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Strong gravitational lenses enable direct inference of halo abundance and internal structure, which
in turn enable constraints on the nature of dark matter and the primordial matter power spectrum.
However, the density profiles of dark subhalos around the main deflector of a strong lens system
also depend on tidal evolution inside the host, complicating the interpretation of strong-lensing
inferences. We present a model for subhalo tidal evolution that accurately predicts the bound mass
function and the density profiles of tidally-stripped subhalos that appear near the Einstein radius
of a typical deflector for a variety of dark matter models. This model matches predictions from
the semi-analytic model (SAM) galacticus, but enables the simulation of subhalo populations in
seconds, rather than hours. We use this model to examine the expected number of subhalos near
the Einstein radius of a typical lens, and examine their lensing signals. We show that in cold dark
matter the amplitude of the bound mass function is suppressed by a factor of 20 relative to the infall
mass function, and 87% of subhalos appearing in projection near the Einstein radius of a typical
strong lensing deflector have lost more than 80% of their mass since infall. Tidal stripping becomes
increasingly severe in dark matter models with suppressed small-scale power, such as warm dark
matter. This model will be used to forward model subhalo populations in forthcoming analyses of
strong lens systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

The next frontier for cosmic probes of dark matter sub-
structure lies on sub-galactic scales, in dark-matter halos
with masses below 108M⊙. The abundance and internal
structure of these objects, most of which are not expected
to contain luminous galaxies [1], depend on the particle
nature of dark matter [2]. Several observational tech-
niques, such as the study of stellar streams and strong
gravitational lensing have the capability to study dark-
matter structure in this regime (for a review, see [3]).

One of the principal challenges associated with the
study of dark-matter substructure is the interpretation of
inferences related to dark-matter subhalos, objects which
have become gravitationally bound to a larger host halo
and orbit within its gravitational potential. While many
theories make relatively clear predictions for the proper-
ties of isolated dark-matter halos in the field, subhalos
experience a complex non-linear evolution in the tidal
field of their host. After a subhalo is accreted, it begins
losing mass due to tidal stripping, sinks over time to the
center of the host through dynamic friction, and heats
up through tidal forces exerted by the host. Interpreting
inferences of subhalo properties therefore requires a clear
understanding of how these processes affect the bound
mass and internal structure of subhalos.

∗ xdu@astro.ucla.edu
† gilmanda@uchicago.edu

Strong gravitational lensing enables a direct, purely
gravitational investigation of dark-matter subhalos
around, and halos along the line-of-sight to, distant
galaxies (for a review, see [4]). Strong lensing inferences
must also contend with uncertainties related to the tidal
evolution of subhalos, and how this process will affect the
observable features of these systems, which can include
extended luminous arcs or multiple images of a back-
ground quasar. However, most analyses of tidal evolu-
tion have focused on substructure within the Milky Way,
and in particular, how subhalos respond to tidal forces
exerted by the Galactic disk [5–8]. The situation changes
in massive elliptical galaxies, the systems most commonly
acting as strong lensing deflectors, because massive ellip-
tical galaxies typically reside in group-scale hosts with
virial masses ∼ 1013M⊙ [9, 10]. The tidal evolution of
dark substructure within these systems is expected to
differ from subhalos around the Milky Way due to their
larger physical size and the absence of a stellar disk.

A powerful way to study the tidal evolution of dark
subhalos around group-scale hosts has been through cos-
mological zoom-in simulations [11–13]. Cosmological
zoom-in simulations have also been performed to study
the subhalo statistics for halos with different masses,
from the Large Magellanic Cloud-size halos to cluster-
size ones (see e.g. [12]). These simulations are usually
limited by numerical resolution, which imposes a mini-
mum resolved mass threshold and can introduce unphys-
ical outcomes, for example, artificial disruption [14] (al-
though Ref. [15] discusses why artificial disruption might
not be a severe problem). Moreover, resolving low-mass
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2(
m < 108M⊙

)
halos in N-body simulations, particularly

for group-scale systems, is computationally expensive due
to the high mass of the host.

Semi-analytic models (SAMs) offer a complementary
avenue for studying the non-linear evolution of cos-
mic structure [16–19]. Rather than dealing with ex-
tremely large quantities of particles evolving gravitation-
ally, SAMs track the evolution of derived quantities, such
as halo mass, tidal radii, orbital position and velocity,
halo density profiles, etc. For this work we use the semi-
analytic model galacticus [20] 1. galacticus contains
several physical models for processes such as tidal strip-
ping, tidal heating and dynamical friction [18, 19, 21],
which have been calibrated to high-resolution idealized
N-body simulations [21]. After calibrating a SAM, one
can simulate subhalo populations with much less com-
puting resources, making it a useful way to explore differ-
ent dark matter models, determine statistical uncertain-
ties, and examine trends across redshift and halo mass
that require a large number of simulations [e.g. 13]. Fur-
thermore, it has been shown that the artificial effects in
cosmological simulations can be modeled and removed
from the prediction, thus providing more robust results
for subhalo properties, especially in the central region of
the host [22].

However, for some applications, even running SAMs is
too slow. For example, when studying dark matter sub-
structure populations with quadruply-imaged, one must
generate hundreds of thousands or millions of populations
of subhalos and line-of-sight halos per lens [e.g. 23, 24].
To remedy this issue, we develop a new tidal stripping
model based on galacticus, and implement it in the
open-source software pyHalo2, a code which has already
been used extensively for substructure lensing analyses
in a variety of dark matter models [25–27], as well as
milli-lensing of multiply-imaged supernova [28, 29]. In a
similar way to how a SAM, such as galacticus, incorpo-
rates a layer of abstraction to speed up calculations rela-
tive to N-body simulations, codes like pyHalo circumvent
some of the more expensive calculations performed with
SAMs by generating substructure populations“in place”,
meaning they do not explicitly model subhalo orbits and
other processes occurring over time. Realizations of dark
matter substructure are created as they would appear in
a strong lensing deflector at the time of lensing, typically
in seconds.

Figure 1 shows a flow chart of our new framework.
Given a specific dark matter model, we need some ba-
sic information such as the linear matter power spec-
trum which can be computed using Boltzmann codes
like CAMB [30] or CLASS [31]. Knowing the linear matter
spectrum, we use the semi-analytic code galacticus to
generate synthetic merger trees based on the extended
Press-Schechter (EPS) formulism [32–37]. The merger

1 https://github.com/galacticusorg/galacticus
2 https://github.com/dangilman/pyHalo

trees contain information about when dark matter ha-
los form and how they merge into more massive struc-
tures. galacticus then tracks the evolution of subhalos
that become subhalos of a larger host, accounting for the
various complicated effects that occur post-infall. Based
on the results output by galacticus, we can implement
simplified parametric formulations for the subhalo mass
function, subhalo density profiles in pyHalo for use in
forward modeling analyses of strong lens systems.

