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ABSTRACT
The stellar-to-halo mass relation (SHMR) embodies the joint evolution of galaxies and their host dark matter halos. However,
the relation is poorly constrained at sub-galactic masses, because the stellar emission from such objects is so faint. However, it
is possible to directly detect the mass of halos along the line of sight to a strong gravitational lens, when they perturb one of
its multiple images. Space telescopes including Euclid, CSST, and Roman will soon discover millions of galaxy-galaxy strong
lensing systems. We simulate Euclid-like imaging of a typical lens galaxy, and find that a lensing reconstruction is sensitive to
3× 1010 subhalos with various positions and concentrations, at statistical signficance >3.6𝜎. The subhalo mass can be measured
without bias, provided the model simultaneously fits light from both the main lens and the subhalo. A future sample of 48
subhalos with ⩾5𝜎 detection significance would constrain the SHMR at this mass range with 1𝜎 uncertainty of 0.045 dex:
distinguishing between different theoretical predictions at the sub-galactic scale. Follow-up spectroscopy is needed to measure
lens and source redshifts; follow-up imaging at greater spatial resolution and depth would substantially improve the measurement,
and eliminate false-positives at even lower halo masses.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the framework of standard cosmology, galaxies are thought to
form within cold dark matter (CDM) halos. Initially, dark matter
is distributed in small halos, which grow over time through accre-
tion and merging processes, evolving into the larger halos (Frenk &
White 2012). Gas collapses within the dominant gravitational po-
tential wells of these dark matter halos, leading to a galaxy forming
at their centers. Although galaxy formation and evolution involves
complex physical processes, the properties of galaxies are widely
believed to correlate with those of their host dark matter halos. A
well-known example of this correlation is the stellar-to-halo mass re-
lation (SHMR), which links the stellar mass of galaxies to the mass
of their host halos. Various methods have been developed to evaluate
this relation. For instance, abundance matching (AM; e.g., Behroozi
et al. 2010, Moster et al. 2012, Girelli et al. 2020) assumes a mono-
tonic relationship between stellar mass and halo mass, whereby more
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massive halos host more massive galaxies, thus establishing a con-
nection between the stellar mass function and the halo mass function.
Alternatively, semi-analytic galaxy formation models can be applied
to match halo populations to observed stellar populations (Mitchell
et al. 2015). Simulations also provide predictions of the SHMR at
specific mass scales (e.g., Niemiec et al. 2019, 2022; Engler et al.
2020; Sifón & Han 2024). However, current SHMR estimates of-
ten lack robust constraints for halos with masses ≲ 1010 M⊙ , and
there is significant scatter across different studies (see Figure 9 of
Girelli et al. 2020). A primary source of this uncertainty stems from
the incompleteness of galaxy catalogs at lower stellar mass scales
(≲ 108 M⊙), as low-mass galaxies are challenging to observe due
to their low surface brightness. Additionally, simulations at these
small mass scales are often hindered by limited resolution, making
it difficult to produce reliable halo catalogs.

Strong gravitational lensing provides an effective method to ad-
dress this challenge. When light from a distant source passes near
a massive foreground galaxy, it is deflected by the gravitational po-
tential of both the galaxy and its surrounding halo. This deflection
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distorts the image, producing characteristic ring- or arc-like struc-
tures. As this process depends solely on the mass distribution of the
foreground lensing galaxy, fitting the lensed image with appropri-
ate mass and light models enables us to measure the lens galaxy’s
mass. Moreover, if a subhalo perturbs the image, its influence can be
characterized by incorporating an additional mass model represent-
ing it, allowing us to probe the subhalo’s properties (Vegetti et al.
2010, 2012, 2014; Ritondale et al. 2019b; He et al. 2022a; Nightin-
gale et al. 2023; Lange et al. 2024), and test the structure formation
model of ΛCDM(e.g. Li et al. 2016, 2017; Ritondale et al. 2019a;
Minor et al. 2021; Amorisco et al. 2021; He et al. 2022b; Despali
et al. 2024). In recent decades, the detection of subhalos through
strong lensing has been constrained by the absence of sky surveys
that are simultaneously wide, deep, and high-resolution, key charac-
teristics required to produce sufficient lens samples for large-scale
subhalo searches (e.g Vegetti et al. 2014). However, advancements in
next-generation space telescopes, including the JWST, Euclid (Eu-
clid Collaboration et al. 2024), the upcoming CSST (Zhan 2021),
and the Roman (Spergel et al. 2015), are expected to overcome this
limitation. For example, O’Riordan et al. (2023) predicts that Euclid
will detect approximately 2,500 new subhalos. Since the CSST offers
comparable depth, resolution, and sky coverage to Euclid (Cao et al.
2023), it is expected to achieve a similar level of subhalo detections,
with the added benefit of providing optical color information, which
is crucial for verifying the reliability of subhalo identification. These
advancements will greatly expand strong lensing samples and enable
more comprehensive statistical analyses. By constructing a subhalo
catalog through strong lensing studies, including the possible detec-
tion of satellite galaxies within these subhalos, we can place tighter
constraints on the SHMR at smaller scales.

While previous studies have demonstrated the ability to unbiasedly
model the mass of ∼ 109 M⊙ subhalos in Hubble Space Telescope
(HST) observations (Vegetti & Koopmans 2009; He et al. 2023),
the feasibility of achieving unbiased mass estimates with lower-
resolution data from upcoming surveys like Euclid and CSST re-
mains an open question. Given the expected detection of thousands
of subhalos by these surveys, understanding the accuracy of mass
modeling is crucial. Furthermore, the influence of subhalo prop-
erties on mass estimation needs investigation. For instance, highly
concentrated subhalos can produce similar perturbations to more
massive, moderately concentrated ones, potentially enhancing the
detection signal (Amorisco et al. 2022). Additionally, subhalos with
dark matter masses around ∼ 1010 M⊙ often host satellite galaxies.
While standard subhalo mass-halo mass relations (SHMR) predict
those halos have a galaxy with a stellar mass of ∼ 108 M⊙ or lower,
the galaxy’s mass and light contributions could introduce additional
systematic errors if not properly accounted for.

