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The study of dark matter substructure through strong gravitational lensing has shown enormous
promise in probing the properties of dark matter on sub-galactic scales. This approach has already
been used to place strong constraints on a wide range of dark matter models including self-interacting
dark matter, fuzzy dark matter and warm dark matter. A major source of degeneracy exists between
suppression of low mass halos due to novel dark matter physics and the strength of tidal stripping
experienced by subhalos. We study theoretical predictions for the statistical properties of subhalos in
strong gravitational lenses using the semi-analytic galaxy formation toolkit: galacticus. We present
a large suite of dark matter only galacticusmodels, spanning nearly two orders of magnitude in host
halo mass (from Milky Way to group mass halos between redshifts from 0.2 to 0.8). Additionally,
we include a smaller set of galacticus runs with the potential of a central massive elliptical to
complement our dark matter only suite of models. We place particular focus on quantities relevant to
strong gravitational lensing; namely the projected number density of substructure near the Einstein
radius as function of host stellar mass and redshift. In the innermost region in projection, we
find that our galacticus models agrees with N-body simulations within a factor of ∼ 2 within the
Einstein radius. We find that the addition of a central galaxy suppresses the projected number
density of subhalos within in the Einstein radius by around 15% relative to dark matter only
simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cold dark matter (CDM) provides an excellent expla-
nation of the matter distribution on the largest scales, for
example the cosmic microwave background [1] and lumi-
nous galaxies [e.g. 2–5]. Recently, probes of dark mat-
ter have begun pushing the frontier to subgalactic scales
without the need for luminous tracers. In this regime,
stellar streams [e.g. 6–10] promise to provide constraints
within the local group. Outside the Local Group, strong
gravitational lensing probes the properties of low mass
halos [e.g. 11–20].
Halos can be considered in two categories; isolated

(field) halos and satellites within ‘the lensing galaxy’
(subhalos) with both categories contributing to the lens-
ing observables. While the properties of field halos can
generally be robustly predicted for a given dark matter
model, subhalos, which are gravitationally bound to the
lens halo, undergo complex interactions including tidal
heating, tidal stripping and dynamical friction, which
all occur within the evolving potential of the host halo.
These effects can be degenerate with the effects of dark
matter particle physics which can also act to suppress
the halo mass function. The subhalo to field halo ra-
tio is strongly dependent on the lens and source redshift,
with subhalos accounting for 5–20% of the total num-
ber of halos near the lensed images [21, 22]. Although
subhalos are subdominant in number, uncertainty in the
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normalization of the subhalo mass function (SHMF) is a
major source of degeneracy in strong gravitational lens-
ing studies. For example, Gilman et al. [23] simulated 25
mock lenses with warm dark matter (WDM) with a half

mode mass (mhm = 10
7.5

M⊙) as a ground truth. When
a Gaussian prior with width 0.2 dex was used, the lower
bound on the half-mode-mass improved by 2 dex relative
to when a uniform prior with width of 1.5 dex was used.
The latter prior is comparable to what is used in current
lensing studies.

This work focuses on studying the statistical properties
of low-mass subhalos with a focus on observables related
to quadruply lensed quasars, with lenses on the group
scale. Current lensing studies use a wide prior (a factor
of 30) on the normalization of the subhalo mass function
of subhalos within the Einstein radius to account for the-
oretical uncertainties in the tidal evolution of subhalos.
One way to break degeneracies and improve constraining
power is to use a narrower prior based directly on predic-
tions from N-Body simulations. [23]. However, caution
must be used: a large body of works has drawn atten-
tion to artificial disruption present in N-body simulations
[24–27]. Even in high resolution simulations, such as the
Caterpillar [28] suite of N-body simulations of Milky Way

mass halos with a per particle mass of ∼ 10
4
M⊙ artifi-

cial disruption can lead to a 10− 20% suppression of the
SHMF over the entire viral volume [27]. Additionally,
Benson & Du [27] found significant spatial dependence
in the effects of artificial disruption, with the SHMF in
the inner 2% of the virial radius being spuriously sup-
pressed by nearly a factor of 3. Due to the geometry
of projection, subhalos at small radial displacement from
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the host are over-represented in the populations of sub-
halos probed by lensing, making the effects of artificial
disruption more pronounced when compared to the total
subhalo population.