In this work, we develop a tidal stripping model with
galacticus that predicts bound mass fraction fbound of
a subhalo in a group-scale host, conditioned on the sub-
halo appearing in projection near the Einstein radius of
a typical strong lens system, the subhalo’s concentra-
tion at infall, the time since infall, and the concentra-
tion of the host halo. From the bound mass fraction,
we then utilize the tidal track, a universal relation be-
tween the bound mass fraction of subhalo and its density
transfer function T = ρ(r, t)/ρ(r, 0) [21, 38–42], to pre-
dict the subhalo’s internal density profile. We perform
the calculations of subhalo evolution for this model us-
ing galacticus, and then develop an empirical model in
pyHalo that allows us to rapidly simulate populations of
dark-matter subhalos. As we will show, the model im-
plemented in pyHalo yields an excellent representation
of subhalo density profiles emerging from the full-physics
calculations performed with galacticus. Furthermore,
the explicit dependence on the subhalo infall concentra-
tion allows us to use this model in a variety of cosmo-
logical contexts besides CDM, provided these alternative
dark matter scenarios do not affect the evolution of struc-
tures on the scale of the host and the tidal evolution is not
significantly affected by non-gravitational interactions.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we re-
view the prescriptions for subhalo tidal evolution imple-
mented in galacticus (Section IIA), and then describe
how we model the host halo evolution across cosmic time
given its properties at z = 0.5 (Section II B). In Section
III, we discuss how we treat the infall time of subhalos, a
key ingredient of our model that requires special care due
to the fact that some subhalos become subhalos of other
halos before becoming subhalos of the main host. In Sec-
tion IV, we detail an empirical model implemented in
pyHalo that reproduces the properties of tidally-evolved
subhalo populations in galacticus. In Section V, we
examine the strong lensing signatures of tidally-evolved
dark subhalos. We summarize our results and provide
concluding remarks in Section VI. Through this work,
for simplicity, we assume a cosmological model with
Ωm = 0.3153, ΩΛ = 0.6847, Ωb = 0.04930, σ8 = 0.8111,
H0 = 67.36 km/s/Mpc [43], although of course our re-
sults can be generalized to any set of cosmological pa-
rameters.

https://github.com/galacticusorg/galacticus
https://github.com/dangilman/pyHalo
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FIG. 1. Flow chart of a new framework for modeling tidal evolution of subhalos and predicting their lensing signals.

II. SUBHALO EVOLUTION IN AN EVOLVING
HOST POTENTIAL

To study the tidal evolution of subhalos, we follow the
semi-analytic models presented in [21], which are cali-
brated to high-resolution idealized N -body simulations.
In Section IIA, we begin by reviewing key ingredients
of the tidal stripping model in galacticus. In Section
II B, we describe a model for predicting the evolution of
a host halo backwards in time, conditioned on it having
a certain concentration and a certain mass at a certain
redshift (typically z = 0.5 for a massive lens galaxy).
Throughout this section, particularly in Section II B, we
will often refer to two kinds of simulations performed
with galacticus, which we define here for reference:

• full-physics model: this is analogous to a cosmo-
logical simulation. Merger trees will first be con-
structed using the EPS formulism. Each node
in the tree represents a dark matter halo. Then
galacticus starts from the leaf nodes and evolves
the nodes forward in time and takes into account
different kinds of physics such as mass growth,
mergers, tidal evolution, etc.

• idealized simulations: this is analogous to an ideal-
ized N-body simulation. Each simulation contains
only one subhalo evolving in a static or evolving
host potential.

A. Tidal effects

As the subhalo evolves in the host potential, it is
subjected to three main processes that affect its bound
mass and density profile at later times: tidal stripping,
tidal heating, and dynamical friction. In this subsec-
tion, we review how these processes are implemented in
galacticus.

1. Tidal stripping

The mass loss rate of a subhalo is computed as

dmsub

dt
= −αs

msub −msub(< rt)

Tloss
, (1)

where αs = 3.8 is the coefficient of tidal stripping
strength, rt is the tidal radius, and Tloss is the time scale
for the mass loss. To compute rt, we solve the equation

rt =

(
Gmsub(< rt)

γcω2 − d2Φ
dr2

∣∣
rsub

)1/3

. (2)

Here γc is a coefficient that controls the contribution from
centrifugal force and Φ is the gravitational potential of
the host at the subhalo position. Following Ref. [21], we
set γc = 0. The mass loss time scale is taken to be the dy-

namical time scale at rt: Tdyn = 2π
√
r3t /16Gmsub(< rt).

2. Tidal heating

As the subhalo loses its mass, its density profile also
evolves due to tidal heating effects. The heating energy
obtained by a mass shell with an initial radius of ri is
computed as [22]

∆ϵ(ri) = ∆ϵ1(ri) + ∆ϵ2(ri)

= ∆ϵ1(ri) +
√
2f2(1 + χv)

√
∆ϵ1(ri)σ2

r(ri),(3)

where ∆ϵ1 and ∆ϵ2 are the contributions from the first-
order and second-order terms, respectively, f2 = 0.554
is the coefficient of the second-order term, χv = −0.333
is the position-velocity correlation, and σr is the radial
velocity dispersion of subhalo. The first-order term is
computed by integrating the differential equation

∆ϵ̇(r) =
ϵh
3

[
1 + (ωpTshock)

2
]−γh

r2gabG
ab. (4)
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Here, ϵh = 0.0732 is a coefficient, ωp is the angular fre-
quency of particles at the half-mass radius of the subhalo,
Tshock = rsub/Vsub is the time scale of tidal shock, γh is
the adiabatic index, gab is the tidal tensor, and Gab is
the time integral of gab [18, 19]:

Gab(t) =

∫ t

0

dt′
[
gab(t)− βh

Gab(t)

Torbit

]
. (5)

Here we the coefficient βh = 0.275. After obtaining the
heating energy, the mass shell will expand to a new radius
rf . Assuming virial equilibrium, we have

∆ϵ =
GMi

2ri
− GMi

2rf
. (6)

The density after heating is then computed as

ρf = ρi
r2i
r2f

dri
drf

. (7)

3. Dynamical friction

The position of a subhalo is tracked by solving the
following equation

d2x

dt2
= ag + adf , (8)

where ag is the gravitational acceleration from the host
and adf is the acceleration due to dynamical friction [44]

adf = −4πG2 ln Λmsubρhost(rsub)
Vsub

V 3
sub[

erf(Xv)−
2Xv√

π
exp

(
−X2

v

)]
. (9)

Here ρhost is the host density at the subhalo position, rsub
is the distance to the host center, Xv = Vsub/

√
2σv with

Vsub the velocity of subhalo, σv is the velocity dispersion
of host particles, and lnΛ is the Coulomb logarithm. In
[21], the Coulomb logarithm was not calibrated because
the considered subhalo therein is too small to be signif-
icantly affected by dynamical friction. In this work, we
compare the results from the semi-analytic models with
cosmological simulations and find that lnΛ = 4 gives sub-
halo halo mass function that is in good agreement with
cosmological simulations. Note that although we focus
on small subhalos with msub/Mhost ≲ 10−3 at the lens
redshift in this work, the mass ratio might be larger at
the infall of subhalos. So the dynamical friction effect is
not negligible.

