellar component nor
dark matter halo is of a simple power law (Treu 2010).
Detailed solutions to the lensing and dynamical proper-
ties of lenses (such as the total mass, velocity dispersion
and Einstein radius) and the gravitational slip under the
NFW profile would be an independent work in our future
studies.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have studied the gravitational slip
under a phenomenological model of gravitational screen-
ing, where GR is maintained for small radii and the de-
partures from GR take the form of a gravitational slip
beyond the screening scale Λ. Based on mass-selected
galaxy-scale strong gravitational lenses from the SLACS,
BELLS, LSD, as well as SL2S surveys and simulated fu-
ture measurements of 5000 galaxy-scale SGL from the
forthcoming Large Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST)

survey, we were able to evaluate this screened MG model
with screening length Λ = 10 − 300 kpc, which is broad
enough to cover one typical massive galaxy. This is also
the first attempt to use the stellar kinematics of SGL sys-
tems to assess constraints on the PPN parameter γPN ,
screening radius Λ within this screening range under two
different lens models simultaneously. Here we summarize
our main conclusions in more details.
Considering two different lens models where the total

mass density and luminosity density of lensing galax-
ies are modeled as power-law density profiles ρ(r) =
ρ0(r/r0)

−γ and ν(r) = ν0(r/r0)
−δ respectively and γ

is assumed to evolve with redshift, our results indicate
that the current intermediate mass early-type galaxies
are not able to provide tight constraints on the PPN
parameter in this new theories of modified gravity, but
GR (γPN = 1) is still valid with screening length Λ =
10 − 300 kpc in both lens models. On the other hand,
our work studies the complementary range Λ ≥ RE com-
pared with previous researches (Bolton et al. 2006; Smith
2009; Schwab et al. 2010; Collett et al. 2018; Liu et al.
2022) where the screening is assumed to take place within
the galaxy. Then, one interesting thing is to figure out
if there exists any specific cutoff scale for galaxy-scale
SGL systems beyond which MG is relevant. The con-
straint achieved in the case of γ = δ shows a significant
value of Λ ∼ 100 kpc, beyond which the departure from
γPN is noticeable within 1σ confidence level. Neverthe-
less, in the case of γ 6= δ, the current sample shows no
specific cutoff value in the range 10 kpc < Λ < 300 kpc.
It supports the claim that the intermediate mass lenses
may shed new light on testing the validity of GR under
this screened MG model. In addition, the 68 % confi-
dence level constraints on Λ and γPN are quite differ-
ent depending on the lens model. Setting the luminosity
profile of elliptical galaxies as a free parameter, we ob-
tained larger best fit values of Λ = 142.92+97.51

−106.94 kpc and

γPN = 0.937+1.384
−0.767 compared with Λ = 99.56+97.70

−57.55 kpc

and γPN = 0.378+0.522
−0.269 in the case of γ = δ. Moreover,

in this paper, we assessed the constraints for the total
mass-profile and light-profile shapes of elliptical galax-
ies. Allowing for the cosmic evolution of the total mass
density profile exponent in the form of γ = γ0+γ1z, there
is no obvious evidence suggesting that the total density
profile of intermediate mass early-type galaxies has be-
come steeper over cosmic time (up to z ∼ 1), and the
singular isothermal sphere model is well favored by the
current mass-selected sample in both lens models.
Furthermore, we elaborated what kind of results one

could acquire making use of the future measurements of
a well-selected sample containing 5000 LSST lenses. The
final results imply that much more severe constraints
on the γPN will be achieved with 10−2 ∼ 10−3 preci-
sion in the regime of screening radii Λ = 10 − 300 kpc.
Benefiting from LSST’s wide field of view and sensitiv-
ity, the SGL systems detectable in the future can be
very helpful for testing GR on kpc-Mpc scales in mod-
ified theories of gravity. Interestingly, the degeneracy
between the screening scale Λ and the PPN parameter
γPN derived from the full simulated SGL samples and
four sub-samples is very similar to the results presented
in Jyoti et al. (2019); Abadi & Kovetz (2021), where the
authors do not carry out full MCMC analysis in param-
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eter space. Meanwhile, we still do not find any particu-
lar cutoff scale for these simulated SGL samples, which
is consistent with the assumption that GR is valid and
no screening effects are involved in simulating the LSST
SGL systems. With the increasing number of available
galaxy-scale lenses, our results imply that it would be
advantageous to use velocity dispersion measurements of
the intermediate-mass elliptical galaxies to probe depar-
tures from GR under the screened MG model, where the
gravitational slip is modeled as a step-wise discontinu-
ous phenomenon with the screening radius Λ. Other
cosmological probes, such as strongly lensed fast radio
bursts (FRBs), lensed gravitational-wave signals and so
on would be beneficial complementary probes in the case
Λ ≥ RE . Besides, the SIS model (γ0 = 2, γ1 = 0)
is included within 1σ for all simulated samples selected
with different criteria, which is consistent with the prior
γ = 2.01± 1.24 used to model the total mass density of
the forecasted LSST lenses.
In this work, we also considered four sub-samples de-

