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Observations of galaxy-scale strong gravitational lensing systems enable unique tests of depar-
tures from general relativity at the kpc-Mpc scale. In this work, the gravitational slip parameter
γPN, measuring the amplitude of a hypothetical fifth force, is constrained using 130 elliptical galaxy
lens systems. We implement a lens model with a power-law total mass density and a deprojected
De Vaucouleurs luminosity density, favored over a power-law luminosity density. To break the
degeneracy between the lens velocity anisotropy, β, and the gravitational slip, we introduce a new
prior on the velocity anisotropy based on recent dynamical data. For a constant gravitational
slip, we find γPN = 0.90+0.18

−0.14 in agreement with general relativity at the 68% confidence level.
Introducing a Compton wavelength λg, effectively screening the fifth force at small and large
scales, the best fit is obtained for λg ∼ 0.2 Mpc and γPN = 0.77+0.25

−0.14. A local minimum is found

at λg ∼ 100 Mpc and γPN = 0.560.45−0.35. We conclude that there is no evidence in the data for a
significant departure from general relativity and that using accurate assumptions and having good
constraints on the lens galaxy model is key to ensure reliable constraints on the gravitational slip.

I. INTRODUCTION

Together with quantum field theory, Einstein’s theory
of general relativity (GR) is a cornerstone of modern
physics. Those two theories yield a description of the
history of the Universe from a fraction of a second after
the Big Bang to today, in what’s called the cosmological
concordance model ΛCDM [1]. The latter model is not
fully understood however. In particular, the accelerated
cosmic expansion remains one of the most puzzling
questions in cosmology and in physics in general [2]. It
may be formally understood as a cosmological constant
added to Einstein equations expressing the link between
space-time curvature and the stress-energy tensor Tµν .
The required cosmological constant is very small and
presents a discrepancy of ≳ 60 orders of magnitude
with theoretical estimates, refered to as the cosmological
constant problem [3].

Another perspective for understanding cosmic acceler-
ation is to modify Einstein’s theory of gravity [4]. So far,
GR has been confirmed in all experiments, especially
at the Solar System scale [5–7] but the true gravity
theory might deviate from GR at cosmological scales.
Therefore, determining whether dark energy or modified
gravity (MG) drives cosmic expansion can potentially
be adressed with a test of GR at cosmological scales.
Many MG theories can be embedded in a phenomeno-
logical description [8], allowing for measurements of
general departures from GR. The validity of GR can be
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tested by constraining the gravitational slip parameter
γPN [9], which describes how much space curvature is
provided by the unit rest mass of objects. In addi-
tion, screening mechanisms appear naturally in many
MG theories and restore GR on small and large scales [3].

Several cosmological probes allow tests of GR under
screening. Among them, strong gravitational lensing
(SGL) occurs due to the curving of space-time induced
by mass. Strong lensing more precisely refers to the for-
mation of multiple source images by a lens mass located
close to the line of sight towards the source. In recent
years, great efforts have been put into estimating cosmo-
logical parameters [10, 11], measuring the Hubble con-
stant H0 [12, 13], the cosmic curvature [14] and the dis-
tribution of matter in massive galaxies acting as lenses
[15, 16]. Provided reasonable prior assumptions and ap-
propriate descriptions of the internal structure of lensing
galaxies, it is possible to constrain the gravitational slip
γPN using SGL [17–20]. Recent publications introduced
a phenomenological screening model as a step disconti-
nuity in γPN at a scale rV [20–22]. The obtained con-
straint in Ref. 21 is |γPN − 1| ≤ 0.2 × (rV /100 kpc)
with rV = 10− 200 kpc using two gravitationally lensed
quasars time-delay measurements. Fast radio burst time-
delay simulations [22], predict constraints |γPN − 1| ≤
0.04× (rV /100 kpc)× [N/10]−1/2 where N is the sample
size. Ten events alone could place constraints at a level
of 10% in the range rV = 10− 300 kpc.

In this work, we take advantage of a recently compiled
sample of 130 SGL systems [16] to investigate a grav-
itational slip under screening effects. Here, we assume
that only massless photons will be affected by the fifth
force i.e. only the longitudinal potential, Ψ, varies. This
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is a common assumption [16, 20] motivated by the fact
that we only probe the difference between massive and
massless particles. We introduce a phenomenological de-
scription of screening at small and large scales respec-
tively, parameterised by the Vainshtein radius, rV , and
the Compton wavelength of the theory, λg. The combi-
nation of lensing and stellar kinematics data is used to
constrain possible discrepancies in the gravitational ef-
fects on massless (photons) and massive (stars, gas, ...)
particles. We introduce a deprojected De Vaucouleurs lu-
minosity density to be compared with the commonly used
power-law luminosity profile. We assess the influence of
the lens mass model on our estimation of the gravita-
tional slip and finally study the degeneracy between the
gravitational slip and the Compton wavelength of the
theory for λg = 1pc− 100Gpc.

This paper is organised as follows: in Section II,
we introduce the model used to evaluate the velocity
dispersion of lensing galaxies and our phenomenological
screening description. We further introduce our SGL
sample, the cosmological model as well as the model
parameters for which we perform a Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) analysis. In Section III, we present and
discuss our results. The case without screening is first
used to asses the influence of the lens mass model on the
fit before studying the degeneracy between the Compton
wavelength and the gravitational slip. Conclusions are
summarised in Section IV.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. The Model

1. The general framework

The general idea is to measure the mass enclosed
inside the Einstein radius of the lens using both massless
photons and massive stars as probes of the gravitational
potential. Besides the imaging data of the SGL, spec-
troscopic data of the system is needed to measure the
velocity dispersion of the lens galaxy. The comparison
of the projected gravitational and dynamical masses
(Mgrav and Mdyn respectively) provides a promising test
of GR at the galactic scales.

