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ABSTRACT
Recent studies have shown that the dark substructure reported in the gravitational lens
SDSSJ0946+1006 has a high central density which is in apparent tension with the ΛCDM
paradigm. However, the detection significance of the substructure has been found in Ballard
et al. (2024) to be sensitive to the assumed prior on the smoothness of the source galaxy: a
sufficiently noisy source allows for noise-level residuals even without including a subhalo in
the model. Here we show that the detection significance of the substructure is higher than
previously reported (log-Bayes factor Δ ln E ≈ 143, equivalent to a ∼ 17𝜎 detection) by ap-
proximating the integration of light over each pixel via ray tracing and averaging over many
subpixels—a technique known as supersampling—and this result is insensitive to the assumed
prior on the source galaxy smoothness. Under the assumption of a dark matter subhalo, the
combination of supersampling and modeling both sets of lensed arcs in the HST image also
tightens the subhalo constraints: we find that the subhalo’s projected mass enclosed within
1 kpc lies within the range (2.2 − 3.4) × 109𝑀⊙ at the 95% confidence level in our high-
est evidence model, while the log-slope of the subhalo’s projected density profile at 1 kpc is
steeper than−1.75 at the 95% confidence level, further establishing it as an outlier compared to
expectations from CDM. Supersampling also allows us to identify a systematic within the data
that has biased the slope of the primary lensing galaxy’s density profile in prior studies, which
we speculate might be due to the presence of dust or an imperfect foreground subtraction.
Our analysis places the existence of the substructure in SDSSJ0946+1006 on firmer ground,
and should motivate deeper follow-up observations to better constrain the properties of this
substructure and clarify the severity of its apparent tension with ΛCDM.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Among the hundreds of currently known galaxies that act as strong
gravitational lenses, precious few have been reported to contain an
observable perturbation to the lensed images by a dark substructure
with high significance (Vegetti et al. 2010, 2012; Hezaveh et al.
2016; Nierenberg et al. 2014). Of these, the system J0946+1006
(hereafter J0946) stands out in that its perturbing substructure has
been reported by Minor et al. (2021b) (and more recently Despali
et al. 2024) to have a high central density which appears to be in
tension with the Cold Dark Matter (CDM) paradigm in view of its
lack of an observed stellar luminosity. It also happens to be a rare
“double Einstein ring” system with two lensed sources at different
redshifts (Gavazzi et al. 2008; Collett & Auger 2014), earning it the
nickname “the Jackpot”; later, a third faint lensed source was also
discovered (Collett & Smith 2020).

★ E-mail: qminor@bmcc.cuny.edu

Recently, Ballard et al. (2024) (hereafter B24) have used more
flexible modeling of all three lensed sources in multiple bands and
confirmed this tension, although it is somewhat alleviated in their
models. Surprisingly, B24 also found that the detection significance
of the substructure varied dramatically depending on the assumed
prior for the smoothness of the source galaxy. If the source galaxy
is allowed to have greater fluctuations in surface brightness (using
gradient-based regularization; Suyu et al. 2006), noise-level residu-
als are achieved even without the presence of a substructure, whereas
the fit is much poorer if the source is required to be very smooth (as
in curvature regularization). By contrast, when a substructure is in-
cluded, the source is allowed to be smoother regardless of the source
regularization scheme used; this trend was also pointed out in the
original discovery paper of Vegetti et al. (2010). Hence the detection
significance using gradient regularization, reported as 5.9𝜎 in B24,
is entirely driven by the difference in the smoothness of the source,
rather than by any significant improvement in the quality of the fit.
Using curvature regularization, which imposes more smoothness,

© 2024 The Authors

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

11
09

0v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.G

A
] 

 2
0 

A
ug

 2
02

4



2 Q. E. Minor

results in a higher detection significance (∼ 11.3𝜎). Taken at face
value, it seems that our inference of the very existence of the sub-
structure is dependent on our assumptions about how smooth the
source galaxy should be, a rather uncomfortable result.

In the aforementioned studies that modeled a perturbing sub-
structure in J0946 using adaptive grid methods (with the exception
of Nightingale et al. 2024), the surface brightness in each image
pixel produced by the model is determined by ray tracing the pixel
centers to the source plane. In reality, however, the photons strik-
ing a camera pixel are equally likely to strike anywhere within that
pixel, not just its center point. This can be approximated through
the supersampling technique: dividing each pixel into subpixels, ray
tracing the subpixel centers, and subsequently averaging the surface
brightnesses of all the subpixels. Besides more closely approxi-
mating the integration of light over an entire pixel, supersampling
is well known as a spatial anti-aliasing technique, often used in
computer graphics to minimize the aliasing effects (“jaggies”) that
result from sampling an image at low resolution (Goss & Wu 1999).
In astronomy this is especially important when modeling cuspy or
pointlike sources (Galan et al. 2024). In the context of multiply
imaged sources, however, we will see that supersampling accom-
plishes much more than that: it enforces the requirement that image
pixels that overlap when ray traced to the source plane have consis-
tent surface brightnesses, regardless of prior assumptions about the
intrinsic smoothness of the source galaxy.

In this paper, we show that the detection significance of the dark
substructure in J0946 increases dramatically when supersampling
of the image pixels is performed during lens modeling. With even a
modest level of supersampling (2×2 splitting of pixels), significant
residuals appear in the vicinity of the purported substructure and its
corresponding counterimage when a subhalo is not included in the
model; this is a consequence of the fact that pixels that map to the
same region of the source are required to have consistent surface
brightnesses. These residuals are reduced to noise level when a
subhalo is included, resulting in a detection significance ∼ 17𝜎
which is quite insensitive to the assumed source prior. In addition,
by enforcing consistency of multiply imaged pixels, supersampling
also reduces the allowed parameter space of the substructure (in
particular its central density and slope). Hence the presence of
the dark substructure and its inferred central density and slope are
placed on firmer ground, which should motivate additional follow-
up observations to elucidate its apparent tension with CDM.

The paper is organized as follows. The lens modeling procedure
is described in Section 2. The substructure detection significance
without supersampling is discussed in Section 3.1. In Section 3.2 we
discuss the detection significance with supersampling and show why
supersampling makes a dramatic difference when a substructure is
not included in the model. In Section 3.3 we investigate an important
bias on the host galaxy’s density slope as revealed by supersampling.
The effect of supersampling on the subhalo parameter constraints is
presented in Section 3.5. In Section 4 we discuss the possible origin
of the relative dark spot in the HST image which is biasing the
primary galaxy’s density slope, and finally we conclude in Section
5.

2 LENS MODELING

For this analysis, we model both sets of lensed images in the I-band
(F814W) Hubble Space Telescope (HST) image of J0946 (Gavazzi
et al. 2008). This requires reconstructing two sources at different red-
shifts: the inner arcs from source 𝑠1 at redshift 𝑧𝑠1 = 0.609, and the

much fainter outer arcs from source 𝑠2 at redshift 𝑧𝑠2 = 2.035. These
are shown in the foreground-subtracted image in Figure 1(a). We
use the same foreground subtraction, point spread function (PSF)
and noise map as employed in B24. However, in contrast to B24, we
do not include any additional bands in our modeling and also omit
the faint third source which has been identified by VLT/MUSE ob-
servations due to its relatively low resolution compared to the other
two lensed sources (Collett & Smith 2020).

2.1 Mass model

Our model for the lens galaxy’s density profile and subhalo are
identical to those of Minor et al. (2021b) and B24, albeit with
different parameterizations: first we choose a power law ellipsoid
for the projected mass density profile of the primary lensing galaxy
(Tessore & Metcalf 2015), which we parameterize as

Σ(𝜉) = 2 − 𝛼

2

(
𝑅𝑒

𝜉

)𝛼
Σcr (𝑧𝑙 , 𝑧𝑠), (1)

where Σcr (𝑧𝑙 , 𝑧𝑠) is the critical lensing density for a given lens and
source redshift (Schneider et al. 1992), 𝑅𝑒 is the Einstein radius
(defined as the radius within which the average density Σ̄ = Σcr), 𝛼
is the (negative) log-slope of the projected density, and the elliptical
radius is defined as 𝜉 =

√︁
𝑞𝑥2 + 𝑦2/𝑞 with 𝑞 being the axis ratio.

Note that since we are modeling two source galaxies with different
redshifts 𝑧𝑠1 and 𝑧𝑠2, in principle we could choose to normalize
the density profile according to the Einstein radius at either source
plane. Since the low-redshift source 𝑠1 has much higher signal-
to-noise and the purported substructure is close to a lensed image
from 𝑠1, we choose 𝑅𝑒 to be the Einstein radius of source 𝑠1,
i.e. Σ̄(𝜉 = 𝑅𝑒) = Σcr (𝑧𝑙 , 𝑧𝑠1). Rather than varying the axis ratio
𝑞 and position angle 𝜃 as free parameters, we vary the ellipticity
components, defined as 𝑒1 = (1− 𝑞) cos 2𝜃 and 𝑒2 = (1− 𝑞) sin 2𝜃;
this has the advantage of not having a coordinate singularity when
the ellipticity is very small. An external shear term is added to
the lensing potential to capture perturbations from distant galaxies,
while in practice also capturing (to some extent) possible departures
from an ellipsoidal mass distribution (Etherington et al. 2024). We
likewise parameterize the external shear using shear components
Γ1 and Γ2.

For the perturbing subhalo, we choose a smoothly truncated
Navarro-Frenk-White (tNFW) profile (Baltz et al. 2009) whose den-
sity profile declines steeply as ∼ 𝑟−5 well beyond the truncation
radius. The parameters of the subhalo’s density profile are the virial
mass and concentration 𝑚200 and 𝑐200 and truncation radius 𝑟𝑡 .
(Note that while 𝑚200 approximates the virial radius, it is defined as
the mass within the radius 𝑟200 whose average density is 200 times
the critical density of the Universe.) Although we are modeling a
subhalo, we can formally define 𝑚200 and 𝑐200 as the virial mass
and concentration the halo would have if it were a field halo with
the given density profile, in the absence of tidal stripping. (Note
that even in the absence of tidal stripping, 𝑟𝑡 could represent the
virial radius at infall, which would have been smaller than the virial
radius in the field at the given redshift.) In addition, because the
lower redshift source s1 lies along the line of sight to the higher
redshift source, it contributes to the lensing effect by perturbing
the deflections generated by the host galaxy. We approximate the
mass distribution of the perturber s1 as a singular isothermal sphere
(whose density is given by Eq. 1 with 𝛼 = 1), and in addition we
take into account the recursive lensing that occurs with multiple lens
planes by solving the recursive lensing equation (Schneider et al.
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(a) HST image
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(b) 𝑠1 mask
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(c) 𝑠2 mask

Figure 1. HST image of J0946 in the F814W band, with foreground galaxy subtracted out. In (b) and (c) we show the masks used to reconstruct the images of
the source galaxies 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 respectively; care has been taken to make sure the masks do not overlap, although they include pixels that neighbor each other in
the lower half of the image. Our best-fit image reconstruction from our highest evidence model (which includes both a subhalo and additional angular structure
in the projected density in the form of multipoles and will be explored in Section 3.5) is shown, along with the critical curves in black.

