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We propose a Bayesian meta-analysis to infer the current expansion rate
of the Universe, called the Hubble constant (H0), via time delay cosmogra-
phy. Inputs of the meta-analysis are estimates of two properties for each pair
of gravitationally lensed images; time delay and Fermat potential difference
estimates with their standard errors. A meta-analysis can be appealing in prac-
tice because obtaining each estimate from even a single lens system involves
substantial human efforts, and thus estimates are often separately obtained
and published. This work focuses on combining these estimates from inde-
pendent studies to infer H0 in a robust manner. For this purpose, we adopt
Student’s t error for the inputs of the meta-analysis. We investigate properties
of the resulting H0 estimate via two simulation studies with realistic imaging
data. It turns out that the meta-analysis can infer H0 with sub-percent bias and
about 1% level of coefficient of variation, even when 30% of inputs are ma-
nipulated to be outliers. We also apply the meta-analysis to three gravitation-
ally lensed systems, and estimate H0 by 75.632± 6.918 (km/second/Mpc),
which covers a wide range of H0 estimates obtained under different physi-
cal processes. An R package h0 is publicly available for fitting the proposed
meta-analysis.

1. Introduction. Estimates of the Hubble constant H0 under the standard cosmological
model, that is, the flat Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM) model, have been inconsistent, causing
a tension between measurements of H0 from early and late Universe (Verde, Treu and Riess,
2019; Di Valentino et al., 2021; Shah, Lemos and Lahav, 2021; Abdalla et al., 2022). For
example, the most recent probe on the early Universe infers H0 by 67.4±0.5 km s−1 Mpc−1

via the cosmic microwave background experiment (Planck Collaboration et al., 2020). The
unit of the Hubble constant is kilometer/second/megaparsec, typically denoted by km s−1

Mpc−1. It means that if we were 1 megaparsec (that is about 3.26 million light years) away
from the Earth, then objects would move away by 1 kilometer per second due to the expan-
sion of the Universe. We omit the unit of H0 hereafter. On the other hand, the most recent H0

estimate based on a locally calibrated comic distance ladder (that is, from the late Universe)
is 73.04± 1.04 (Riess et al., 2022), which is claimed to be 5 standard deviations away from
the early Universe study. These inconsistent estimates between the early and late Universe
measurements have raised a question about the validity of the underlying standard cosmolog-
ical model and brought up a possibility of new physics. To check whether the tension is due
to unknown systematic error of measurements, astronomers have improved data quality and
inferential accuracy of existing methods, for example, Riess et al. (2019), Riess et al. (2021),
and Riess et al. (2022). Various methods have also been developed under different physical
processes to better understand the systematic error and test the standard cosmological model.

As a completely independent way to infer the Hubble constant, time delay cosmography
adopts strong gravitational lensing effects of quasars (Refsdal, 1964; Linder, 2011; Treu and
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Marshall, 2016; Suyu et al., 2017; Birrer et al., 2022; Treu, Suyu and Marshall, 2022). When a
galaxy is geometrically aligned between a quasar and the Earth, the strong gravitational field
of the intervening galaxy bends the trajectories of light photons emitted from the quasar,
as illustrated in the left panel of Figure 1. The deflected light rays travel toward the Earth.
As a result we see multiple (mostly two or four) images of the same quasar in the sky. The
right panel of Figure 1 shows an image of a doubly-lensed strong lens system, simulated by a
Python package lenstronomy (Birrer and Amara, 2018; Birrer et al., 2021), as an example
of what we expect to see in the sky via a telescope. The faint image at the center is the
intervening lensing galaxy, and the two bright images located to the south and north from the
center are the two lensed images of the same quasar. We call it a strong gravitational lensing
effect (Schneider, Wambsganss and Kochanek, 2006; Treu, 2010). The travel times of light
photons for each lensed image can be different depending on the paths they take because the
length of each path may differ and photons may pass through different gravitational potential
of the intervening galaxy. We call such differences between their travel times time delays.

For each pair of lensed images (one pair for a doubly-lensed system, and at least three
pairs for a quadruply-lensed system), time delay cosmography models the additional travel
distance of the longer route by a physical equation that interweaves cosmological parameters
and measurable quantities. Two of the measurable quantities are time delay and Fermat poten-
tial difference, and these can be separately estimated from two different types of data. Time
delay estimates are obtained from several time series data of brightness of multiply-lensed
quasar images (Tewes et al., 2013; Eulaers et al., 2013; Liao et al., 2015; Tak et al., 2017;
Courbin et al., 2018; Bonvin et al., 2016, 2018, 2019; Millon et al., 2020a; Meyer et al.,
2023). On the other hand, Fermat potential differences are estimated from high-resolution
imaging data of each lens system, such as the one in the right panel of Figure 1 (Birrer and
Amara, 2018; Rusu et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2020; Birrer et al., 2020; Shajib et al., 2020;
Ding et al., 2021a; Ding et al., 2021b; Shajib et al., 2022; Ertl et al., 2023; Schmidt et al.,
2023).

These two types of data are independently obtained, and thus the inferences on time de-
lays and differences in Fermat potential can be performed separately without knowing each
other. This aspect has enabled astronomers to conduct a so-called blind analysis to estimate
each component independently and combine these to infer H0 in the end (Suyu et al., 2013;

FIG 1. Strong gravitational lensing is illustrated in the left panel. When a galaxy is intervening between a quasar
and the Earth, light photons emitted by the quasar take different routes to the Earth because the strong gravita-
tional field of the intervening galaxy bends the trajectories of photons (Image Credit: Michael Fleck). In this case
we see multiple images of the same quasar in the sky. The right panel shows simulated imaging data of a doubly-
lensed system obtained by a Python package lenstronomy (Birrer and Amara, 2018; Birrer et al., 2021); the
faint image at the center is the intervening lensing galaxy and the two brightest images around the center are the
two lensed images of the same quasar.
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Suyu et al., 2017). Also, it is well known that estimating time delays and Fermat potential
differences from even a single lens system requires substantial human efforts. For instance,
each estimation procedure goes through data pre-processing, visual inspection for identify-
ing anomalies, modeling the data with physical processes, model fitting and checking, and
interpretation (Shajib et al., 2019; Leon-Anaya et al., 2023). Details of each step may be dif-
ferent according to the types of the data (time series or imaging data). Consequently, these
estimates are often published separately in the literature. For instance, time delay estimates
(Millon et al., 2020a) and Fermat potential difference estimates (Ertl et al., 2023; Schmidt
et al., 2023) of a strong lens system 2M1134–2103 are independently estimated and sepa-
rately published.

We focus on how to combine these estimates available in the literature to estimateH0 via a
meta-analysis (Gelman et al., 2013, Chapter 5.6). The meta-analysis is built on the estimates
of time delays and those of Fermat potential differences, instead of modeling time series data
and high-resolution imaging data from scratch. We adopt a Student’s t4 measurement error
model by assuming that the input estimates are measured around unknown true values with
scaled Student’s t4 noises. The scale is set to the given standard error of the estimate, and thus
it is assumed to be fully known. This heavy-tailed error assumption makes the model robust
to potential outliers. Next, we incorporate physical equations into the model to interweave the
unknown true values, additionally accounting for more source of uncertainty such as an effect
of the mass along the line of sight between the lens and the observer. The model ends up with
(2 +K) parameters, where K is the number of lens systems in the data. Weakly informative
Uniform and Cauchy priors are assumed on these (2 +K) model parameters. An R package
h0 fits the model via Metropolis-Hastings within Gibbs sampling (Metropolis et al., 1953;
Geman and Geman, 1984; Tierney, 1994). It takes about 2,900 seconds on average to draw
10,000 posterior samples when the data are composed of 90 input pairs (time delay and
Fermat potential difference) of 30 quadruply-lensed systems.