Due to their computational cost, zoom-in simulations
are not conducive to studying population level statistics
of subhalos over the large range of parameter space of
host halo masses and redshift representative of lenses
used to study dark matter. Analytic and semi-analytic
models of subhalo interactions provide a path forward.
These methods must account for the complex interactions
between the subhalos and their host. Developing fast and
accurate models of the impact of environment on subha-
los remain an area of active study. In particular, models
of tidal stripping have recently received much attention,
which much recent work focused on understanding the
tidal tracks of subhalo evolution [27, 29–31].

In light of the improved understanding of artificial dis-
ruption in N-Body simulations, this study re-visits the
predictions for the joint spatial and mass distribution of
subhalos in CDM, with emphasis on quantities related
to gravitational lensing. We use semi-analytic models as
our primary mode of emulating dark matter subhalos.

In particular, we use the galacticus
1
[32] galaxy forma-

tion toolkit. The galacticus galaxy formation toolkit is
a modular and open source semi-analytic model of galaxy
formation with an extensive library of both dark matter
and baryonic physics.

We present a large suite of galacticus subhalo real-
izations, spanning nearly two decades in host halo mass
(from Milky Way mass to group mass halos at redshifts
0.2–0.8). We use our suite of galacticus runs to study
quantities relevant to strong gravitational, with particu-
lar focus placed on the subhalo population within a 20
kpc aperture. A 20 kpc aperture is chosen to be small
enough to be comparable to the Einstein radius of a typ-
ical SLACS Shu et al. [33] (∼ 1 arcsec corresponding to
∼ 8 kpc for a lens at redshift z = 0.5), but large enough to
obtain reasonable statistics from our galacticus mod-
els. To complement our galacticus models, we include
comparison with the Symphony suite of N-body simula-
tions as well as analytic models such as those given by
Han et al. [34]. Similar to previous works focusing on
the subhalo populations of strong gravitational lenses,
our main suite of models is limited to dark matter only
physics. We make a preliminary study of baryonic ef-
fects by studying a smaller suite of models that include
the potential of a central galaxy. We take an empir-
ical approach to modeling the evolution of the central
galaxy using the UniverseMachine [35] correlation be-
tween galaxy growth and dark matter halo assembly.

In Section II, we discuss the parameters chosen for
our galacticus models and the methods used in our

1
https://github.com/galacticusorg/galacticus , we use re-
visions 723170fb1690257be9b0588c0a83c9e559a584ae and
0e3a5adea6e3b32b9eaaa3a6c4896bbe63fb0cb1

analysis. Next, in Section III we present our results
and provide discussion in Section IV. Finally, we sum-
marize our results in Section V. For this work, we as-
sume cosmological parameters from the Planck Collab-
oration [1], (H0,Ωm,ΩΛ) = (67.36, 0.31530, 0.68470).
A combination of astropy [36–38], colossus [39] and
galacticus [32] software packages are used for cosmo-
logical calculations. To calculate halo concentrations the
Diemer et al. [40] model is used. All quantities are re-
ported in physical units unless otherwise specified.

II. METHODS

In this section we discuss the methods used in this
work. We discuss our semi-analytic models in Section
IIA. In Section II B we provide an overview of theoret-
ical expectations for the spatial distribution and mass
function of subhalos.

A. Semi-Analytic Models

We utilize semi-analytic models as our primary mode
of studying the population level statistics of dark matter
substructure. Semi-analytic models have the advantage
of speed when compared to N-body simulations, and are
chosen to be the primary focus of this work to enable
fast exploration of the population level statistics of the
substructure of dark matter halos. In particular, we use
galacticus , an open source and extensible galaxy for-
mation framework. The galacticus toolkit is particu-
larly well suited to the study of subhalo properties due
to extensive library of subhalo physics and its recent cal-
ibration to high resolution idealized simulations provided
in Du et al. [31].
Here, we give a brief give a summary of the algorithms