1992; Petkova et al. 2014), as is done in Collett & Auger (2014) and
the fiduciary model in B24. Since the lensing mass corresponding
to 𝑠1 only impacts the images of the more distant source 𝑠2, we
normalize its density profile by its Einstein radius with respect to
𝑧𝑠2; in other words, we define 𝑅𝑒,𝑠1 to be the Einstein radius it
would have if it were lensing a source at 𝑧𝑠2, assuming there were
no foreground lens present.

Finally, following Minor et al. (2021b) and B24, we will also
consider a model with additional angular structure in the primary
lensing galaxy, in the form of 𝑚 = 3 and 𝑚 = 4 multipole terms
added to the projected density of the lens (to be explored in Sections
3.4 and 3.5). These take the form

ΔΣ𝑚 = 𝑅−𝛼 [𝐴𝑚 cos𝑚𝜙 + 𝐵𝑚 sin𝑚𝜙] Σcr (𝑧𝑙 , 𝑧𝑠), (2)

where 𝛼 is taken to be the same power-law index as in the primary
lensing galaxy’s density profile (Eq. 1). Thus our additional free
parameters in the multipole fits will be 𝐴3, 𝐵3 and 𝐴4, 𝐵4.

2.2 Source reconstruction

We model the lensed sources using pixellated source reconstruction
with an adaptive source pixel grid (Vegetti & Koopmans 2009).
This was accomplished using the QLens software, which has been
employed in previous works (Galan et al. 2024; Andrade et al. 2022;
Minor et al. 2021b,a; Andrade et al. 2019; Minor et al. 2017; Minor
& Kaplinghat 2008) and is planned for public release in the coming
year (Minor et al., in prep). During each likelihood evaluation, a
lensing matrix is constructed to generate the model image from the
source pixel amplitudes, along with a source regularization matrix,
after with the source pixels are solved for by a linear inversion to
produce the pixel-level Bayesian evidence (Suyu et al. 2006).

In the models without supersampling, the center of all the pixels
within the mask are ray traced to the source plane, after which we
construct a Delaunay triangulation to generate the source pixel grid
in a manner identical to B24 and Vegetti et al. (2010). In the case
where supersampling is performed, each image pixel is split into
𝑁sp × 𝑁sp subpixels, where 𝑁sp is referred to as the supersampling

factor. We choose 𝑁sp = 4 for our base set of runs, but in Section 3.6
we will investigate whether our inferences are significantly affected
by the number of subpixels.

For the supersampled models, we define our source pixels in
a manner similar to Nightingale & Dye (2015): we ray trace the
center of each subpixel to the source plane, after which a K-means
clustering algorithm is used to find positions for the source pix-
els, such that there is a greater density of source pixels in regions
where there is greater clustering of ray-traced points. (This form
of pixellation is shown in Figure B1 in Appendix B.) This has the
advantage of ensuring good coverage of the source plane, whereas
if the image pixel centers are used (as in the models without su-
persampling), pixels from separate images may end up in almost
identical spots when ray traced to the source plane, leaving con-
siderable gaps between source points in neighboring regions. To
accomplish this procedure in a reasonable time, we use a dual-tree
K-means algorithm implemented in the MLPACK software package
(Curtin et al. 2023) which is specifically designed to handle a large
number of clusters. From the resulting centroids, we construct a
Delaunay triangulation to generate the source pixel grid. To keep
the computation time reasonable, we choose the number of source
pixels to be equal to half the number of image pixels within the mask
(i.e. 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑/2); although this is half the number of source pixels
compared to our models without supersampling, the constraints are
only slightly affected by increasing the number of source pixels to
𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑 (see Appendix B for a detailed comparison). To gener-
ate the lensed images, the surface brightnesses of the subpixels are
found using natural neighbor interpolation (Sibson 1981), which
uses the Voronoi grid that is dual to the Delaunay triangulation we
have constructed. (Note that for the unsupersampled models, no in-
terpolation is required at all, since each source pixel is associated
with a single image pixel.) After interpolating to find surface bright-
ness values for each subpixel, the subpixels are averaged to find the
(unconvolved) surface brightness of each image pixel. The resulting
image is then convolved with the point spread function (PSF). Note
that we do not supersample the PSF itself, which would make the
convolutions much more computationally expensive.

To discourage pathological solutions, we impose two addi-
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(b) reconstructed source 𝑠1 (𝑧𝑠=0.609)
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(c) reconstructed source 𝑠2 (𝑧𝑠=2.035)
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(e) reconstructed source 𝑠1 (𝑧𝑠=0.609)
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(f) reconstructed source 𝑠2 (𝑧𝑠=2.035)

Figure 2. Normalized residuals and reconstructed sources 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 for the best-fit models without supersampling of image pixels, first without a subhalo (top
row) and then with a subhalo included in the model (bottom row). Note that when plotting our sources, we are interpolating in the source pixels of the adaptive
grid using natural neighbor interpolation, rather than showing the Voronoi pixels themselves.

tional priors specific to the lens modeling: first, we implement a
prior that discourages producing lensed images outside the mask.
We accomplish this by temporarily unmasking after the source pixel
surface brightnesses are found, generating the lensed images, and
imposing a steep penalty if any surface brightness is found outside
the original mask whose value is greater than 0.2 times the max-
imum surface brightness of the images. Second, we place a prior
on the number of lensed images produced. This is accomplished by
creating a 60 × 60 Cartesian grid in the source plane whose dimen-
sions are set by the extent of the ray-traced points. We then find the
overlap area of all the ray-traced image pixels for each Cartesian
grid cell; by dividing the total overlap area by the area of each grid
cell, we obtain the number of images produced by that cell. To avoid
counting highly demagnified images (which can be problematic in
multi-component lenses), we only include the overlap area from
pixels whose magnification is greater than 0.1. We then find the
average number of images over all the cells, and impose a steep
penalty if the average number of images is less than 1.7. This es-
pecially discourages solutions that are not multiply imaged, where
the source looks similar to the observed configuration of lensed
images. With these priors in place, we can obtain a good solution

with a single nested sampling run, provided the parameter priors
are broad enough.

Since this lensed system has two lensed sources at different
redshifts (𝑧𝑠1 = 0.609 and 𝑧𝑠2 = 2.035) whose lensed images do
not overlap, we draw two separate masks around each set of lensed
images (shown in Figure 1) and perform the lensing inversions for
each source separately. For each source, we regularize the recon-
structed source with gradient regularization using the method of
Nightingale et al. (2024), which uses natural neighbor interpola-
tion to calculate the gradient in the neighborhood of each source
pixel. Rather than include the regularization strengths 𝜆1 and 𝜆2
as free parameters during sampling, we optimize the regularization
strengths for the two sources 𝜆1 and 𝜆2 during each likelihood eval-
uation using Brent’s method. This has the advantage of reducing the
burden on the sampler, and can be done quickly since the ray tracing
and construction of the source grid do not need to be redone while
the regularization strength is being optimized, and the posterior is
generally well-peaked around the optimal regularization strength.

Since the reconstructed source 𝑠1 has two central peaks (Veg-
etti et al. 2010), the optimal placement of the lensing mass of 𝑠1 may
differ slightly from the centroid of the source light. To account for
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this, we vary the displacement of the lensing mass from the centroid
of the source light as free parameters Δ𝑥𝑠1 and Δ𝑦𝑠1. Thus the lens
𝑠1 has three free parameters: Δ𝑥𝑠1 and Δ𝑦𝑠1, and its Einstein radius
parameter 𝑅𝑒,𝑠1 (which we define with respect to the second source
redshift, i.e. the radius of an Einstein ring it would produce from a
source at the redshift of 𝑠2 if there were no other lens present). We
find an approximate centroid of the source before the inversion is
performed, by ray tracing the data pixels to the source plane 𝑠1 and
calculating the centroid and radial dispersion 𝜎src of the ray-traced
points, weighted by their observed surface brightnesses; we include
only the pixels whose surface brightnesses are greater than 5 times
the estimated noise level for that pixel, and we further remove points
that lie beyond 3𝜎src and repeat the procedure iteratively until no
outlier points remain.

3 RESULTS OF LENSING ANALYSIS

3.1 Substructure detection significance without
supersampling of the image pixels

We first model both lensed sources 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 without supersampling
the image plane; in other words, we map each image pixel to a
single point in the source plane. The posterior is sampled using the
MultiNest sampler (Feroz et al. 2009) with 1000 live points, with
16 nonlinear parameters. The resulting reconstructed sources and
residuals for the model without a subhalo included are shown in
the top row of Figure 2, with inferred parameters shown in Table 1.
We find the best-fit parameters for the host galaxy and the lensing
mass corresponding to 𝑠1 are broadly consistent with those in B24,
although the inferences are not expected to be exactly alike since B24
also included U-band data and VLT/MUSE imaging of a third lensed
source at higher redshift. As in B24, we obtain noise-level residuals
except in the lower-right region which maps to the brightest part
of the source 𝑠1. The reconstructed source in Minor et al. (2021b)
shows that the brightest region in 𝑠1 is actually quite cuspy; since the
regularization does not allow sufficiently rapid fluctuations in the
source surface brightness, this central cusp is not well-reproduced,
leaving residuals in the lower-right region of the mask (Galan et al.
2024). Since this is far from where the purported subhalo is located,
we do not expect this to significantly affect the detection significance
of the subhalo, although whether these residuals could indirectly
affect the inferred subhalo properties (e.g. by changing the source
regularization parameter) is an interesting question which is outside
the scope of this work.

Now we repeat the procedure, but this time including a dark
matter subhalo in the model as in Minor et al. (2021b) The resulting
residuals and reconstructed sources are shown in the bottom row
of Figure 2. Here again we find similarly good residuals compared
to the model without a subhalo (top row). We defer a discussion of
the inferred subhalo parameters to Section 3.5, focusing here only
on the detection significance. Comparing the Bayesian evidence to
the model without a subhalo, we find an increase in log-evidence
Δ ln E = 16.3, which corresponds to a detection significance ∼ 5𝜎,
similar to what is found in B24. However, since the residuals are sim-
ilar in either solution, the improved Bayesian evidence in the model
with the subhalo is entirely due to the fact that the reconstructed
source 𝑠1 is smoother when a subhalo is included. If curvature reg-
ularization is used to impose more smoothness on the source, we
find the detection significance is much higher (∼ 11.3𝜎 in B24,
and ∼ 16𝜎 in Vegetti et al. 2010). The detection significance of
the subhalo can thus vary dramatically depending on how noisy

the reconstructed source is allowed to be, e.g. using gradient versus
curvature regularization. As noted in B24, this by itself is troubling
if we are claiming a substructure detection, since the “noisiness” of
the reconstructed source is heavily influenced by our regularization
prior, which was not astrophysically motivated in the first place. It is
not difficult to imagine that perhaps some region of the source might
have significantly more fine structure than the rest, perhaps due to
star-forming clumps or merger activity, and that this perturbation
in the source might be mistaken for the presence of a dark matter
substructure. We will see shortly, however, that this result does not
hold up when supersampling is used during lens modeling.