rived from the well-defined sample of 5000 LSST lenses
and applied the logarithmic polynomial cosmographic re-
construction of distances based on the SNe Ia pantheon
sample. It should be noted that the slight deviation from
γPN = 1 (γPN = 0.981+0.021

−0.020 for γ = δ, and γPN =

0.935+0.051
−0.131 for γ 6= δ) is a bit more noticeable than in the

case of the full simulated SGL sample (γPN = 0.998+0.003
−0.007

for γ = δ, and γPN = 0.973+0.027
−0.071 for γ 6= δ) in both lens

models. This indicates the possibility that over the red-
shift range 0 < z < 2.5, the SNe Ia pantheon sample
serving as standard candles may provide a valuable sup-
plement to the assumed fiducial cosmology in testing de-
parture from GR. For the sub-samples defined by differ-
ent redshift ranges, the constraints on γPN became more
diverse in the lens model where γ 6= δ is assumed. Sig-
nificant departures from γPN = 1 are present, which are
γPN = 0.547+0.346

−0.369 and γPN = 0.546+0.394
−0.375 corresponding

to the sub-samples 0.3 < z < 0.65 and z ≥ 0.65, respec-
tively. However, in the case of γ = δ, the same sub-
samples gave γPN = 0.999+0.007

−0.013 and γPN = 0.999+0.054
−0.097

respectively. Therefore, the lens mass model seems to
have a great influence on the limits on the PPN param-
eter with screening length Λ = 10− 300 kpc, which also
can be concluded from the current intermediate mass
SGL systems. Additionally, we have re-simulated the
LSST samples with modified gravity effect present in the
fiducial model and our results demonstrate the effective-
ness of our methodology. In this paper, we just adopted
a power-law profile to characterize the distribution of
the luminous component. On the other hand, there are
other more complicated but also more realistic descrip-
tions of the luminosity density profiles in the literature
(Hernquist 1990; Navarro et al. 1997). It should be em-
phasized that more appropriate and accurate modeling
of the structure of lensing galaxies will contribute to the
precision and accuracy of testing the validity of GR us-
ing the SGL systems, and future systematic surveys such
as LSST (Abell et al. 2009), DES (Frieman et al. 2004),
and Euclid survey (Pocino et al. 2021) will greatly con-
duce to such studies.
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Biesiada, M., Piórkowska, A., & Malec, B. 2010, MNRAS, 406,

1055
Binney, J. 1980, MNRAS, 190, 873
Birrer, S., Treu, T., Rusu, C. E., et al. 2019, MNRAS, 484, 4726
Bolton, A. S., Rappaport, S., & Burles, S. 2006, Phys. Rev. D,

74, 061501
Bolton, A. S., et al. 2008, ApJ, 682, 964
Bolton, A. S., et al. 2012, ApJ, 757, 1
Bonvin, V., et al. 2016, MNRAS, 465, 4914
Bullock, J. S., Kolatt, T. S., Sigad, Y., Somerville, R. S.,

Kravtsov, A. V., Klypin, A. A., Primack, J. R., Dekel, A.,
2001, MNRAS, 321, 559

Cao, S., & Zhu, Z.-H. 2012, A&A, 538, A43
Cao, S., Covone, G., & Zhu, Z.-H. 2012, ApJ, 755, 31
Cao, S., Pan, Y., Biesiada, M., Godlowski, W., & Zhu, Z.-H.

2012, JCAP, 03, 016
Cao, S., Zhu, Z.-H., & Zhao, R. 2012, Phys. Rev. D, 84, 023005
Cao, S., et al. 2015, ApJ, 806, 66
Cao, S., et al., 2016, MNRAS, 461, 2192
Cao, S., Li, X., Biesiada, M., et al. 2017, ApJ, 835, 92
Cao, S., et al., 2018, APJ, 867, 50
Cao, S., et al., 2020, APJ, 888, L25
Cardone, V. F., Tortora, C., Molinaro, R., Salzano, V., 2009,

A&A, 504, 769
Cardone, V. F., Tortora, C., 2010, MNRAS, 409, 1570
Cardone, V. F., Piedipalumbo, E., Scudellaro, P. 2016, MNRAS,