Our numerical studies based on both simulated and realistic data show that the proposed
meta-analysis can produce an accurate H0 estimate even in the presence of outlying inputs.
The first numerical study is based on a simulated data set publicly available from the Time
Delay Lens Modeling Challenge (Ding et al., 2021a), a blind data analytic competition held
from 2018 to 2019. Specifically, we check how theH0 estimate changes when we manipulate
more and more input data to be wrong or outliers. It shows that theH0 estimate is robust even
when 30% of the 40 inputs from 16 lens systems are modified to be outliers. The second nu-
merical study is based on realistic data of 90 input pairs from 30 quad-lens systems analyzed
by the STRIDE science collaboration (Schmidt et al., 2023). This simulation also confirms
that the meta-analysis can recover their underlying cosmological parameters in a robust man-
ner when 30% of data are manipulated to be outliers. Finally, we apply the meta-analysis to
three strong lens systems, and estimate H0 by 75.632± 6.918. This estimate is consistent to
previous H0 estimates under time delay cosmography, for example, 73.3+1.7

−1.8 in Wong et al.
(2020), 74.2 +2.7

−3.0 in Shajib et al. (2020), and 74.5 +5.6
−6.1 in Birrer et al. (2020), not to mention

the estimates from the early and late Universe measurements in tension.
The rest of this article is organized as follows. We describe details of time delay cos-

mography in Section 2 and outlines the proposed meta-analysis in Section 3. Modeling as-
sumptions and model fitting procedures via maximum likelihood estimation and Bayesian
posterior sampling appear in Section 4. We investigate the performance of the meta-analysis
in two simulation settings in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, and explain how we obtain theH0 estimate
from the three lens systems in Section 6. We discuss limitations and future direction of the
meta analysis in Section 7.
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2. Overview of Time Delay Cosmography. Time delay cosmography infers H0 using
the information about the additional travel distance of the light caused by strong gravitational
lensing, as visualized in the left panel of Figure 1. The following physical equation plays a
key role in describing this additional travel distance (Refsdal, 1964):

(1) c∆ijk =D∆(H0, zk,Ω)ϕijk,

where c denotes the speed of light that is about 2.59×1010 kilometers per day, and ∆ijk is the
time delay in days between lensed images i and j of quasar k (k = 1,2, . . . ,K). Intuitively,
the multiplication of these two quantities, c∆ijk, on the left-hand side of Eqn (1) represents
the additional travel distance caused by strong gravitational lensing in that the light speed
(km/day) is multiplied by the additional travel time (day).

Time delays are estimated from multiple time series data of brightness of lensed images.
These data are obtained by measuring brightness of multiply lensed images of the same
source in the sky, such as the two bright images around the center in the right panel of
Figure 1. For instance, Figure 2 exhibits two time series data of brightness (magnitude)
for doubly lensed images (i and j) of quasar Q0957+561, observed in g-band (Shalyapin,
Goicoechea and Gil-Merino, 2012). Here, it is not difficult to identify similar fluctuation pat-
terns appearing in both time series, such as those appearing in two rectangles, with about
400-day-long time lag. A model-based approach to time delay estimation treats this time lag
as an unknown parameter to be estimated. For example, Hu and Tak (2020) estimate the time
delay of this data set as 413.392 days by adopting a damped random walk model (Kelly,
Bechtold and Siemiginowska, 2009) to describe stochastic variability of the time series data.

The right-hand side of Eqn (1) re-expresses the additional travel distance under the
Einstein’s general relativity, accounting for light photons traveling in the curved space
and time caused by the strong gravitational field of the intervening galaxy. The notation
zk = {zsk, zdk} indicates a vector for two redshifts measuring how fast the k-th quasar (zsk)
and lensing galaxy (zdk) are moving away from the observer; the subscripts s and d denote
‘source (quasar)’ and ‘deflector (lens)’, respectively. These redshifts can be accurately mea-
sured via spectroscopic data, and thus we assume that the vector zk is fully known for all k.
The next notation Ω = {Ωm,ΩΛ} represents a vector for two cosmological parameters, the
present-day dark matter density Ωm and dark energy density ΩΛ. Since their sum is one under
the standard cosmological model, that is, Ωm +ΩΛ = 1, we consider Ωm as the only unknown
parameter in Ω. Hereafter, we use Ω or Ωm exchangeably.

FIG 2. Time series data of brightness obtained by measuring brightness of doubly-lensed images of quasar
Q0957+561 in g-band over time (Shalyapin, Goicoechea and Gil-Merino, 2012). Magnitude is an astronom-
ical measure of brightness, observation time is in days, and MJD represents modified Julian day. A time delay
estimate between two lensed images can be obtained by identifying a time lag between similar fluctuation patterns
appearing in both time series.
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The notation D∆(H0, zk,Ω) denotes the time delay distance in the unit of megaparsec
(Mpc) defined as a ratio of three angular diameter distances from the observer to the deflec-
tor (Dd), from the observer to the source (Ds), and from the deflector to the source (Dds).
Figure 3 visualizes these angular diameter distances. Specifically, these three distances are
deterministic functions of H0, zk, and Ω:

Dd(H0, zk,Ω) =
c
∫ zdk
0

du
W (u;Ω)

(1 + zdk)H0
, Ds(H0, zk,Ω) =

c
∫ zsk
0

du
W (u;Ω)

(1 + zsk)H0
, and

Dds(H0, zk,Ω) =
c

(1 + zsk)H0

(∫ zsk

0

du

W (u;Ω)
−
∫ zdk

0

du

W (u;Ω)

)(2)

The notation W (u;Ω) denotes a deterministic function of u given the cosmological parame-
ters, Ωm and ΩΛ. Specifically, W (u;Ω) = ((1 + u)3Ωm +ΩΛ)

0.5 under the standard cosmo-
logical model; see Hogg (1999) for details of cosmological distance measures. Then the time
delay distance of lens system k is defined by these angular diameter distances:

D∆(H0, zk,Ω) = (1 + zdk)
Dd(H0, zk,Ω)Ds(H0, zk,Ω)

Dds(H0, zk,Ω)

=
c
(∫ zdk

0
du

W (u;Ω)

)(∫ zsk
0

du
W (u;Ω)

)
H0

(∫ zsk
0

du
W (u;Ω) −

∫ zdk
0

du
W (u;Ω)

) .(3)

Clearly, the time delay distance D∆(H0, zk,Ω) is inversely proportional to H0, making it
useful for the Hubble constant estimation (Suyu et al., 2017; Treu, Suyu and Marshall, 2022).

The last quantity ϕijk in Eqn (1) is the difference in Fermat potential that light rays of
lensed images i and j of the k-th lens system pass through (Schneider, Wambsganss and
Kochanek, 2006, Section 2.2). This represents the different extents to the light deflection and
to scaled gravitational potential at two different regions of the gravitational field. Specifically
this Fermat potential difference is defined as

(4) ϕijk = ϕ(θik, θjk, βk) =
1

2
(θik − βk)

2 −ψ(θik)−
(
1

2
(θjk − βk)

2 −ψ(θjk)

)
.

Here θik and θjk are the apparent angular positions of lensed images i and j of source k on
the sky, respectively, and each is a vector of length two for angular coordinates (ascension
and declination). The notation βk is the apparent angular position of source k that could have
been observed without a lens. In practice, we cannot observe βk because the intervening
lensing galaxy blocks the line of sight between the source and the observer. The difference
between θik and βk in Eqn (4) is called the scaled deflection angle of the lensed image i of
source k, which is typically denoted by α(θik) in the literature. This relationship forms a so-
called lens equation, βk = θik − α(θik) for any lensed image i. These angular positions and
deflection angle are illustrated in Figure 3 with one lensed image. Lastly, ψ(θik) and ψ(θjk)
are scaled gravitational potential of the lensing galaxy (or simply called lens potential) at
the positions of lensed images, θik and θjk, respectively. The lens potential function must
satisfy two conditions. First, the gradient of each lens potential becomes the scaled deflection
angle, that is, α(θik) =∇ψ(θik), so that the gradient of Fermat potential is zero according to
the Fermat’s principle. Second, one half of the Laplacian becomes the dimensionless surface
mass density κ(θik) (=∇2ψ(θik)/2). This dimensionless density can also be expressed as
κ(θik) = Σ(θik)/Σcr, where Σ(θik) is the surface mass density function and Σcr is the critical
mass density.