To investigate the constraints on the SHMR using subhalos in
galaxy-galaxy strong lenses, in this work, we assess the accuracy
with which the masses of subhalos with 𝑀200 ∼ 1010 M⊙ can be
determined. This mass range lies within the detection limits of up-
coming surveys such as Euclid and CSST. As a proof-of-concept, we
assume a fiducial subhalo mass of𝑀200 = 3×1010 M⊙ and systemat-
ically vary intrinsic subhalo properties, including concentration and
position. Additionally, we incorporate a galaxy light component to
analyze its impact on the accuracy of subhalo mass measurements.
Mock images are generated based on the specifications of the Vis-
ible Camera (VIS) on Euclid. Since the CSST offers image quality
comparable to Euclid VIS, the main results of this study are expected
to be transferable to CSST observations. For simplicity, the redshifts
of the main lens and subhalo are fixed at 𝑧 = 0.2, while the source
redshift is set at 𝑧 = 1.0.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, we de-
scribe the mock simulations and fitting procedures. Section 3 presents
our lens modelling results. In Section 4, we discuss our mass mea-
surement results and consider prospects for future applications. We
summarize our findings in Section 5. We adopt the cosmological
parameters from Planck 2015 (Ade et al. 2016) throughout the work.

2 METHOD

For this proof-of-concept study, we simplify our analysis by focusing
on a single ring-like lensing configuration1 and assuming a single
subhalo with a mass of ∼ 1010.5 M⊙ within the lens galaxy. We vary
the subhalo position and concentration to investigate whether the
mass of a subhalo can be accurately recovered through strong lens-
ing. Additionally, we include a mass or light component to represent
the potential presence of a satellite galaxy hosted by the subhalo. This
allows us to evaluate whether these satellite signals introduce con-
tamination into lensing analyses and contribute additional systematic
errors to our modeling. Next, we generate a catalog of detected sub-
halos, stack their inferred masses, and assess the extent to which the
SHMR can be constrained using these systems. All mock images are
generated to emulate Euclid VIS observations, reflecting the capa-
bilities of next-generation space surveys. This section describes the
models used for image simulation and the pipelines employed for
image modeling. All simulations and fitting processes are performed
using the open-source software PyAutoLens (Nightingale & Dye
2015; Nightingale et al. 2018, 2021).

2.1 Image Simulation

Figure 1 presents our baseline lensing image, consisting of a mass
model for the main lens and a light model for the background source.
This lensing simulation without a subhalo is referred to as the ‘macro
model’. All subsequent mock lensing simulations, which include a
subhalo and associated lens modeling analyses, are based on this
image.

2.1.1 Macro Model

We use a power-law mass model for the main lens (Tessore & Metcalf
2015). Following Nightingale et al. (2023), the convergence is given
by:

𝜅(𝜉) = 3 − 𝛾
1 + 𝑞

(
𝑅𝐸

𝜉

)𝛾−1
, (1)

where 𝛾 is the density slope, 𝑅𝐸 is Einstein radius, and 𝜉 =√︁
𝑥2 + 𝑦2/𝑞2 is the elliptical radius from centre. In PyAutoLens

1 As demonstrated by (Despali et al. 2022; O’Riordan et al. 2023), lenses
with ring-like morphologies generally provide higher sensitivity for subhalo
detection. Consequently, it is expected that most "golden lens" samples iden-
tified in future surveys, such as Euclid and CSST, which enable accurate
subhalo detection, will exhibit ring-like structures. Thus, our fiducial lensing
image serves as a representative morphology for evaluating the accuracy of
subhalo detection. Space-based imaging surveys like CSST and Euclid are
anticipated to discover tens of thousands of ring-like lenses (e.g. Cao et al.
2023), making the exploration conducted in this work both realistic and most
relevant for future studies.
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Figure 1. The simulated mock image based on the macro model. The param-
eter values used for this simulation are listed in Table 1. The image has a pixel
size of 0.1′′ and is convolved with a Gaussian PSF with a FWHM of 0.18′′

the axis ratio 𝑞 and the position angle 𝜙 are reparameterized as two
components:

𝑒1 =
1 − 𝑞
1 + 𝑞 sin 2𝜙, 𝑒2 =

1 − 𝑞
1 + 𝑞 cos 2𝜙. (2)

While external shear is not included in the simulation of mock
images, it is incorporated during the lens modeling process. This is
because external shear is a standard component in real lens mod-
eling, accounting for line-of-sight effects, nearby perturbations, and
unmodeled angular complexities in the main lens mass distribution
(Cao et al. 2022; Etherington et al. 2024). The cored Sérsic profile
(Graham et al. 2003) is used to describe the brightness distribution
of the background source, defined as

𝐼 (𝜉) = 𝐼′
(
1 +

(
𝑟𝑏

𝜉

)𝛼) 𝛾

𝛼

exp
−𝑏𝑛 ·

(
𝜉𝛼 + 𝑟𝛼

𝑏

𝑟𝛼𝑒

) 1
𝛼𝑛

 , (3)

where 𝐼′ is the scaled intensity factor, 𝑟𝑏 is the break radius separating
the inner power-law and outer Sérsic profile, 𝛼 controls the transition
from the inner to outer profile, 𝛾 is the power-law density slope,
𝑛 is the Sérsic index, 𝑏𝑛 is a constant determined by 𝑛, and 𝑟𝑒 is
the effective radius of the Sérsic profile. The radius 𝑟 is measured
from the center, and for an elliptical profile, it is defined as 𝑟 =√︁
𝑞𝑥2 + 𝑦2/𝑞. Although a core-Sérsic profile may be too simplistic

to capture the complex morphology of a real source galaxy, it is
sufficient to access the measurement accuracy of subhalo properties
using strong lensing.

2.1.2 Subhalo and Associated Galaxy

We adopt the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) mass profile (Navarro
et al. 1996) for subhalo:

𝜌(𝑟) = 𝜌0
(𝑟/𝑅𝑠) (1 + 𝑟/𝑅𝑠)2

. (4)

In PyAutoLens, 𝑀200 and concentration are utilized as inputs to
compute 𝜌0 and 𝑅𝑠 . Here, 𝑀200 is defined as the total mass enclosed
within a radius, 𝑟200, where the average enclosed mass density is 200

times the cosmic average density. In this work, the 𝑀200 is set to
3 × 1010 M⊙ . The concentration parameter is given by 𝑐 = 𝑟200/𝑅𝑠 .
Research indicates that the density profile of a dark matter halo
follows a specific relation as a function of its total mass and redshift,
known as the ‘mass-concentration-redshift relation’ (e.g. Duffy et al.
2008; Ludlow et al. 2016). Wang et al. (2020) used a wide-ranging
hierarchical simulation to show that the scatter in halo concentration
at a given mass is nearly independent of the halo mass, with a value
of approximately 0.15 dex. Throughout the work, we use the mass-
concentration relation given by Ludlow et al. (2016) (hereafter L16
relation), as it shows the greatest consistency to recent simulations in
the very low-mass regime (Wang et al. 2020). The scatter, 𝑠c deviating
from the median value of L16 relation is used as a model parameter
controlling the concentration of the subhalo, which is defined as:

𝑠c ≡ 𝛿 log 𝑐/𝜎log 𝑐 =
(
log10 𝑐 − log10 𝑐(𝑀, 𝑧)

)
/𝜎log10 𝑐

, (5)

where𝜎log10 𝑐
= 0.15. The default 𝑠c value is 0, except for the samples

used to analyze the effect of halo concentration, where we will vary
this parameter to simulate subhalos with different concentrations.