B. Conditional evolution of the host halo

In [21], when calibrating the model parameters, a static
host (fixed ρ0 and rs) was assumed. In reality, the host

will grow as it accretes mass from subhalos and its en-
vironment, and therefore the tidal field seen by subhalos
changes with time. In particular, at early times, when
the host halo is smaller, subhalos are accreted closer to
the host center leading to stronger tidal forces.
The task of predicting the properties of dark matter

halos over cosmic time is typically solved in the forward
direction—given the mass accretion history of halo, one
predicts its mass and concentration at some redshift of
interest [45–54]. From an observational standpoint, how-
ever, we only have access to information about the host
halo properties at some later time, which for a typical
lens system corresponds to z ∼ 0.5. We will therefore
need to solve this problem in the backwards direction,
and model the evolution of the host at a redshift z given
M200 = 1013M⊙ and a concentration chost at z = 0.5.
To begin, we assume the host has an NFW profile

ρ(r) =
ρ0

r
rs

(
1 + r

rs

)2 , (10)

where ρ0 is characteristic density and rs is the scale ra-
dius. The host density profile is determined by its virial
mass M200 and concentration parameter c200 = R200/rs.
Throughout this paper, we define the virial radius R200

as the radius enclosing a mean density of 200 times of
the critical density of the Universe.
The mass accretion histories (MAHs) and concentra-

tions of dark matter halos have been studied extensively
with both numerical simulations and semi-analytic mod-
els. It has been found that the halo concentrations
are closely correlated with the MAHs. For example, in
Ref. [50], it was found that if we rescale the halo mass and
the critical density of the Universe at redshift z by their
current values, these two quantities can be described
also by an NFW profile with a concentration of cMAH:
M200(z)/M200,0 is analogous to the halo mass enclosed
within a radius of r and ρcrit(z)/ρcrit,0 is analogous to
the mean density within r. cMAH is related to the halo
concentration at the current time by [50]

c200 = 2.9(1 + 0.614 cMAH)
0.995. (11)

Therefore, given the concentration of a halo, its MAH
can also be determined.
To check how well the model works, we generate 16, 384

merger trees using galacticus with a mass resolution of
Mres = 107M⊙. The root halo has a mass of 1013M⊙ at
z = 0.5. We then track the mass of the main progenitor
along the trees (the main branch). The halo concentra-
tion is also determined from the merger trees following
the model presented in Ref. [57] which has been shown
to correctly reproduce the relation between the halo con-
centration and MAH [51]. The MAHs of the halos binned
by their concentration at the current time are shown in
Fig. 2 (filled circles). As a comparison, we also show the
prediction from the Ludlow model (solid curves in the
left panel). As can be seen, the model predictions agree
well with results from merger trees at z ≲ 10. At higher
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FIG. 2. Mass accretion history of the hosts binned by concentrations at the current time (z = 0.5). The host mass is fixed at
1013M⊙ at z = 0.5. The filled circles show the results derived from merger trees. The solid curves show the model predictions:
in the left panel, the rescaled mass accretion history is assumed to follow an NFW profile as in Ref. [50]; in the right panel, the
NFW profile is replaced by an Einasto profile.
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FIG. 3. Median mass accretion history of the hosts in WDM
models compared with the result for CDM. The host mass is
fixed at 1013M⊙ at z = 0.5. The filled circles show the results
derived from merger trees. The solid curves show the model
predictions. The horizontal dashed lines show the half-mode
mass. In the CDM case, the fitting formula from van den
Bosch et al. 2014 [55] (blue dashed curve) and Correa et al.
2015 [56] (blue dotted curve) are also shown for comparisons.

redshifts, the model tends to overestimate the halo mass.
As shown in many previous studies, the halo density pro-
files in cosmological simulations are better described by
the Einasto profile [58, 59]

ρEinasto = ρ−2 exp

[
− 2

α

((
r

r−2

)α

− 1

)]
, (12)

where r−2 is the radius at which the logarithmic slope is
−2 (equivalent to rs in the NFW profile), ρ−2 is the den-
sity at r−2, and α controls the radial dependence of the
logarithmic slope. This motivates us to use the Einasto

1006 × 10 1 2 × 100 3 × 100

mWDM [keV]

10 1

100

101

r c
[k

p
c]

zhost = 0

zhost = 0.5

zhost = 1

zhost = 2

zhost = 0(Mhost = 1012M¯)

1.50
(mWDM

keV

)−1.8kpc

2.25
(mWDM

keV

)−1.8kpc

FIG. 4. The best-fit core radius for the MAHs in WDM mod-
els.

profile for determining the MAH as in Ref. [60]. We find
that if we allow α to vary with cEMAH as

αE
MAH = 0.0888 +

0.382cMAH

(1 + 6.15cMAH)
+ 0.0231cMAH, (13)

we obtain a much better fit to the results from merger
trees—see the solid curve in the right panel of Fig. 2. For
the cases we consider, the value of αMAH is 0.12 ∼ 0.2,
which is broadly consistent with that found in simula-
tions for the halo profiles [61]. But we emphasize that
αMAH is not necessarily equal to the α parameter in the
halo profile. Nevertheless, with the Einasto profile, the
predicted host mass is similar to that derived using an
NFW profile at low redshifts, but the prediction is lower
at very high redshifts. This is expected given that the
Einasto profile is shallower than the NFW profile in the
inner region. As we switch to the Einasto profile, we find
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that best-fit cEMAH is in general lower than that assuming
an NFW profile, which can be well fitted by

c200 = 3.08 +
5.46cMAH

(1 + 2.89cMAH)
+ 1.61cMAH. (14)

We have verified that Eqs. (13) and 14 work for a large
mass range [1010, 2× 1013]M⊙.
For dark matter models with a suppressed linear mat-

ter power spectrum on small scales compared to CDM,
the mass accretion history of the host will be different at
high redshifts when the host mass is smaller. To quan-
tify this, we have run galacticus models using the same
settings as for the CDM, but with a warm dark matter
(WDM) linear matter power spectrum [62]. The median
mass accretion histories for different WDM models from
merger trees are shown in Fig. 3 (colored dots). As we can
see, when the host mass is below the half-mode mass of
the corresponding model (horizontal dashed lines), it be-
gins to deviate significantly from the CDM model. This
is expected because halos form later below the half-node
scale. To model the mass accretion for WDM models, we
consider a cored-Einasto profile [63]

ρEinasto = ρ−2 exp

[
− 2

α

((
r + rc
r−2

)α

− 1

)]
, (15)

where we have an addition parameter rc, the cored ra-
dius. Fixing the concentration parameter cMAH and
αE
MAH at the values for the CDM model, we fit the host

mass growth assuming (15) by varying rc. We find a tight
relation between rc and the WDM particle mass

rc = 1.5
(mWDM

keV

)−1.8

kpc. (16)

The above relation is independent of the final redshift of
the host (see Fig. 4), but as the final host mass decreases,
rc becomes larger.

Again, we must emphasize that here we use the cored-
Einasto profile to fit the mass accretion history. The
parameters obtained here are related to the parameters
of the halo density profile, but the values are typically
different. In reality, we would expect the core radius of
the halo profile in WDM models to be orders of magni-
tude smaller [64]. For keV WDM particles the core in
the host halo is too small to affect the tidal evolution of
subhalos, thus we can still approximate the host density
as an NFW profile.