Thus, the lens modeling starts by adopting a functional form of this surface mass density,
Σ(θik); its integral becomes α(θik) and its double-integral is the lens potential ψ(θik). Stellar
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FIG 3. Angular distances and positions. Angular diameter distance from the observer to the deflector (lens) is
Dd, that from the observer to the source is Ds, and that from the deflector to the source is Dds. Angular position
of the lensed image is θ, and that of the source is β. The scaled deflection angle of the lensed image at θ is denoted
by α(θ), satisfying the lens equation β = θ− α(θ).

kinematic information can be incorporated into the model to handle mass-sheet degeneracy,
an effect that different lens mass model can produce the same observations (Gorenstein, Falco
and Shapiro, 1988; Birrer, Amara and Refregier, 2016; Yıldırım et al., 2021; Shajib et al.,
2023). In addition to this lens mass model, surface brightness is also modeled for each of
lens and source. With a set of unknown parameters in these lens mass, lens light, and surface
light models, including unknown angular positions, one can simulate imaging data, that is, a
model prediction of the imaging data given the model parameters. Then, a likelihood function
of all of the model parameters can be obtained by an independent Gaussian assumption on the
observed light intensity in each pixel whose mean is the pixel-wise model prediction of light
intensity. See Section 5 of Birrer et al. (2022) for more details of this estimation procedure.

Besides the explicitly stated quantities in Eqn (1), astronomers account for the effect of the
mass structure along the line of sight between the lens and the observer because it is known
to be an important source of bias and extra uncertainty in H0 estimation (Suyu et al., 2010;
Schneider and Sluse, 2013; Suyu et al., 2013, 2014; Sereno and Paraficz, 2014; Rusu et al.,
2017; Buckley-Geer et al., 2020; Tihhonova et al., 2020; Fleury, Larena and Uzan, 2021;
Wells, Fassnacht and Rusu, 2023; Treu, Suyu and Marshall, 2022, Section 3.2.4). This effect
is characterized by a quantity called external convergence, denoted by κext,k for each lens
system k, whose value is negative if the line of sight has less dense structure than the overall
density of the Universe and is positive for more dense structure. The time delay distance after
accounting for this line-of-sight effect is defined as

(5) Dext
∆ (H0, zk,Ω) =

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)

1− κext,k
.

Since the Hubble constant is inversely proportional to the time delay distance, this line-of-
sight effect is propagated to the Hubble constant as follows.

(6) Hext
0 = (1− κext,k)H0.

Because of this relationship, a positive value of κext,k means that H0 will be over-estimated if
we do not account for the over-dense line-of-sight effect. Also, the uncertainty of the resulting
Hext

0 estimate will also be affected by the multiplication factor (1−κext,k). This quantity κext,k
can be estimated from external data by comparing the number of galaxies in the lens field of
interest with the counts of galaxies in similar reference fields, without knowing the time delay
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and Fermat potential difference estimates. See Wells, Fassnacht and Rusu (2023) for more
details of modeling the external convergence.

3. Meta-Analysis. Time delay cosmography is a comprehensive framework to infer H0

based mainly on physical equation in Eqn (1). The equation relates six quantities, that is,
light speed c, time delay ∆ijk, the Hubble constant H0, redshifts zk, cosmological parameter
Ω, and Fermat potential difference ϕijk. Among these, two quantities, c and zk are fixed
at known constants. The time delays (∆ijk’s) and Fermat potential differences (ϕijk’s) are
independently estimated from multiple time series data of brightness of lensed images and
from high-resolution imaging data, respectively. These estimates can constrain the time delay
distance D∆(H0, zk,Ω) via Eqn (1) for all k, and then the information about these multiple
time delay distances, D∆(H0, z1,Ω), D∆(H0, z2,Ω), . . ., D∆(H0, zK ,Ω) can constrain H0

and Ω in turn. To account for potential bias and extra uncertainty caused by the line-of-sight
effect, astronomers incorporate external convergence into the model and finally estimateHext

0 .
Figure 4 illustrates this series of inferential steps toward Hext

0 under time delay cosmography
in a simplified manner. The circles in gray indicate the observed data.

Estimating H0 via time delay cosmography requires enormous efforts of more than a hun-
dred experts from various fields of astronomy. For example, there are 82 experts in Treu et al.
(2018) for newly identifying seven strong lens candidates, 71 in Schmidt et al. (2023) for
estimating Fermat potential differences of 30 lens systems, 68 in Buckley-Geer et al. (2020)
for estimating line-of-sight effects of two lens systems, and 28 in Millon et al. (2020a) for
estimating time delays of six lens systems. Also, there are at least five scientific collaboration
groups contributing to time delay cosmography; COSMOGRAIL collaboration (Eigenbrod
et al., 2005); H0LiCOW collaboration (Suyu et al., 2017); STRIDES collaboration (Treu
et al., 2018); SHARP collaboration (Chen et al., 2019); and TDCOSMO collaboration (Mil-
lon et al., 2020b). These are clear evidence that the Hubble constant estimation via time
delay cosmography is not only of great interest in astronomy, but also challenging enough to
require enormous human efforts and time.

Our motivation is that a meta-analysis can save such humongous efforts by extracting the
information about H0 from various estimates separately published in the literature, as the
information is commonly embedded in these independent studies. Moreover, since there are
not many strong lens systems suitable for accurate H0 estimation, for example, with six to
eight lens systems (Shajib et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2020; Birrer et al., 2020; Denzel et al.,
2021; Wang et al., 2022), it is crucial to prevent outlying inputs from unduly influencing the
H0 estimation.

FIG 4. This diagram illustrates a series of estimation steps towards the Hubble constant Hext
0 . The gray circles

indicate the observed data.
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FIG 5. This diagram illustrates how the meta-analysis infers the Hubble constant H0. The gray circles indicate the
input data that are pairs of the Fermat potential difference and time delay estimates. The meta-analysis treats time
delay distance D∆(H0, zk,Ω) for each lens system k as a deterministic function of H0, zk , and Ω, as its notation
indicates, instead of treating each time delay distance as a quantity to be estimated before constraining H0 and Ω.
Also, the meta-analysis accounts for the line-of-sight effect by treating external convergences, κext,1, . . . , κext,K ,
as unknown model parameters.

Thus, we propose a robust meta-analysis based on Student’s t error that takes the time
delay and Fermat potential difference estimates as inputs, without modeling the time series
and imaging data from scratch. We incorporate the external convergence of each lens sys-
tem into the model as unknown model parameters, instead of estimating them from external
data. Unlike the common practice in time delay cosmography, the meta-analysis does not
separately estimate time delay distances, D∆(H0, zk,Ω)’s, before constraining H0 and Ω.
Instead, it treats these deterministic functions as a medium to access the information about
H0 and Ω from the inputs. This has an effect of increasing the data size. For example, a
quad-lens system k produces at least three pairs of Fermat potential difference and time de-
lay estimates, such as (ϕ̂12k, ∆̂12k), (ϕ̂13k, ∆̂13k), and (ϕ̂14k, ∆̂14k). The meta-analysis treats
these as three independent inputs that contain the information about H0, instead of reducing
these three pairs to one time delay distance estimate, D̂∆(H0, zk,Ω), to inferH0. Treating the
three paired estimates as three independent observations does not mean that each pair equally
contributes to the H0 estimate because each pair of estimates has different uncertainty levels
(standard errors). Figure 5 illustrates a workflow of the meta-analysis.