A 1010𝑀⊙ subhalo is likely to host a dwarf galaxy. Different
studies and simulations predict varying galaxy stellar mass ranges for
a given subhalo mass, but approximately, a 1010𝑀⊙ subhalo can host
a satellite galaxy with a total stellar mass of ∼ 108𝑀⊙ or less (Girelli
et al. 2020). In this study, to perform a conservative analysis, we
assume that the relation between stellar mass and halo mass follows
Girelli et al. (2020), so that the stellar mass is thereby 108.22𝑀⊙ ,
which is larger than most predictions. Following Ballard et al. (2024),
we assume the stellar mass-to-light ratio is 2𝑀⊙/𝐿⊙ , which gives an
absolute magnitude of -15.19 (equivalent to an apparent magnitude
of 24.83 at 𝑧 = 0.2). The additional galaxy component hosted by
the subhalo is included in the mock datasets only to evaluate its
contamination effect on lens modelling. Specifically, a Sérsic mass or
light component is added at the centre of the subhalo to independently
analyse the influence of stellar mass or light. In all other cases, only
an NFW mass component is used.

2.1.3 Instrument information and data quality

Our mock images are assumed to be observed using the Euclid VIS
instrument (Collaboration et al. 2024), which has a pixel size of
0.1′′. A Gaussian point spread function (PSF) with a full width at
half maximum (FWHM) of 0.18′′ is applied. In the Euclid survey,
half of the sky is observed in four exposures, while the remaining
area is covered by three exposures. Each exposure has an integration
time of 565 seconds. In this work, we consider only three exposures,
resulting in a total exposure time of 3× 565 = 1695 seconds. For the
Euclid VIS instrument, a magnitude zero point of 25.23 (in electrons;
Martinet et al. 2019) is used. Combined with a sky background sur-
face brightness of 22.2 mag/arcsec2 (Collett 2015), this corresponds
to a flux of 0.1629 e−s−1pixel−1. The readout noise of the Euclid
VIS instrument is < 4.5 e− , which is negligible compared to other
noise sources and is therefore excluded from this analysis. The appar-
ent magnitude of the source before lensing is assumed to be 26.84,
a representative value for the galaxy-galaxy strong lensing catalogue
produced by Collett (2015). This results in a maximum signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) of approximately 50 in the lensed images. Table 1
summarises the model parameters used in this simulation.

2.2 Adaptive Source Reconstruction

For a given set of mass model parameters, the lensed source emission
is ray-traced back to the source plane and reconstructed onto an adap-
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Table 1. Parameters used to simulate mock images.

values

Input lens mass

model name elliptical power-law
centre (x, y) [(′′, ′′)] (-0.0012, -0.0342)
axis ratio 0.7
position angle [◦] 156.6
Einstein radius [′′] 1.0
slope 2.16
redshift 0.2
mass within Einstein radius [𝑀⊙] 1.35 × 1011

Input subhalo mass

model name NFW
𝑀200 [𝑀⊙] 3 × 1010

redshift 0.2

Input satellite galaxy (if added)

model name spherical Sérsic
intensity (light) [𝑒− 𝑠−1 𝑝𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑙−1] 7.35 × 10−3

intensity (mass) [𝜅] 2.33 × 10−3

𝑟𝑒 [′′] 0.38
Sérsic index 1.3

Input Source light

model name core Sérsic
intensity at 𝑟𝑏 [𝑒− 𝑠−1 𝑝𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑙−1] 1.919
centre (x, y) [(′′, ′′)] (0.03, -0.05)
(𝑒1, 𝑒2) (0.073, 0.061)
𝑟𝑒 [′′] 0.18
𝑟𝑏 [′′] 0.05
Sérsic index 1.7
𝛼 2.0
𝛾 0.0
redshift 1.0

tive mesh. Following the formalism of Nightingale et al. (2023), we
model the source using a Voronoi mesh with natural neighbor inter-
polation (Sibson 1981) and apply adaptive regularization to smooth
the reconstruction based on the source luminosity at each point2.
The likelihood function for these fits follows Suyu et al. (2006) and
is provided in equation 17 of Nightingale et al. (2023). Appendix
A of He et al. (2024) also illustrates the Voronoi natural neighbor
interpolation scheme and adaptive regularization in detail.

A key step in the source analysis is defining the centers of the source
pixels. Previous PyAutoLensworks have employed two approaches.
The first overlays a rectangular Cartesian grid of shape (𝑦pix, 𝑥pix)
over the image plane, retaining all coordinates within the mask and
tracing them to the source plane via the mass model. The second uses
a weighted KMeans clustering algorithm (Pedregosa et al. 2011) to
distribute image-plane coordinates such that they cluster around the
brightest regions of the lensed source galaxy. The first method adapts
to the lens mass model magnification, while the second adapts to the
lensed source emission. However, KMeans cannot assign more than
one source pixel per image pixel, limiting reconstruction resolution
and potentially introducing bias, particularly for lower-resolution Eu-

2 In PyAutoLens, these schemes correspond to the
VoronoiNNBrightnessImage pixelization and the
AdaptiveBrightnessSplit regularization.

clid images. A straightforward solution is to apply KMeans to an
over-sampled image (e.g., dividing each image pixel into 11 × 11
sub-pixels), allowing multiple source pixels to cluster within one im-
age pixel (e.g. Minor 2024). However, it is time-consuming to apply
the KMeans algorithm directly to such a large 2D array. Instead, we
convert the 2D over-sampled grid into a 1D array using a Hilbert
space-filling curve (Hilbert 1891) and allocate source pixels along
the 1D grid based on the lensed source flux distribution (e.g., the
best reconstruction from the previous fitting phase). Brighter regions
receive more source pixels, and clustering strength can be controlled
by rescaling the lensed source flux distribution. The new clustering
scheme is named HilbertMesh in PyAutoLens and the detailed
description will be found in He et al. in prep. (2025).