From the theory of gravitational lensing, the gravita-
tional mass is Mgrav = ΣcrπR

2
E,GR [23] in GR where

RE,GR = θE,GRDl is the Einstein radius wherein θE,GR

is the Einstein angle andDl the angular distance between
the observer and the lens. The critical surface density is
defined by,

Σcr =
c2

4πG

Ds

DlDls
, (1)

where Ds and Dls are the angular distances between the

observer and the source and between the lens and the
source respectively.

A mass distribution model of the lens galaxy
[ρ(r), ν(r), β] is required to compute the velocity disper-
sion in the lens galaxy and the dynamical mass Mdyn.
ρ is the total mass density, ν the luminosity density of
stars and β the anisotropy of the velocity dispersion as-
sumed to be constant in this work. Assuming spherical
symmetry, the Jeans equation [24] is given by

d

dr
[ν(r)σ2

r ] + 2
β

r
ν(r)σ2

r = −ν(r)
dΦ

dr
, (2)

where the gravitational potential is given by

dΦ

dr
=

GM(r)

r2
, (3)

where M(r) denotes the mass enclosed inside a sphere of
radius r. After integration,

σ2
r(r) =

G
∫∞
r

dr′ν(r′)r′2β−2M(r′)

r2βν(r)
. (4)

In an observational context, we do not measure σ2
r but

rather the luminosity-weighted average along the line of
sight (los) and over the effective spectroscopic aperture
RA [16]. This can be expressed mathematically,

σ2
∥(≤ RA) =

∫ RA

0
dR2πR

∫∞
−∞ dZσ2

losν(r)∫ RA

0
dR2πR

∫∞
−∞ dZν(r)

, (5)

where σlos is the velocity dispersion along the line of sight,

σ2
los = (σr cos θ)

2 + (σt sin θ)
2, (6)

where σt is the tangential velocity dispersion, σr the ra-
dial velocity dispersion and θ the angle between the line
of sight and the radial direction. Note that σ2

r contains
Mdyn since we use the equality Mgrav = Mdyn to fix the
normalisation constant of the density ρ.

2. Lens mass models

In this work we use the following lens mass model:


ρ(r) = ρ0

(
r
r0

)−γ

,

ν(r) = ν0
(
r
a

)−δ
exp

(
−
(
r
a

)1/4)
,

β = 1− σ2
t

σ2
r
,

(7)

where ρ follows a commonly used power-law distribution
[16, 17, 20] and ν a deprojected De Vaucouleurs density
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profile [25] where a = Reff/b
4 with b = 7.66925 and δ =

0.8556. It will be compared to the commonly used power-
law νpl(r) = ν0(r/r0)

−δ. The latter is convenient since
the velocity dispersion can be expressed analytically [16].
The case of the De Vaucouleurs deprojected luminosity
density requires numerical integration:

σ2
∥(≤ RA) =

2c2√
π

Ds

Dls
θE,GR

Γ(γ/2)

Γ
(
γ−1
2

) (
Reff

RE

)2−γ

× 1

b4(2−γ)

A(γ, β;RA, Reff)

B(RA, Reff)
,

(8)

where

A(γ, β;RA,Reff) =

∫ RA
Reff

b4

0

∫ ∞

−∞
dRdZ

R

(R2 + Z2)β

× Γ

(
4 + 4(2β − γ − δ + 1), (R

2
+ Z

2
)
1/8

)1 − β
R2

R2 + Z2

 ,

(9)

and

B(RA,Reff) =

∫ RA
Reff

b4

0

∫ ∞

−∞
dRdZ

R

(R2 + Z2)δ/2
exp

(
−(R

2
+ Z

2
)
1/8

)
, (10)

with Γ(., .) the upper incomplete gamma function:

Γ(s, x) =

∫ ∞

x

ts−1e−tdt. (11)

A and B are numerically expensive to compute. As
shown in Section II B Eq. (22), A and B do not depend
on RA and Reff, as B is constant and A can be obtained
through interpolation in the (γ, β)-plane. We use a Gaus-
sian Process with a Matern 5/2 kernel to avoid the un-
timely call to a numerical integrator. We thus have an
expression of the velocity dispersion depending on the
Einstein radius of GR. We will mainly focus our interest
on the De Vaucouleurs deprojected luminosity profile but
will compare its results to those of the power-law model
(See eq. (B1)).