4. Statistical Modeling and Inference. We derive the likelihood function ofH0, Ω, and
κext,k’s by combining Eqns (1) and (5), assuming that the time delay and Fermat potential
difference constrain Dext

∆ (H0, zk,Ω), instead of D∆(H0, zk,Ω) in Eqn (1). That is,

(7) c∆ijk =Dext
∆ (H0, zk,Ω)ϕijk =

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)ϕijk
1− κext,k

.

Then, the Fermat potential difference can be expressed as

(8) ϕijk =
(1− κext,k)c∆ijk

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)
.

Applying a Gaussian assumption on the Fermat potential difference estimate, as proposed in
an unpublished work of Marshal et al., we obtain the following Gaussian distribution of the
Fermat potential difference estimate centered at the unknown true Fermat potential difference
ϕijk in Eqn (8):

(9) ϕ̂ijk |H0,Ω,∆ijk, αijk, κext,k ∼N

(
(1− κext,k)c∆ijk

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)
, αijkσ̂

2
ϕijk

)
,
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where σ̂ϕijk
is the given standard error of ϕ̂ijk, and αijk is an unknown variance adjust-

ment factor to account for extra uncertainty beyond the given standard error, which is called
an error-on-the-error approach in particle physics (Cowan, 2019). This adjustment factor
later transforms Gaussian measurement error into Student’s t measurement error (Tak, El-
lis and Ghosh, 2019). Conditioning on (H0,Ω,∆ijk, κext,k) in Eqn (9) is equivalent to con-
ditioning on ϕijk because of their deterministic relationship in Eqn (8). Marshal et al. fix
Ωm (= Ω in this work) at 0.3, but we treat it as an unknown parameter to be estimated.

Similarly, we assume that the time delay estimate ∆̂ijk follows a Gaussian distribution
(Birrer, Amara and Refregier, 2016, Section 4.6), whose mean is the unknown true time
delay ∆ijk and variance is equal to squared standard error , σ̂2∆ijk

, multiplied by the same
adjustment factor, αijk:

(10) ∆̂ijk |∆ijk, αijk ∼N
(
∆ijk, αijkσ̂

2
∆ijk

)
.

Denoting all time delays by ∆= {∆ijk : i < j and k = 1,2, . . . ,K}, all adjustment factors
by α = {αijk : i < j and k = 1,2, . . . ,K}, and all external convergences by κext = {κext,k :
k = 1,2, . . . ,K}, we express the likelihood function of H0,Ω, ∆, α, and κext as a multipli-
cation of joint density functions of input data pairs, (ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk)’s, denoted by f :

L(H0,Ω,∆, α,κext) =

K∏
k=1

∏
i<j

f(ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk |H0,Ω,∆ijk, αijk, κext,k)

=

K∏
k=1

∏
i<j

g(ϕ̂ijk |H0,Ω,∆ijk, αijk, κext,k)h(∆̂ijk |∆ijk, αijk).

(11)

The functions g and h represent densities of the two Gaussian distributions defined in
Eqns (9) and (10), respectively. The factorization in Eqn (11) is based on conditional in-
dependence assumption between ϕ̂ijk and ∆̂ijk given ∆ijk, and that between ∆̂ijk and
(H0,Ω, κext,k) given ∆ijk. The first conditional independence makes sense because condi-
tioning on ∆̂ijk in g becomes redundant while the true value ∆ijk is already in the condition.
The second conditional independence can also be justified because knowing (H0,Ω, κext,k)
does not affect the distribution of the time delay estimate once we condition on the true time
delay ∆ijk and αijk.

Next, we integrate out the true time delays ∆ and adjustment factors α from the likelihood
function in Eqn (11) after assuming unbounded uniform distribution on ∆ijk, π1(∆ijk)∝ 1,
and inverse-Gamma(2, 2) distribution on αijk, π2(αijk) ∝ α−3

ijk exp(−2/αijk). The uni-
form marginal distribution is adopted to reflect our lack of knowledge about ∆ijk, and the
inverse-Gamma(2, 2) distribution is to transform the Gaussian error to Student’s t4 error.
The marginalization of ∆ and α results in an integrated likelihood function of H0, Ω, and
κext (Berger, Liseo and Wolpert, 1999):

L(H0,Ω, κext) =

∫
L(H0,Ω,∆, α,κext)

K∏
k=1

∏
i<j

π1(∆ijk)π2(αijk) d∆ijk dαijk

=

K∏
k=1

∏
i<j

∫
g(ϕ̂ijk |H0,Ω,∆ijk, αijk, κext,k)h(∆̂ijk |∆ijk, αijk)

× π1(∆ijk)π2(αijk) d∆ijk dαijk

=

K∏
k=1

∏
i<j

p(ϕ̂ijk |H0,Ω, κext,k, ∆̂ijk, ).

(12)
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The density function p in Eqn (12) is a Student’s t4 density function of ϕ̂ijk. To be specific,
(13)

ϕ̂ijk |H0,Ω, κext,k, ∆̂ijk ∼ t4

(1− κext,k)c∆̂ijk

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)
,

√
(1− κext,k)2c2σ̂

2
∆ijk

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)2
+ σ̂2ϕijk

 .

The notation t4(a, b) represent the Student’s t4 distribution with location parameter a and
scale parameter b.

For a Bayesian inference, we additionally set up a joint prior distribution of the unknown
parameters, H0, Ω, and κext, and derive their join posterior density function up to a constant
multiplication. As for H0 and Ω, the most common choice in the literature is to put a jointly
uniform prior on them to reflect the lack of knowledge about their true values. For exam-
ple, Uniform(0, 150) prior on H0, and independently a Uniform(0.05, 0.5) prior on Ωm are
the two common choices in the literature (Bonvin et al., 2016; Suyu et al., 2017; Wong et al.,
2017; Chen et al., 2019; Birrer et al., 2019; Wong et al., 2020; Birrer et al., 2020; Shajib et al.,
2020; Rusu et al., 2020; Millon et al., 2020b). We also follow this practice. When it comes
to κext, we adopt an independent Cauchy prior distribution with scale 0.025 for each κext,k,
considering thatN(0, 0.025) is used as a reasonable simulation assumption for κext,k in Ding
et al. (2021a) and that the Cauchy distribution can cover wider regions thanN(0, 0.025). As-
suming independent external convergences across lens systems is not uncommon in practice
(Birrer et al., 2020). We express the resulting joint posterior density of H0,Ω, and and κext as

(14) π(H0,Ω, κext |D)∝ L(H0,Ω, κext)h(H0,Ω, κext),

whereD denotes a set of all pairs of the time delay and Fermat potential difference estimates,
and h is a joint prior density function. The posterior distribution is proper because the joint
prior distribution is proper (Hobert and Casella, 1996; Tak, Ghosh and Ellis, 2018).