2.3 Fitting procedure

We use the SLaM pipelines implemented in PyAutoLens to model the
lensing images (see also Etherington et al. 2022; Cao et al. 2022; He
et al. 2023; Nightingale et al. 2023). These pipelines employ a non-
linear search chaining method, which breaks a high-dimensional,
complex parameter space into a series of simpler, more manage-
able searches. Initial searches use simplified models and explore less
complex parameter spaces, establishing priors for subsequent, more
detailed searches. This ensures that the final, comprehensive search
begins near the global maximum. This sequential approach improves
the efficiency of the sampling process and reduces the risk of miss-
ing the global best solutions. In this work, we do not simulate lens
light, so no lens light model is included in the fit. During the fit-
ting procedure, non-linear searches are performed using the neural
network-based sampler Nautilus (Lange 2023). This sampler uses
nested sampling, which returns Bayesian evidence essential for sub-
halo detection. Although we simulate mock lenses with a parametric
core-Sérsic source—indicating that parametric sources are sufficient
for lens modelling—we employ a pixelised source model. This ap-
proach is necessary for modelling real lenses, which often feature
complex morphologies. The full subhalo modelling pipelines are as
follows:

(a) Source Parametric Pipeline: A simple parametric model is
first used to fit the lensing image, providing a rapid initial estimate of
the lens mass parameters. The lens mass distribution is parameterised
by a Singular Isothermal Ellipsoid (SIE) profile with external shear,
while the source light is modelled using a core-Sérsic profile.

(b) Source Pixelised Pipeline: To reconstruct the complex struc-
ture of the background source, we adopt the Voronoi mesh source
model. This step involves two consecutive fits. In the initial fit, the
Voronoi mesh centres are determined by overlaying a Cartesian grid
on the image plane. The mass model is an SIE profile with external
shear, with all parameters allowed to vary and priors informed by
the results of step (a). In the second fit, the lens mass parameters
are fixed, and only the source pixelisation parameters are optimised.
The Voronoi mesh centres are then determined using the Hilbert
sampling technique (see Section 2.2), enabling the source pixels to
better reconstruct the unlensed source morphology. Most pixels re-
construct the brightest regions of the lensed arc, while an appropriate
proportion reconstructs the background regions.

(c) Mass Pipeline: After determining the optimal pixelisation
scheme for the source light, we employ a more advanced mass model,
parameterised as an elliptical power-law profile with external shear.

(d) Subhalo Pipeline: We perform a model comparison to deter-
mine whether a lens model with a subhalo is preferred over a lens
model without a subhalo, thereby indicating the detection of a sub-
halo. This model comparison is based on the Bayesian evidence of
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Figure 2. Evidence increasing maps illustrating an undetected (left) and a
detected (right) subhalo. The white cross marks the input subhalo position.
The colour scale represents the increase in logarithmic evidence,Δ ln 𝐸, when
a subhalo is included in each 0.5′′ × 0.5′′ grid cell. In the left panel, no grid
cell has a Δ ln 𝐸 > 5, and thus no subhalo detection is claimed. In the right
panel, the grid cell with the highest Δ ln 𝐸 = 19.55 is identified as the most
probable location of a subhalo. This conclusion requires further validation
using a refined subhalo model, in which the prior on the subhalo position is
relaxed (i.e., not restricted to individual grid cells).

each model. First, we estimate the Bayesian evidence of the model
without a subhalo by fitting the image with models identical to those
used in the mass pipeline, with priors also based on the results of the
mass pipeline. For the model with a subhalo, given the complex pa-
rameter space and the subtle nature of subhalo perturbations, directly
sampling the parameters is inefficient and unreliable. Instead, we di-
vide the entire lensing image area into a 5×5 grid of cells. In each grid
cell, we perform a lensing model fit, including a subhalo and assum-
ing the subhalo’s position is uniformly distributed within that cell.
We then summarize the lens modeling results from all grid cells. The
model fit with the highest Bayesian evidence should provide the best
estimate of the subhalo’s position. Next, we perform a refined model
fit, where we set a Gaussian prior for the subhalo position centered
on the previous best estimate, with a standard deviation of 0.5′′. The
𝑀200 is assigned a log-uniform prior from 106𝑀⊙ to 1011𝑀⊙ . This
fit provides the final Bayesian evidence for the model with a subhalo.
If a subhalo is present, a significant increase in Bayesian evidence is
expected compared to the no-subhalo model. According to Jeffreys’
scale (Jeffreys 1998), fits with Δ ln 𝐸 ≥ 5 are classified as detections,
where Δ ln 𝐸 represents the increase in the logarithm of Bayesian
evidence from the no-subhalo model to the subhalo-included model,
and Δ ln 𝐸 = 5 corresponds to a significance of 3.6𝜎.

In Figure 2, we present evidence increase maps for two mock
lensing images as examples to illustrate the detection of a subhalo.
Each system contains an input subhalo, marked with white crosses.
The colours represent the Δ ln 𝐸 values when a subhalo is included
in each 0.5′′ × 0.5′′ grid cell. In the left panel, no grid cell has a
Δ ln 𝐸 > 5, and thus no subhalo detection is claimed for this lensing
image. In the right panel, the grid cell with the highest Δ ln 𝐸 has a
value of approximately 19.6, which is significantly above the detec-
tion threshold. Therefore, we claim a possible detection of a subhalo
in this lensing image. This conclusion must be further validated using
the refined subhalo model, where the prior on the subhalo position
is relaxed (not confined to individual grid cells), and more accurate
Bayesian evidence is obtained through a more thorough sampling
configuration. Generally, we find that the logarithmic Bayesian evi-
dence of the final refined subhalo model is consistent with that of the
subhalo model from the grid search step, with the difference being
less than one.

3 RESULTS

We present our results on the accuracy with which the properties
of ∼ 1010𝑀⊙ subhalos can be measured using galaxy-galaxy strong
lensing data from upcoming Euclid observations. Sections 3.1 to 3.2
describe how various subhalo properties, such as position and con-
centration, and the effects of contamination from a satellite galaxy
hosted by the subhalo, influence the measurement of the subhalo
properties. Additionally, we evaluate the extent to which these sub-
halo measurements can constrain the subhalo mass–stellar mass re-
lation (SHMR), as discussed in Section 3.3.