3.2 Substructure detection significance with supersampling

In actual observations, the light detected by each camera pixel does
not simply come from a single point in the sky, but rather is inte-
grated over the entire area taken up by the pixel. We now approxi-
mate this by performing 4 × 4 supersampling of the image pixels,
as discussed in Section 2. First, we investigate whether the solution
without a subhalo (top row of Figure 2) achieves good residuals
if supersampling is now turned on. We turn on supersampling and
then reoptimize the regularization parameters 𝜆1 and 𝜆2 followed by
a final inversion of the lensing matrix. The resulting residuals and
sources are shown in Figure 3. Here we see strong positive residuals
in the location of the purported subhalo in Vegetti et al. (2010),
beyond 3𝜎 in some cases, with corresponding negative residuals in
the counterimage in the lower right. In the reconstructed source 𝑠1
for the model without a subhalo (Figure 3(b)), we see that the upper-
right region of the source is considerably smoother than the original
without supersampling (compare Figure 2(b)), and the regulariza-
tion strength is higher for both 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 resulting in smoother
sources overall. We also find that the fit is poor regardless of the
splitting used; e.g. a 2 × 2 splitting results in residuals of similar
magnitude.

For the model that includes a subhalo, however, the story is very
different when supersampling is activated (bottom row of Figure
3: in contrast to the model without a subhalo, we do not find a
significant change in the residuals beyond noise-level in the inferred
location of the subhalo or its counterimage in the lower right. We
do notice significant residuals appearing in a region on the right
side of the smaller lensed arc from 𝑠1 where negative residuals
are evident; these residuals are also present in the model without
a subhalo, and play an important role in the inferred host galaxy
slope which we will investigate in Section 3.3. Overall, however, we
find no significant residuals in the location of the subhalo and its
counterimage.

Although the model without a subhalo explored thus far pro-
vides a poor fit when supersampling is activated, it is reasonable to
ask whether the lens model parameters could be adjusted to elimi-
nate the residuals. We investigate this by performing a new nested
sampling run with supersampling used during each likelihood eval-
uation. The resulting residuals are shown in the top row of Figure 4.
Indeed the residuals are reduced with adjusted lens model param-
eters, but significant residuals remain. Repeating the analysis with
subhalo included in the model now results in significantly improved
residuals (middle row). The log-Bayes factor between the two mod-
els is 142.6, resulting in a detection significance of ∼ 16.7𝜎, far
greater than the detection significance in B24.1 This detection sig-

1 This result is also supported by Nightingale et al. (2024) who used su-
persampling in a similar manner as we have done here, but modeling only
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(f) reconstructed source 𝑠2 (𝑧𝑠=2.035)

Figure 3. Normalized residuals and reconstructed sources 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 for the same best-fit models as in Figure 2, except with 4 × 4 supersampling turned on.
Top row shows the model without a subhalo, bottom row shows model with subhalo included in the model. Note that after turning on supersampling, we have
reoptimized the regularization parameters before reconstructing the source galaxies.

nificance is far less sensitive to the source prior compared to when
supersampling is not used; for example, when curvature regulariza-
tion is used instead of gradient regularization, we find a detection
significance of ∼ 17.1𝜎, a relatively minor increase in significance.

3.2.1 Why is the fit without a substructure so poor when
supersampling is used?

To understand why the solution without a subhalo fares so poorly
when supersampling is used, it is useful to consider where the
two lensed arcs map to in the source plane. In Figure 5 we plot
the reconstructed source 𝑠1 without supersampling in the form of
a Voronoi grid, so the source pixels can be clearly distinguished.

the lower redshift source 𝑠1. They find a Bayes factor Δ ln E = 75.8, also a
high significance detection although somewhat lower than ours. The reason
for the differing Bayes factor compared to ours may be because the authors
employed an NFW subhalo without truncation and imposed a concentration-
mass relation on the subhalo, resulting in a much lower concentration than is
required to achieve noise-level residuals in the vicinity of the substructure.

The source pixels that come from ray tracing pixels from the upper
arc (defined by 𝑦 > 0.4 arcsec in the image plane) are shown by
the orange points, while the remaining pixels are shown by the
black points. Note that in the solution without a subhalo (Figure
5(a)), in the upper right region of the source (circled by the black
ellipse) there is a “checkerboard” effect where the source pixels
have alternating surface brightness. As the lensed images show
(Figure 5(c)), this is because the pixels from the upper arc prefer
a higher surface brightness, while the pixels from the lower arc
prefer a lower surface brightness. When gradient regularization
is used, the source is allowed to fluctuate sufficiently from pixel
to pixel that this “checkerboarding” is allowed, despite the fact
that this noisiness of the source is not apparent in any individual
lensed image. Unfortunately, there is nothing in the source prior
that would specifically penalize this solution based on the enormous
coincidence it would require, namely that the pixels from the top
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(e) reconstructed source 𝑠1 (𝑧𝑠=0.609)
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(f) reconstructed source 𝑠2 (𝑧𝑠=2.035)
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(g) residuals (subhalo, multipoles)
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(h) reconstructed source 𝑠1 (𝑧𝑠=0.609)
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(i) reconstructed source 𝑠2 (𝑧𝑠=2.035)

Figure 4. Normalized residuals and reconstructed sources for models that use 4𝑥4 supersampling of image pixels during model fitting. Top row shows the
best-fit model that does not include a subhalo; middle row shows the same plots for the best-fit model that includes a subhalo, and bottom row shows plots for
the best-fit model that includes both a subhalo and 𝑚 = 3, 𝑚 = 4 multipoles in the projected density of the lens.
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(c) model image (without subhalo)
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(d) model image (with subhalo)

Figure 5. Inferred source pixel surface brightnesses for reconstructed source 𝑠1 without supersampling for models (a) without a subhalo versus (b) with a
subhalo, plotted along with ray-traced image pixel center points and the region of interest circled (black ellipse). The model images produced by these are given
in (c) and (d) respectively, along with the lensed images of the black ellipse (black curves) from the corresponding reconstructed sources. The source pixels in
(a) and (b) that correspond to ray-traced image pixels from the upper arc (selected using 𝑦 > 0.4′′ in the image plane) are colored orange, while the remaining
pixels from the lower arc are colored black. Note that when a subhalo is not included, the circled image pixels from the upper arc in (c) require a significantly
higher surface brightness than their counterpart image in the lower arc, resulting in a “checkerboard” pattern of source pixels within the circled region. This
will not be a viable solution when supersampling is used, since each image pixel surface brightness is acquired via interpolation and averaging over many
subpixels. In contrast, the model with a subhalo yields more consistent surface brightness in both the upper and lower arcs, and thus no checkerboard pattern
is evident in (b); for this reason, this model yields greatly improved residuals when supersampling is used.
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arc all happen to map to brighter spots while the pixels from the
bottom arc all happen to map to darker spots.2

When supersampling is used, however, the checkerboard effect
is no longer possible: the subpixels within each image pixel map to
different regions around the Voronoi cells, and interpolation is used
to calculate the surface brightness of each subpixel, after which sub-
pixels are averaged together. Thus, the darker and brighter subpixels
are both included in the interpolation and averaging that produces
the image pixel surface brightnesses, as would be expected in reality
since we observe the integrated light over the area of each pixel,
not just the light striking the center of each pixel. As a result, the
reconstructed source is naturally smoother when supersampling is
used, since it gets little benefit from the checkerboard effect, result-
ing in strong residuals. In contrast, when a subhalo is included in
the model, the reconstructed source without supersampling (Figure
5(b)) does not require checkerboarding to achieve a good fit; the
arc near the subhalo and its counterimage now both have surface
brightnesses that are more consistent with each other (Figure 5(d)),
resulting in a naturally smoother source. Hence, when supersam-
pling is turned on, the morphology of the reconstructed source is
virtually unchanged, and a good fit is still achieved.

3.3 Constraint on the host galaxy’s density slope

Before we discuss the effect of supersampling on the inferred sub-
halo properties, it is useful to first consider its effect on the host
galaxy properties. The most striking difference, evident in Table 1,
is in the (negative) log-slope 𝛼 of the projected density profile of the
lens: when no supersampling is performed, the slope is consistent
with isothermal (i.e. 𝛼 = 1), in agreement with the results of B24
when both lensed sources 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 are modeled (note when com-
paring results that B24 uses the 3D log-slope 𝛾 = 𝛼 + 1). However,
when supersampling is used, the median inferred slope jumps higher
by ≈ 0.1, and in the model with a subhalo we find 𝛼 = 1.11 ± 0.03.
This is inconsistent with an isothermal slope at the 3𝜎 level, and
thus is in tension with the results of kinematic modeling by Turner
et al. (2024) who infer 𝛼 = 0.96 ± 0.02 and the earlier modeling of
Sonnenfeld et al. (2012) who infer 𝛼 = 0.98±0.02 from a combina-
tion of lensing and kinematics. In the models with multipoles, this
tension is weaker, with 𝛼 = 1.07 ± 0.04, but a bias still appears to
be present. It is worth exploring the source of this bias, especially
as it may affect the subhalo constraints.

First, we should note that the tension would be much higher
if not for the inclusion of the second source plane 𝑠2. In all prior
models that include a subhalo but only model the 𝑠1 images, the
median inferred slope is at least 𝛼 � 1.2. The highest evidence
model in Minor et al. (2021b) yields 𝛼 ≈ 1.37, while more re-
cently, Despali et al. (2024) find 𝛼 ≈ 1.6 in their model with an
NFW subhalo. We confirm this by rerunning our analyses and fit-
ting only the source 𝑠1, the results of which are explored in detail
in Appendix A (see Figure A2 in particular for a comparison of
posteriors in 𝛼). The fact that the lensed arcs from 𝑠1 can be fairly
well reproduced over a considerable range of slope values is likely

2 Note that the checkerboard effect should still be present even if one is
modeling multiple bands, as done in B24, since the ray tracing is still the
same for each band. Indeed, close inspection shows the checkerboard pattern
to be present in their reconstructions of 𝑠1 that do not include a subhalo,
similar to our reconstruction when no supersampling is performed. A similar
pattern is evident in the more recent reconstructions of Despali et al. (2024)
who also used gradient regularization.

a consequence of the source position transformation (Schneider &
Sluse 2013) degeneracy, which is largely broken by the inclusion of
multiple source planes. The bias appears to be effectively eliminated
in non-supersampled models that fit both lensed sources, but is ap-
parently more difficult to overcome when supersampling is used. To
understand why this is the case, we choose points from the chain
from our non-supersampled run (with subhalo included) with three
different slopes 𝛼 = 0.96, 𝛼 = 1.1 and 𝛼 = 1.3, turn supersampling
on in each case, and reoptimize the model while keeping the slope
constant. (Since there were no points in the chain with 𝛼 = 1.3,
we started from 1.1 and incrementally increased the slope to 1.3,
reoptimizing each time, over three iterations.)

The resulting residuals are shown in Figure 6. Note that there
is a prominent region in the upper right with negative residuals, im-
plying the model is producing too much surface brightness in this
region. This is a region of low signal, below the rightmost portion
of the upper arc from 𝑠1, whose counterimage is a more magnified
region below the lower arc; to visualize this, we generate an ellipse
in the source plane whose lensed images map to the region in ques-
tion (black curves). Since these regions differ in surface brightness,
it is more advantageous for the reconstructed source to match the
surface brightness of the larger counterimage since it comprises
far more pixels. However, as the log-slope is increased, note that
the counterimage is pushed further out to a region with lower sur-
face brightness, reducing the difference in surface brightness and
therefore resulting in smaller residuals.