To sample the joint posterior distribution in Eqn (14), the R package h0 adopts a
Metropolis-Hastings within Gibbs sampler (Tierney, 1994, Section 2.4). It uses a Gaussian
proposal distribution for H0 whose proposal scale is adjusted to achieve about 40% of ac-
ceptance rate. The proposals of the other model parameters are independently drawn from
their prior distributions (Tierney, 1994, Section 2.3.3); that is, the proposal distribution for
Ω is Uniform(0.05, 0.5), that for each κext,k is Cauchy with scale 0.025. We implement
five Markov chains each for 10,000 iterations whose initial values are spread throughout the
parameter space. Specifically, we set five initial values of H0 to five evenly-spaced values
between 0.01 and 150, while the initial values of Ω and κext,k’s are randomly drawn from
their prior distributions. For each Markov chain, the first half of the iterations is discarded as
burn-in. We combine these five Markov chains to make a posterior inference after checking
the convergence via Gelman-Rubin diagnostic statistic (Gelman and Rubin, 1992). The R
package h0 also has a function to conduct a posterior predictive check to see whether there
is evidence that the model does not describe the data well (Rubin, 1984; Gelman et al., 2013,
Chapter 6). In case several modes are identified from the five runs, the R package h0 pro-
vides an option to replace the Metorpolis update for H0 with repelling-attracting Metropolis
update (Tak, Meng and van Dyk, 2018), which enables the Markov chain to jump between
local modes frequently. The proposal scale of repelling-attracting Metropolis is adjusted to
achieve at least 10% of acceptance rate.

5. Simulated Data Analyses. The main goal of two simulation studies in this section
is to investigate how robustly the proposed meta-analysis can infer the true value of H0 in
the presence of outlying inputs. For this purpose, we manipulate several inputs to be outliers.
We compare the effects of these manipulated inputs on the proposed robust meta-analysis
to those on a non-robust meta-analysis equipped with Gaussian error using three criteria;
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bias in percentage defined as 100(Ĥ0 −H true
0 )/H true

0 , coefficient of variation in percentage
calculated by 100σ̂H0

/H true
0 , and root mean square error computed by the square root of

(Ĥ0−H true
0 )2+ σ̂2H0

. Here, we set Ĥ0 to the posterior mean and σ̂H0
to the posterior standard

deviation. In the time delay cosmography literature, bias and coefficient of variation are called
accuracy and precision, respectively, and are typically reported in percentage. We report CPU
times measured on a laptop equipped with 2.4GHz Intel quad-core i5 and 16 Gb RAM.

5.1. Simulation Study I. We borrow the simulation setting of the Time Delay Lens Mod-
eling Challenge (Ding et al., 2021a). It was a data analytic competition to improve existing
tools to analyze high-resolution imaging data of lens systems and to encourage the develop-
ment of new methods for theH0 estimation. The competition had three stages with increasing
difficulty in analyzing imaging data. At each stage, the organizers provided imaging data of
16 lens systems, simulated under the standard cosmological model and various parameter
values including a specific value of H0. They also accounted for realistic components as well
in simulating the imaging data, for example, by using realistic galaxy images obtained from
the Hubble Space Telescope to simulate surface brightness. After the submission deadline
of the competition, the blinded values of H0 and the other true parameter values, such as
time delays (∆ijk’s) and time delay distances (D∆(H0, zk,Ω)’s) were completely disclosed
to the public. Based on these, it is straightforward to derive the true values of Fermat potential
differences (ϕijk’s) via Eqn (1).

Our simulation study borrows the setting of the second stage of the TDLMC. The true
values of time delays, Fermat potential differences, and redshifts of 16 lens systems (12
quad-lens systems and 4 double-lens systems) are tabulated in Table 1. The generative true
value of H0 is 66.643, which is the same for all these 16 lens systems.

TABLE 1
The true values of the redshifts (zsk’s), time delays (∆ijk’s), and Fermat potential differences (ϕijk’s) used to

simulate the data for the second stage of the TDLMC.

k zdk zsk i j ∆ijk ϕijk k zdk zsk i j ∆ijk ϕijk
1 0.498 2.482 2 1 −10.537 −0.128 9 0.386 2.012 2 1 −1.121 −0.018

3 1 −14.460 −0.176 3 1 −7.783 −0.125
4 1 −2.147 −0.026 4 1 −8.568 −0.138

2 0.529 2.810 2 1 −11.645 −0.135 10 0.420 2.248 2 1 −10.951 −0.162
3 1 −9.403 −0.109 3 1 −1.869 −0.028
4 1 −2.139 −0.025 4 1 −11.957 −0.177

3 0.458 1.886 2 1 26.076 0.330 11 0.174 2.198 2 1 −4.319 −0.178
3 1 1.935 0.024 3 1 −4.344 −0.179
4 1 1.165 0.015 4 1 −4.879 −0.201

4 0.597 1.671 2 1 −31.799 −0.260 12 0.414 1.675 2 1 −9.826 −0.137
3 1 −1.829 −0.015 3 1 −10.549 −0.147
4 1 −0.435 −0.004 4 1 −11.125 −0.155

5 0.283 2.399 2 1 −6.115 −0.147 13 0.590 2.060 2 1 −6.784 −0.062
3 1 −0.981 −0.024 3 1 −7.839 −0.072
4 1 3.416 0.082 4 1 −21.134 −0.193

6 0.558 1.815 2 1 −7.733 −0.073 14 0.390 2.518 2 1 −2.051 −0.034
3 1 −1.043 −0.010 3 1 −2.225 −0.037
4 1 4.895 0.046 4 1 −5.649 −0.094

7 0.360 2.004 2 1 35.017 0.613 15 0.294 1.911 2 1 −25.653 −0.570

8 0.368 2.561 2 1 −34.988 −0.625 16 0.455 2.535 2 1 −43.661 −0.599
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To investigate the impact of outlying inputs on the H0 estimation, we first prepare an
default data set by fixing the true values at estimates (no bias), that is, ∆̂ijk = ∆ijk and
ϕ̂ijk = ϕijk. The standard errors of these estimates are fixed at 3% of the true values to
achieve 3% coefficient of variation, that is, σ̂∆ijk

= 0.03|∆ijk| and σ̂ϕijk
= 0.03|ϕijk|. This

is because the community expects state-of-the-art time delay analyses to produce bias less
than 1% and coefficient of variation less than 3% for the upcoming large-scale survey by the
Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space of Time (Liao et al., 2015). Next, we manipulate
several time delay inputs of this default data set to make three cases. The first case contains
four manipulated time delay inputs out of 40 (10%); the second case modifies additional four
inputs (eight in total, 20%); and the final case changes another four inputs (12 in total, 30%).
For this purpose, we add constants that are 10 times larger than standard errors to these chosen
inputs. To be specific, the inputs to be manipulated are ∆̂21k for k = 1,2, . . . ,12 in Table 1.
For example, the first manipulated input is ∆̂211 =∆211 + 10σ̂∆211

=∆211 + 0.3|∆211|.
The resulting posterior distributions of H0 under four cases are displayed in Figure 6.

In each panel, the gray histogram represents the posterior distribution of H0 obtained with
Student’s t error, and the white histogram is the distribution obtained with Gaussian error.
The true value of H0 is denoted by the vertical dashed line. Without any outlier, both types of
error produce almost identical fits, as shown in the top-left panel. However, as we manipulate
more and more input time delays, the posterior distributions of H0 under Gaussian error start
deviating from the true value with wider spread, while those under Student’s t4 error do not
change much.

Table 2 numerically summarizes the model fits. We use the posterior mean as an H0 esti-
mate and posterior standard deviation as an 1σ uncertainty to be comparable with standard
errors in existing works. The H0 estimates under Student’s t4 error remain almost the same
near the true value of H0 in all cases, while those under Gaussian error change noticeably.
These changes are quantified via bias, coefficient of variation, and root mean square error. For
example, when 12 time delay inputs (30%) are manipulated, the bias under Gaussian error

FIG 6. The resulting marginal posterior distributions of H0 when there is no outlier (top-left), 4 outliers (top-
right), 8 outliers (bottom-left), and 12 outliers (bottom-right). The vertical dashed line in each panel represents
the generative true value of H0, 66.643. It shows that the meta-analysis with Student’s t4 error is robust to
outlying inputs unlike the one with Gaussian error.
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TABLE 2
Numerical summaries obtained by fitting the meta-analysis with either Student’s t4 error or Gaussian error. We

report the posterior means (Post. mean), posterior standard deviations (sd), bias in percentage, coefficient of
variation (CV) in percentage, and root mean square error (RMSE). The true value of H0 is 66.643.