455, 831
Chae, K.-H. 2003, MNRAS, 346, 746
Chae, K.-H., Chen, G., Ratra, B., & Lee, D.-W. 2004, ApJ, 607,

L71
Chen, Y., Li, R., Shu, Y. 2019, MNRAS, 488, 3745
Chiba, T. 2003, Phys. Lett. B, 575, 1
Collett, T. E. & Auger, M. W. 2014, MNRAS, 443, 969
Collett, T. E., Oldham, L. J., Smith, R. J., et al. 2018, Science,

360, 1342
Collett, T. E. 2015, ApJ, 811, 20
Copeland, E. J., Sami, M., Tsujikawa, S. 2006, IJMPD, 15, 1753
Daniel, S. F., et al. 2008, Phys. Rev. D, 77, 103513
Dubovsky, S. L. 2004, JHEP, 10, 076
Dvali, G., Gabadadze, G., Porrati, M. 2000, Phys. Lett. B, 485,

208
Dyson, F. W., Eddington, A. S., & Davidson, C. 1920, Phil.

Trans. R. Soc., 220, 291
Fassnacht, C. D., et al. 2002, ApJ, 581, 823
Ferreira, P. G. 2019, ARA&A, 57, 335
Foreman-Mackey, D., Hogg, D. W., Lang, D., Goodman, J. 2013,

PASP, 125, 306
Frieman, J., Dark Energy Survey Collaboration, 2004, BAAS, 36,

1462
Geng, S. B., et al. 2021, MNRAS, 503, 1319

http://arxiv.org/abs/0912.0201


14 Lian, et al.

Gerhard, O., Kronawitter, A., Saglia, R. P., & Bender, R. 2001,
AJ, 121, 1936

Grillo, C., Lombardi, M., & Bertin, G. 2008, A&A, 477, 397
Hernquist, L., 1990, ApJ, 356, 359
Hilbert, S., Hartlap, J., White, S. D. M., Schneider, P. 2009,

A&A, 499, 31
Holanda, R. F. L., Pereira, S. H., Jain, D., 2017, MNRAS, 471,

3079
Humphrey, P. J., & Buote, D. A. 2010, MNRAS, 403, 2143
Jain, B., & Khoury, J. 2010, AnPhy, 325, 1479
Jain, B., Joyce, A., Thompson, R., et al. 2013, arXiv:1309.5389
Jin, K.-J., Zhang, Y.-Z., & Zhu, Z.-H. 2000, Phys. Lett. A,

264,335
Joyce, A., Jain, B., Khoury, J., & Trodden, M. 2015, PhR, 568, 1
Jyoti, D., Munoz, J. B., Caldwell, R. R., Kamionkowski, M. 2019,

Phys. Rev. D, 100, 043031
Keeton, C. R. 2001, ApJ, 561, 46
Kessler, R., & Scolnic, D., 2017, ApJ, 836, 56
Kochanek, C. S., & White, M. 2001, ApJ, 559, 531
Komatsu, E., et al., 2011, ApJS, 192, 18
Koopmans, L.V.E. 2006, in EAS Publications Series, ed. G. A.

Mamon, F. Combes, C. Deffayet, & B. Fort, Vol. 20, 161
Koopmans, L. V., Treu, T., Bolton, A. S., Burles, S., &

Moustakas, L. A. 2006, ApJ, 649, 599
Koyama, K. 2016, Rept. Prog. Phys., 79, 046902
Li, X., Cao, S., Zheng, X., Li, S., Biesiada, M., 2016, Research in

Astronomy and Astrophysics, 16, 84
Liu, T. H., et al. 2019, ApJ, 886, 94
Liu, T. H., et al. 2020, MNRAS, 496, 708
Liu, X. H., et al. 2022, ApJ, 927, 28
Ma, Y. B., et al. 2019, EPJC, 79, 121
Ma, C. P., & Bertschinger, E. 1995, ApJ, 455, 7 Mitchell, J. L.,

Keeton, C. R., Frieman, J. A., & Sheth, R. K. 2005, ApJ, 622,
81

Mao, S. D., & Schneider, P. 1998, MNRAS, 295, 587
Mitchell, J. L., Keeton, C. R., Frieman, J. A., & Sheth, R. K.