The question remains, why is this effect reduced in the non-
supersampled fits? In Figure 7 we plot the inferred source for the
𝛼 = 0.96 solution obtained without using supersampling, and zero
in on the region inside the ellipse whose lensed images correspond
to the curves shown in Figure 6. As in Figure 5, the ray traced points
corresponding to the image pixels from the upper arc are colored
in orange, while the points from the lower arc are colored in black.
Note that again we find a “checkerboard” effect, with the pixels from
the upper arc region preferring a lower surface brightness and vice
versa; close inspection shows examples of ray-traced points that are
very close together but whose pixels have noticeably different sur-
face brightnesses. Since the gradient regularization allows for such
fluctuations, and since all the image pixels in the mask are being ray
traced to create source pixels, the checkerboarding results in noise-
level residuals in the lensed images. From this, one can predict that
a stronger regularization scheme such as curvature regularization,
should result in significant residuals since such fluctuations are sup-
pressed. Indeed, this is evident in the fit in B24 that uses curvature
regularization, where residuals can be seen (see their Figure E1,
upper right panel) in the same region in question; such residuals are
not evident in any of their other fits that use gradient regularization.
For this reason, their fit using curvature regularization does indeed
result in a higher density slope, especially when only one source
plane 𝑠1 is used (they infer 𝛼 ≈ 1.4 in that case).

We defer to Section 4.1 a discussion of the possible origin
of the unexpected low surface brightness region identified here.
However, to verify that the region we have identified is indeed
driving the bias in the galaxy’s density slope, we implement a
“trimmed” mask where the low surface brightness region under the
upper arc is removed from the mask (Figure 8(a)). After re-running
our analysis with supersampling and a subhalo included, the inferred
slope (plotted in Figure 8(b)) shifts to 𝛼 = 1.07 ± 0.03 (dashed red
curve), which is 0.04 lower than its inferred value with the original
mask (black curve). This is perhaps the best that could be expected
from this approach, since residuals remain above the trimmed region
where the signal is higher, but nevertheless reinforces our conclusion
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(a) 𝛼 = 0.96
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(d) residuals, 𝛼 = 0.96
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(e) residuals, 𝛼 = 1.1
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(f) residuals, 𝛼 = 1.3

Figure 6. Region below the upper arc of the lensed source 𝑠1 (smaller circled region in upper right) and its larger counterpart image using solutions with
different density slopes for the host galaxy: 𝛼 = 0.96, 1.1, and 1.3 respectively. Top row shows the data with the color bar capped at a low surface brightness,
while bottom row shows the corresponding residuals (data minus model) from the model fits. Note that the smaller circled region is unexpectedly dark compared
to its counterimage, but as the slope is increased, the counterimage is enlarged to include pixels with lower surface brightness, reducing the disparity between
the two regions. For this figure we have enlarged the mask by two pixel lengths compared to the mask used in our modeling runs to show the greater extent of
the region with negative residuals.

that a lower-than-expected surface brightness at and around the
upper arc is tending to bias the density slope to a higher value.3

3.4 Modeling additional angular structure in the foreground
galaxy

The foreground galaxy in J0946 shows a remarkable degree of
isophote twist in the same radial range as the lensed arcs from the

3 It is possible that adding the third lensed source using the VLT/MUSE
data from Collett & Smith (2020) would further help to reduce the bias in
the slope. Based on the low resolution of the MUSE data and the relatively
small extent of the arcs, we expect its impact to be relatively minor; however
it is difficult to know for sure whether it would make a significant difference,
since in B24 they do not compare solutions using only the two lensed
sources versus using all three. Nevertheless, the third MUSE source could in
principle provide a useful consistency check on whether the inferred slope
is compatible with the data at a much more distant redshift (𝑧𝑠3 = 5.975).

𝑠1 source (Gavazzi et al. 2008). It is therefore natural to question
whether unaccounted-for angular structure in the lensing galaxy
could possibly mimic the presence of a substructure in this case.
In B24, they note that when additional angular structure is added
to the lensing mass in the form of 𝑚 = 3, 4 multipole terms, the
fit performs marginally better compared to the subhalo-perturbed
model, at the 1.5𝜎 confidence level (although they note that the
highest Bayesian evidence is achieved when both are added to the
model). Here we check whether this result holds up when super-
sampling is performed. We include multipole terms exactly as in
B24 and perform a nested sampling run, this time with 1400 live
points to reduce the odds of missing the maximum a posteriori peak
in the higher-dimensional parameter space. We find that, although
the addition of multipoles is preferred over the un-perturbed model
with an increase in log-evidence Δ lnE = 58.0, significant residu-
als remain near the purported location of the substructure and its
counterimage, and the “checkerboard effect” is still present in the
source reconstruction. As a result, the subhalo-perturbed model is
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Figure 7. Inferred source pixels for the model that does not use supersam-
pling, where we have zoomed in on the elliptical region whose lensed images
lie in the circled regions in Figure 6, and we have capped the colorbar to
provide greater contrast in the region circled by the ellipse. The ray-traced
points are color-coded exactly the same as in Figure 5, with orange points
coming from the region of the upper lensed arc. Note that the checkerboard
effect is again evident here, with pixels coming from ray-traced points near
the upper arc preferring a lower surface brightness compared to other nearby
pixels.

strongly preferred over the multipole-perturbed model at the 12.8𝜎
confidence level (Δ ln E = 84.52). We conclude that additional an-
gular structure (of the kind that would be expected from isodensity
contour twist or ellipticity gradients) is very unlikely to mimic the
effect of the localized substructure perturbation inferred in J0946,
in agreement with the conclusion of Vegetti et al. (2010) based on
modeling pixellated corrections to the lensing potential.

We also perform modeling runs that include both multipoles
and a subhalo, with and without supersampling. As in B24, this
model produces the highest Bayesian evidence among all the mod-
els. The residuals and reconstructed sources from the best-fit point
are shown (for the supersampled model) in the bottom row of Fig-
ure 4, and the parameter inferences are listed in Table 2. Close
inspection shows that the model with multipoles does indeed pro-
duce slightly smaller residuals in the vicinity of the subhalo and
in its counterimage in the bottom right; however, in other regions,
larger residuals are produced, and overall the best-fit 𝜒2 is actually
slightly higher for the model with multipoles compared to without.
The reason this model is preferred by the Bayesian evidence, then,
is due to its allowing a somewhat smoother source, particularly the
low-redshift source 𝑠1. This seems to be a rather tenuous reason
for preferring the model with multipoles, and it is a fair question
whether a more sophisticated regularization scheme could result in
a different evaluation by the Bayesian evidence, a point to which we
will return in Section 4.2.

Before moving on to discuss the subhalo constraints, we note
here that in all of our fits, including the models with multipoles, the
residuals for the 𝑠2 images are not quite reduced down to noise-level

despite the low signal-to-noise of these images. This is most notice-
able in the bottom-most image where 7-8 contiguous pixels have
residuals in the same direction. We speculate this is most likely due
to the limitations of the angular structure captured in our model: the
first few multipoles cannot perfectly capture the isodensity contour
twist and ellipticity gradient which is likely present in the lensing
mass based on the observed isophotes. Perhaps another indication
of this is the fact that the centroid of the lensing mass corresponding
to 𝑠1 is typically offset from the centroid of its surface brightness in
most of our fits by at least 1𝜎 (in our models with multipoles, the
median offset is roughly Δ𝑥𝑐,𝑠1 ≈ −0.12′′, Δ𝑦𝑐𝑠1 ≈ −0.1′′, though
it is somewhat smaller in the models without multipoles). Note that
this only affects the images of 𝑠2, so this could be an attempt to com-
pensate for not capturing the angular structure of the lens perfectly
well near the Einstein radius of the lensed images of 𝑠2. If a higher
signal-to-noise exposure is modeled in the future (e.g. using JWST
observations), it may become necessary to move beyond the simple
multipole-based model to a model that more directly captures the
angular structure described above to achieve a good fit to both sets
of lensed arcs.

3.5 Constraints on the subhalo properties and comparison to
CDM

To investigate how the subhalo constraints are affected by super-
sampling, we first plot the posterior in the inferred 𝑚200 and con-
centration 𝑐200 of the subhalo. (Recall that 𝑚200 is the mass the
subhalo would have if it were a field halo without tidal stripping.)
In Figure 9(a) we plot the posteriors resulting from the models that
do not include additional angular structure in the form of multi-
poles; the orange curves give the 95% and 68% contours for the
supersampled model, whereas the blue curves give the correspond-
ing contours without supersampling. We first note that the version
without supersampling is quite similar to the corresponding pos-
terior in B24, although our posterior includes a somewhat broader
spread in concentrations, particularly going toward high concentra-
tions; the reason for this is most likely due to improved constraints
due to their inclusion of U-band data, which we do not include in
this paper. However, when the data is modeled with supersampling,
the posterior narrows considerably although it follows roughly the
same degeneracy curve. In the posteriors for the models that include
multipoles (Figure 9(b)), the difference is more dramatic: without
supersampling, the posterior allows for subhalos that are signifi-
cantly less concentrated (𝑐 < 100) as 𝑚200 is increased beyond
1010𝑀⊙ , in agreement with B24; however when supersampling is
used, this parameter space is strongly disfavored, and instead the
posterior requires 𝑐 � 100 even for high 𝑚200 values.

For a rough comparison to CDM expectations, we also show
in Figure 9 the median concentration-mass relation for field halos
from Dutton & Macciò (2014) (solid gray line) along with ±2𝜎
scatter (dashed lines; the scatter is 𝜎 ≈ 0.1 dex). For our supersam-
pled model, our median inferred log10 (𝑐200) = 2.8; for points in
the chain with this approximate value we find log10 (𝑚200/𝑀⊙) ≈
9.8. From Dutton & Macciò (2014), the median expected log-
concentration for field halos of this mass is 𝑐200 ≈1.1. However,
dark matter subhalos can be expected to be more concentrated than
field halos of similar mass by as much as 2𝜎 above the median (with
a small fraction reaching as high as 3𝜎; Minor et al. 2021a; Moliné
et al. 2017, hence log10 (𝑐200) ≈ 1.3 is a better point of comparison.
Our median inferred log-concentration of the subhalo exceeds this
value by ≈ 4𝜎𝑐 , where 𝜎𝑐 is the posterior width of log10 (𝑐200)
to the left of the median. This is only a rough comparison, as we
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mask (compare to Figure 1(b)), where pixels under the upper arc have been removed. After rerunning the analysis, (b) shows the effect of the posterior on 𝛼,
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Figure 9. Joint posteriors in log10 (𝑚200 ) and log10 (𝑐200 ) , where 𝑚200 and 𝑐200 are defined as the mass and concentration the subhalo would have if it were a
dark matter halo in the field, for models (a) without and (b) with multipoles included in the host galaxy model. Blue curves correspond to the models that do not
use supersampling, while orange curves are the supersampled models; the contours enclose the 68% and 95% probability regions. Grey line shows the CDM
concentration-mass relation for field halos from Dutton et al. (2014) with dashed lines showing ±2𝜎 scatter. Note that supersampling narrows the allowed
parameter space and disfavors a subhalo with 𝑐 � 100, even in the model with multipoles included.
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Figure 10. Joint posteriors in the subhalo’s projected mass within 1 kpc (𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)) and the log-slope 𝛾2𝐷 of the subhalo’s projected density profile, for
models (a) without and (b) with multipoles included in the host galaxy model. Blue curves correspond to models without supersampling, orange curves are the
supersampled models, and green curves are the supersampled models that incorporate a prior on the host galaxy slope based on kinematics from Turner et al.
2024.

have not yet accounted for the impact of baryonic physics nor the
expected stellar luminosity of the subhalos in question.