Due to the different host growth, subhalo evolution in
the host potential will be affected. However, for realis-
tic WDM models, e.g. mWDM ≳ 1keV, such difference
is only significant at very high redshifts, z ≳ 8. Since
most surviving subhalos tend to infall at lower redshift,
we expect a marginal effect due to the difference in the
host growth. We have taken the same population of sub-
halos and let them evolve in CDM and WDM hosts. We
do not find a noticeable difference in the subhalo bound
mass function. For more details, see Appendix A. There-
fore, in the following sections, we will only consider the

host growth models for CDM. We must note that, al-
though the difference in the host growth between WDM
and CDM does not affect the subhalo mass function, we
do expect different subhalo mass function in WDM mod-
els at lower masses, which are captured by the suppressed
infall mass function and halo concentration below the
half-mode mass scale (see Sec. IVB). 3

Apart from the host mass, we also need the host con-
centration to determine the host potential at redshift z.
One simple way to do this is to utilize the median halo
mass–concentration relation found in previous literature,
e.g. [65]. However, this simple approach does not account
for possible correlation between the host concentration
in the past and that at the current time. As is shown
in Fig. 5, the host with a higher (lower) concentration at
the current time also tends to be more concentrated in
the past. The greatest differences occur after the forma-
tion redshift zf indicated by the vertical dashed line. We
propose the following formula for the host concentration

c200(z) = cmedian
200 (z)

[
c200(z0)

cmedian
200 (z0)

]α
[
1 +

((
c200(z0)

cmedian
200 (z0)

)1−α

− 1

)
e
−2

z−z0
zf−z0

]
.(17)

Here cmedian
200 (z) is the median concentration of hosts at

redshift z, which can be determined by a specified halo
mass–concentration relation, α = 0.175 is a parameter
controlling how significantly the halo concentration de-
viates from the median value after zf . The formation
redshift is defined based on the median mass accretion
history—it is that redshift at which the median host mass
equals the median mass enclosed within the scale radius
of the host at the current time. As can be seen from
Fig. 5, this fitting function (solid curves) can accurately
describe the concentration evolution of the hosts in dif-
ferent concentration bins.

III. INFALL REDSHIFT DISTRIBUTION OF
SUBHALOS

Having established models for the tidal evolution of a
single subhalo, to predict the subhalo statistics at the
current time, one still needs to know how many subha-
los fell into the host, when the infalls happened, and
the properties of the subhalos at infall. In principle, we
can measure this information from the merger trees ex-
tracted from cosmological simulations or synthetic trees
generated using the EPS formulism. We choose the lat-
ter since it can quickly generate a large number of merger
trees.

3 The halo concentration can be affected even at masses one order
of magnitude higher than the half-mode scale
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FIG. 5. Evolution of the host concentration binned by the current values. Filled circles are from the merger trees while the
solid curves show the model proposed in this work.

More specifically, we make use of the galacticus
code as discussed in the previous section. We have run
galacticus models with the full physics for the tidal
evolution. The root halo (host) has a mass of 1013M⊙
at z = 0.5. We generate in total 520 mergers tree with
a resolution of Mres = 5 × 107M⊙. The merger rates
are taken from Ref. [57]. For subhalos, we have imposed
two destruction criterion [19]: (1) the subhalo is within
10−3Rvir,host; (2) the bound mass of the subhalo drops
below 5× 103M⊙. The concentration of each halo is de-
termined from the merger history following Refs. [57, 65].

However, as is well known that dark matter halos form
hierarchically, thus there may be multiple levels of sub-
structure. For example, a halo–call it halo A—merges
with another (halo B); halo A is now a subhalo of B. At
a later time, halo B accretes onto the main host halo;
halo B will become a subhalo of C and A is now a sub-
subhalo. In CDM, hierarchical structure formation iter-
ates this process over many decades in halo mass [66–69].
As the sub-subhalo evolves together with the subhalo in
the main host, it can finally be stripped from the subhalo
and itself is promoted to become a subhalo of the main
host. Based on how subhalos fell into the main host, we
divide them into two groups:

• direct infallers which are subhalos that directly fell
into the main host;

• indirect infallers which used to be subhalos of halos
other than the main host.

These two groups of subhalos may have very different
tidal evolution histories.

For direct infallers, before they fell into the main host,
their properties such as the halo concentration follow the
relation for isolated halos. After infall, they will experi-
ence tidal effects and start to lose mass. They are well
described by the models described in the previous sec-
tion.

For indirect infallers, before they fell into the main
host, they were subhalos of other halos and may have al-
ready lost part of their mass, and their halo concentration
is defined at the time when they first became a subhalo.
After infall, they will continue to lose mass. These indi-
rect infallers are more complicated to model because we
need to account for their mass loss both before and after
their infall. For simplicity, we will treat these indirect
infallers as direct ones but shift their infall time to an
earlier time to account for possible pre-infall mass loss.
To this end, we define an effective infall redshift

zinfall,eff = wzinfall,first + (1− w)zinfall,recent. (18)

Here w is a weight factor, zinfall,first is the redshift at
which a halo first becomes a subhalo (not necessarily a
subhalo of the main host), and zinfall,recent is the redshift
at which the halo fell into the main host. For direct in-
fallers, zinfall,first = zinfall,recent by definition. For indirect
infallers, zinfall,first > zinfall,recent. The weight factor w is
adjusted to match the bound mass distribution of sub-
halos.
To obtain the best-fit w, we run idealized simulations

with galacticus. This is analogous to idealized N-body
simulations [70], i.e. for each simulation there is only
one single subhalo evolving in the host potential. We
have used the models for the host growth in the previous
section to manually create the merger trees instead of
generating them using the EPS method. For each tree,
we keep only the main branch and the node that contains
the subhalo. The infall redshift and mass of the subhalo is
drawn from the distribution functions that are measured
from the full galacticus models.
To validate our idealized simulations, we first consider

only the direct infallers. We have run 106 idealized sim-
ulations. Figure 6 shows statistics of these subhalos. For
the purpose of lensing analysis, we focus on the central re-
gion of the host halo. The left panel shows the mass func-
tion of subhalos with a projected distance of D < 30kpc
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FIG. 7. As Fig. 6, but including also indirect infallers. For the idealized runs, the effective infall redshift is defined as
zinfall,eff = wzinfall,first + (1− w)zinfall,recent.

from the center of the host in the idealized runs (black
curves) compared with the mean mass functions from
the full galacticus models. Here we have normalized
the results based on the infall mass function of all sub-
halos within the virial radius of the host. As can be
seen, the bound mass function (black dashed curve) is in
good agreement with that from the full model. The right
panel shows the distribution function of the bound mass
fraction mbound/minfall. Again, we see a good agreement
between the idealized runs and the full models.