3. Gravitational slip and screening mechanisms

So far, we have not introduced the gravitational slip.
This can be done by making the link between the ob-
served Einstein radius, θE,obs, and the one predicted by
GR, θE,GR, given the lens mass distribution derived from
the observed velocity dispersion. The post-Newtonian
variables are applied to quantify the behaviour of grav-
ity and deviations from GR. We express the metric on
cosmological scales as [26],

ds2 = a2(η)[−(1 + 2Φ)dη2 + (1− 2Ψ)dx⃗2], (12)

where a2(η) is the cosmological scale factor, η the con-
formal time and Φ and Ψ are the Newtonian and longi-
tudinal gravitational potentials. In the weak-field limit,

GR predicts Φ = Ψ making it possible to constrain pos-
sible departures from GR using the gravitational slip pa-
rameter γPN = Φ/Ψ. MG theories such as f(R) [27],
Brans-Dicke gravity [8] or massive gravity [28, 29] all pre-
dict a difference bewteen the two potentials Φ ̸= Ψ. In
many MG theories, γPN = 1 is expected at small and/or
large scales due to screening effects and a limited range
of the additional fifth force. Gravitational screening sup-
presses the additional gravitational degrees of freedom
introduced by MG theories within a certain scale, in mas-
sive gravity theory refered to as the Vainshtein radius rV .
At large scales, the Compton wavelength of the massive
graviton λg sets the characteristic length of the Yukawa
decay. Photons follow null geodesics, ds2 = 0 and are
thus affected by a potential Σ ≡ Φ + Ψ (12). We can
model the departure from GR phenomenologically,

Σ = [2 + (γPN − 1)ϵ(r; rV , λg)]Φ(r), (13)

where ϵ is a slip profile parameterised by rV and λg.
Note that the functional form of ϵ depends on the spe-
cific MG theory studied. ϵ = 1 corresponds to a scale-
independent deviation from GR [17, 19, 30], discussed
in Section IIIA. In Refs. 20–22, a step function corre-
sponding to ϵ(r; rV , λg) = Θ(r − rV ) is employed. This
description covers a large variety of models. The key
feature is the computation of the deflection angle α(θ)
[29]

α =
1

c2
Dls

Ds

∫ ∞

−∞
∇⊥ΣdZ, (14)

where ∇⊥ is the gradient perpendicular to the direction
of the photon. We distinguish the deflection angle in
GR and the additional contribution from the fifth force
parameterised by γPN, rV and λg:

αGR(θ) =
2

c2
Dls

Ds

∫ ∞

−∞

∂Φ

∂R
dZ, (15)

∆α(θ) =
γPN − 1

c2
Dls

Ds

∫ ∞

−∞

∂

∂R
(ϵ(r; rV , λg)Φ(r))dZ. (16)

The lens equation, with β the source angular position,
is given by

β(θ) = θ − αGR(θ)−∆α(θ). (17)

Setting β = 0 draws a map from the observed Einstein
radius, θE,obs, and the one predicted by GR, θE,GR. The
slip profile considered in this work is

ϵ(r; rV , λg) =
rf

rfV + rf
e−r/λg , (18)

where f is an additional parameter tuning the sharpness
of the cutoff at small scales. It models a polynomial
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screening at small scales and an exponential decay at
large scales in keeping with bimetric gravity [29, 31]. For
consistency with the latter theory, we fix f = 3 through-
out this work. In more general terms, we model γPN

as radius dependent. ϵ encodes the radial profile of γPN

which goes to 1 for r ≪ rV and r ≫ λg and the remaining
degree of freedom is the maximum deviation of the grav-
itational slip from unity. The deflection angle associated
with this screening function is

αGR(θ) = θ
γ−1
E,GR

θ
2−γ

, (19)

∆α(θ) =
γPN − 1

2
√

π

Γ
(
γ
2

)
Γ
(
γ−1
2

) (θE,GRDL)
γ−1

θ

×
∫ ∞

−∞
dZe

−r/λg r
f−γ

1 −
r

λg(2 − γ)

 1

r
f
V

+ rf
+

f

2 − γ

r
f
V

(r
f
V

+ rf )2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

I(Dlθ;λg,rV ,γ,f)

.

(20)

giving, using (17):

θE,GR =

(
θ
1−γ
E,obs

+
γPN − 1

2
√

π

Γ(γ/2)

Γ((γ − 1)/2)
D

γ−1
l

I(DlθE,obs;λg, rV , f, γ)

) 1
1−γ

.

(21)

B. Data sample

In this work, we recovered a subsample of the data
used in Ref. 16 (See Table A1 in the latter), having the
benefit of being a recently compiled dataset for strong
lensing. It contains 130 galaxy-scale SGL systems se-
lected to approximately comply with the assumption of
spherical symmetry via the following criteria:

• The lens galaxy should be an Early-Type Galaxy
with E/S0 morphologies.

• The lens galaxy should not have significant sub-
structure or close massive companion.

Among those 130 systems, 57 comes from the SLACS
survey [32], 38 from the SLACS extension SLACS for
the Masses [33], 21 from the BELLS [34] and 14 from
the BELLS for GALaxt-Lyα EmitteR sYstems (BELLS
GALLERY, [35]).

This dataset provides the following information of rele-
vance to compute the theoretical velocity dispersion from
equations (B1) or (8):

• zl, the lens redshift.

• zs, the source redshift.

• θE,obs, the observed Einstein angle.

• σap, the velocity dispersion of the lens galaxy in the
corresponding spectroscopic aperture.

• ∆σap, the associated measurement error.

• θap, the spectroscopic aperture angular radius.

• θeff, the half-light angular radius of the lens galaxy.

• δ, power-law index of the luminosity density1.