used to generate realizations of dark matter substructure.
We use galacticus to generate merger trees and then
subsequently evolve the trees forward in time using a set
of analytic models for the evolution of subhalo density
profiles and orbits (orbit initialization, dynamical fric-
tion, tidal stripping and tidal heating). In galacticus ,
dark matter merger trees are built using Monte Carlo
algorithms presented in Cole et al. [41] and Parkinson
et al. [42]. In this algorithm, merger trees are evolved
backwards in time, with branching rates calculated at
each timestep. Branching rates are calculated at each
timestep using extensions [43, 44] to Press & Schechter
[45] formalism. Merger tree nodes are then evolved for-
ward in time. First, orbits are initialized using the po-
tential of the host halo [46]. After initialization, subhalo
orbits are then evolved using models for dynamical fric-
tion [47], tidal stripping [48] and tidal heating [49].
We use subhalo physics tuned to high resolution ide-

alized simulations provided by Du et al. [31] in which
subhalos are evolved in an analytic host potential. When
compared to tradition cosmological zoom-in simulations,
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these simulations have the advantage of resolving sub-
halos at a much higher resolution for less computational
cost. For example, in the idealized simulations used by

Du et al. [31], subhalos start with N ≈ 10
7
particles and

are tracked until N ≈ 10
4
particles remain. This is in

contrast to high resolution cosmological such as Cater-
pillar [28], where the lowest mass subhalos are tracked
to N ≈ 20 particles. The high resolution enabled by
using idealized simulations minimizes the effects of nu-
merical issues traditionally associated with N-body sim-
ulations, such as artificial disruption [50]. To further
account for the effects of artificial disruption, even when
tuning to cosmological simulations, a future calibration
of galacticus is planned using the methods presented
in Benson & Du [27]. Additionally, the challenges as-
sociated with halo finding in cosmological simulations is
not present in idealized simulations. However, we note
that our idealized simulations have several limitations;
idealized simulations lack cosmological context and use
simplified, spherically symmetric analytic profiles to de-
scribe the host halo and infalling subhalo.

Probes of strong gravitational lensing are sensitive
to subhalos appearing in projection near lensed images
which appear near the Einstein radius. For a typical
group mass lens at redshift z = 0.5, this aperture has a
radius of ∼ 1 arcsecond (∼ 7 kpc [33]) Due to effects of
projection, strong lensing probes are especially sensitive
to subhalos at small spatial separation to the host. The
galacticus galaxy formation model automatically de-
stroys subhalos within a minimum radius. We select the
minimum radius to simulate subhalos by running conver-
gence tests. We find convergence for the spatial distri-
bution at 10 kpc for a merging radius of 0.01 rv. For a

10
13.5

M⊙ mass halo at redshift, z = 0.2, 0.01 rv corre-
sponds to a radial separation from the center of the host
of 0.7 kpc. Unless otherwise noted, when considering pro-
jected quantities, we include subhalos within an annulus
with an inner and outer radius of 10 and 20 kpc respec-
tively. This ensures that the subhalo population within
10 kpc, which may be incomplete, is excluded. We run

our models with a tree (infall mass) floor of 8×10
7
M⊙ to

ensure completeness of the population of subhalos with

infall mass m > 10
8
M⊙. We track subhalos to arbitrarily

low bound mass, ensuring no subhalos are destroyed by
tidal stripping.

We model across a broad range of masses and red-
shifts to capture the evolution of the projected num-
ber density and to facilitate comparison with observa-
tional works as well as other simulations. Our suite
of galacticus models consists of a 10 by 10 grid of
galacticus outputs spanning the range of host halo
masses 12.0 ≤ log10 (Mh/M⊙) ≤ 13.5 and redshifts
0.2 ≤ z ≤ 0.8 with 224 host halos per grid point. In
addition to our dark matter only models, we include
a smaller suite of galacticus models spanning 13.0 <

log10(Mh/M⊙) < 13.5 with the inclusion of the potential
of a central massive elliptical. Along with the increased
tidal heating and stripping due to the potential of the

central galaxy, we include a model of baryonic contrac-
tion due to the central potential [51]. The morphology
of the central massive elliptical is modeled using a Hern-
quist [52] profile.
We take care to accurately model the evolution of the

stellar mass and scale radius of the central galaxy. We
model the evolution of the central galaxy using the stel-
lar mass to halo mass relation of Behroozi et al. [35],
Equation J3. For our work, we use the best fit parame-
ters provided in the first row of table J1. For simplicity,
we do not include intrinsic scatter in the stellar mass to
halo mass relation. We use empirical power law fits pro-
vided by Shen et al. [53] for the stellar mass to stellar
radius relationship for early type galaxies in the Sloan
Digital Sky Survey [54] to evolve the Hernquist radius of
the central galaxy. Similarly, we do not include scatter
in this relationship. We provide further discussion of the
evolution of the central galaxy in Appendix A.