We then include also the indirect infallers. We find
that if we take w = 1, i.e. setting the infall redshift at
zinfall,first, the mass loss of subhalos is significantly over-
estimated, see the right panel of Fig. 7 (orange curve).
This is due to two effects. Firstly, the indirect infaller is
treated as falling into the main halo much earlier than

it actually did, thus experiencing more tidal stripping. 4

Secondly, the main host is smaller at earlier times, such
that when the indirect infaller is added, it is closer to
the center of the host. The latter effect has two impacts
on the subhalo bound mass function. On the one hand,
it leads to more tidal mass loss. On the other hand,
it results in more subhalos within the 30kpc projected
distance. This explains why the subhalo mass function
(orange curves in the left panel of Fig. 7) is higher than
that from the full model (green curves).
For w = 0, i.e. setting the infall redshift at the actual

redshift when the subhalos entered the host’s virial ra-
dius, the agreement is improved. See Fig. 7 (blue curves).
In particular, the indirect infallers are now added to

4 The main host is usually more massive than the actual host of the
indirect infaller at zinfall,first. Consequently, the tidal stripping
is stronger than it should be.
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the host potential at roughly correct positions at in-
fall. The measured infall mass function of subhalos with
D < 30kpc matches closely with that from the full mod-
els. But since the pre-infall mass loss is not taken into ac-
count, the mass loss is underestimated (right panel), lead-
ing to higher subhalo bound mass function (left panel).

We find that a value of w = 0.25 gives the best fit to
the distribution of bound mass faction (see black curve
in the right panel of Fig. 7). Similar to the case with
w = 1, the indirect infallers are closer to the host center
at infall, which makes both the infall and bound mass
function ∼ 40% higher than that from the full model.
However, we can easily rescale the infall mass function by
a factor of 0.7 to make the bound mass function match
the full model.

For w = 0.25, the distribution function zinfall,eff can be
modeled as a truncated Gaussian distribution

p(zinfall,eff |M) =

{
A exp

[
− (∆z−µz)

2

2σ2
z

]
, if ∆z > 0.

0, otherwise.

(19)
Here ∆z = zinfall,eff − zhost, and A is a normalization
factor. The mean µz and variance σ2

z are both mass
dependent

µz, σz =
a

1 + b [log10(M/Mhost)]
c . (20)

For µz, the best-fit parameters are {a = 3.35550, b =
3.20547, c = −2.91076}. For σz, the best-fit parameters
are {a = 1.97880, b = 4.17391, c = −2.14428}.
To further demonstrate the difference between the di-

rect and indirect infallers, we show the bound mass frac-
tion with respect to the redshift when the subhalo entered
the host’s virial radius in Fig. 8. Each point represents
one subhalo from the full galacticus model. As can be
seen, for the same zinfall,recent, the bound mass fraction
of indirect infallers shows a much larger scatter. This is
due to two reasons: (1) before infall onto the main halo,
these subhalos may already lose some mass, making the
mass fraction lower than for a direct infaller; (2) the in-
direct infaller tends to form earlier when the universe is
denser, so they are compact and less affected by tidal ef-
fects. Consequently, some of them have a higher bound
mass fraction than the direct infaller. By defining an ef-
fective infall redshift as (18), we can match the median
mass loss of indirect infallers as shown in Fig. 7, but will
underestimate the scatter in this quantity. We will come
back to this point later in Sec. IVA.

IV. A MODEL FOR SUBHALO TIDAL
EVOLUTION AROUND STRONG LENSES

In this section, we present a model for the tidal evo-
lution of dark substructure around a typical strong lens
system. The model is intended to rapidly (in ∼ seconds)
generate populations of dark subhalos that appear in pro-
jection near the Einstein radius of a typical lens system
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FIG. 8. Bound mass fraction of subhalos with respect to
zinfall,recent from full galacticus model.

in such a way that we reproduce the bound mass func-
tion and subhalo density profiles predicted by N-body
simulations and galacticus models. This model is im-
plemented in the open-source software pyHalo5 for use
in forthcoming strong lensing inferences of dark matter
substructure.
In Section IVA, we begin by describing the calibra-

tion of this tidal stripping model, making use of idealized
galacticus simulations (in which a single halo evolves
over cosmic time in a growing host potential, as discussed
in Section II B) to predict the bound mass function at
z = 0.5 in a group-scale ∼ 1013M⊙ host. In Section IVB
we compare the predictions of our model with the full
galacticus model. Throughout this section, when we
discuss an infall redshift, we refer to the “effective” infall
redshift, as discussed in Section III.

A. Predicting the subhalo bound mass function

We use the idealized galacticus model dis-
cussed in the previous section to compute
p (fbound|zinfall, csub, chost, r2D < 30kpc), the proba-
bility that a subhalo has a bound mass of mbound at
z = 0.5, given that it had a concentration at infall
csub, it was accreted at redshift z = zinfall, the host has
M200 = 1013M⊙ and concentration chost at z = 0.5, and
that the subhalo appears in projection within 30 kpc of
the host center. These conditions are appropriate for
a typical strong lens system with an Einstein radius of
∼ 1 arcsec, which corresponds to a projected radius of
6–30 kpc.

To determine the distribution
p (fbound|zinfall, csub, chost, r2D < 30kpc), we use the

5 https://github.com/dangilman/pyHalo
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idealized galacticus model to evolve subhalos from
infall until z = 0.5 with various combinations of
(zinfall, csub, chost). We perform these calculations on a
tabulated grid of zinfall ∈ [0.75, 8], log10 csub ∈ [0.3, 2.5],
and chost ∈ [3, 9]. For each coordinate on the tabulated
grid we use galacticus to generate initial orbital tra-
jectories, and track the subhalos from infall at z = zinfall
until z = 0.5 in an evolving host potential, as described
in Section III. If the subhalo appears in projection
within 30 kpc of the host halo center at the end of the
simulation we record its final bound mass mbound.
Following these calculations, for each combination of

(zinfall, csub, chost) we have a distribution of fbound =
mbound/minfall. We have verified that the tidal stripping
has a negligible mass dependence, so we can omit an ex-
plicit dependence on the subhalo’s infall mass in these
calculations. For a fixed set of parameters csub, zinfall,
chost, the scatter in fbound comes from different subhalo
orbits: some objects pass close to the host center and lose
large amounts of material, while others maintain a large
physical separation from the host center, and thereby
avoiding severe tidal stripping, but appear in projection
near the Einstein.

The solid black curves in Figure 9 show three exam-
ples of the distribution of fbound = mbound/minfall for
various combinations of zinfall, csub, chost. For easier in-
terpretation, we have replaced zinfall with the time since
infall, tinfall, in each panel. The dashed red curve is a
JohnsonSU distribution [71] for x ≡ log10 fbound

p (x) =
b√

2π (x2 + 1)
exp

[
−1

2

(
a+ b sinh−1 (x/a)

)2]
(21)

with free parameters a and b that we have fit to match
the distributions output by galacticus.

Next, we perform a spline interpolation of the shape
parameters a and b of the Johnson distribution for each
combination of zinfall, csub, chost. The a and b parameters
in the Johnson distribution are now functions of physical
quantities, i.e. a (zinfall, csub, chost), b (zinfall, csub, chost).
Given the infall mass, redshift, and concentration of a
subhalo, as well as the host halo concentration at z = 0.5,
we can then evaluate a and b, and draw a sample from the
corresponding probability distribution in Equation 21 to
obtain mbound.