3.1 Measuring subhalo properties

We simulate 161 mock images, each containing a subhalo ran-
domly distributed within an annular mask whose inner and outer
radii are 0.55′′ and 1.5′′, respectively. The subhalo mass is fixed
at 3 × 1010 𝑀⊙ , with its concentration following the L16 relation.
After applying the detection criteria outlined in Section 2.3, we ob-
tain 74 detections. To quantify the quality of our fits, we measure
the bias in terms of how many 𝜎 the posterior overestimates or
underestimates 𝑀200. The mass bias of the 74 detected subhalos
is shown in Figure 3. The distribution of detected subhalos agrees
well with the sensitivity map from O’Riordan et al. (2023), as most
detections lie on or near the brightest regions of the lensed arc.
We find the subhalo mass can be accurately measured irrespective
of the location as long as it is detected according to our detection
criteria. Notably, the subhalo mass can be accurately recovered re-
gardless of its location, provided it meets our detection criteria of
Δ ln 𝐸 > 5. To further demonstrate the accuracy of our fitting results,
we examine the relationship between mass bias and the increase in
Bayesian evidence, as shown in Figure 4. For our detection threshold
of Δ ln 𝐸 > 5, we find no significant correlation between mass bias
and Bayesian evidence for the detected subhalos. In most cases,𝑀200
is recovered within 1𝜎. Nevertheless, there are four outliers whose
𝑀200 values are underestimated by more than 2𝜎. This discrepancy
is likely due to random noise, as indicated by similar outcomes in
samples where we keep the subhalo position and mass distribution
fixed to their true values, but vary only the noise realisation (see the
blue histogram in Figure 6). We therefore conclude that a detection
threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 5 is generally sufficient to achieve unbiased
subhalo mass measurements for Euclid-like lensing data. In Figure 4,
we also present results for samples that do not meet our detection
threshold but show an increase in the maximum log-likelihood of
10 for the subhalo-included model. These cases can be viewed as
tentative detections (He et al. 2023). However, they reveal a notable
underestimation of their masses and a strong positive correlation be-
tween mass bias and Bayesian evidence. This finding emphasises the
importance of employing Bayesian evidence–based metrics to define
the subhalo detection threshold.

In the real universe, there is intrinsic scatter in the
mass–concentration relation of subhalos, raising the possibility of
detecting extremely compact or diffuse objects. Do the image quality
and depth of Euclid lensing data enable the detection of such outlier
subhalos? Can their mass and concentration be measured with suffi-
cient accuracy? These are non-trivial questions, given the significant
degeneracy between subhalo mass and concentration in lens mod-
elling. To address these questions, we simulate an image containing
an NFW subhalo with a concentration 2𝜎 higher than predicted by
the L16 relation. By fitting this image, we derive the posterior distri-
bution shown in Figure 5. The banana-shaped contours highlight the
degeneracy between 𝑀200 and 𝛿 log(𝑐)/𝜎log 𝑐; however, the Euclid-
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Figure 3. Mass modelling biases for mock lenses with an input subhalo at
different positions, indicated by grey crosses or triangles. The background
image, generated using the macro model, illustrates the overall lensing mor-
phology. Triangles represent locations where the input subhalo is successfully
detected via lens modelling, with their colours indicating the mass measure-
ment bias. This mass bias is defined as the difference between the median of
the posterior distribution and the true value, expressed in units of the reported
statistical uncertainty (𝜎). Grey crosses mark subhalo positions where no
detection was reported by our modelling pipelines.
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Figure 4. Relation between mass modelling bias and the logarithmic evidence
increase (Δ ln 𝐸) from the macro model to the subhalo-included model. In
addition to detections withΔ ln 𝐸 > 5 (blue crosses), we also show modelling
results with Δ ln L > 10, which may be interpreted as potential detections in
certain cases (grey crosses). Under the current detection threshold (red dashed
line), no apparent correlation is observed between mass bias and the evidence
increase. This suggests that a logarithmic evidence increase of Δ ln 𝐸 > 5 is
sufficient to obtain unbiased individual subhalo measurements using Euclid
strong lensing data.
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Figure 5. The posterior distribution for an example mock lens with an input
NFW subhalo whose concentration is 2𝜎 above the Ludlow et al. (2016)
relation. The input true values are shown by red lines, while the 1𝜎 credible
intervals are represented by grey dashed lines. The 2D contours correspond
to the 1𝜎, 2𝜎, and 3𝜎 credible intervals, respectively. The concentration of
the subhalo is treated as a free parameter during lens modelling by directly
sampling 𝑠c = 𝛿 log 𝑐/𝜎log 𝑐 , where 𝛿 log 𝑐 is the deviation of the concen-
tration from the Ludlow et al. (2016) relation, and 𝜎log 𝑐 = 0.15.

like data are sufficient to constrain both𝑀200 and the concentration to
within approximately 1𝜎. We therefore conclude that Euclid-quality
data enable not only the detection of such subhalos but also accurate
measurements of their mass and concentration3.

3.2 Systematic bias from satellite galaxies

We investigate whether satellite galaxies hosted by subhalos intro-
duce biases into subhalo measurements in strong lensing analyses.
Building on the models detailed in Table 1, we simulate three sets of
100 images, each with the subhalo position fixed at 𝑥 = 0.7625′′ and
𝑦 = 0.7125′′, while varying only the noise realisation. The first set
includes an NFW subhalo as the sole perturber. The second set adds
a Sérsic mass component, centred on the NFW subhalo, to represent
the stellar mass of its satellite galaxy. The third set incorporates a
Sérsic light component, also centred on the NFW subhalo, to repre-
sent the satellite galaxy’s emission. This approach allows us to assess
the sensitivity of subhalo modelling to both mass and light contami-
nation from the satellite galaxy. Figure 6 presents histograms of the
resulting mass modelling biases, leading to two key findings.

First, including the stellar mass of subhalos does not significantly
affect their mass measurements, resulting in minimal bias when con-
straining the SHMR using strong lensing. Second, in samples with
a light component, 𝑀200 is systematically overestimated, with the

3 The ultra-diffuse subhalo may not be detectable due to its negligible lensing
effect.
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Figure 6. Histograms of the mass measurement bias derived from model fits
to the mock lensing images are presented. The mass measurement bias is
quantified as the number of statistical 1𝜎 uncertainties by which the model
over- or underestimates the true 𝑀200. Results are shown for three image
sets, each with a different input perturber. The first set features a standard
3 × 1010𝑀⊙ NFW subhalo (blue shaded). The second set incorporates an
additional Sérsic mass profile centred on the NFW subhalo (orange dashed).
The third set includes an additional Sérsic light profile within the NFW
subhalo (red dashed). For each dataset, all mock lensing images are simulated
with identical model parameters but with different noise realisations.

histogram peaking at approximately 0.5𝜎. This overestimation oc-
curs because some of the additional light is misidentified as part of
the lensed arc, amplifying the apparent perturbation. Although each
measurement for individual systems remains within 3𝜎, this shift
suggests that light contamination from the satellite galaxy can in-
troduce subtle biases when statistically stacking mass measurements
from multiple lenses to constrain the SHMR. Conversely, the pres-
ence of stellar light provides a measurable signal of the subhalo.
While ignoring this emission biases the model fits, incorporating it
into the lens model would enable recovery of the stellar light (and thus
the stellar mass) of such subhalos in Euclid observations. We refrain
from performing this more detailed modelling here for simplicity, but
the availability of this information is highly relevant for future lens
modelling studies aiming to achieve a more precise determination of
subhalo properties.