B. Analytic Models

Here, we discuss theoretical expectations for the sub-
halo population, with emphasis placed on the spatial and
mass distribution of subhalos. Two cases of the spatial-
mass distribution can be considered, using two defini-
tions of subhalo mass: the mass at infall and the grav-
itationally bound mass of the subhalo. The former is
known as the “unevolved” distribution and the latter the
“evolved” distribution. By definition, no mass loss due
to tidal stripping is considered in the unevolved distribu-
tion, while the evolved distribution includes tidal mass
loss. Due to the extreme mass loss undergone by some
subhalos, the unevolved distribution is not an observable
quantity. Instead, the unevolved distribution provides
a powerful tool to study the properties of subhalos, al-
lowing the complicated physics of tidal stripping to be
separated from orbital physics. A useful picture is that
the evolved distribution can be approximately thought
of as being derived from the unevolved distribution and
a model of tidal mass loss as shared in Han et al. [34]
and Gilman et al. (In prep). However, we note that
this picture is not exact. For example, physics of tidal
stripping cannot be completely separated from orbital
physics as tidal mass loss can affect dynamical friction
(galacticus uses the bound mass in dynamical friction
calculations).
To analytically describe the spatial and mass distri-

bution, we use the unified model presented in Han et
al. [34]. We compare the predictions from N-body sim-
ulations and semi-analytic models with the analytic pre-
scription presented by Han et al. [34] which assumes that
the unevolved spatial-mass distribution of subhalos is
separable (the spatial and mass function can be sepa-
rated into a mass function and spatial distribution with
the mass function only dependent on the halo mass and
spatial distribution only dependent on the subhalo’s ra-
dial separation from the host), and that the unevolved
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spatial distribution of subhalos traces the density profile
of the host. Under the assumption of separability, the
unevolved spatial and mass function can be written as

d
2
N

dV dm
= ρ̃(r)dN

dm
(m), (1)

where d
2
N

dV dm
is the unevolved subhalo spatial and mass

function, ρ̃ is the normalized density profile of the host
and dN/dm is the unevolved mass function. Han et
al. [34] then model the evolved spatial and mass distribu-
tion as separable, with the unevolved spatial distribution
rescaled by a radially dependent transfer function T̂ (r)

d
2
N

dV dmb
= T̂ (r)ρ̃(r) dN

dmb
, (2)

where d
2
N

dV dmb
is the evolved spatial and mass function,

dN/dmb is the evolved mass function andmb is the grav-
itationally bound mass of the subhalo. In their analysis,
Han et al. [34] take T̂ (r) to be a power law

T̂ (r) = ( r
rv

)
γ

, (3)

where γ ≈ 1 is a free parameter. Han et al. [34] fit γ
to various N-body simulations finding γ = 0.95 for Milky
way mass Aquarius halos [55] and γ = 1.33 for group mass
halos in the Phoenix suite [56], indicating a dependence
on host halo mass. The unevolved SHMF is taken to be
a power law,

dN

dm
∝ m

α
, (4)

where α ≈ −2 is the logarithmic slope of the SHMF.
Directly following from the assumption of separability,
the evolved SHMF is predicted to follow a power law
with identical slope.

To analyze our galacticus results, we fit the Han et
al. [34] models to the galacticus predictions for the spa-
tial and mass function in Section III. To provide an addi-
tional point of comparison to our galacticus results in
the context of gravitational lensing, we spatially project
the Han et al. [34] into 2d. An immediate consequence of
the separability assumed by the Han et al. [34] model is a
prediction that the logarithmic slope of the SHMF should
be identical between the projected and unprojected dis-
tributions. Additionally, we study the predictions of the
model for the scaling of the projected subhalo mass func-
tion (PSHMF) within the Einstein radius, an important
quantity for gravitational lensing. We estimate the scal-
ing of the projected spatial and mass function as a func-
tion of host halo mass utilizing the host halo mass scaling
relations discussed in Han et al. [34]. However, redshift
dependent scaling is not considered by Han et al. [34],
who derived their model for a single snapshot in time at
z = 0. Typical lensing galaxies are found at redshifts
0.2 ≲ z ≲ 0.8, so understanding the scaling of the SHMF
with redshift is essential. Therefore, we discuss extend-
ing the Han et al. [34] model over these range of redshifts
in the following sections.