Given mbound, we use the subhalo tidal evolution
model presented by [21] to obtain the subhalo density
profile, which is the last step needed to calculate the
lensing deflection angle produced by the subhalo. The
density profile is assumed to follow a truncated NFW
profile

ρ (r, ρs, rs, fbound) = ρNFW (r, ρs, rs)T (fbound) (22)

where ρNFW represents an NFW profile, and

T (fbound) =
ft

1 + (r/rt)2
(23)

is a transfer function for the tidally-stripped density pro-
file described by [21], calibrated against N-body simu-
lations. In T (fbound), both ft and rt are functions of
fbound, so tidal stripping causes an overall rescaling and
a truncation of the profile. Note that we do not directly
use the relations between ft, rt and fbound found in [21],
because the halo mass definition is redshift-dependent.
Instead we use the mass ratio mbound/Mmx,0 as a proxy.
Here Mmx,0 is initial mass enclosed within the maximum
circular velocity radius at infall. See more details in Ap-
pendix C.
In summary, given the host halo concentration at

z = 0.5 and the concentration of a subhalo at the ef-
fective infall time, as described in Section III, we can
predict the probability that a subhalo has a bound mass
mbound = fboundminfall and appears in projection near
the Einstein radius of a typical strong lens system. This
model works extremely well for predicting the median
bound mass fraction of subhalos obtained from full-
physics computations with galacticus. However, the
model calibrated following the steps outlined in this sec-
tion under-predicts the scatter in fbound at fixed zinfall,
and underestimates the median mass loss by a factor of
∼ 1.8. This is due to the fact that we do not account
for scatter in the host halo’s mass accretion history, and
complicated tidal evolution of sub-subhalos that the ide-
alized simulations do not fully capture, even with the def-
inition of the infall redshift that accounts for sub-subhalo
evolution. To improve the agreement between the model
described in this section and the full-physics calculations
we make two small empirical modifications: First, for
all chost, zinfall and cinfall distributions we add Gaussian
intrinsic scatter to log fbound with a mean of 0.0 and a
standard deviation |0.5× log10 fbound|. Second, we add a
systematic additional mass loss of −0.25 dex.

B. The evolved subhalo mass function

We now compare the predictions of the model dis-
cussed in the previous subsection with full galacticus
calculations. For these comparisons, we generate 179
merger trees with a minimum merger tree mass limit of
5×107M⊙, and track subhalo evolution in the host until it
stripped below 5×103M⊙. The tidal stripping model dis-
cussed in the previous section is implemented in pyHalo.
Generating the 200 realizations of subhalo populations
with pyHalo we use for comparison with galacticus
takes ∼ 2 minutes on a single CPU core.
Figure 10 shows the degree of subhalo mass loss,

fbound, predicted by the model discussed in Section IVA
as a function of the infall concentration and the elapsed
time since infall. Several trends are apparent from the
model predictions: halos with lower concentrations at
infall are more likely to experience significant mass loss;
halos that were accreted earlier tend to experience more
significant mass loss; there is a large scatter in the mass
loss experienced by subhalos, particularly for low infall
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concentrations.
The calibration of the tidal stripping model did not

rely on a concentration–mass relation, and computed the
probability of fbound given a subhalo’s infall concentra-
tion and infall time with these variables varying inde-
pendently. This allows us to use the model with any
concentration–mass relation. In the calculations that fol-
low, we use the concentration–mass relation presented by
[51]. We evaluate the concentration–mass relation at the
effective infall redshift, zinfall,eff , and compute the ρs and
rs parameters of the NFW profile with respect to the
critical density at zinfall,eff .
In Figure 11, the left panel shows the joint distribu-

tion of the infall redshift and the bound mass fraction
predicted by full galacticus models (black), and the
model presented in this work that we have implemented

in pyHalo (green). The right panel shows the bound and
infall mass functions. pyHalo uses a parametric model
for the infall mass function (solid curves)

d2N

d logmdA
= Σsub (m/m0)

−α
, (24)

which gives the number of subhalos per logarithmic mass
interval per unit projected area. A logarithmic slope
α = 0.9 and normalization Σsub = 0.11 kpc−2 matches
the infall mass function shown in Figure 11, and appli-
cation of the tidal stripping model discussed in Section
IVA yields the bound mass function (dashed curves). For
subhalos that appear in projection within 30 kpc of the
host halo center, the bound mass function is suppressed
relative to the infall mass function by a factor of about
20, on average. This corresponds to a projected surface
mass density of 3.2 ± 0.6 × 106M⊙kpc

−2 in the bound
mass range 108 − 1010M⊙ near the Einstein radius of a
typical strong lens system.
The tidal stripping model discussed in Section IVA

is specifically calibrated to reproduce the bound mass
function predicted by galacticus simulations, so it is
unsurprising to find excellent agreement when comparing
the full-physics galacticus simulations with our model.
However, the tidal stripping model we develop also pro-
vides an excellent representation of the density profiles
of tidally-evolved subhalos, a highly non-trivial outcome
given the complexities associated with tidal evolution,
and our use of a parametric form for the subhalo den-
sity profile in pyHalo. In Figure 12, we show the joint
distribution of the subhalo density at the infall scale ra-
dius ρsub (rs) and the mass enclosed within the infall scale
radius, m (r < rs). The black contours represent the out-
put from galacticus models, which account for the fully
non-linear evolution of subhalo density profiles subject to
tidal stripping, tidal heating, etc., and do not enforce a
parametric form for the density profile. The green con-
tours show the predictions of our tidal stripping model
implemented in pyHalo, where we model subhalo density
profiles with the parametric form given in Equation 22
and evaluate the bound masses as described in Section
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IVA. The agreement between these distributions indi-
cates that we can accurately predict the internal struc-
ture of dark subhalos, because ρsub (rs) and m (r < rs)
constrain both the density of the subhalo at rs and the
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FIG. 13. The distribution of bound mass fractions in CDM
(solid line) and in a WDM model (dotted) with a suppression
of the halo mass function at m ∼ 5× 107M⊙, as predicted by
the tidal stripping model implemented in pyHalo. The lower
concentrations at infall in WDM models lead to more severe
tidal stripping.

integral of the density.

Before using the tidal stripping implementation in
pyHalo to examine how this affects observables in strong
lens systems, we point out that the model we develop has
additional implications for tidal stripping in dark matter
models with suppressed small-scale power, such as warm
dark matter (WDM). In WDM scenarios, a cutoff in the
matter power spectrum precludes the formation of low-
mass halos, and also suppresses halo concentrations [e.g.
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65, 72]. As discussed in Appendix A, we can use the
model for tidal stripping for WDM scenarios because the
evolution of the ∼ 1013M⊙ host is largely unaffected by
the small-scale suppression of the power spectrum. In
Figure 13 we show the distribution of bound mass frac-
tions predicted in CDM (solid green curves) and a WDM
model with a half-mode cutoff scale mhm = 107.7M⊙. We
use the WDM concentration–mass relation presented by
[65], and the model for the suppression of the halo mass
function by [73]. Without a tidal stripping model that ac-
counts for the dependence on infall concentration, these
distributions would be identical. However, as our frame-
work includes an explicit dependence on subhalo con-
centration at infall, our model predicts more severe tidal
stripping for the less-concentrated WDM halos. This fur-
ther distinguishes the lensing signals of dark subhalos in
WDM from CDM.