No outliers 4 outliers (10%) 8 outliers (20%) 12 outliers (30%)

Post. mean (sd)
Gaussian 66.393 (0.761) 66.933 (0.887) 68.108 (1.115) 71.715 (1.086)

Student’s t4 66.406 (0.730) 66.461 (0.739) 66.581 (0.783) 66.795 (0.834)

Bias (%)
Gaussian 0.375 0.435 2.199 7.611

Student’s t4 0.355 0.272 0.093 0.228

CV (%)
Gaussian 1.109 1.330 1.673 1.630

Student’s t4 1.095 1.109 1.175 1.251

RMSE
Gaussian 0.801 0.933 1.841 5.187

Student’s t4 0.768 0.761 0.786 0.848

is 7.611%, but that under Student’s t error is only 0.228%. The 1σ uncertainty is also larger
under Gaussian error; the coefficient of variation under Gaussian error is 1.630% and that
under Student’s t error is 1.251%. Its difference is not as noticeable as bias. The root mean
square error under Gaussian error is more than five times larger than that under Student’s t
error (5.187 versus 0.848) mostly due to the contribution of bias.

As for the computational cost of each simulation, it takes 431 seconds on average to imple-
ment 10,000 iterations for each Markov chain. The average Gelman-Rubin diagnostic statistic
for H0 is 1.0045 and the largest value for this diagnostic statistic is 1.0135 in all cases. The
average effective sample size for H0 is about 1,200 out of 25,000 posterior samples in each
case. The posterior predictive checks do not show evidence that the model fails to describe
the data well; see Figure 10 of Appendix for more details.

5.2. Simulated Study II. The most recent work of the STRIDES collaboration (Schmidt
et al., 2023) analyzes 31 quadruply lensed systems via an automated uniform lens modeling
approach that has been improved from Shajib et al. (2019). They estimate Fermat potential
differences of 30 quad-lens systems (out of 31), and predict the corresponding time delays
under the standard cosmological model with Ω= 0.3 andH0 = 70. The information about the
external convergence (κext,k’s) is not clearly specified in their simulation setting, but consid-
ering that the true value ofH0 is assumed to be completely known, zero external convergence
might have been adopted. The left panel of Figure 7 shows their workflow. The observed data
are colored in gray. The Fermat potential difference estimates and predicted time delays are
listed in Table 8 of Schmidt et al. (2023).

We take advantage of their real-data analyses to see whether the proposed meta-analysis
can accurately trace back to the true value of H0 given their Fermat potential difference
estimates and predicted time delays. To make the simulation setting more realistic, we treat
the unknown external convergence in each lens system as an unknown model parameter to be
estimated. The right panel of Figure 7 outlines this work. The gray circles indicate the inputs
of the meta-analysis. This setting is ideal for evaluating the performance of the meta-analysis
because the STRIDES collaboration has encoded the information about the cosmological
parameters under the standard cosmology, such as Ωm andH0, into the predicted time delays.

The default data set takes these Fermat potential difference estimates and predicted time
delays as inputs. As for uncertainties of these estimates, the meta-analysis only takes a
single-number uncertainty (standard error). However, the reported uncertainties in Table 8
of Schmidt et al. (2023) are 16% and 84% percentiles of a posterior distribution, and these
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FIG 7. The left panel shows the workflow of the most recent work of the STRIDES collaboration (Schmidt et al.,
2023). They analyze 31 quad-lens systems using an automated uniform lens modeling approach, reporting esti-
mates of the Fermat potential differences from 30 quad-lens systems (out of 31). Given these estiamtes and fixed
cosmological parameters under the standard cosmological model (ΛCDM), they predict time delays. The right
panel shows the workflow of the proposed meta-analysis. We treat their Fermat potential difference estimates and
time delay estimates as inputs to the proposed meta-analysis to see whether the meta-analysis can accurately
trace back to the fixed cosmological parameters including H0.

percentiles are not always symmetric around each estimate. For example, one of the predicted
time delays and its 68% uncertainty are reported as −100+4.7

−3.0. To be conservative, we take
the larger distance from the estimate to one of the percentiles as the input uncertainty for the
meta-analysis. That means, we set the standard error of the predicted time delay to 4.7 when
−100+4.7

−3.0 is reported in Table 8 of Schmidt et al. (2023). The resulting standard error still
satisfies the 3% coefficient of variation level that the community expects; the median coeffi-
cient of variation in percentage is 3.018% for the time delay inputs (100σ̂∆/∆̂), and 3.030%
for the Fermat potential difference inputs (100σ̂ϕ/ϕ̂).

To investigate the sensitivity of the meta-analysis to outlying inputs, we set three other
data sets by manipulating 9 (10%), 18 (20%), and 27 (30%) time delay inputs out of 90, re-
spectively, as done in the previous simulation study. The inputs to be manipulated are ∆tABk

for k = 1,2, . . . ,27 in Table 8 of Schmidt et al. (2023), which corresponds to ∆̂12k in our
notation. We contaminate these selected inputs by adding 10 times larger standard errors to
the inputs. For example, the predicted time delay between lensed images A and B of quasar
J0029-3814 with 68% credible interval in Table 8 of Schmidt et al. (2023) is −100+4.7

−3.0,
which is modified to be ∆̂AB1 + 10σ̂∆AB1

= −100 + 47 = −53 and the 1σ uncertainty of
this modified time delay input remains the same as 4.7.

The model fits are visualized in Figure 8. Overall, the meta-analyses with Student’s t4 error
robustly infer H0 in all cases. The posterior distribution of H0 under Gaussian error is not
sensitive to the manipulation of 9 inputs (10%), either. However, it begins to deviate from the
true value with wider spread when 18 inputs (20%) are contaminated. This might be because
the increased input data size (90 input pairs in this study compared to 40 in the previous
one) makes the meta-analysis under Gaussian error less sensitive to the small number of
manipulated data. When 27 inputs (30%) are modified, five Markov chains under Gaussian
error start exploring local modes without jumping between modes. Thus, we replace the
Metropolis update for H0 with the repelling-attracting Metropolis update to encourage the
Markov chains to jump between modes. The white histogram in the bottom-right panel of
Figure 8 shows the multimodal posterior distribution explored by the the repelling-attracting
Metropolis within Gibbs sampler. The true value of H0 is located near a valley between the
two highest modes, meaning that the meta-analysis under Gaussian error loses its ability to
capture the true value of H0 near the highest mode.
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FIG 8. The resulting marginal posterior distributions of H0 when there is no outlier (top-left), 9 outliers (top-
right), 18 outliers (bottom-left), and 27 outliers (bottom-right). The vertical dashed line in each panel represents
the generative true value of H0, 70. It shows that the meta-analysis with Student’s t4 error is robust to outlying
inputs. The posterior distributions of Gaussian error starts deviating from the true value of H0 when there are 18
outliers (20%), ending up with multiple modes in the presence of 27 outliers (30%).

Table 3 numerically summarizes the model fits. Estimates and evaluation criteria obtained
by both types of error do not show notable differences even when there are 18 outlying inputs,
which is consistent to the first three panels in Figure 8. In the case where we manipulate 27
input time delays (30%), bias under Gaussian error does not reflect the multimodal nature
of the posterior distribution well because the posterior mean (69.609) is still near the true
value (70). However, both coefficient of variation and root mean square error become about
three times larger under Gaussian error due to the multimodal aspect of the resulting posterior
distribution of H0.