III. RESULTS

Here, we analyze our suite of galacticus models. In
Section IIIA we discuss the spatial distribution predicted
by galacticus. Next, in Section III B we calculate the
normalization of the PSHMF of our dark matter only
(DMO) simulations, and repeat the calculations for our
models with the potential of a central massive elliptical
in Section III C. Next, in Section IIID we predict the
scaling of the PSHMF as a function of host halo mass
and redshift using our dark matter simulations. Finally,
we discuss the impact of a central galactic potential on
the scaling of the PSHMF.

A. Radial Distribution

Figure 1 shows the spatial distribution predicted by

galacticus for a 10
13
M⊙ halo at z = 0.5, with both the

evolved and unevolved distributions plotted. Alongside
the galacticus prediction, results are shown for Sym-
phony [57] and Han et al. [34] model of the spatial dis-
tribution. We plot the ratio of the radial distribution
of subhalos to the host’s dark matter density in Figure

2. For a 10
13
M⊙ halo at z = 0.5 we find the best fit

to the galacticus spatial distribution with a value of
γ = 0.98. We fit the spatial distributions predicted by
galacticus with Han et al. [34] model, and summarize
the best fit γ values in Table I. Additionally, fits provided
by Han et al. [34] to Aquarius [55] and Phoenix [56] are
included for comparison in Table I.

The fits to the 10
12
M⊙ galacticus halos agree well

with fits to Aquarius halos (≈ 10
12
M⊙). Additionally, we

find a trend of increasing γ with host halo mass in our
suite of galacticusmodels, similar to that found by Han
et al. [34] when comparing the Aquarius and Phoenix

simulations (≈ 7 × 10
14
M⊙). Over the range of redshifts

probed 0.2 ≤ z ≤ 0.8, and at a fixed halo mass we find
that γ is nearly constant. Further discussion of the Han
et al. [34] model is provided in Section IVA.

The projected spatial distribution of subhalos in

the mass range 10
8
M⊙ < m < 10

9
M⊙ predicted by

galacticus for a 10
13
M⊙ halo at z = 0.5 with projected

radii r2d < 20 kpc is shown in Figure 3. For reference,
we show the median Einstein radius from the sample of
SLACS lenses presented by Shu et al. [33]. We find
that the projected spatial distribution is nearly constant
in the innermost region of the host, which is consistent
with the findings of Xu et al. [21]. We find that this
holds true for both our DMO models and models with a
central galaxy.
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Galacticus (unevolved)
Galacticus (evolved)
Galacticus (central galaxy)
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best fit (Han (2016))

FIG. 1. The differential spatial distributions (nsub) from our galacticus models and Symphony for subhalos with mass

9 < log10 (mb/M⊙) < 10 plotted as a function of the virial radius fraction (r/rv). Results are for halos with mass Mh = 10
13
M⊙

at redshift z = 0.5. In red: the unevolved spatial distribution from our galacticus models, in orange: the evolved spatial
distribution for galacticus and in green with a central galaxy. The shaded regions show the 1σ halo to halo scatter for the
galacticus evolved and unevolved case, scatter for the other distributions is not shown for visual clarity. The best fit of the
Han (2016) model to the galacticus DMO unevolved spatial distribution is shown in purple. In blue: the spatial distribution
for Symphony.

Simulation Suite / Model Source log10(Mh/M⊙) z γ
galacticus this work 12.0 0.2 0.94
galacticus this work 12.0 0.8 0.90
galacticus this work 13.0 0.5 0.98
galacticus this work 13.5 0.2 1.23
galacticus this work 13.5 0.8 1.24
Aquarius Han et al. [34] 12.0 0.0 0.95
Phoenix Han et al. [34] 14.8 0.0 1.33

TABLE I. Table of best fits to Han et al. model of the spatial distribution (see Eq. 2). We include fits spanning the range of halo

masses and redshifts included in our suite of galacticus models, as well as at the redshift and host halo mass, Mh = 10
13
M⊙

and redshift, z = 0.5 where Σsub is defined. For comparison, we include fits to Aquarius and Phoenix halos provided by Han et
al. .