Before we delve deeper into the subhalo constraints and a
more rigorous comparison with CDM simulations, it is useful to
reframe the discussion in terms of quantities that are more directly
constrained by the lensing data. In Minor et al. (2017) it was shown
that for perturbing subhalos, if the position of a subhalo is well-
constrained, one can robustly infer the subhalo’s projected mass
enclosed within its perturbation radius 𝑟𝛿𝑐 , defined as the distance
from the subhalo center to the point on the critical curve that is
being perturbed the most, regardless of the density profile of the
subhalo. In the case of our models, this perturbation radius lies
approximately in the range 1.25-1.3 kpc (the reason for the variation
is due to the fact that the inferred position of the subhalo varies
slightly, depending on the slope of the primary galaxy and whether
multipoles are included in the model). For simplicity, in Minor
et al. (2021b) the projected mass within 1 kpc was considered as
the approximate robust mass, and we adopt the same quantity for
consistency here. In addition, following that work, we consider the
approximate log-slope of the subhalo’s projected density profile
𝛾2𝐷 near 1 kpc, defined as the average log-slope within the range
(0.75 kpc,1.25 kpc). Thus for each point in our chains, we calculate
𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and 𝛾2𝐷 as derived parameters.

The resulting posteriors in 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and 𝛾2𝐷 are plotted in
Figure 10. Note that in contrast to 𝑚200/𝑐200, there is no degener-
acy between the two parameters, as expected since 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) is
expected to be well-constrained regardless of the subhalo’s density
profile. Note that in the models without multipoles (Figure 10(a)),
the allowed parameter space is reduced considerably when super-
sampling is used: in particular, the lower bound on 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) is
increased significantly, from 1.2 × 109𝑀⊙ to 2 × 109𝑀⊙ at the

95% confidence level. In the models that include multipoles 10(b),
which are our highest evidence models, the difference is more dra-
matic: without supersampling, the subhalo’s log-slope 𝛾2𝐷 can be
as shallow as −1.3 at the 95% confidence level, whereas after su-
persampling the constraint on the slope is more stringent, with
𝛾2𝐷(1kpc)< −1.75. It should also be noted that the inclusion of
both lensed sources 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 plays a role here, since even in super-
sampled models, higher 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and shallower 𝛾2𝐷 are allowed
when only 𝑠1 is modeled (see Appendix A for a detailed comparison
or single-source versus double-source models).

Since we have seen in Section 3.3 that our inferred slope of the
primary galaxy’s density profile is likely to be slightly biased, we do
two additional modeling runs (with and without multipoles) where
we implement a Gaussian prior in the galaxy slope 𝛼, with �̄� = 0.96
and 𝜎𝛼 = 0.02, based on the constraint from kinematics in Turner
et al. (2024). The 𝛼-prior model without multipoles is plotted as
the green contours in Figure 10, and parameter inferences are given
in Table 2. Note from the model with multipoles (Figure 10(b)),
the constraints on have been tightened significantly to 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)
= (2.5 ± 0.5) × 109𝑀⊙ , with the lower bound now 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)
> 2.0×109𝑀⊙ . In the model without multipoles (Figure 10(a)), the
change is more pronounced: we infer 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = (2.1 ± 0.2) ×
109𝑀⊙ , with the lower bound now 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) > 1.7× 109𝑀⊙ . By
comparison, the subhalo’s density slope 𝛾2𝐷 does not change up to
the two significant figures we have quoted here.

To better understand the tightened constraints under this prior,
in Figure 11(a) we plot the joint posterior in 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) versus
the galaxy log-slope 𝛼. Note that in the supersampled model that
doesn’t use the 𝛼-prior (orange curves), there is a clear correlation
between the galaxy log-slope versus 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc). The reason for
this is twofold: first, the robust quantity identified in Minor et al.
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Figure 11. Joint posteriors in the (negative) log-slope 𝛼 of the host galaxy versus 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc), the subhalo’s projected mass within 1 kpc, for models (a) without
and (b) with multipoles included in the host galaxy model. Contours are defined the same as in Figure 10. Note that the smaller the subhalo mass 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc),
the shallower the slope is required to be; the fit that included an 𝛼-prior from kinematics (green contours) shows that for an isothermal slope 𝛼 = 1, we have
𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) ≈ 2 × 109𝑀⊙ . This is roughly consistent with extrapolating from the correlation seen in our fiducial supersampled model (orange contours).

(2021b) is actually the mass within 𝑟𝛿𝑐 divided by the host galaxy
log-slope. Thus, if the subhalo and host galaxy positions were fixed,
we would expect the correlation in Figure 11(a) to follow the line
of constant 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)/𝛼. In fact the correlation is a bit steeper
than this, because the subhalo position, host galaxy position and
Einstein radius all change slightly as 𝛼 changes. Extrapolating down
to the isothermal case 𝛼 = 1, we can expect a median inferred
𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) ≈ 2.5 × 109𝑀⊙ and ≈ 2.0 × 109𝑀⊙ with and without
multipoles respectively, and this is approximately what we find when
the 𝛼-prior is implemented.

3.5.1 Comparison to subhalo candidates from Illustris TNG100
and TNG50 simulations

We will explore the reason why supersampling alters the subhalo
constraints in the following section; here, we compare our new con-
straints to expectations from CDM. In Minor et al. (2021b) the
authors identified over 3000 subhalos of galaxies in the Illustris
TNG100-1 cosmological simulation, which includes star formation
and stellar and AGN feedback physics (Nelson et al. 2015); can-
didate subhalos were chosen whose total mass and stellar mass
approximately matched what we observe for the host galaxy in
J0946 (Auger et al. 2010). For each of these candidate subhalos,
they calculated 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and 𝛾2𝐷 along 1000 different lines of
sight and found that for subhalos with 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) > 2 × 109𝑀⊙ ,
only one subhalo had 𝛾2𝐷 < −1.5 for the top 10% highest density
lines of sight. This one subhalo is disfavored, however, because its
stellar mass ∼ 2 × 109𝑀⊙ would almost certainly have a visible
stellar light component, given their conservative upper bound on
the subhalo’s V-band stellar luminosity 𝐿𝑉 � 108𝐿⊙ . More re-

cently, Despali et al. (2024) have repeated the analysis with the
Illustris TNG50 simulation (Nelson et al. 2019), which has better
sub-kpc resolution, and found several candidate subhalos that sat-
isfy 𝛾2𝐷 < −1.5; however all of them have stellar lumonisities 𝐿𝑉
well above 108𝐿⊙ (assuming a Salpeter-like IMF) and therefore
would likely be visible. The number of candidate subhalos with
𝛾2𝐷 < −1.5 increases somewhat if we broaden our range of sub-
halo 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) down to 1 × 109𝑀⊙ ; in this case they find a few
subhalo candidates with 𝐿𝑉 ≈ 1×108𝑀⊙ , which could in principle
evade detection if the stellar mass-to-light ratio were high enough.
Alternatively, if we consider shallower slopes, e.g. within the range
𝛾2𝐷 ∈ (−1.5,−1.2), they find dozens of subhalos in this range,
although all of them have 𝐿𝑉 > 108𝐿⊙ .

In view of these findings, there are two ways the subhalo could
be made more consistent with CDM: either the subhalo’s projected
mass 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) must be reduced well below 2 × 109𝑀⊙ , or else
the slope 𝛾2𝐷 must be made shallower than −1.5 (most likely a
combination of both would be required). In our non-supersampled
models, both of these possibilities seem to be realized to some
extent: in the model without multipoles (blue curve in Figure 10(a)),
𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) is allowed to be as low as roughly 1× 109𝑀⊙ , while in
the model with multipoles (blue curve in Figure 10(b)), the slope is
allowed to be as shallow as −1.28. However, our hopes are dashed
when we rerun the modeling with supersampling, as both solutions
are disfavored: we now have 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)> 2.0×109𝑀⊙ at 95% CL
(in the model where the𝛼-prior from Turner et al. (2024) is used, this
is reduced to 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc> 1.7 × 109𝑀⊙), and 𝛾2𝐷(1kpc)< −1.75
at 95% CL for all models. Thus, it appears that the perturbing
substructure remains a strong outlier in CDM under the assumption
of a dark matter subhalo.

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2024)



High significance detection of the dark substructure in gravitational lens SDSSJ0946+1006 by image pixel supersampling 15

-1.5

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

 1.5

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5  0  0.5  1  1.5
-3

-2

-1

 0

 1

 2

 3

(a) 1.0 × 109𝑀⊙ residuals, s.s. on

-1.5

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

 1.5

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5  0  0.5  1  1.5
-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

(b) 1.0 × 109𝑀⊙ , unconvolved image

-0.35

-0.3

-0.25

-0.2

-0.15

-0.1

-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.05  0.1  0.15  0.2  0.25  0.3  0.35  0.4  0.45
-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

(c) 1.0 × 109𝑀⊙ , reconstructed source

-1.5

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

 1.5

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5  0  0.5  1  1.5
-3

-2

-1

 0

 1

 2

 3

(d) 2.8 × 109𝑀⊙ residuals, s.s. on

-1.5

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

 1.5

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5  0  0.5  1  1.5
-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

(e) 2.8 × 109𝑀⊙ , unconvolved image

-0.35

-0.3

-0.25

-0.2

-0.15

-0.1

-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.05  0.1  0.15  0.2  0.25  0.3  0.35  0.4  0.45
-0.05

 0

 0.05

 0.1

 0.15

 0.2

(f) 2.8 × 109𝑀⊙ , reconstructed source

Figure 12. Solutions using two different points from the chain generated by fitting to the data without supersampling: one with subhalo mass 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) =
1.0×109𝑀⊙ (top row) and the other with 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = 2.8×109𝑀⊙ (bottom row). Left panels show the normalized residuals that occur when supersampling
is turned on and the regularization parameter is reoptimized; middle panels show the lensed images produced by the model (without supersampling) before it is
convolved with the PSF; right panels shows the corresponding reconstructed source pixels, where we have capped the colorbar at 0.2 to better show the contrast
in the outer regions. We have circled a region along with its corresponding counterimage, where significant residuals appear for the lower-mass substructure
(panel (a)); note the disparity in surface brightness between these two regions required to fit the data (panel (b)). By contrast, for the more massive subhalo the
surface brightness of the two regions before convolving with the PSF is more consistent (panel (e)), allowing for a better fit when supersampling is used (panel
(d)).

Finally, we note that the 𝛼-prior solution has a pronounced
mode with a rather steep slope at 1 kpc, 𝛾2𝐷 < −2.5, which is
also present to some degree in the other solutions in Figure 10(a).
One might naively expect that the “steep slope” end of the posterior
is dominated by solutions with extremely high concentration 𝑐200,
but this is not the case: a subhalo whose scale radius is well within
1 kpc has a slope that asymptotes to 𝛾2𝐷 = −2 since this is the
outer 2D log-slope of an unstripped NFW halo. Thus, any log-slope
steeper than -2 must be generated by tidal stripping. It is important
to recognize that the specific peak of the posterior around 𝛾2𝐷 = −2
is partly a consequence of the subhalo model itself, and not because
it is a significantly better fit at 𝛾2𝐷 = −2 compared to, e.g. -2.5
or -3. However, a significant number of solutions in the mode with
𝛾2𝐷 < −2.5 include subhalos with 𝑚200 � 1011𝑀⊙ that have
extreme tidal stripping, with 𝑟𝑡 � 𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑥 , the radius at maximum
circular velocity. It is unclear how viable such solutions could be in

CDM, as subhalos that have undergone such severe tidal stripping
may be disrupted almost entirely (although a small cusp is likely to
remain; cf. Errani & Peñarrubia 2020). In Despali et al. (2024) many
of the subhalo candidates have infall masses greater than 1011𝑀⊙ ,
but very few of them have slopes steeper than -2; those who do
have a high stellar mass fraction 𝑀∗/𝑀𝐷𝑀 � 0.5, indicating these
steep slopes occur through baryon cooling and adiabatic contraction,
rather than primarily through severe tidal stripping. In any case, such
candidates are ruled out by having an expected luminosity beyond
the observed limit 𝐿𝑉 > 108𝐿⊙ .