When it comes to the computational cost, it takes about 2,900 seconds on average to im-
plement 10,000 iterations by the default Metropolis-Hastings within Gibbs sampler, while

TABLE 3
Numerical summaries obtained by fitting the meta-analysis with either Student’s t4 error or Gaussian error. We

report the posterior means (Post. mean), posterior standard deviations (sd), bias in percentage, coefficient of
variation (CV) in percentage, and root mean square error (RMSE). The true value of H0 is 70.

No outliers 9 outliers (10%) 18 outliers (20%) 27 outliers (30%)

Post. mean (sd)
Gaussian 69.884 (0.513) 69.823 (0.543) 70.216 (0.665) 69.609 (1.509)

Student’s t4 69.897 (0.487) 69.921 (0.471) 69.887 (0.507 ) 69.796 (0.521)

Bias (%)
Gaussian 0.166 0.253 0.308 0.559

Student’s t4 0.148 0.112 0.161 0.292

CV (%)
Gaussian 0.733 0.776 0.949 2.156

Student’s t4 0.695 0.672 0.724 0.744

RMSE
Gaussian 0.526 0.571 0.699 1.559

Student’s t4 0.497 0.477 0.519 0.559
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it takes about 3,400 seconds on average to implement repelling-attracting Metropolis within
Gibbs sampler. The average Gelman-Rubin diagnostic statistic forH0, except the multimodal
case of the Gaussian error with 27 outliers, is 1.011 and the largest value for this diagnostic
statistic is 1.027. In the multimodal case, the Gelam-Rubin diagnostic statistic with the de-
fault Metropolis-Hastings within Gibbs sampler is 3.629, while it reduces to 1.146 with the
repelling-attracting Metropolis within Gibbs sampler. The effective sample size for H0 under
Student’s t error increases from 262 (out of 25,000) to 490 as the number of outliers increases,
while it decreases from 251 to 9 (23 when multimodal sampler is adopted) under Gaussian
error. The posterior predictive checks do not show evidence for the lack of the model fit even
for the multimodal case under Gaussian error because the posterior distribution in this case
is nearly centered at the true value; see Figure 11 of Appendix for more details.

6. Realistic Data Analysis. We apply the proposed robust meta-analysis to a realistic
input data set composed of three strong lens systems, 2M1134-2103, PSJ 1606-2333, and
SDSS 1206+4332. The first two lens systems are quadruply-lensed quasars, meaning that we
see four lensed images of each quasar in the sky. Their Fermat potential difference estimates
are obtained from Table 8 of Schmidt et al. (2023) and time delay estimates are reported in
Millon et al. (2020a). These two lenses have not been used to infer H0, possibly because of
their fiducial redshifts estimates of the lenses (zd) that are arbitrarily set to 0.5 (Schmidt et al.,
2023). The last system is a doubly-lensed quasar. We obtain its Fermat potential difference
and time delay estimates from Birrer et al. (2019), where the Fermat potential difference
estimate is not reported as a numeric value, but its posterior distribution is visualized. Thus,
we set the estimate as the mode of the posterior distribution of ϕAB , and 1σ uncertainty as
the difference between the range of the posterior distribution divided by 4. These values are
tabulated in Table 4.

Figure 9 shows the posterior distribution ofH0. The posterior mean and standard deviation
are 75.632 and 6.918, respectively, which is 9.147% coefficient of variation in percentage.
For a comparison with existing estimates in tension, we display 68% intervals on top of the
distribution. The first eight intervals are based on the time delay cosmography (Bonvin et al.,
2016; Birrer et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2019; Wong et al., 2020; Shajib et al., 2020; Birrer
et al., 2020; Shajib et al., 2023), including this work. We denote how many lenses are used
in each work. The bottom two intervals represent the H0 estimates in tension between the
early and late Universe measurements, that is, 67.4± 0.5 (Planck Collaboration et al., 2020)
and 73.04± 1.04 (Riess et al., 2022), respectively. It turns out that the spread of the posterior
distribution from this work is wide enough to encompass all of the 68% intervals, while its

TABLE 4
The Fermat potential difference and time delay estimates reported in the literature. As for quasars 2M1134-2103
and PSJ 1606-2333, we obtain ϕij ’s, σ̂ϕij

’s, zd, and zs from Schmidt et al. (2023), and ∆̂ij ’s and σ̂∆ij
’s from

Millon et al. (2020a). All of the information about quasar SDSS 1206+4332 is from Birrer et al. (2020).

Quasar zd zs i j ϕ̂ij σ̂ϕij
∆̂ij σ̂∆ij

2M1134-2103 0.5 2.77 A
B −0.4707 0.0085 −30.5 2.3
C 0.1825 0.0032 8.6 1.5
D −0.9526 0.0122 -71.9 8.5

PSJ 1606-2333 0.5 1.69 A
B −0.2161 0.0042 −29.2 5.1
C 0.1102 0.0024 −10.4 2.3
D −0.1868 0.0038 −45.7 11.1

SDSS 1206+4332 0.745 1.789 A B −0.7125 0.0688 −111.8 2.7
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FIG 9. The resulting marginal posterior distributions of H0 with the three strong lens systems, 2M1134-2103, PSJ
1606-2333, and SDSS 1206+4332. The posterior mean and standard deviation are 75.632 and 6.918, respectively.
Its coefficient of variation in percentage is 9.147%.

central location is consistent to most of the estimates from time delay cosmography and is
close to the estimate from the late Universe measurement, 73.04± 1.04 (Riess et al., 2022).

It is worth noting that the work of Birrer et al. (2019), whose 68% interval is (63.7, 74.2)
denoted in blue, uses only one doubly-lensed quasar, SDSS 1206+4332. This quasar is also
used in this work, but the middle value of the resulting 68% interval of this work shown at the
top of Figure 9 is larger than that of Birrer et al. (2019). This may be because the information
about H0 contained in SDSS 1206+4332 is averaged with the information in two other lens
systems of this work. The interval of Birrer et al. (2020), colored in gray, also confirms this
averaging effect because the impact of SDSS 1206+4332 is reduced when it is averaged with
six other lenses, producing the larger central location.

The computational cost is not expensive in analyzing these three lens systems. It takes
about 48 seconds on average to implement 10,000 iterations. The Gelman-Rubin diagnostic
statistic for H0 is 1.0001. The effective sample size for H0 is 1,103 out of 25,000. From the
posterior predictive check, we do not find particular evidence that the model is not sufficient
to explain the data; see Figure 12 of Appendix for more details.

7. Concluding Remarks. Using time delay cosmography, we have proposed a robust
meta-analysis based on Student’s t error to infer the current expansion rate of the Universe,
called the Hubble constant (H0). Input data for this meta-analysis are the estimates of time de-
lays and Fermat potential differences that can be obtained from independent studies in the lit-
erature. Thus, the meta-analysis does not need to model the time series data or high-resolution
imaging data from scratch to estimate time delays and Fermat potential difference estimates,
respectively. The output of this meta-analysis is posterior samples of two cosmological pa-
rameters, H0 and Ωm, and external convergence of each lens system (κ1, κ2, . . . , κK ). Two
simulation studies emphasize how robustly and accurately the proposed meta-analysis can
infer H0 in the presence of outliers. In a realistic data analysis, we apply the meta-analysis
to three lens systems, two of which have never been used in estimating H0 in the literature,
and estimate H0 by 75.632 ± 6.918. This corresponds to 9.147% coefficient of variation
(100σ̂H0

/Ĥ0), which is called precision level in time delay cosmography.
The biggest limitation of the meta-analysis is that the meta-analysis considers paired es-

timates within the same lens system (for example, in a quad-lens system) as independent
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observations, even though they may not be independent in reality especially within the same
lens system. For example, ∆̂12k, ∆̂13k, and ∆̂14k (or ϕ̂12k, ϕ̂13k, and ϕ̂14k) may have some
physical or statistical dependence as they are estimated in the same lens system. Thus, it is
more principled to model such a dependence via a multivariate Student’s t distribution on
∆̂12k, ∆̂13k, and ∆̂14k and another multivariate Student’s t distribution on ϕ̂12k, ϕ̂13k, and
ϕ̂14k, if the information about their correlations is available.