2005, ApJ, 622, 81
Mukohyama, S., & Randall, L. 2004, Phys. Rev. Lett., 92 , 211302
Narayan, R., & Bartelmann, M. 1996, arXiv:9606001
Navarro, J. F., Frenk, C. S., White, S. D. M., 1996, ApJ, 462, 563
Navarro, J. F., Frenk, C. S., White, S. D. M., 1997, ApJ, 490, 493
Nojiri, S., & Odintsov, S. D. 2006, arXiv:0601213
Ofek, E. O., Rix, H.-W., & Maoz, D. 2003, MNRAS, 343, 639
Oguri, M., et al. 2008, AJ, 135, 512
Oguri, M., Marshall, P. J. 2010, MNRAS, 405, 2579
Padilla, A. 2015, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:1502.05296
Padmanabhan, T. 2003, Phys. Rep., 380, 235
Peebles, P. J., & Ratra, B. 2003, Reviews of Modern Physics, 75,

559
Planck Collaboration 2020, A&A, 641, A6
Euclid Collaboration, Pocino, A., Tutusaus, I., et al. 2021, A&A,

655, A44
Pound, R. V., & Rebka, G. A. 1960, Phys. Rev. Lett., 4, 337

Qi, J.-Z., et al. 2019, MNRAS, 483, 1104
Räsänen, S., Bolejko, K., Finoguenov, A. 2015, Phys. Rev. Lett.,

115, 101301
Riess, A. G., Strolger, L. G., Casertano, S., et al. 2007, ApJ, 659,

98
Riess, A. G., Rodney, S. A., Scolnic, D. M., et al. 2018, ApJ, 853,

126
Rodney, S. A., Riess, A. G., Strolger, L. G., et al. 2014, AJ, 148,13
Ruff, A., et al. 2011, ApJ, 727, 96
Sahni, V., & Starobinsky, A. 2000, IJMPD, 9, 373
Schimd, C., Uzan, J.-P., & Riazuelo, A. 2005, Phys. Rev. D, 71,

083512
Schwab, J., Bolton, A. S., & Rappaport, S. A. 2010, ApJ, 708, 750
Schneider, P., Ehlers, J., & Falco, E. E. 1992, Gravitational

Lenses (Springer-Verlag, New York)
Scolnic, D. M., et al. 2018, APJ, 859, 101
Serjeant, S., 2014, ApJ, 793, L10
Shapiro, I. I. 1964, Phys. Rev. Lett., 13, 789
Shapiro, S. S., Davis, J. L., Lebach, D. E., Gregory, J. S. 2004,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 92, 121101
Shu, Y., et al. 2017, ApJ, 851, 48
Smith, T. L. 2009, arXiv:0907.4829
Sollerman, J. et al. 2009, ApJ, 703, 1374
Sonnenfeld, A., et al. 2013, ApJ, 777, 98

Sotiriou, T. P., Faraoni, V. 2010, Rev. Mod. Phys., 82, 451
Suyu, S. H. 2012, MNRAS, 426, 868
Suyu, S. H., Bonvin, V., Courbin, F., et al. 2017, MNRAS, 468,

2590
Suzuki, N., Rubin, D., Lidman, C., et al. 2012, ApJ, 746, 85
Taylor, J. H., Fowler, L. A., & McCulloch, P. M. 1979, Nature,

277, 437
Thorne, K. S., & Will, C. M. 1971, ApJ, 163, 595
Treu, T. 2010, ARA&A, 48, 87
Treu, T., et al. 2006a, ApJ, 640, 662
Vainshtein, A. I. 1972, Phys. Rev. B, 39, 393
Wang, Y.C. et al. 2018, arXiv:1811.06545v1
Weinberg, S. 1989, Rev. Modern Phys., 61, 1
Williams, J. G., Turyshev, S. G., & Boggs, D. H. 2004, Phys.

Rev. Lett., 93, 261101
Will, C. M. 2014, Living Reviews in Relativity, 17, 4
Wong, K. C., Suyu, S. H., Chen, G. C. F., et al. 2020, MNRAS,

498, 1420
Xia, J.-Q., Yu, H., Wang, G.-J., Tian, S.-X., Li, Z.-X., Cao, S.,

Zhu, Z.-H. 2017, ApJ, 834, 75
Yang, T., Birrer, S., & Hu, B. 2020, MNRAS, 497, L56
Zhu, Z.-H., & Wu, X.-P. 1997, A&A, 324, 483
Zhu, Z.-H. 2000, IJMPD, 9, 591
Zhu, Z.-H., & Sereno, M. 2008, A&A, 487, 831
Zhu, Z.-H., et al. 2008, A&A, 483, 15
Zhou, H., & Li, Z. 2020, ApJ, 889, 186

http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.5389
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05296
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.4829
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.06545


0.000 0.025 0.050 0.075 0.100 0.125 0.150 0.175 0.200
ΔσvΔσv

0

2

4

6

8

Fr
eq

ue
nc

y