3.5.2 Why are the subhalo constraints altered by supersampling?

Now it remains to be explained why the subhalo constraints are
altered by supersampling. First we consider a solution with sub-
halo mass 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) ≈ 1.0 × 109𝑀⊙ , which fell within the 95%
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confidence region when supersampling was not used, but was ex-
cluded in the fits that used supersampling. To do this, we choose
the best-fit point in the chain that did not use supersampling where
𝑀2𝐷 lies within the range (0.98,1.02)×109𝑀⊙ , yielding a solution
with 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = 1.0 × 109𝑀⊙ . This solution produces noise-
level residuals without supersampling, but when supersampling is
turned on, after reoptimizing the regularization parameter we find
significant positive residuals in the vicinity in the subhalo (Figure
12(a), and negative residuals in its counterimage in the lower right.
(Note, the residuals in the upper right are due to the systematic
identified in Section 3.3 and are present on some level regardless
of the subhalo parameters, so we ignore these residuals in the dis-
cussion here.) We focus specifically on the region surrounded by
the ellipse shown in the lower-right; the counterimage of the ellipse
near the subhalo encircles a portion (though by no means all) of the
residuals in question. If we plot the images from the model without
supersampling and without convolving with the PSF, we obtain the
image in Figure 12(b). Note that the surface brightness within the
elliptical region is noticeably darker than that of its counterimage in
the upper left, as is required by the data. Since these two circled re-
gions are lensed from the same region of the source, a checkerboard
pattern of pixel surface brightnesses is required to give them dif-
ference surface brightnesses, and indeed this is what we see in the
reconstructed source (Figure 12(c). However, this solution works
because we are only ray tracing the pixel centers; when supersam-
pling is used, the subpixels overlap neighboring source pixels, such
that the image pixels are now required to have consistent surface
brightnesses, worsening the fit. In addition, we find that significant
residuals in these regions remain even after reoptimizing the lens
parameters.

For comparison, we now choose a point with 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) =

2.8 × 109𝑀⊙ , which is allowed in both the supersampled and non-
supersampled runs. Note that the counterimage of the elliptical
region (Figure 12(e) now has a very different shape, covering a
smaller area, and the surface brightnesses are now more consistent.
Although the brightness within the teardrop-shaped region in the
upper left appears somewhat lower than in the data (compare e.g.
Figure 6(a)), convolving with the PSF allows it to be consistent with
the data, since neighboring pixels are significantly brighter. As a re-
sult, there is no checkerboard pattern required in the corresponding
region of the source (Figure 12(f)), and residuals are significantly
reduced compared to the 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = 1.0×109𝑀⊙ solution when
supersampling is turned on (Figure 12(d)), despite the fact that we
have not reoptimized the lens parameters which would doubtless
produce a better fit.

Other regions of subhalo parameter space where the supersam-
pling runs do not overlap with the non-supersampling runs follow
in a similar vein, although the precise regions where residuals occur
can vary somewhat. The essential point is that when supersampling
is used, the subhalo’s parameter space is restricted by the require-
ment that when image pixels overlap when ray-traced to the source
plane, they must have consistent surface brightnesses. This con-
sistency is supposed to be encouraged by the source regularization
prior when supersampling is not used, but as we have seen, this does
not always prevent the “checkerboard” effect of source pixels when
the suppression of residuals is significant enough. The result is that
we obtain reconstructed sources that have very delicately chosen
fluctuations to effectively hide the inconsistent brightnesses of the
image pixels. Such implausible solutions are eliminated when su-
persampling of the image pixels performed, narrowing the allowed
parameter space.

3.6 Dependence on the number of pixel splittings

For our main results, we used a supersampling factor 𝑁sp = 4
(i.e. 4 × 4 splitting of image pixels), which makes the ray tracing
more computationally intensive than without supersampling. We
now check whether a smaller number of splittings can achieve the
same result by redoing the fit with 𝑁sp = 2. In this case, because the
number of subpixels is relatively small, we do not use a clustering
algorithm to define the source pixel locations, but rather choose a
simpler approach: for each image pixel, we choose a subpixel whose
ray-traced source position will define a source pixel. Hence, for that
particular subpixel, no interpolation will be needed to determine
the surface brightness, whereas the other three ray-traced subpixels
will require interpolation with neighboring source pixels. In this
way, we save time not only by having fewer ray-traced points and
more sparse matrices, but also because the clustering algorithm is
not required to define the source pixels. To reduce gridding effects
as much as possible, the subpixel that is used to define a source pixel
is rotated as we move to neighboring image pixels (the pattern is:
upper-left subpixel, followed by lower-right, then upper-right, then
lower-left, then repeat).

The results are quite similar to that of the 𝑁sp = 4 case.
The fit without a subhalo is again rather poor, and the change
in log-evidence when a subhalo is included in the modeling is
Δ ln E = 118.5, equivalent to a 15.2𝜎 detection. The detection sig-
nificance is therefore only slightly reduced compared to the 𝑁sp = 4
model, but still very high. Interestingly, the parameters of the main
lensing galaxy are slightly better constrained in the 𝑁sp = 4 case,
although the subhalo parameter constraints are nearly identical. In
view of this, it seems likely that even 𝑁sp = 2 splitting is sufficient
for establishing detections in most cases, although the parameter
constraints might be slightly degraded compared to a higher super-
sampling factor 𝑁sp.

It should be noted that even in the absence of supersampling,
the checkerboard effect can be diminished if the number of source
pixels is chosen to be smaller than the number of image pixels 𝑁𝑑

within the mask. For example, if we choose 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑/2, then the
surface brightness values for half of the image pixels are determined
by ray tracing to the source plane and interpolating in nearby source
pixels, which reduces the checkerboarding effect and produces sig-
nificant residuals if a subhalo is not included. If we redo the analysis
using 𝑁𝑑/2 source pixels and no supersampling, we find a subhalo
detection significance of ∼ 9𝜎; this is not nearly as high compared
to when supersampling is used, but more significant nonetheless.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Origin of the “dark” spot biasing the host galaxy slope in
supersampled fits

Now that we have identified the unexpectedly low surface brightness
around the upper arc as a culprit in biasing the density slope, the
question remains as to its origin. One possibility is dust extinction
in the region around the upper arc. The presence of a dust lane
through the galaxy center is evident in the HST U-band (F336W)
image (Sonnenfeld et al. 2012); however it is not straightforward to
establish the presence of dust in the region of concern because the
foreground light is much dimmer in the U-band. In the fits of B24
that use curvature regularization, residuals in the region of concern
are significantly higher in the I-band compared to the U-band, which
would seem to cast doubt on the dust hypothesis. JWST observations
should easily settle the question of whether dust extinction is present
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near the lensed images, since dust extinction should be significantly
diminshed in the longer wavelength near-IR bands of the NIRISS
instrument; in addition, continuum dust emission may be detectable
in the near-infrared with the MIRI instrument, possibly allowing for
a useful dust-correction.

Another possibility for the apparent dark spot would be an
imperfect subtraction of the foreground galaxy, whose isophotes
show a remarkable degree of twist. The fact that the foreground
subtraction can make a difference is evidenced in the fits of Vegetti
et al. (2010) who tried out two different foreground subtractions:
one using the original B-spline method of Bolton et al. (2008), and
the other using an elliptical Sérsic profile. They infer a log-slope
that is nearly 0.1 higher for the Sérsic-subtracted case (𝛼 ≈ 2.2
versus 2.3 for B-spline and Sérsic, respectively). However, the B-
spline foreground modeling can capture ellipticity gradients and
isophote twist fairly well, so it is unclear whether a more flexible
foreground model will improve matters. Perhaps the masking of the
lensed arcs during the foreground fitting is partly to blame, as some
lensed surface brightness around the masked areas remain during
this procedure; if that is the case, simultaneous modeling of the
lensed arcs and the foreground galaxy (again, with a flexible model
that can capture twist) may overcome this issue, but would be com-
putationally quite expensive. It is even conceivable that dust and
foreground subtraction are intertwined here, in that the central dust
lane could be biasing the foreground model and thereby compro-
mising the fit in regions further from the center. In the latter case,
JWST observations would again allow us to circumvent this issue.

A third possibility is that there is additional structure in the
lensing potential that is not being captured by our models. In our fit
that include multipoles, a lower slope is indeed allowed; however
when we compare residuals for points in the chain that have 𝛼 ≈ 1,
the multipole-perturbed model achieves only marginal improvement
in the low-signal region under the upper arc, although there is a
greater improvement in the higher-signal region of the upper arc
itself. This raises the question whether there might be an additional
perturbing substructure near the region in question. However, such
a substructure was not obvious in the modeling of Vegetti et al.
(2010) who employed pixellated corrections to the lensing potential
to identify the original substructure in the first place. If an additional
perturber is present, it would likely need to have a mass smaller than
∼ few×108𝑀⊙ to have not been evident in their analysis (Vegetti
& Koopmans 2009). It might be a useful exercise to add pixellated
corrections to the potential while also including supersampling and
both lensed sources (and perhaps multiple bands as well), but this
is beyond the scope of this work.

The systematic we have identified here highlights the utility
of modeling data in multiple bands, particularly including bands
where the foreground surface brightness is relatively small com-
pared to the lensed images. In B24 they include U-band data (more
precisely, the HST F336W band) where foreground light is negli-
gible in the modeling, and its impact is particularly noticeable in
their fits that use curvature regularization: in this case, the inferred
slope 𝛼 is reduced by 0.13 when the U-band data is included in
the modeling. The payoff in including multiple bands is not only to
tighten constraints, but also to protect against biases of the kind we
have identified here. We leave the modeling of both bands in the
context of supersampling to future work. In the meantime, we have
mitigated the bias by imposing a prior on the density slope from
kinematic measurements (Turner et al. 2024), the results of which
were discussed in Section 3.5.

4.2 Could the type of source prior affect the subhalo
constraints?

Although the source prior does not significantly impact the detection
significance, it could still in principle have an impact on the inferred
subhalo properties. In our analyses that use supersampling, we find
that the inferred subhalo properties are quite similar between the
two fits that use gradient versus curvature regularization. However,
we saw in Section 3.4 that the model that includes multipoles and
a subhalo was preferred only because of the greater smoothness of
the source, rather than an overall reduction in residuals (although
there was some improvement in the vicinity of the subhalo and its
counterimage), leaving us to wonder whether a more sophisticated
regularization scheme might affect the subhalo constraints. In either
case, there are significant residuals in the brightest region of the
lower lensed arc due to the presence of a cusp in the inferred source
galaxy discussed in Section 3.1, raising the possibility that this may
lead to bias in the inferred subhalo properties. It is possible that
different regularizations, e.g. using a Matern kernel as in the method
of Vernardos & Koopmans (2022) or using a luminosity-weighted
regularization (Nightingale et al. 2018) that can fit the central cusp
better may result in somewhat different inferred subhalo parameters.
We leave a wider investigation of how different regularization priors
affect the inferred subhalo parameters to future work.