To take into account the effect of the aperture size
on the measurements of the velocity dispersions σap, we
normalise all velocity dispersion to the typical physical
aperture θeff/2:

σobs
∥ = σap

(
θeff
2θap

)η

. (22)

We adopt the best-fit value of η = −0.066±0.035 from
Ref. [36]. The total uncertainty of σobs

∥ can thus be

written [19]:

(∆σtot
∥ )2 =

[
∆σ2

ap

σ2
ap

+∆σ2
sys +

[
ln

(
θeff
2θap

)
∆η

]2]
(σobs

∥ )2,

(23)

where we include a systematic error of ∆σsys, e.g., tak-
ing into account possible extra mass contribution from
matter along the LOS [37]. Previous work introduced a
systematic error of 3%. To assess the uncertainty linked
to the mass model, we run an MCMC analysis with
γPN = 1 and ∆σsys as an additional parameter. The fit-
ted value for the systematic error is ∆σsys = 9.52±0.01%
larger than the one used in previous work. In what fol-
lows, the latter value for the systematic error is used.
The corresponding theoretical prediction of the velocity
dispersion is obtained by evaluating equations (B1) and
(8) at RA = Reff/2,

σth
∥ = σ∥(≤ Reff/2). (24)

In our analysis, we assume a Gaussian likelihood:

L ∝ e−χ2/2, (25)

where

χ2 =

N∑
i=1

(
σth
∥,i − σobs

∥,i

∆σtot
∥,i

)2

, (26)

with N being the number of SGL systems. In the fol-
lowing analysis, we derive the posterior probability dis-
tributions of model parameters using an affine-invariant
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) Ensemble sampler
(emcee; [38]).

1 When required this index has been fitted on the high-resolution
HST imaging data for the galaxies in our sample, see [16] for
details.
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C. Cosmological model

In equations (B1) and (8), we use a ΛCDM cosmology
such that the angular distance between redshift z1 and
z2 is given by

D(z1, z2;H0,Ωm) =
c

H0(1 + z2)

∫ z2

z1

dz

E(z; Ωm)
, (27)

E(z; Ωm) =
√
Ωm(1 + z)3 + (1− Ωm), (28)

where H0 = 67.37 km/s/Mpc and Ωm = 0.315 [39].

It is common in the literature to use a cosmology-
independent approach to compute the angular distance,
usually using Type Ia supernovae data to get luminosity
distances up to redshift z ≃ 2 (See Refs. [14, 16, 20]). We
chose not to adopt such an approach and argue that the
cosmological model has only negligible influence on the
results. Also, since we only need ratios of angular dis-
tances Ds/Dls, the results do not depend on the Hubble
constant H0. As evident from Figure 2 in [16], the influ-
ence of Ωm on the ratio is quite small, at least for lenses
at small redshift. Finally, Figure 4 and Table 1 in [19]
show that the use of distance calibration yields only mi-
nor modifications to the fitted values. The reader should
nevertheless keep in mind that using ΛCDM to measure
distances and constrain GR should be considered an ap-
proximation employed for simplicity, motivated by the
fact that a polynomial fit of Type Ia supernova data will
only yield small differences in the estimation of angular
distances.

D. Model parameters and priors

We run MCMC chains to fit the gravitational slip, γPN,
the mass density slope γ, and the velocity anisotropy, β.
The gravitational slip is our main interest but it requires
accurate constrains on the lens mass model [15, 17]. γ
corresponds to a common total density slope across our
sample. We adopt flat priors for γPN and γ on sufficiently
wide ranges. We cannot independently measure β for
individual lensing system with the spectroscopic data
available. The latter is thus considered as a nuisance
parameter, and therefore needs an informative prior.

1. Prior on the velocity anisotropy

A truncated Gaussian prior on the velocity anisotropy
β is commonly used with β = 0.18 ± 0.13 truncated at
[β − 2σβ , β + 2σβ ] [16, 19, 20, 30]. This constraint is
obtained from a well-studied sample of nearby elliptical
galaxies [40]. We assess the influence of the prior on

β by introducing a new prior based on the most recent
dynamical data of E/S0 galaxies from the combined anal-
ysis of the Dynamical and stellar Population (DynPop)
for the MaNGA survey in the final SDSS Data Release
17 [41]. It contains dynamical data of ∼ 104 galaxies
in the local universe analysed using the axisymmetric
Jean Anisotropic Modelling (JAM) method. The latter is
based on the Jeans equation with the velocity anisotropy
β as a parameter. In line with our spherically symmetric
assumption, we consider the models using JAMsph. We
moreover only use the NFW and gNFW mass models
since the mass-follows-light and the fixed NFW do not
recover the density profiles very well. Finally, to avoid
bias, we only select E/S0 galaxies using the method in
Ref. 42. To only select the most reliable data, we further
impose

|βNFW − βgNFW | < 0.05. (29)

The threshold has been chosen to ensure a reasonable
trade-off between the amount of data and the quality
of the fit of β. Our final sample contains 1136 galaxies
to which we fit several distributions in order to find the
most realistic prior. We finally chose a logistic prior to
be compared with the histograms of our data in Figure
1,

f(x;µ, s) =
e−(x−µ)/s

s(1 + e−(x−µ)/s2)
, (30)

where f is the logistic’s density and µ and s are the
location and scale parameters fitted to the histograms.
The logistic’s wings are wider than the Gaussian’s so it
will allow the MCMC analysis to allow for larger range
of values for the velocity anisotropy. The logistic is
truncated at 3σ to prevent β from taking nonphysical
values, e.g., β > 1.