3.3 Constraining stellar-to-halo mass relation

Strong lensing measurements of subhalo masses, combined with
stellar mass estimates of their satellite galaxies obtained through
independent techniques (e.g. stellar population synthesis modelling),
provide a robust method for constraining the stellar-to-halo mass
relation (SHMR). Throughout this work, we adopt an NFW profile
to describe subhalos and define their mass as 𝑀200. Although a
truncated NFW profile more accurately accounts for the mass loss
experienced by a subhalo when it merges into a larger host halo, using
the untruncated form does not compromise the main conclusions of
this study. The NFW model can readily be replaced with the truncated
NFW model in future work to achieve a more realistic representation
of subhalos in strong lensing analyses.

We adopt the stellar-to-halo mass relation (SHMR) from Girelli
et al. (2020) as the fiducial relation for subhalos in our mock lensing
simulations. For a subhalo with a mass of 3 × 1010 𝑀⊙ , this relation
predicts a galaxy with a stellar mass of 108.22. By applying a de-

tection threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 10, we use 48 subhalos from the 100
mock images described in Section 3.2 (blue-shaded histogram in Fig-
ure 6) to constrain the SHMR. We suppose that unbiased stellar mass
measurements for the associated satellite galaxies are available, with
an accuracy of 0.11 dex. This value reflects the average uncertainty
for galaxies with stellar masses between 108 𝑀⊙ and 108.5 𝑀⊙ in
GAMA DR4 (Driver et al. 2022; Taylor et al. 2011). Using 48 strong
lenses, each with the subhalo and stellar mass measurement accura-
cies outlined above, we apply the following equations:

𝑀 =

∑
𝑖
𝑀𝑖

1
𝜎2
𝑖∑

𝑖

1
𝜎2
𝑖

, 𝜎2 =
1∑

𝑖

1
𝜎2
𝑖

, (6)

to stack these measurements. Here, 𝑀𝑖 and 𝜎𝑖 represent the me-
dian and 1𝜎 uncertainty of the estimated 𝑀200 for the 𝑖th sample.
This stacking yields a robust constraint on the subhalo mass, with
log𝑀200/𝑀⊙ = 10.490 ± 0.0449, as represented by the black cross
in Figure 7. This high-precision subhalo mass measurement can be
further translated into a strong constraint on the stellar-to-halo mass
relation (SHMR), enabling the differentiation of predictions from
various works (Behroozi et al. 2010; Moster et al. 2012; Mitchell
et al. 2015; Niemiec et al. 2019; Girelli et al. 2020; Shuntov et al.
2022; Sifón & Han 2024; Nelson et al. 2019), as shown by the lines
of different colours. Additionally, we observe a biased constraint on
the SHMR when the detection threshold is set to Δ ln 𝐸 > 5 (brown
cross). This arises because, although the subhalo mass measurement
for an individual lens is unbiased, the population-level inference of
subhalo mass exhibits bias. This is demonstrated by the negatively
skewed Gaussian distribution in Figure 6, where more model fits
underestimate 𝑀200 than overestimate it. This asymmetry results in
a stacked log𝑀200 of 10.411± 0.0361, which statistically underesti-
mates 𝑀200 by 1.83𝜎. We attribute this bias in the population-level
subhalo mass measurement to the limited constraining power of the
data. Consequently, the posterior distribution of subhalo mass mea-
surements is somewhat influenced by the log-uniform prior assumed
during lens modelling, which tends to favour smaller masses. Indeed,
increasing the detection threshold to Δ ln 𝐸 > 10 eliminates this bi-
ased constraint on the SHMR (black cross), as the lensing data can
more robustly constrain the subhalo mass, reducing the influence of
the prior.

We also observe that constraints on the SHMR can be biased if
the light contribution from the satellite galaxy hosted by the subhalo
is not properly accounted for in lens modelling. This is illustrated by
the green cross in Figure 7, where the model constraint favours the
SHMR prediction of Moster et al. (2012) over the fiducial relation of
Girelli et al. (2020). The bias arises because the population-level in-
ference of subhalo mass is skewed (see the red histogram in Figure 6).
Our experiments further show that if contamination from a satellite
galaxy hosted by a 1010𝑀⊙ subhalo biases the lens modelling result,
it is more likely caused by the light contribution rather than the mass
contribution.

4 DISCUSSION

4.1 Expectations on constraining the SHMR with strong lensing

Previous investigations of the SHMR (e.g. Behroozi et al. 2010;
Moster et al. 2012; Mitchell et al. 2015; Niemiec et al. 2019, 2022)
indicate that a subhalo of ∼ 1010 𝑀⊙ likely hosts a dwarf galaxy
whose stellar mass falls between 106 and 108 𝑀⊙ . Yet, these galaxies
are exceptionally challenging to detect because of their very low
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Figure 7. Constraining the stellar-to-halo mass relation (SHMR) at 1010 𝑀⊙
using subhalo mass measurements derived from ∼ 50 Euclid mock lenses.
The subhalos in the mock lensing data are assumed to follow a fiducial SHMR
from Girelli et al. (2020), which corresponds to a stellar mass of 108.2 𝑀⊙ .
Subhalo mass uncertainties are derived from the lensing analysis, while stel-
lar mass uncertainties are empirically assumed to be ∼ 10−2 𝑀⊙ , based on
results from stellar population synthesis modelling in the GAMA survey.To
obtain unbiased population-level subhalo mass measurements, a higher de-
tection threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 10 is required, with the corresponding joint
constraint on the SHMR indicated by the black marker. In contrast, the de-
fault threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 5 provides unbiased subhalo mass measurements
for individual lenses but is insufficient for accurate population-level mass
inference, which is underestimated due to the log-uniform prior assumed in
the lensing analysis (brown marker). The light contribution from a potential
satellite galaxy residing in the subhalo can significantly overestimate the sub-
halo mass if not properly accounted for in the lens modelling (green marker).
Lines of different colours represent SHMR predictions from previous studies.

surface brightness. Observational surveys thus far have not produced
a sufficiently complete catalogue to constrain the SHMR in the ∼
1010 𝑀⊙ halo regime. By contrast, strong lensing is sensitive to small
perturbations in the lens galaxy, making it feasible to identify many
low-mass subhalos. Each subhalo of ∼ 1010 𝑀⊙ is a potential host
of a dwarf galaxy, raising the possibility of discovering numerous
dwarf systems in these subhalos. Moreover, strong lensing offers
strong constraints on subhalo masses. Our findings show that, with
a suitably stringent detection threshold (Δ ln 𝐸 > 10, equivalent to
a 5𝜎 significance), one can robustly constrain the SHMR. Hence,
strong lensing is poised to become a uniquely powerful method for
studying the SHMR at halo masses of ∼ 1010 𝑀⊙ or lower.