Another limitation is that the meta-analysis takes the Fermat potential difference estimates
as inputs, while most published articles that infer H0 via time delay cosmography do not
report Fermat potential difference estimates. Instead, they report estimates of time delay dis-
tances, that is, D∆(H0, zk,Ω) in Eqn (3), even though they must have obtained the Fermat
potential difference estimates to infer the time delay distances. It is not impossible to trans-
form the time delay distance estimate to a Fermat potential difference estimate given a time
delay estimate via Eqn (1). However, such a transformation is not desirable because estimates
of time delay distances already reflect the underlying cosmology including the information
about an H0 estimate, as its notation indicates. The resulting transformation inevitably en-
codes this information about the H0 estimate into the Fermat potential difference estimates.
Inferring H0 from these transformed Fermat potential difference estimates will just recover
the H0 estimate used in the time delay distance estimates). Thus, it is important to obtain the
Fermat potential difference estimates from high-resolution imaging data (e.g., Schmidt et al.
(2023) and Ertl et al. (2023)), and independently obtain time delay estimates from multiple
time series data of brightness to put them into the meta-analyses as inputs.

In the era of the Vera C. Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space and Time and James
Webb Space Telescope, an unprecedented number of strong lens quasars will be detected.
For example, Oguri and Marshall (2010) expect that the Rubin Observatory will detect thou-
sands of lensed quasars. It is worth noting that one of the recent H0 estimates via time delay
cosmography uses only seven lens systems (Birrer et al., 2020). Birrer and Treu (2021) point
out that time delay cosmography with a set of 40 time delay lens systems and their spatially
resolved stellar kinematic information will be able to achieve 1.5% precision level of the H0

estimate. Thus time delay cosmography will contribute to understanding the current tension
better as their long-term time series data become available in a decade. However, analyz-
ing time series data and imaging data of thousands of strong lens systems from scratch may
require even more substantial human efforts than analyzing seven lenses. The proposed meta-
analysis will be useful in this case as it produces a robust benchmark estimate of H0 without
requiring the analyses of time series and imaging data from scratch.

APPENDIX: POSTERIOR PREDICTIVE CHECKS

We derive the posterior predictive distribution q of the predicted input data given the ob-
served input data as follows. Here, we denote predicted values of Fermat potential difference
and time delay inputs as ϕ̂∗ijk and ∆̂∗

ijk, respectively, and collectively denote the model pa-
rameters as θ = (H0,Ω, κext). The posterior predictive density function is

(15) q(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂
∗
ijk | ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk) =

∫
w(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk | θ) π(θ | ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk) dθ.

The posterior density function π(θ | ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk) is already defined in Eqn (14), the density
of the predicted input data given the model parameters w(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk | θ) can be obtained by

replacing (ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk) with (ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂
∗
ijk) from L(θ) in Eqn (12).

One way to simulate this posterior predictive distribution is to (i) draw a random sample of
θ from π(θ | ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk), (ii) generate a random sample of (ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk) from w(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk | θ)

given the previously sampled θ, and (iii) repeat the previous two sampling steps. As for
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Step (i), we treat the combined MCMC sample of size 25,000 obtained in each example as
25,000 draws from π(θ | ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk). In Step (ii), it is not straightforward to sample the pair
(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk) from the joint distribution w directly. However, it is simple to sample their two

conditionals, that is, w1(ϕ̂
∗
ijk | θ, ∆̂∗

ijk) and w2(∆̂
∗
ijk | θ, ϕ̂∗ijk), because these conditionals are

Student’s t4 distributions. The conditional distribution of ϕ̂∗ijk given (θ, ∆̂∗
ijk) can be obtained

by replacing (ϕ̂ijk, ∆̂ijk) with (ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂
∗
ijk) in Eqn (13). The conditional distribution of ∆̂∗

ijk

given (θ, ϕ̂∗ijk) is

(16) ∆̂∗
ijk | θ, ϕ̂∗ijk ∼ t4

D∆(H0, zk,Ω)ϕ̂
∗
ijk

(1− κext,k)c
,

√
D∆(H0, zk,Ω)2σ̂

2
ϕijk

(1− κext,k)2c2
+ σ̂2∆ijk

 .

Adopting the idea of Gibbs sampling, we repeatedly sample these two conditionals 30 times
given each sample of θ, and take only the last (30th) pair as a sample of (ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂

∗
ijk) from

w(ϕ̂∗ijk, ∆̂
∗
ijk | θ) given each sample of θ.

We repeat these two steps, (i) and (ii), 5,000 times and investigate the posterior predictive
distribution in light of the observed input data. Specifically we check whether the observed
input data are noticeably distant from the center of the posterior predictive distribution be-
cause it can be evidence that the model does not describe the data well.

For the meta-analysis based on Gaussian error, we can obtain the conditional distributions
w1 and w2 by simply replacing t4 with N in Eqns (13) and (16). The other sampling details
are the same as before.

Figure 10 displays the posterior predictive distributions of the first input pair obtained by
fitting the model with either Student’s t (in gray) or Gaussian error (in white) for each of
the four cases of Section 5.1. Each column represents different cases (no outlier, 10%, 20%
and 30% outliers from the left), containing the posterior predictive distribution of the first
Fermat potential difference input (top) and that of the first time delay input (bottom). For
reference, the first time delay input has been modified to be an outlier in the last three cases
(with outliers). The vertical lines indicate the observed input data. Overall, the posterior pre-
dictive distributions obtained with Student’s t error have wider spread than those obtained

FIG 10. The first row displays posterior predictive distributions of the first Fermat potential difference input
obtained by Student’s t4 error (in gray) and Gaussian error (in white). The second row exhibits those of the first
time delay input. Each column represents one of the four cases (no outlier, 10% outliers, 20% outliers, and 30%
outliers). Each panel denotes the actual input or modified input (to be an outlier) by the vertical dashed line.
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with Gaussian error due to the heavy-tailed feature of Student’s t error. Also, the first ob-
served Fermat potential difference and time delay inputs are located near the modes of their
posterior predictive distributions in all cases. Even though the modes of the posterior predic-
tive distributions of the time delay input (second row) slightly move to the left as the number
of outliers increases, the observed time delay input is still close to the mode.

Figure 11 similarly summarizes the posterior predictive distributions of the first input pair
used in the second simulation study in Section 5.2. The outcomes are similar to the previous
ones, and these provide empirical evidence that the model predicts the data well.

Figure 12 exhibits the posterior predictive distributions of the first four Fermat potential
difference (top) and time delay (bottom) inputs used in Section 6. Each column corresponds
to a different input pair (1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th pair from the left). Overall, the observed inputs
are located near the center of the posterior predictive distributions.

FIG 11. The first row displays posterior predictive distributions of the first Fermat potential difference input
obtained by Student’s t4 error (in gray) and Gaussian error (in white). The second row exhibits those of the first
time delay input. Each column represents one of the four cases (no outlier, 10% outliers, 20% outliers, and 30%
outliers). Each panel denotes the actual input or modified input (to be an outlier) by the vertical dashed line.

FIG 12. The first row displays posterior predictive distributions of the first four Fermat potential difference inputs
obtained by Student’s t4 error (in gray) and Gaussian error (in white). The second row exhibits those of the first
four time delay inputs. Each panel denotes the observed input by the vertical dashed line.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The data and R code
The R code, standalone.R, contains all of the data sets used in the three numerical exam-
ples and reproduces all of the results reported in this work. The same results can be obtained
by using the R package, h0.
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