2. Grid analysis of screening mechanisms

In Section III B, we will introduce screening mecha-
nisms by performing the fit for various values of the
Compton wavelength of the theory, λg. The latter will
span order of magnitudes from the pc scale to the Gpc
scale. Motivated by bimetric theory, we make the Vain-
shtein radius rV dependent of λg and the mass of the lens
galaxy [29],

rV = (rSλ
2
g)

1/3, (31)

where rS is the Schwarzschild radius of the lens consid-
ered given by the mass inside its Einstein radius θE,obs.
The Vainshtein radius is therefore different for each
galaxy in our sample. Varying λg explore regimes where
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FIG. 1. Distribution of the anisotropy parameter β from
MaNGA DynPop modelling [41]. The blue and green his-
tograms correspond to the distribution obtained with an
NFW and a gNFW model, respectively. The red solid curve
corresponds to the best-fit of the histograms obtained with a
logistic distribution (See eq. (30)).

the lenses in our samples are screened or unscreened ex-
plaining why we rather perform sampling of the gravita-
tional slip for various λg rather than including it in our
parameters. The former case allows to study the depen-
dency of the constraints of γPN on λg whereas the latter
would not sample the full range of λg.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We first assess the influence of the lens mass model
in the case of a scale independent gravitational slip in
Section IIIA. We then study the constraints on a scale
dependent gravitational slip (Section III B) and discuss
the results in Section III C.

A. Constant gravitational slip

For ϵ(r; rV , λg) = 1, the relation between θE,GR and
θE,obs is obtained from (21) with rV = 0 and λg → ∞,

θE,GR = θE,obs

(
γPN + 1

2

)− 1
γ−1

. (32)

We perform the analysis for a power-law luminosity
density and a De Vaucouleurs luminosity density (Figure
2). We moreover study the influence of the prior on the
velocity anisotropy β by considering three priors:

(P1) Logistic distribution fitted to MaNGA DynPop dy-
namical data (See Section IID and Figure 1) trun-
cated at [µ− 3σ, µ+ 3σ] with (µ, σ) = (0.22, 0.2).

(P2) Truncated Gaussian with (µ, σ) = (0.3, 0.14) be-
tween [µ− 3σ, µ+ 3σ].

(P3) Truncated Gaussian with (µ, σ) = (0.18, 0.13) be-
tween [µ− 2σ, µ+ 2σ] used in previous work.

The results are summarised in Table I. We use
the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [43] and the
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) [44] as statistical
criterion for model selection

AIC = 2k + χ2
min, (33)

BIC = k ln(N) + χ2
min, (34)

where k is the number of parameters and N the
number of data points. They award models with
few parameters giving good fits to the data. Here,
models containing additional parameters for either
screening or the lens mass are penalized in terms of
the IC’s, unless they supply significant better fits com-
pared to the baseline model. Only the relative difference
in AIC and BIC is relevant to favor a model over another.

The best-fit values of a constant γPN are all consistent
with GR at the 68% confidence level. Particularly, in
the case of a logistic prior (P1), we find a best-fit value
of the gravitational slip of γPN = 1.14+0.22

−0.18 in the case

of power-law luminosity densities and γPN = 0.90+0.18
−0.14

in the case of deprojected De Vaucouleurs luminosity
densities.

The gravitational slip and the velocity anisotropy are
positively correlated and the prior on β can influence
the fitted value of γPN in the case of a power-law
luminosity density (See Figure 2). Our choice of prior
based on recent dynamical data [41] is slightly favored
upon commonly used Gaussian priors but the IC’s is
not significantly better. We however underline that the
posterior of the velocity anisotropy β is biased towards
low values in the case of a logistic prior. The fitted value
of the gravitational slip γPN is therefore prior dependent.
The best-fit values of the gravitational slip in the case of
a deprojected De Vaucouleurs profile depend less on the
prior choice for β. We find γPN = 0.90, 0.96 and 0.88
for priors (P1), (P2) and (P3), results agreeing at the
68% confidence level and being consistent with GR. We
further note that the De Vaucouleurs luminosity profile
improves the AIC with a value of 146.8 against 156.2 in
the power-law case using a logistic prior on β. Hereafter,
we use the logistic prior on the velocity anisotropy β
since it represents well the most recent dynamical data.
In the GR case (γPN = 1) with this logistic prior, the
fitted lens mass model gives an AICGR,DV = 151.1 and
χ2
GR,DV = 147.1 for a De Vaucouleurs luminosity profile.

The GR case is favored over the constant gravitational
slip case, since adding a constant gravitational slip does
not give a significantly better representation of the
data. The GR-case will serve as our reference model.
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FIG. 2. 1D and 2D marginalised probability distribution at the 1σ and 2σ confidence level for the gravitational slip parameter
γPN and the lens mass model parameters in the case of power-law profile (left panel) or a De Vaucouleurs profile (right panel)
for the luminosity density. The dashed lines represent γPN = 1 predicted by GR and γ = 2 expected for a Singular Isothermal
Sphere.

TABLE I. The 1D marginalized limit (68% confidence regions) for model parameters constrained from the truncated sample
with 130 SGL systems with various priors on β for two different models of the luminosity density. The bottom panel corresponds
to the case of GR where we fit the lens mass model to the data with γPN = 1.