V. STRONG LENSING SIGNATURES OF
TIDALLY-EVOLVED SUBHALOS

We focus on the observational implications for
strongly-lensed quasars, systems in which a background
quasar becomes doubly or quadruply imaged by a fore-
ground galaxy. The relative image magnifications, or flux
ratios, depend on the second derivatives of the gravi-
tational potential projected onto the plane of the lens,
which makes these data particularly sensitive to the
abundance and internal structure of dark-matter subha-
los that appear near a lensed image in projection. In
this section, we do not aim to re-derive existing bounds
on the nature of dark matter using our improved tidal
stripping framework. Instead, our goal is to develop in-
tuition for how our model will affect future results. To
this end, we consider a mock lens system shown in Fig-
ure 14, and compute the sensitivity of the brightest image
(image A) to the presence of a single tidally-stripped sub-
halo. We will then consider the effects of a population
of tidally-stripped subhalos relative to a population of
non-truncated NFW profiles.

In Figure 15 we show the magnification cross section
for a subhalo with a mass at infall of 108M⊙ that has ex-
perienced various degrees of tidal stripping. The colored
curves represent the perturbation caused by a subhalo if
it is stripped to 40%, 20%, 5%, and 1% of its infall mass.
Based on the value of mbound/minfall, we use Equation
22 to calculate the density profile, and then ray trace
through the lens system to the source plane to calcu-
late the image magnification. We assume a background
source size of 5 parsecs.

As shown by Figure 15, even subhalos that have lost
80% of their mass since infall can produce a significant
perturbation to the flux ratios. This reflects the fact
that flux ratios are sensitive to the central density of a
halo, and initially tidal stripping mainly removes mate-
rial from r > rs. The right-hand panel, which shows the
cross section for producing a change in image magnifica-
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FIG. 14. The mock lens used to calculate the magnification
cross section shown in Figure 15 and the flux ratio statistics
shown in Figure 16. The four image positions and flux ratios
are marked in white. We use an image of a spiral galaxy ex-
tracted from the COSMOS catalog as the quasar host galaxy.

tion greater than 5% (solid lines) and 10% (dashed lines)
shows that the perturbation to the image magnification
is not simply a function of the bound mass, but depends
on how the mass is distributed inside the subhalo. From
both of these figures, we can conclude that once the halo
becomes strongly disrupted mbound/minfall < 0.2, the
cross section for producing a detectable change in image
magnification rapidly decreases.
From Figure 11, we see that the bound mass function is

suppressed by a factor of ∼ 20 relative to the infall mass
function—many subhalos have therefore lost 80% of their
mass since infall. From Figure 15, we expect their lensing
signal to be strongly suppressed, and populations of sub-
halos subject to this degree of tidal stripping will lead to
different flux ratio statistics. To investigate this quanti-
tatively, we create a mock lens system and calculate the
probability of measuring a given set of flux ratios given
the relative image positions, x, and the imaging data, I,
p
(
fB/A, fC/A, fD/A|x, I

)
. Here, the imaging data refers

to the spatially-resolved emission from the lensed quasar
host galaxy that appears as a magnified, extended lensed
arc around the main deflector. We do not include sub-
structure in the lens model when creating this mock lens,
so the statistical imprint of substructure will add scatter
around the median flux ratios of the mock lens.
To compute p

(
fB/A, fC/A, fD/A|x, I

)
, we simultane-

ously reconstruct the relative image positions, the sur-
face brightness of the lensed arc, and the surface bright-
ness of the lensed quasar host galaxy in the presence of a
full population of dark matter subhalos. To reconstruct
the imaging data and relative image positions with sub-
structure we follow the lens modeling approach outlined
by [24], using the same background spiral galaxy and
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FIG. 15. Left: The 1D magnification cross section of a halo as a function of its mass after tidal stripping. Curves show the
perturbation to an image magnification as a function of the halo’s projected offset from image A (see Figure 14), and colors
represent varying degrees of tidal stripping, as indicated by the ratio m/minfall and the truncation radius in units of rs. Here
m represents the mass of the subhalo that remains inside a sphere of radius r200, where r200 is evaluated at infall. Right: The
cross section σ|δµ| in units arcsec2 for producing a change in image magnification greater than 5% (solid lines) and 10% (dashed
lines) as a function of the subhalo mass after tidal stripping.

source light model. To isolate the effects of substructure
from uncertainties associated with the main deflectors
mass profile, we have also used a simplified model of an
isothermal elliptical power-law profile plus external shear
in both the creation and the modeling of the mock lens.
We omit line-of-sight halos and additional angular struc-
ture in the main deflector to isolate the effect of subhalos
in the main lens plane from other sources of perturbation.

We calculate the flux ratios for 10, 000 different subhalo
populations created using pyHalo with the tidal stripping
model discussed in the previous section. The cumulative
distributions of the flux ratios, relative to the “true” flux
ratio of the mock lens, are shown in Figure 16. We have
expressed the results as the log of the flux ratios so that
each observation has the same scale. The black curves
illustrate the distribution of flux ratios expected in cold
dark matter, where the solid curve uses the tidal strip-
ping model presented in this work, and the dashed curve
adds a truncation at r200, effectively ignoring tidal strip-
ping effects. From these distributions, we see that the
model for tidal stripping presented in this work has im-
portant implications for interpreting flux ratio anomalies
in lensed quasars. For example, a deviation of 20% from
the flux ratios predicted by a smooth lens model would
be quite rare in CDM, given the tidal stripping model
we have developed, but this level of perturbation occurs
more frequently when tidal stripping is not accounted for.
Constraints on dark matter properties that incorporate
the improved model of tidal stripping presented in this
work will be presented in a forthcoming publication.

VI. DISCUSSION

We have presented a model for tidal stripping of dark
matter subhalos that predicts their bound masses and
density profiles given their concentrations at infall, their

infall redshifts, and the host halo concentration. The
model is calibrated to accurately predict the bound mass
fraction of subhalos that appear in projection within 30
kpc of the host halo center, which coincides with the ar-
eas of dark matter halos where strong gravitational lenses
can characterize the properties of dark substructure. We
have implemented this model in the open-source soft-
ware pyHalo6 for future use in strong gravitational lens-
ing analyses. Our main conclusions can be summarized
as follows:

• The majority (∼ 87%) of subhalos that appear near
the Einstein radius in projection have lost in excess
of ∼ 90% of their mass since infall due to tidal
stripping, on average. Only ∼ 7% of subhalos that
appear near the Einstein radius retain more than
20% of their mass since infall.

• The amplitude of the bound mass function is sup-
pressed relative to the infall mass function by a
factor of 20, on average. This results in a projected
mass in dark subhalos of 3.2 ± 0.6 × 106M⊙kpc

−2

in the mass range 108 − 1010M⊙.