4.2 Reveal the emission from dwarf galaxies with follow-up
observations

Constraining the SHMR in the low-mass range requires accurate
measurements of the luminosity of galaxies hosted by subhalos.
Although detecting the luminous emission of those dwarf galax-
ies is challenging, our experiments indicate that its effect on subhalo
mass measurements might be detectable in Euclid lensing data. This
suggests that it is possible to disentangle the satellite galaxy light
component through more sophisticated lens modelling. Moreover,
if satellite galaxies do not overlap with the lensed arc, their sig-
nals will not be obscured by the arc’s emission, and they may even
be observed directly. A particularly intriguing example has already
been identified: SDSSJ0946+1006, a strong lens system discovered
by the Sloan Lens ACS Survey (SLACS; Bolton et al. 2008), is be-
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Figure 8. The signal-to-noise ratios of the brightest pixel for a 1 × 108𝑀⊙
low surface brightness galaxy as a function of exposure time across different
JWST bands. The different bands are represented in various colours.

lieved to host a subhalo with an unusually high concentration (Minor
et al. 2021). One potential explanation for this high concentration
is the presence of a galaxy component within the subhalo that was
not accounted for in previous studies. The experiments conducted in
this work indicate that if this high concentration is due to a satellite
galaxy within the subhalo, it is more likely caused by the light con-
tribution from the satellite galaxy rather than its mass contribution.
However, no light signals from a satellite galaxy in this system have
been observed to date. Despali et al. (2024) analysed analogues of
this subhalo in TNG50-1 and found that the luminosities of galaxies
in these analogues are ≳ 2 orders of magnitude brighter than the 3𝜎
upper limit derived from HST observations, suggesting a potential
tension with the cold dark matter (CDM) model or small-scale CDM
hydrodynamical simulations.

We take SDSSJ0946+1066 as an example to illustrate the potential
for directly detecting dwarf galaxies within subhalos. We assume the
presence of a dwarf galaxy and simulate the achievable signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) with JWST observations. Based on the results of
Nightingale et al. (2023), we hypothesise that the mass of the sub-
halo is 1 × 1011𝑀⊙ . Considering the various SHMRs presented in
Figure 7, we assume that the subhalo hosts a low surface brightness
galaxy (LSBG) with a stellar mass of 1 × 108𝑀⊙ , which is approx-
imately the lower mass limit predicted by these SHMRs. Using the
SMHR in the SDSS 𝑟 , 𝑖, 𝑧, and 𝐽, 𝐾 bands from Du et al. (2020),
we estimate the stellar mass-to-light ratio 𝑀∗/𝐿∗ for a comparable
galaxy at redshift 𝑧 = 0.22 in the JWST bandpasses F070W, F090W,
F115W, F150W, and F277W. To ensure a conservative estimate, we
adopt the 3𝜎 upper bound of the Du et al. (2020) relation, resulting in
𝑀∗/𝐿∗ values of 1.86, 1.48, 1.41, 1.58, and 1.07 for these respective
filters. Using the Pandeia engine of the Exposure Time Calculator,
we estimate the SNR of the brightest pixel across different bands,
as shown in Figure 8. With a few hundred seconds of exposure,
this dwarf galaxy could be observed visually in F277W. This result
demonstrates the possibility that, combined with deep-field observa-
tions, we could identify and study a significant number of faint dwarf
galaxies associated with subhalos.
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4.3 Is resolution important?

For the subhalo mass measurement of each individual lens, a detec-
tion threshold of an evidence increase (Δ ln 𝐸) greater than 5 ensures
an unbiased estimation. This statistical criterion selects models that
include a subhalo with a confidence level of 3.6𝜎 (Jeffreys 1998). In
our idealised mock lens tests, which exclude potential systematics in
lens modelling, we consistently recover the subhalo signal using this
threshold. However, real lenses may exhibit additional systematics
that cannot be accounted for by the lens model, such as unknown
complexities in the lens mass distribution. As a result, a threshold
of Δ ln 𝐸 = 5 may lead to numerous false-positive subhalo detec-
tions, necessitating a more stringent criterion, such as Δ ln 𝐸 = 10
(Nightingale et al. 2023) or Δ ln 𝐸 = 50 (Despali et al. 2024). More-
over, as shown in Figure 7, accurately constraining subhalo properties
at the population level requires detections with even higher statistical
significance. Unfortunately, Euclid’s resolution may not be sufficient
to provide a rich and complete dataset. As discussed in Section 3.1,
of the 74 detected subhalos, only 29 exhibit a Δ ln 𝐸 > 10, and only
one exceeds 20. Therefore, it is anticipated that a significant fraction
of subhalo candidates observed by Euclid will not be definitively
confirmed. The absence of high-confidence subhalo modelling will
consequently limit the precision of the constraint on the SHMR. Ad-
ditionally, subhalos with lower concentrations than the average are
more diffuse and have smaller enclosed masses within a given radius.
Their perturbations are weaker, leading to smaller Bayesian evidence
during modelling. This introduces a potential selection effect, where
more diffuse subhalos are undetectable by Euclid, which could bias
SHMR measurements.

High-resolution imaging is crucial for resolving these issues. Im-
proved resolution enhances the Bayesian evidence by revealing more
details of the lensed arc, which can better highlight substructure
perturbations. To demonstrate this, we simulate and fit two images
using the model described in Section 2.1: one with Euclid-like res-
olution and the other with a pixel scale of 0.05′′ and a PSF FWHM
of 0.09′′, approximating HST’s values. The fitting procedure fol-
lows that outlined in Section 2.3. We then compare the Bayesian
evidence between the macro model and the subhalo-included model.
The Δ ln Bayesian evidence for the Euclid-like image is 8.31, while
for the high-resolution image, it increases to 20.20. This substantial
increase allows even weakly detected candidates to be confidently
identified as subhalos. We also present the evidence increase map
from the grid search results, shown in Figure 9. It is clear that the
evidence for subhalo detection in the Euclid-like image (left panel) is
significantly weaker than in the HST-like image (right panel). With
deep imaging from JWST, a considerable number of subhalo candi-
dates could be either confirmed or ruled out as false positives, thereby
enhancing the robustness of subsequent modelling.