Luminosity density Prior on β Parameters χ2
min AIC BIC

Power-law (P1) γPN = 1.14+0.22
−0.18 γ = 1.99+0.04

−0.04 β = −0.02+0.16
−0.19 156.2 162.2 170.8

Power-law (P2) γPN = 1.31+0.20
−0.17 γ = 2.00+0.04

−0.04 β = 0.14+0.12
−0.12 158.4 164.4 173.0

Power-law (P3) γPN = 1.22+0.17
−0.15 γ = 2.00+0.04

−0.04 β = 0.06+0.12
−0.12 157.2 163.2 171.8

De Vaucouleurs (P1) γPN = 0.90+0.18
−0.14 γ = 1.92+0.04

−0.05 β = 0.23+0.19
−0.19 146.8 152.8 161.4

De Vaucouleurs (P2) γPN = 0.96+0.15
−0.14 γ = 1.92+0.04

−0.05 β = 0.31+0.14
−0.13 146.8 152.8 161.4

De Vaucouleurs (P3) γPN = 0.88+0.14
−0.13 γ = 1.92+0.05

−0.05 β = 0.19+0.13
−0.13 146.8 152.8 161.4

Power-law (P1) γPN = 1 γ = 1.97+0.03
−0.03 β = −0.15+0.11

−0.08 154.8 158.8 169.4
De Vaucouleurs (P1) γPN = 1 γ = 1.94+0.04

−0.03 β = 0.30+0.14
−0.11 147.1 151.1 161.7

In the case of a power-law luminosity density, we get
AICGR,PL = 158.8 and χ2

GR,PL = 154.8 which performs
better than the case with a gravitational slip parameter.

We underline that the value of γ is positively correlated
with the gravitational slip. Our result γ ∈ [1.9, 2.1] is
consistent with previous studies fitting values of E/S0
galaxies density slope close to the Singular Isothermal
Sphere (SIS) value of γ = 2 [45].

B. Gravitational slip under screening

We now introduce a scale dependent slip parame-
terised by the Compton wavelength λg. The Vainshtein
radius is computed using equation (31). We fit the
gravitational slip and the lens mass parameters for
values of the Compton wavelength spanning from pc to
Gpc scales. Our interest here is how constraints on γPN

evolve with the Compton wavelength λg. Figure 3 shows
the 95% confidence region of γPN depending on λg for
a deprojected De Vaucouleurs luminosity density only.
As we can see in the bottom panel of figure 3, there are
two competing local χ2-minima for λg ∼ 0.2 Mpc and
λg ∼ 100 Mpc. Note that the contour plot obtained with
the Compton wavelength λg as a free parameters would
look different since the two local minima correspond to
slightly different best-fit values for the gravitational slip
and the samples are drawn from different region of phase
space. Gridding over λg’s allows for an analysis of the
degeneracy between the Compton wavelength and the
gravitational slip.

The dependence of the gravitational slip on the Comp-
ton wavelength allow us to draw qualitative conclusions.
We first highlight the inability of our model to constrain
γPN for λg ≤ 10−4 Mpc and λg ≥ 103 Mpc. In the
latter case, the Vainshtein radius for a galaxy of mass
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FIG. 3. Fitted values of γPN for various Compton wavelength
λg using a De Vaucouleurs luminosity profile. The upper
panel shows the evolution of the estimated γPN as well as its
confidence interval at the 68% and 95% levels. Shaded areas
correspond to regions of phase space ruled out by our con-
straints at the 95% confidence level. The lower panel shows
the corresponding value of the χ2 − χ2

min for each Compton
wavelength. The dashed purple line corresponds to the mini-
mum of the χ2

min = 134.9.

M ∼ 1011M⊙ is of the order rV ∼ 103−104 kpc. As a re-
sult, lens galaxies in our sample are completely screened
from fifth force lensing effects. Analogously, for Compton
wavelengths below ∼ 100 parsec, Einstein radii ∼ 10 kpc
correspond to large numbers of e-folds of the fifth force
Yukawa decay. In both regimes, we end up fitting models
effectively equivalent to the reference GR case. We note
some discrepancies from GR when fixing the Compton
wavelength to order λg ∼ 10−2 Mpc and λg ∼ 1 Mpc.
However, for these λg and values between, the obtained
constraints on the gravitational slip have no statistically
significant departures from GR.

Quantitatively, for intermediate Compton wavelength
λg, various constraints on the gravitational slip are ob-
tained but computing the χ2 hints at the most likely
configuration. The best fit is obtained for λg ∼ 0.2
Mpc i.e rV ∼ 1 kpc. The corresponding gravitational
slip γPN = 0.77+0.43

−0.23 at the 95% confidence level with

χ2
min = 134.9 yielding AICmin = 142.9. Including screen-

ing mechanisms provides a better fit to the data but
the result is consistent with GR at the 95% confidence
level. Note that the bottom panels of Figure 3 shows
that λg ∼ 100 Mpc presents a local minimum with a
χ2 = 136.5, slightly larger than for λg ∼ 0.2 Mpc (See Ta-
ble II). It appears that the AIC is significantly decreased

TABLE II. The 1D marginalized limit of the gravitational slip
constrained from the truncated sample with 130 SGL systems
with confidence regions at the 68% confidence level for rele-
vant Compton wavelengths λg. The ∆AIC is computed be-
tween the best-fit values reported and the AIC obtained in
GR χ2

GR = 147.1 and AICGR = 151.1.