• The median mass loss experienced by subhalos is
a strong function of their infall times and concen-
trations, with more concentrated subhalos at infall
losing less mass on average than less concentrated
subhalos. Subhalos that appear near the Einstein
radius which have retained most of their mass since
infall are therefore either significantly more concen-
trated than average, were accreted onto the host
more recently than ∼ 2 Gyr, have wide orbits with
large pericenters such that they do not experience

6 https://github.com/dangilman/pyHalo
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FIG. 16. The cumulative distribution of flux ratio perturba-
tions caused in CDM with the tidal stripping model presented
in this work (solid black) and a model with no tidal stripping
dashed black. The x-axis shows the difference in the log flux
ratios among the four images of the mock lens shown in Fig-
ure 14.

strong tidal forces, or a combination of these fac-
tors.

Previous strong lensing analyses with flux ratios have
used an implementation for tidal stripping that is signif-
icantly simplified compared to the model we have pre-
sented in this work. For instance, [23] used a model for
halo truncation that predicted rt/rs ∼ 1–5 for most ha-
los, which corresponds to mass loss ∼ 50 − 80%, on av-
erage. More recently, [27] presented constraints on warm
dark matter using an earlier version of the tidal strip-
ping model we have developed in this work. The model
used by [27] implemented less aggressive tidal stripping,

predicting a bound mass function suppressed relative to
the infall mass function by a factor 7, with the difference
primarily stemming from the treatment of indirect and
direct infall distributions for subhalos and sub-subhalos.
The broad priors on the normalization of the subhalo
mass function used by both of these works were chosen
in part to account for uncertainties associated with the
tidal evolution model. Moving forward, using the model
presented in this paper, we have a more reliable predic-
tion for the number of subhalos expected to perturb im-
age flux ratios in CDM, how the populations of subhalos
present in strong lenses depend on their time and concen-
tration at infall, and how the tidal evolution affects their
density profile. We will use the tidal stripping framework
discussed in this work in forthcoming publications that
analyze the properties of ∼ 30 quadruply-imaged quasars
recently observed through a Cycle 1 JWST program GO-
2046 [74].

A criterion that must be satisfied to use this model in
other cosmological scenarios is that the evolution of the
host halo remains unchanged relative to the model for the
host halo evolution used in this work. As the host halo
is a group-scale object m200 ∼ 1013M⊙, this requirement
effectively means we can use this tidal stripping model for
dark matter theories and primordial power spectra that
deviate from ΛCDM only on sub-galactic scales. For ex-
ample, warm dark matter models with small-scale sup-
pression of the matter power spectrum leave the prop-
erties of very massive group-scale hosts unchanged (see
Appendix A), but result in a strong suppression of the
concentration–mass relation for low-mass objects [e.g.
65]. Our model predicts (see Figure 13) that halos
with lower infall concentrations will be more susceptible
to tidal stripping than their CDM counterparts. Con-
versely, an enhancement of the primordial matter power
spectrum [75–78], or primordial non-Gaussianity [79], on
scales k > 10 Mpc−1 leads to significantly higher con-
centrations for low-mass halos without significantly af-
fecting the internal structure of group-scale hosts. With
higher infall concentrations, our model predicts subhalos
become more resilient to tidal stripping, increasing their
lensing efficiency and possibly allowing them to retain
more luminous matter inside a tidal field. The model we
have presented may not provide as robust predictions for
dark matter models in which additional processes besides
gravity impact the evolution of halo structure. For ex-
ample, in self-interacting dark matter halos go through
a period of core formation followed by core collapse (see
Ref [80], and references therein). These processes may
affect the tidal evolution of subhalos in a way our model
does not fully capture.

Historically, the tidal evolution of subhalos around
a host has been regarded as a primary source of sys-
tematic uncertainty for strong lensing analyses. Quan-
tifying what transpires after a halo becomes a sub-
halo requires expensive numerical simulations, and ac-
counting for these effects in Bayesian inferences requires
computationally-expensive forward modeling. The tech-
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niques we have presented in this paper transform this
limiting source of systematic uncertainty into an addi-
tional signal with which to constrain the nature of dark
matter and the initial conditions for structure formation.
Moving into a new era of large surveys expected to dis-
cover thousands of strong lens systems, models such as
the one presented here are necessary to maximize the
scientific return of the experiments and lead to more re-
liable inferences of dark matter physics from cosmological
observations.
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Appendix A: Subhalo evolution in WDM host
potential

Figure 17 shows the bound mass function of sub-
halos evolved in WDM hosts (dot-dashed and dotted
curves) compared with that in a CDM host (black dashed
curve), assuming the same infall mass function (solid
green curve). Little difference is seen in the bound mass
function even for the case mWDM = 0.5keV.

Appendix B: Mass functions of directly and
indirectly infalling subhalos

At high mass ratios, the subhalos are dominated by
those that directly fell into the host. However, as the
mass ratio decreases, there are more and more indirectly
infalling subhalos. At Msub,bound/Mhost ∼ 10−5, only
46% of subhalos are direct infallers. So it is important to
choose an appropriate effective infall redshifts for those
indirect infallers if we treat all subhalos as direct infallers.

Appendix C: Tidal tracks

In this work, we make use of the fitting tidal
tracks from Ref. [21]. Fitting functions for the maxi-
mum circular velocity Vmax, and density transfer func-
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FIG. 17. Mass function of subhalo evolved in WDM hosts
compared with that in a CDM host. Here we have assumed
the same infall mass function for all cases. Only subhalos
within a projected distance of 30kpc are included.
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tion are derived in terms of the bound mass fraction
Mbound/Mbound,0 with Mbound,0 the bound mass at in-
fall. However, these functions are fitted to idealized non-
cosmological simulations. Mbound,0 is defined based on
the matter density of the Universe at z = 0, thus pre-
venting us from directly using the tidal tracks for our
purpose. For example, considering a halo with the NFW
profile, the virial mass will be different, according to the
definition ρ(< Rvir) = ∆virρvir(z), if the halo is at a
different redshift larger than 0. Equivalently, this is to
truncate the density profile at a smaller radius. We have
run two idealized N-body simulations as in Ref. [21] with
NFW initial halo profiles, but truncate the density pro-
file at Mvir/2 and Mvir/4. As shown in the left panel
of Fig. 19, the ratio Vmax/Vmax,0 is lower than fitting
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curve derived in Ref. [21] (black curve). But if we plot
Vmax/Vmax,0 with respect to Mbound/Mmx, we do get a
universal track for all cases. Here Mmx,0 is the enclosed
mass with Rmax,0 (see also [81]). Thus in this work, we
will do some conversion before applying the fitting tidal

tracks from Ref. [21]. Figure 20 shows the normaliza-
tion parameter ft and truncation radius rt in the density
transfer function (23) as a function ofMbound/Mmx. Sim-
ilarly, we get universal tracks for all different simulations.
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D. Kereš, E. Quataert, R. E. Sanderson, A. S. Graus, and
T. Kelley, Not so lumpy after all: modelling the deple-
tion of dark matter subhaloes by Milky Way-like galax-
ies, MNRAS 471, 1709 (2017), arXiv:1701.03792 [astro-
ph.GA].
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