B. Projected Subhalo Mass Function
Normalization—Dark Matter Only

Of particular interest to lensing studies is the inte-
grated number of subhalos within an aperture near the
Einstein radius as a function of the properties of the host

halo. To measure this, we use the convention of Gilman
et al. [18] to define the average density of the unevolved
projected subhalo mass function (PSHMF) within the
Einstein radius as:

d
2
N

dmdA
=

Σsub

m0
( m
m0

)
α

F (Mhalo, z), (5)
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FIG. 2. The ratio of the galacticus spatial distribution (nsub) to the host’s density profile (ρh) for subhalos with 8 <

log10(mb/M⊙) < 9 normalized to 1 at r = rv for the evolved distribution (left) and 8 < log10(m/M⊙) < 9 unevolved distribution
(right). A horizontal line of 1 (black dotted) shows the host halos density profile. Results are plotted for galacticus over
a range of host halo masses and redshifts and for Symphony for a single mass and redshift (log10 (Mh/M⊙) = 13, z = 0.5).
Symphony results are plotted for subhalos in the mass range 8 < log10(mb/M⊙) < 9. Over our range of redshifts explored by
our galacticus simulations, the slope of the evolved spatial distribution nsub/ρh has a mild dependence on halo mass, with
almost no dependence on redshift. For the unevolved case, there appears to be no significant dependence one either redshift or
host halo mass.

where d
2
N

dmdA
is a measure of subhalo number density, m is

the mass of a subhalo at infall, m0 is a pivot mass, taken

by convention to be 10
8
M⊙, and the function F (Mhalo, z)

describes the dependence on host halo mass and redshift.

For convenience, we will refer to d
2
N

dmdA
as the projected

subhalo mass function (PSHMF). Factoring out all de-
pendence on redshift and host halo mass into the scaling
function F (Mhalo, z) allows a single PSHMF normaliza-
tion (Σsub) to be measured for all host halos regardless
of host halo mass or redshift. To provide further context
for Eq. 5, we can define the evolved PSHMF:

d
2
N

dmbdA
=

fs ⋅ Σsub

m0
(mb

m0
)
αb

Fb(Mhalo, z), (6)

where fs accounts for the reduction in the normalization
of the SHMF from tidal stripping, αb is the logarithmic
slope of the evolved SHMF and mb is the bound mass of
the halo.

Eq. 5 and 6 can be derived by spatially projecting the
Han et al. [34] models of spatial and mass distribution
into 2d. An immediate consequence of the mass indepen-
dent model of tidal stripping assumed by Han et al. [34] is
that the logarithmic slopes of the evolved and unevolved
mass functions should be identical. Additionally, under
the separability of the spatial and mass function assumed
by Han et al. [34], the logarithmic slopes of the total and
projected mass functions should be identical. We check
these assumptions against our model results in Table IV
and discuss why this assumption may be inaccurate due
to mass segregation due to dynamical friction in the un-
evolved distribution in section Section IVA. However,
for simplicity, in the remainder of this work we assume
α = αb = −1.93 in accordance with the evolved results

tabulated in Table IV.
All dependence on halo mass and redshift in Eq. 5 and

Eq. 6 is captured in F and Fb respectively, making Σsub

and fs independent of halo mass and redshift. Fits of
the Han et al. model to the galacticus spatial distri-
bution are given in Table I. Best fits for Σsub, fs and α
for subhalos within an annulus with inner and outer radii
of 10 kpc and 20 kpc are given in Table II. We choose
A 10− 20 kpc annulus to exclude the innermost subhalo
population which may be subject to destruction due to
satellite merging implemented in galacticus.
Note that because the evolved projected spatial dis-

tribution is nearly independent of radius near the center
of the host, the normalization of the evolved mass (den-
sity) function (fs ⋅Σsub) will be nearly independent of the
choice of aperture radius. We compare fs ⋅ Σsub to the
PonosV [56] and PonosQ [56] simulations in Table III.