λg [Mpc] Grav. slip γPN χ2
min ∆AICGR

0.2 0.77+0.25
−0.14 134.9 8.2

100 0.56+0.45
−0.35 136.5 6.6

FIG. 4. Confidence regions at the 68% and 95% confidence
level of the fitted parameters for a Compton wavelength λg =
100 Mpc using a De Vaucouleurs luminosity density.

when we take screening effects into account. Screening
mechanisms modify the shape of the likelihood used in
the GR case adding sharp variations of the χ2 sensitive
to both γPN and the lens mass model (γ, β). However,
the likelihood only slightly varies in some direction in the
(γPN, γ)-plane up to the GR case where the χ2

GR amounts
to ∼147 explaining the size of the error bars on the grav-
itational slip. This phenomenon will be further discussed
in section III C.
We finally underline that the tightening of the con-

straints for λg ∼ 1 Mpc and λg ∼ 10−3 Mpc corre-
spond to the cases where the Vainshtein radius and the
Compton wavelength cross the typical Einstein radii in
our samples, respectively. As a result, only part of the
systems are screened yielding tighter constraints on the
gravitational slip.

C. Discussion

Our above results present no statistically significant
departure from GR, except for possible hints at λg ∼ 1
kpc and λg ∼ 1 Mpc. However, these Compton wave-
lengths are not favored in terms of the quality of their
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FIG. 5. Scatter plot of the predicted velocity dispersion
by the model against the observed velocity dispersion for
λg = 100 Mpc. The red solid line correspond to the ideal
case where the model fits perfectly the observations. The
blue dots correspond to a model where we fit a power-law in-
dex γ for each lens system in our sample. Green crosses are
obtained with a single total density slope γ. Black boxes cor-
respond to empirically identified outliers listed in Table III.
They were selected as manifest outliers in both the De Vau-
couleurs model and the model where all density slopes are
fitted.

fits, or χ2
min, meaning that if the Compton wavelength

was fitted as a parameter in the MCMC analysis, the
obtained contours would not include those values of the
Compton wavelength.

The obtained results however present important
lessons regarding the importance of systematic un-
certainties. These systematic uncertainties could be
linked to the dependency of the gravitational slip on
the lens mass model. In this work, we fit a common
total-density slope γ for all the lens galaxies, possibly a
too simplified approximation. Figure 4 shows confidence
regions for a Compton wavelength λg = 100 Mpc, from
which it is evident that the gravitational slip γPN is
negatively correlated with the total density slope γ. This
degeneracy explains the width of error bars even though
the likelihood have important variations along γPN.
This degeneracy could be broken by having independent
constraints on the total-density slope from more detailed
lens mass modelling, and shows that the lens mass
model is a key feature to obtain good constraints on the
gravitational slip.

To further assess the influence of the lens mass model
on the best-fit value of the gravitational slip, we run
an MCMC analysis where the total density slope of

each galaxy in our sample is a model parameter for a
Compton wavelength λg = 100 Mpc. Together with the
gravitational slip and the velocity anisotropy, we thus
fit 132 parameters where we assume a De Vaucouleurs
luminosity density and a logistic prior on β. By doing so,
we are able to study whether fitting a common matter
density slope is a good assumption. Figure 5 presents a
scatter plot of the fitted velocity dispersion against the
observed one for the model with a common γ and the
case of different γ’s for each lens. It first appears that the
case where all γ’s are free performs better than the case
studied in this work with a χ2

min of ∼70 against ∼135
even though the IC’s are worse. Moreover, it measures
no departure from GR with a best-fit gravitational slip
of γPN = 0.99+0.027

−0.033. The latter shows that a single total
density slope γ poorly takes into account outliers (see
black boxes in Figure 5) listed in Table III. Most of them
comes from BELLS survey and Ref. 45 fitted the total
density slope for those lenses. We note that for each of
those outliers, the power-law index γ is either poorly
constrained or deviates significantly from γ = 2 which is
the mean power-law index fitted in Ref. 45. Correctly
constraining the lens mass model is therefore key to find
an unbiased estimate of the gravitational slip. Previous
work added extra degree of freedoms using dependency
on the lens redshift or its surface density [16, 19]. Those
correlations are however not evident in MaNGA DynPop
data [41] and should be used with caution.

Fitting the power-law index γ for each lens, con-
vergence of the MCMC analysis is difficult to assess
and, even though we were able to reduce the χ2 with
this method, it is likely that the lens mass model has
not converged for every lens in our sample2. Further
investigations of the lens mass modelling should lead
to significant improvement in the measurement of the
gravitational slip. We suggest two directions to further
investigate gravitational slip constraints. The first being
an approach where we ensure a good control of the
mass model. To do so, we select a small number of
systems for which we have the required photometric
and spectroscopic data to constrain the lens mass model
individually for each system, e.g, using packages like
lenstronomy [46]. We argue that this approach could
prevent the presence of outliers in our dataset and
yields more reliable constraints on the slip by lifting the
degeneracy between the gravitational slip and the total-
density slope. Second, it could be worthwhile to keep
investigating ways to model as precisely as possible lens
galaxies for larger samples of systems. Implementing an
NFW total density profile could, for example, improve
the modelling of galaxy-scale strong lensing systems.
On the other hand, stage IV surveys will likely increase
the amount of available strong lensing data by several

2 With so many parameters, the curse of dimensionality does not
allow us to know if we sufficiently explored parameter space.
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orders of magnitude, possibly mitigating the effect of
outliers and thus potentially overcoming issues related
to the lens mass model. We finally underline that our
model is good at constraining the gravitational slip with
fixed screening scales but yields poor constraints on
cosmological parameters such as the curvature, dark
densities or matter density. This can be attributed
to the poor sensitivity of the angular distances ratio
to cosmological densities. Time-delay cosmography
measurements could however be of interest to constrain
the Hubble constant H0.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we used galaxy-scale strong gravitational
lensing to constrain deviations from general relativity at
the kpc-Mpc scale. A zoo of modified gravity theories
have been developed in the past decades to come up with
solutions to one or several drawbacks of the concordance
model of cosmology ΛCDM, e.g., to unveil the nature of
dark matter and dark energy. We used a phenomeno-
logical description of modified gravity theories in the
weak-field limit where the gravitational slip parameter
γPN captures the deviation from general relativity.