5 CONCLUSIONS

We have modeled the gravitational lens SDSSJ0946+1006, recon-
structing both lensed sources that give rise to extended arcs and
including a perturbing dark substructure. We find that when super-
sampling of image pixels is performed, wherein each pixel is split
into subpixels which are ray traced to the source plane and averaged,
the detection significance of the substructure increases dramatically
to ∼ 17𝜎, far greater compared to when supersampling is not used.
This is consistent with the results of Nightingale et al. (2024), who
modeled the low-redshift source and also found a high detection
significance for the substructure using supersampling. The key dis-
tinction is that supersampling enforces the requirement that image
pixels that overlap when ray traced to the source plane have con-
sistent surface brightnesses. This consistency is encouraged by the
prior on the source galaxy smoothness, but is not always realized
without supersampling, depending on the type of source regulariza-
tion used and the resulting change in the quality of fit. In contrast,
the high detection significance of the substructure attained with su-
persampling is not sensitive to the assumed regularization prior on
the source galaxies.

In addition to the detection significance, we find that the combi-
nation of supersampling and modeling both lensed sources tightens
the constraints on the substructure’s central mass and density (Fig-
ure 10). Without including any prior from kinematic measurements,
in our highest evidence model we constrain the subhalo’s projected
mass within 1kpc, 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = (2.7 ± 0.6) × 109𝑀⊙ and its pro-
jected density log-slope over the interval (0.75kpc,1.25kpc) is con-
strained to be 𝛾2𝐷 = −1.9+0.2

−1.3 at the 95% confidence level. We also
find that the subhalo’s effective concentration 𝑐200 > 100 at 95%
confidence. If we impose a prior on the host galaxy’s density log-
slope from kinematics (Turner et al. 2024), the constraints are tight-
ened to 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) = (2.5 ± 0.5) × 109𝑀⊙ and 𝛾2𝐷 = −2.0+0.2

−1.3.
This subhalo remains an outlier in CDM by comparison to analogue
subhalos in the Illustris TNG100 (Minor et al. 2021b) and TNG50
(Despali et al. 2024) simulations. The constraints may be tight-
ened further by including observations in additional HST bands,

MNRAS 000, 1–20 (2024)



18 Q. E. Minor

e.g. U-band (F336W) observations, as well as including the faint
third lensed source detected by VLT/MUSE observations (Collett
& Smith 2020) as is done in Ballard et al. (2024), which we leave
to future work.

Although noise-level residuals can be achieved without a sub-
structure when supersampling is neglected, this is a mirage: it re-
quires the source galaxy to be quite noisy, to allow for the part of the
lensed arc near the purported location of the substructure to have a
higher surface brightness compared to its counterpart image (Figure
5), even though this noisiness is not evident in the individual lensed
images themselves. In contrast, when supersampling of the image
pixels is performed—even the most modest level of supersampling
(using 2 × 2 pixel splittings, without supersampling the PSF)—this
problem is overcome and a good fit cannot be achieved without
including a substructure in the model (Figure 4). This highlights the
importance of using supersampling when modeling gravitationally
lensed arcs, either during or after model fitting, to more robustly
detect perturbations to the smooth lens model due to substructure.

Finally, supersampling has allowed us to identify a region of
unexpectedly low surface brightness that has biased the the host
galaxy’s density profile to be steeper than isothermal in prior studies,
and is likely biasing our supersampled models to a lesser extent. This
bias has been minimized by the inclusion of both source planes
corresponding to the two sets of extended lensed arcs in the model,
as well as including a prior on the host galaxy slope from kinematics.
The bias may be minimized further by including images in multiple
bands and modeling the third lensed source at 𝑧𝑠3 ≈ 6 identified by
VLT/MUSE observations (as is done in Ballard et al. 2024 without
supersampling). We speculate that this relatively dark spot may be a
result of either dust extinction, an imperfect foreground subtraction,
or a combination of these two effects. In either case, follow-up
observations via the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) may
help eliminate this bias by providing relatively dust-free images and
higher signal-to-noise data to facilitate a more detailed model for
the foreground galaxy light.

The high detection significance inferred here places the exis-
tence of the substructure in SDSSJ0946+1006 on firmer ground,
and should motivate deeper follow-up observations. In addition to
an improved signal-to-noise of the lensed images in bands with
negligible dust extinction, imaging with JWST would either detect
a stellar light signal from the substructure, or else significantly lower
the upper bound on its stellar luminosity. In either case, the result
would shed light on the apparent tension with ΛCDM in addition
to strengthening constraints on cosmological parameters from this
unique system.
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Parameter Prior Posterior inference (median with 95% credible interval)
without supersampling with 𝑁sp = 4 supersampling

𝑅𝑒(arcsec) U(1.1, 1.8) 1.400+0.003
−0.002 1.393+0.005

−0.009 1.397+0.002
−0.002 1.391+0.004

−0.004
𝛼 U(0.7, 1.6) 0.96+0.08

−0.05 1.02+0.10
−0.07 1.11+0.08

−0.08 1.11+0.07
−0.06

𝑒1 ≡ (1 − 𝑞) cos(2𝜃 ) U(−0.2, 0.2) −0.0061+0.0198
−0.0186 −0.0034+0.0198

−0.0200 0.017+0.016
−0.016 0.012+0.013

−0.013
𝑒2 ≡ (1 − 𝑞) sin(2𝜃 ) U(−0.2, 0.2) −0.036+0.018

−0.016 −0.0038+0.0331
−0.0231 −0.064+0.017

−0.018 0.0071+0.0148
−0.0196

𝑥𝑐(arcsec) U(−0.1, 0.1) 0.028+0.006
−0.008 0.039+0.010

−0.008 0.012+0.004
−0.004 0.039+0.005

−0.005
𝑦𝑐(arcsec) U(−0.1, 0.1) 0.044+0.007

−0.006 0.041+0.008
−0.009 0.040+0.004

−0.004 0.033+0.005
−0.005

Γ1 U(−0.15, 0.15) 0.061+0.008
−0.008 0.069+0.009

−0.009 0.073+0.007
−0.008 0.079+0.005

−0.006
Γ2 U(−0.15, 0.15) −0.070+0.006

−0.007 −0.065+0.008
−0.008 −0.086+0.008

−0.008 −0.070+0.005
−0.006

log10 (𝑚200/𝑀⊙ ) U(8, 12) ... 9.88+1.91
−0.49 ... 9.80+1.86

−0.20
log10 (𝑐200 ) U(−1, 4) ... 2.57+1.27

−0.82 ... 2.81+0.71
−0.79

log10 (𝑟𝑡/kpc) U(−2, 3) ... 0.33+2.52
−1.32 ... 1.14+1.77

−1.92
𝑥𝑐,sub(arcsec) U(−1.2, −0.2) ... −0.64+0.08

−0.07 ... −0.64+0.04
−0.02

𝑦𝑐,sub(arcsec) U(0.7, 1.3) ... 0.98+0.14
−0.10 ... 1.00+0.05

−0.03
𝑅𝑒,𝑠1(arcsec) U(0.01, 0.5) 0.13+0.07

−0.04 0.17+0.08
−0.05 0.24+0.05

−0.06 0.24+0.05
−0.04

Δ𝑥𝑐,𝑠1(arcsec) N(0, 0.1) −0.10+0.08
−0.05 −0.096+0.066

−0.053 0.052+0.096
−0.097 −0.079+0.042

−0.035
Δ𝑦𝑐,𝑠1(arcsec) N(0, 0.1) −0.11+0.11

−0.09 −0.091+0.087
−0.088 0.12+0.17

−0.14 −0.030+0.059
−0.062

𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)(109𝑀⊙ ) ... ... 2.11+1.23
−0.90 ... 2.51+0.50

−0.50
𝛾2𝐷(0.75, 1.25 kpc) ... ... −2.28+0.62

−1.48 ... −1.98+0.12
−1.45

𝑚𝑠𝑢𝑏,𝑡𝑜𝑡 (109𝑀⊙ ) ... ... 3.18+8.82
−1.82 ... 4.64+5.70

−2.31
ln E ... −2349.4 −2333.1 −2460.7 −2318.1

Table 1. Parameter inferences for models with versus without a subhalo, and with versus without supersampling, along with the log-evidence for each model
(final row). The median parameter values are quoted along with error bars denoting the 95% credible interval in that parameter. The parameters with 𝑠1 in the
subscript describe the lensing mass of the source galaxy 𝑠1, which is modeled with an isothermal sphere; Δ𝑥𝑐,𝑠1 and Δ𝑦𝑐,𝑠1 give the offset in the position
of the lensing mass from the centroid of the reconstructed source 𝑠1, and 𝑅𝑒,𝑠1 gives its Einstein radius with respect to the higher source redshift 𝑧𝑠2. The
final three parameters are derived parameters related to subhalo properties: 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) is the projected subhalo mass within 1 kpc, 𝛾2𝐷(0.75,1.25kpc) is the
average projected density slope within an interval around 1kpc; and 𝑚𝑠𝑢𝑏,𝑡𝑜𝑡 is the total subhalo mass.

Parameter Prior Posterior inference (median with 95% credible interval)
multipoles, multipoles 𝛼-prior, 𝛼-prior,
no supersampling (𝑁sp = 4) no multipoles multipoles