C. Projected Subhalo Mass Function
Normalization—Impact of Central Galaxy

Figure 1 shows the impact of the galaxy on the spa-
tial distribution, while Appendix A gives more infor-
mation on the evolution of the central galaxy in our
galacticus models. Our galacticus models predict
the central galaxy has a minimal impact on the SHMF,
as shown in Figure 5. Within the inner 20 kpc in projec-
tion, both the DMO and galactic potential results have
no dependence on radius as shown in Figure 3. For low
mass halos, our models predict the central galaxy intro-
duces a mass independent rescaling of the SHMF, with
no change in slope. The rescaling of the SHMF is depen-
dent on the distance from the host, with the SHMF in the
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FIG. 3. The projected number density within the inner 20 kpc for both the unevolved (upper red), evolved with central
galaxy (green dotted) and evolved (lower orange) subhalo distributions. Predictions from galacticus are shown for subhalos

with mass > 10
8
M⊙ in a 10

13
M⊙ halo, with scatter shown for 76 kpc

2
bins. In brown (dotted) the Einstein radius for a typical

SLACS lens is shown. The evolved number density is constant within the innermost region of the halo for both DMO and
central galaxy models. The shaded region shows 1σ halo to halo scatter, with scatter not being shown for the case with a
central galaxy for visual clarity.

inner region more heavily suppressed when compared to

the DMO predictions. For a 10
13
M⊙ halo, the SHMF is

suppressed at the < 5% level over the entire virial volume
when compared to DMO predictions. In the inner 10−20
kpc annulus the suppression increases to 15%. We find
the impact of the central galaxy is minor when compared
to theoretical uncertainties in the SHMF, the difference
in normalization between galacticus and Symphony is
greater than the difference between galacticus with and
without a central galaxy.

D. Projected Subhalo Mass Function
Scaling—Dark Matter Only

To parameterize F and Fb we follow the procedure used
by Gilman et al. [18] to model F and Fb using a power

law expansion

F (Mhalo, z) = ( Mhalo

1013M⊙
)
k1

(z + 0.5)k2 (7)

normalized to 1 at Mh = 10
13
M⊙ and z = 0.5. We fit k1

and k2 using our suite of galacticus models. We plot
the scaling relation in Figure 4, and give scaling coeffi-
cients in Table IV. We find best fit values of k1 = 0.55
(halo mass scaling coefficient) and k2 = 0.37 (redshift
scaling coefficient) for the unevolved distribution and
k1 = 0.37 and k2 = 1.05 for the evolved distribution.
The scaling of the PSHMF depends on both the spa-

tial and mass distributions. To model the PSHMF scal-
ing analytically, we project the Han et al. [34] model. To
scale the normalization of the total SHMF (over the en-
tire virial volume) as a function of host halo mass and
redshift we use the relations provided by Van Den Bosch
et al. [58] for the evolved case and Gao et al. [59] for
the unevolved case. We project Eq. 1 and 2 according to
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the projection equation:

d
2
N

dAdm
(r2d) = 2∫

rv

r2d

u√
u2 + r22d

d
2
N

dV dm
(u)du, (8)

assuming a spherically symmetric distribution of subha-
los, so that the number density of subhalos depends only
on the distance from the center of the host, r. Using the
formula provided in Van Den Bosch et al. [58], the am-
plitude of the total unevolved SHMF scales as a function
of mass and redshift according to the relation:

dN

d(m/Mh)
= Cu (

m

Mh
)
α

, (9)

where m is the mass of the subhalo (at the time of accre-
tion), Mh is the mass of the host halo, α is the logarith-
mic slope and Cu is the normalization of the unevolved
SHMF. For the evolved SHMF, we scale the amplitude
using the empirical formula provided by Gao et al. [59]:

dN

dmb
= CeMhf(mb, z)mα

b , (10)

where Ce is the normalization of the evolved SHMF,mb is
the bound mass of the subhalo and f(mb, z) abundance
of halos with mass mb at redshift z per unit mass in
the universe. We compute f(Mh, z) using the Sheth &
Tormen [60] mass function.