Strong lensing data from early-type galaxies with
E/S0 morphologies from SLACS and BELLS samples
constrain the gravitational slip by measuring the mass
of the lens galaxy with two different messengers. On the
one hand, using the deflection angle of massless photons
in the lens potential and on the other hand by measuring
the velocity dispersion of stars and gas in the galactic
potential. To do so, a power-law index γ models the
total density in the lens galaxy. The luminosity density
of stars is modelled with a deprojected De Vaucouleurs
profile to be compared with the commonly used power-
law luminosity density. A degeneracy exists between the
gravitational slip γPN and the velocity anisotropy β; the
greater β, the greater γPN. The power-law luminosity
density model is sensitive to β’s prior and can lead to
biased estimates of the γPN whereas the De Vaucouleurs
profile leads to results quite independent of the prior. A
logistic prior on β correctly fits recent ETGs data from
MaNGA DynPop dynamical modelling. For a constant
slip, γPN = 1.14+0.22

−0.18 at the 68% confidence level for a

power-law luminosity density and γPN = 0.90+0.18
−0.14 for a

deprojected De Vaucouleurs profile, consistent with GR.

Screening effects are ubiquitous in modified gravity
theories and appear in high-density regions where
general relativity is tested with great precision e.g in
the solar system. Inspired by bimetric massive gravity,
we parameterise a scale dependent slip by introducing
the Vainshtein radius rV and the Compton wavelength
λg of the theory which represent characteristic scales
for screening at small and large scales respectively. We

fit the gravitational slip and the power-law index of
the total density for various values of the Compton
wavelength λg from the pc to Gpc scales, making the
Vainshtein radii of the lens galaxies depend on their mass
and λg. We find no statistically significant deviation
from GR. Using a De Vaucouleurs deprojected luminos-
ity density, the best-fit is obtained for λg ∼ 0.2 Mpc
with γPN = 0.770.25−0.14 at the 68% confidence level. We
also find a local minimum for λg ∼ 100 Mpc with
γPN = 0.560.45−0.35. We shed light on the fact that the
best-fit obtained for the gravitational slip is correlated
with the lens mass model. Having realistic constraints
on the lens mass model is a key feature to find good
and reliable constraints on the gravitational slip γPN

and, a fortiori, any other cosmological parameter of
interest. Further investigations on the influence of the
lens mass model on cosmological parameters would
be worthwhile. Restraining the dataset to fewer sam-
ples with excellent knowledge of the lens mass model
should reduce the effects associated to outliers and pro-
vide more reliable measurements of the gravitational slip.

Constraining the deviation from GR is of rising inter-
est with the cosmological surveys to come, e.g Euclid
and LSST. Euclid, for example, is expected to provide
millions of photometric and spectroscopic galactic obser-
vations leading to a sample of strong lenses several order
of magnitudes larger than the one employed in this study.
It will thus prove of interest, in the years to come, to ap-
ply our model to larger samples to see if such an amount
of data is able to smooth out effects attributed to out-
liers. Moreover, strong lensing is not the only way to
probe gravity. Fast radio bursts [22] or time-delay cos-
mography [21] are but examples of useful probe to detect
gravitational discrepancies from the current concordance
model. Time-delay measurement would be of interest
since they allow to study the existence of degeneracies
between the Hubble constant and the gravitational slip.
Let alone our use of strong lensing data, our work have
investigated ways to constrain the lens mass model on
one hand and to include screening mechanisms on the
other hand.
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Appendix A: Empirically identified outliers in our
fitted data

In figure 5, we identified persistent outliers between
the analysis using a common power-law index γ and in-
dividual γ’s for each lens system. Most of those systems
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were observed in the BELLS survey and studied in Ref.
[45]. The density slope γ fitted is either outside the range
γ ∈ [1.9, 2.1] usually obtained, or has unusually large er-
ror bars ∆γ ∼ 0.5.

TABLE III. Outliers system identified in Figure 5.

Lens name zl zs θE,obs σ ∆σ γ in [45]
SDSSJ0237-0641 0.4859 2.2491 0.65 290 89 2.32 ± 0.27
SDSSJ0856+2010 0.5074 2.2335 0.98 334 54 2.55 ± 0.23
SDSSJ0801+4727 0.483 1.518 0.49 98 24 1.54 ± 0.27
SDSSJ1234-0241 0.49 1.016 0.53 122 31 1.90 ± 0.45
SDSSJ0935-0003 0.347 0.467 0.87 396 35 -

Appendix B: Analytical expression of the velocity
dispersion for a power-law luminosity density

The velocity dispersion in the case of a power-law lumi-
nosity density is obtained in Ref. [16] using Jeans equa-

tion (2) to obtain the radial velocity dispersion (4). The
luminosity-weighted average along the line of sight and
over the effectives spectroscopic aperture RA is obtained
with equation (5) and yields with a luminosity density
νpl = ν0(r/r0)

−δ:

σ
2
∥,pl(≤ RA) =

c2

2
√

π

Ds
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,

(B1)

where ξ = γ + δ − 2, Γ is the Gamma function and θA
is the angular spectroscopic aperture.
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