5 CONCLUSION

To date, the number of detected low-mass subhalos has remained
limited, primarily due to the relatively small number of strong lens-
ing systems—only a few hundred—identified so far. However, this
limitation is expected to be overcome in the coming decades with
the advent of next-generation space telescopes. Euclid, CSST, and
Roman will provide extensive strong lensing catalogues, while JWST
will enable deep follow-up observations. These subhalos are crucial
for advancing our understanding of dark matter and its co-evolution
with galaxies at the low-mass end. In this work, we perform an
end-to-end test to determine whether strong lensing systems ob-
served with Euclid can constrain the SHMR for halos with masses
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Figure 9. Evidence difference maps illustrating the impact of including a
subhalo in the lens model for a single lens system at varying image resolutions.
The colour bars represent Δ ln 𝐸, and the white crosses mark the position of
the input subhalo. Left: Euclid-like resolution (PSF FWHM = 0.18′′, pixel
scale = 0.1′′). Right: HST-like resolution (PSF FWHM = 0.09′′, pixel scale
= 0.05′′).

of ∼ 1010𝑀⊙ . We simulate images based on a fixed macro model,
including a 3 × 1010𝑀⊙ NFW subhalo with varying locations and
concentrations, to evaluate whether the mass of the subhalos can be
estimated without bias through strong lens modelling. Additionally,
we separately include mass or light contributions from a potential
satellite galaxy in the subhalo to investigate whether such contamina-
tion could lead to biased estimates. Following these tests, we select
tens of subhalos and stack their mass estimates to assess whether
these measurements can statistically recover the assumed SHMR and
quantify the associated uncertainties. Mock images are generated us-
ing Euclid VIS specifications, with a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of
approximately 50 in the brightest pixel. Although this work is based
on mock Euclid data, our main conclusions are also applicable to
other space telescopes similar to Euclid, such as CSST, which of-
fers comparable performance with the added advantage of providing
colour information in the optical band.

(a) Using a detection threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 5, equivalent to a
3.6𝜎 significance, we can reliably reconstruct the mass distribution
of each individual lens without bias, irrespective of its location. We
can likewise model a subhalo whose concentration exceeds the L16
prediction by 2𝜎, again without incurring bias. However, at the pop-
ulation level, subhalo masses inferred from a sample with Δ ln 𝐸 > 5
exhibit a systematic bias: the stacked mass of 85 subhalos under-
estimates the true 𝑀200 by 1.83𝜎. The log-uniform prior partially
drives this effect, causing more underestimations than overestima-
tions. Raising the detection threshold to Δ ln 𝐸 > 10 boosts the
significance to above 5𝜎, making the posterior distributions more
strongly governed by the likelihood than by the priors and thereby
yielding accurate and precise population-level mass estimates.

(b) With 48 subhalos detected above the threshold of Δ ln 𝐸 > 10,
we are able to constrain the halo mass for a given stellar mass with a
1𝜎 error of 0.0449 dex. Compared to the variance in predictions from
previous studies, which is ≳ 0.5 dex, subhalos detected via strong
lensing are expected to provide precise constraints on the SHMR.

(c) Following the SHMR of Girelli et al. (2020), we assume that the
satellite galaxy hosted by a ∼ 1010𝑀⊙ subhalo has a stellar mass of
108.22𝑀⊙ and a mass-to-light ratio of 2𝑀⊙/𝐿⊙ . We find that when
the mass contribution from the satellite galaxy is included in mock
lensing datasets but not properly accounted for in lens modelling,
the subhalo mass can still be accurately modelled for both individual
lenses and population-level inference. However, the light contribution
from the satellite galaxy, although weak, causes the peak of the
population-level inference to overestimate 𝑀200 by ∼ 0.5𝜎, and the
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stacked measurement, using ∼ 50 lenses, to overestimate the input
𝑀200 by 5.99𝜎. Since a ∼ 1010𝑀⊙ subhalo is highly likely to host a
dwarf galaxy, the light emission from such a galaxy must be properly
accounted for in lens modelling to achieve an unbiased constraint on
the SHMR.

We demonstrate that strong lensing is an exceptionally powerful
tool for constraining the SHMR at small mass scales (𝑀halo ∼ 1010).
On one hand, subhalos detected through strong lens modelling are
ideal candidates for hosting dwarf galaxies, enabling significant dis-
coveries of such galaxies through follow-up observations. We have
shown that a 108𝑀⊙ galaxy could be easily detected with the long-
wavelength channel of JWST in just a few hundred seconds. Given
that subhalos detected by Euclid may not exhibit visible emission,
deep follow-up observations will be essential to search for faint halo-
galaxy pairs. On the other hand, strong lens modelling allows us to
precisely constrain the mass of these subhalos, thereby providing ro-
bust constraints on the halo mass for a given stellar mass of the galaxy.
By leveraging strong lensing analysis, we can obtain the properties
of both subhalos and the galaxies they host, offering a valuable op-
portunity to further our understanding of the co-evolution of galaxies
and dark matter halos.

We also emphasise the importance of high-resolution observa-
tions for constraining the SHMR. To achieve precise constraints,
high-confidence detections with a Δ ln 𝐸 > 10 are required. How-
ever, for a Euclid image, where the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of
the brightest pixel on the lensed arc is ∼ 50, only 29 out of 161
mock images, with randomly located subhalos, exhibit detection sig-
nals with a ln-evidence increase > 10. Increasing the resolution to
HST-like values could raise the value of this Δ ln 𝐸 by ∼ 10, sig-
nificantly improving the data quality and ensuring a more precise
constraint on subhalo properties. Furthermore, higher image reso-
lution may mitigate potential selection effects, where more diffuse
subhalos induce weaker perturbations on the image, rendering them
undetectable by Euclid and potentially biasing SHMR measurements.
In the era of space-based surveys, a vast strong lensing catalog is ex-
pected to become available. A combination of wide-field surveys
and high-quality follow-up observations will undoubtedly enable us
to uncover the physics of the faintest galaxies and their host dark
matter subhalos.
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