𝑅𝑒(arcsec) (1.1,1.8) 1.389+0.008
−0.011 1.391+0.005

−0.006 1.396+0.003
−0.004 1.394+0.004

−0.005
𝛼 (0.7, 1.6)∗ 1.01+0.09

−0.07 1.07+0.08
−0.06 1.00+0.03

−0.03 0.99+0.03
−0.03

𝑒1 ≡ (1 − 𝑞) cos(2𝜃 ) (−0.2, 0.2) −0.0034+0.0220
−0.0208 0.017+0.014

−0.014 0.010+0.011
−0.013 0.014+0.013

−0.013
𝑒2 ≡ (1 − 𝑞) sin(2𝜃 ) (−0.2, 0.2) 0.040+0.029

−0.030 0.021+0.019
−0.020 0.00085+0.01236

−0.01726 0.019+0.016
−0.018

𝑥𝑐(arcsec) (−0.1, 0.1) 0.039+0.011
−0.011 0.041+0.007

−0.006 0.037+0.004
−0.005 0.041+0.006

−0.006
𝑦𝑐(arcsec) (−0.1, 0.1) 0.026+0.011

−0.011 0.029+0.006
−0.006 0.035+0.005

−0.004 0.030+0.005
−0.005

Γ1 (−0.15, 0.15) 0.071+0.010
−0.009 0.080+0.007

−0.006 0.072+0.005
−0.005 0.074+0.005

−0.005
Γ2 (−0.15, 0.15) −0.057+0.008

−0.009 −0.063+0.007
−0.008 −0.064+0.004

−0.005 −0.057+0.005
−0.006

log10 (𝑚200/𝑀⊙ ) (8, 12) 10.22+1.55
−0.56 9.88+1.53

−0.22 9.83+1.97
−0.31 9.84+1.80

−0.22
log10 (𝑐200 ) (−1, 4) 2.03+0.94

−0.59 2.65+0.69
−0.64 2.70+0.89

−0.70 2.64+0.70
−0.73

log10 (𝑟𝑡/kpc) (−2, 3) 0.68+2.20
−0.98 1.28+1.63

−1.90 0.002+2.784
−0.952 0.88+2.01

−1.57
𝑥𝑐,sub(arcsec) (−1.2, −0.2) −0.64+0.06

−0.06 −0.64+0.03
−0.02 −0.64+0.04

−0.02 −0.64+0.03
−0.03

𝑦𝑐,sub(arcsec) (0.7, 1.3) 1.00+0.14
−0.09 0.98+0.04

−0.04 1.00+0.06
−0.03 0.99+0.04

−0.04
𝑅𝑒,𝑠1(arcsec) (0.01, 0.5) 0.17+0.07

−0.05 0.21+0.06
−0.05 0.16+0.03

−0.03 0.15+0.02
−0.02

Δ𝑥𝑐,𝑠1(arcsec) N(0, 0.1) −0.11+0.06
−0.05 −0.12+0.05

−0.04 −0.11+0.04
−0.03 −0.14+0.03

−0.03
Δ𝑦𝑐,𝑠1(arcsec) N(0, 0.1) −0.13+0.09

−0.09 −0.097+0.074
−0.072 −0.11+0.06

−0.06 −0.16+0.06
−0.06

𝐴3 (−0.05, 0.05) 0.0017+0.0100
−0.0083 −0.0008+0.0061

−0.0064 ... −0.0016+0.0051
−0.0051

𝐵3 (−0.05, 0.05) 0.022+0.007
−0.008 0.0025+0.0057

−0.0068 ... 0.0021+0.0045
−0.0053

𝐴4 (−0.05, 0.05) 0.022+0.012
−0.011 0.016+0.006

−0.007 ... 0.016+0.005
−0.005

𝐵4 (−0.05, 0.05) −0.019+0.014
−0.015 −0.016+0.009

−0.008 ... −0.016+0.008
−0.007

𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)(109𝑀⊙ ) ... 2.73+1.01
−1.14 2.73+0.64

−0.58 2.09+0.36
−0.42 2.49+0.54

−0.51
𝛾2𝐷(0.75, 1.25 kpc) ... −1.76+0.47

−0.98 −1.94+0.19
−1.30 −2.85+0.93

−0.77 −1.98+0.18
−1.32

𝑚𝑠𝑢𝑏 (109𝑀⊙ ) ... 7.27+18.26
−4.70 6.05+8.19

−3.42 2.56+4.27
−0.75 4.56+7.10

−2.21
ln E ... −2316.3 −2305.9 −2324.7 −2308.6

Table 2. Parameter inferences for models that include multipoles, with and without supersampling (columns 3 and 4), and models that include a prior on the
host galaxy 2D log-slope 𝛼 from kinematics, with and without multipoles (columns 5 and 6). Note that both models that used the 𝛼-prior also used 𝑁sp = 4
supersampling. Parameter definitions are the same as in Table 1, except with the additional parameters for the 𝑚 = 3, 4 multipole amplitudes 𝐴3,𝐵3,𝐴4,𝐵4.
∗The 𝛼-prior models use a Gaussian prior 𝛼 ∈ N(0.96, 0.02) from kinematic modeling (Turner et al. 2024).
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APPENDIX A: COMPARISON WITH MODELS THAT
INCLUDE ONLY THE LOW-REDSHIFT SOURCE 𝑆1

With the exception of B24, all prior studies that modeled the subhalo
in J0946 modeled only the low-redshift source (Vegetti et al. 2010;
Minor et al. 2021b; Nightingale et al. 2024; Despali et al. 2024).
Hence to provide a point of comparison to prior work, we repeat
our analyses that included a subhalo in this paper, but this time
only modeling the low-redshift source. The resulting constraints
on the subhalo projected mass 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and density log-sloper
𝛾2𝐷 are shown in Figure A1. Note that when only the low-redshift
source is modeled, higher values of 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) are allowed, even
when supersampling is performed. When supersampling is not per-
formed, however, 𝛾2𝐷 is allowed to be as shallow as −1.2, or even
a bit shallower in the case with multipoles. These solutions are en-
tirely compatible with those of Minor et al. (2021b) and Despali
et al. (2024) (hereafter M21 and D24) who both find solutions with
𝑚2𝐷(1kpc) as high as 4 × 109𝑀⊙ and slopes 𝛾2𝐷 as shallow as
−1.2. In Figure A2 we plot posteriors in the host galaxy log-slope 𝛼
for single-source versus double source models. Note that the single-
source models allow significantly steeper slopes, up to 1.5, or even
up to 1.6 in the supersampled case.

The solutions of M21 and D24 are in fact biased toward even
higher 𝛼 values than our posteriors show; for example, in their
highest evidence model, M21 infer 𝛼 > 1.32 at the 95% confidence
level, while in D24 𝛼 can run as steep as 1.6. The reason for this
may be due to the fact that both papers use a larger mask than we
have used here, including more of the problematic region that gives
rise to a bias in the host galaxy slope 𝛼 as discussed in Section 3.3.
Furthermore, in our unsupersampled models we see that solutions
with 𝛼 > 1.3 require the subhalo log-slope 𝛾2𝐷 to be shallower than
≈ -2, which is consistent with the solutions of D24. Note that M21
did use 𝑁sp = 2 supersampling, but in their fits that used multipoles
they inferred a solution with 𝛾2𝐷 ≈ −1.3. Indeed, we see in Figure
1(b) that the single-source model with supersampling does allow for
a solution with such a shallow slope and relatively high 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)
≈ 4 × 109𝑀⊙ ; this branch of the posterior requires 𝛼 � 1.2. This
mass is a bit higher than in M21, but nevertheless close to their
solution. The reason the solution in M21 with multipoles does not
allow for slopes as steep as -2 is likely because they infer 𝛼 > 1.32
at 95% CL due to the enlarged mask, and perhaps also because of
the less flexible source model. In any event, the solutions in M21
and D24 that have 𝛾2𝐷 > −1.7 are no longer viable when both
sources are modeled and supersampling is performed.

APPENDIX B: EFFECT OF THE SOURCE PIXELLATION
IN SUPERSAMPLED MODELS

In all the models that use supersampling in this work, we have set
the number of source pixels 𝑁𝑠 to be equal to half the number of
data pixels within the mask, i.e. 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑/2 for both sources 𝑠1 and
𝑠2. This is done to lessen the computational cost, but is in contrast
with the models without supersampling for which we use 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑 .
It is worth investigating whether there is any substantial change
in our results if we use twice the number of source pixels in our
supersampled runs, so that 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑 .

To check this, we rerun our supersampled fit that includes a
subhalo using 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑 , but without including multipoles in the
model. The resulting source reconstruction of 𝑠1 from the best-fit
model is shown in Figure 1(b), which we contrast with our fiducial
model in Figure 1(a). Here we do not use interpolation when display-
ing the reconstructed sources, so the Voronoi pixellation is evident.

Note that in these supersampled models, the pixel centroids do not
correspond to any specific ray-traced image pixel, but are rather
determined by a K-means clustering algorithm from all the ray-
traced subpixels as in Nightingale & Dye (2015) (see Section 2.2
for details). Comparing the two reconstructions, we see that there
is indeed improved source resolution, particularly in the central re-
gions where the surface brightness peaks. Unsurprisingly, there is
at least a modest reduction in residuals, as the 𝜒2/pixel improves
from 0.91 to 0.89. Moving on to the posterior inferences, we find
that there is a slight reduction in the error bars on certain parameters
of the host galaxy due to the extra constraining power of the addi-
tional source pixels: for example, the host galaxy log-slope inference
changes from 𝛼 = 1.113+0.072

−0.075 to 𝛼 = 1.1130.067
−0.056. However, the

parameter inferences regarding the subhalo are remarkably consis-
tent. In Figure B2 we plot posteriors in the 𝑀2𝐷(1kpc) and 𝛾2𝐷
of the subhalo for both models, and find they very nearly overlap,
with the higher resolution model finding slightly higher probability
for steeper slopes (𝛾 � −2.5). Thus, we conclude that the subhalo
results from our models (whose parameter inferences are listed in
Tables 1 and 2) are unlikely to change significantly if we double the
number of source pixels.

We should note for completeness’s sake, that it is possible in
principle for the “checkerboard” effect (demonstrated most clearly
in Section 3.2.1) to arise even in supersampled models. One obvious
(and very unlikely) scenario would be if the modeler chooses the
number of source pixels to be equal to or greater than the total
number of subpixels (this would be 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁2

sp𝑁𝑑). In this case,
there would be enough source pixels that they could in principle
reproduce the checkerboard pattern, except this time on the level of
the subpixels. A more likely scenario where this might occur would
be if the source pixellation is allowed to become more adaptive.
In Nightingale et al. (2018) this is achieved by allowing the source
pixels to cluster more in regions where there is greater surface
brightness via a weighted K-means algorithm. This should only
be a problem if there is a danger of checkerboarding occuring in
a high-luminosity region, but is a potential pitfall to be aware of.
A more dangerous prescription would be if one allows the source
pixels to cluster adaptively around a point (or points) in such a way
that is not tied to luminosity, but rather optimized based on what
the Bayesian evidence prefers. In this scenario, it would be entirely
possible for source pixels to cluster more in a region where it can
achieve checkerboarding on the level of the ray-traced subpixels, so
that i.e. a supersampled model that doesn’t include a subhalo might
still achieve good residuals. In adaptive clustering methods such as
these, it would be wise to impose a limit on how densely source
pixels can cluster to make sure the checkerboarding phenomenon
does not reestablish itself on an even finer scale.
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Figure A1. Joint posteriors in the subhalo’s projected mass within 1 kpc (𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)) and the log-slope 𝛾2𝐷 of the subhalo’s projected density profile, for
models (a) without and (b) with multipoles included in the host galaxy model. Blue curves correspond to single-source models without supersampling, orange
curves are single-source supersampled models, and green curves are the supersampled models that model both lensed sources (note these are identical to the
orange curves in Figure 10).
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Figure A2. Posterior in the host galaxy (negative) 2D log-slope 𝛼. Blue and
orange curves correspond to single-source models that are not supersam-
pled and supersampled, respectively, while green curve corresponds to the
supersampled model that includes both lensed sources.
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(a) 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑/2
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(b) 𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑

Figure B1. Reconstructed source 𝑠1 in supersampled models with two different pixellations: (a) the number of source pixels is equal to half the number of data
pixels; (b) the number of source pixels is equal to the number of data pixels. Black points show the centroids of the Voronoi pixels, while black curves are the
caustics. To make the pixellation evident, here we do not interpolate to find the surface brightness at each point, unlike the reconstructions shown in Figures
2-4. Note that the source pixel centroids do not correspond to any specific ray-traced image pixels, but rather are determined by a clustering algorithm after ray
tracing all the subpixels, as discussed in Section 2.2.
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Figure B2. Joint posteriors in the subhalo’s projected mass within 1 kpc
(𝑀2𝐷(1kpc)) and the log-slope 𝛾2𝐷 of the subhalo’s projected density
profile. Blue curve corresponds to the model that sets the number of source
pixels equal to the number of data pixels within the mask (𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑), while
orange curve is the model that sets 𝑁𝑠 to half the number of data pixels
(𝑁𝑠 = 𝑁𝑑/2).
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