To calculate the projected scaling relation, we numer-
ically integrate Eq. 2. We first fix γ as constant for all
host halo masses, and calculate the projected scaling re-
lations in halo mass and redshift. The range 0.8 ≤ γ ≤ 2.0
is chosen to represent a reasonable range of possible val-
ues of γ, since γ ≈ 1 is expected. The limit as γ goes to 0
gives a NFW profile (which is the same as the unevolved
case). For γ > 3, the spatial distribution is increasing
as a function of r for all values of r, which is unphysical.
In addition to a static value of γ, we consider an addi-
tional case where γ varies as a function of halo mass (“γ
interp”). In this case, we linearly interpolate γ as a func-
tion of halo mass, using fits to the spatial distribution
predicted by galacticus (see Table I). We summarize
our scaling models by providing fits to Eq. 7 in Table II.
We also use these scaling relations in Table III to com-
pare our measured values to results from the Aquarius
[55] and Phoenix [61] simulations as well as the Milky
Way prior used in Nadler et al. [62].

E. Projected Subhalo Mass Function
Scaling—Impact of central galaxy

We find the central galaxy has only a minor impact
on the scaling of the amplitude of the PSHMF in red-
shift and host halo mass (see Table IV). This is expected
given the minimal impact to the spatial distribution. For

more massive halos (Mh > 10
13
M⊙), the difference when

compared to the Dark Matter Only (DMO) model de-
creases, which is expected due to the decreasing baryon
fraction of the central galaxy (see Figure 6). Unless oth-
erwise stated, for the remainder of this work we use the
DMO scaling relation.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Subhalo Populations

In this work, we present updated predictions for the
projected number density of subhalos as a function of
halo mass and redshift. The galacticus predictions for
the unevolved SHMF agree with findings of Van Den
Bosch et al. [58], that the unevolved SHMF can be writ-
ten in a universal form (Eq. 9). Furthermore, we find
that galacticus agrees with the empirical formula of
Gao et al. [59], that for the unevolved case the SHMF
scales as a function of host halo mass and the abundance
of halos in the universe as a whole (Eq. 10). Compar-
ing the galacticus and Symphony results, the predic-
tions for the normalization of the subhalo mass function
within the inner 50 kpc, we find that galacticus pre-
dicts on average nearly twice the subhalos in this region.
Similarly, Over the entire virial volume we find similar
results, with Symphony predicting around 40% the num-
ber of subhalos as galacticus. We note that Symphony
and galacticus agree within halo to halo scatter, and
N-body simulations such as Symphony and Caterpillar
disagree on the 25% level [57]. We also find that the
suppression of the subhalo mass function due to the po-
tential of the central galaxy is negligible when compared
to the current theoretical uncertainty. Similarly, we find
that Han et al. [34] is in reasonable, although not perfect,
agreement with galacticus on the profile of the spatial
distribution as well as the halo mass and redshift scal-
ing in projection. Here, we provide further discussion for
each of these results.
Here, we discuss the expectations for the spatial dis-

tributions from the Han et al. [34] model, and how they
compare to predictions from galacticus. The Han et
al. [34] model describes the unevolved spatial distribu-
tion of subhalos as following the dark matter density
distribution of the host halo. As shown in Figure 2,
our galacticus models show a difference between the
unevolved subhalo spatial distribution and the host’s
smooth dark matter density profile (normalized to 1 at
r = rv). This is difficult to explain with dynamical fric-
tion, as the dynamical friction time scale is proportional
to the ratio of the subhalos mass to the host halo’s mass
(m/Mh) and is longer than age of the universe for sub-
halos with with less than 1/20 the mass of the host halo
[63]. However, the host halo in our models is evolving
with time and older subhalos may have fallen in when
the host halo was much less massive (therefore m/Mh

is much closer to 1), therefore the dynamical friction
timescale would be much smaller for these older subha-
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FIG. 4. Projected number density scaling as a function of host halo mass and redshift for an annulus with an inner and outer
radius of 10 and 20 kpc respectively. The left panels show the unevolved subhalo scaling, while the right panel shows the scaling
of the evolved distribution. Upper panels show the halo mass scaling relation for host halos at redshift z = 0.2 (blue) and

z = 0.8 (orange). Lower panels show the redshift scaling relation for a host halo mass of 10
12.0

M⊙ (olive) and 10
13.5

M⊙ (pink).
Shaded regions show the 1σ halo to halo scatter. The unevolved scaling is compared to the scaling of the host’s density profile
(adjusted to the definition of halo mass used here) in blue (dashed). The scaling relations derived from the Han et al. analytic
number density distribution (Eq. 1 and 2) are shown for γ = 0.8 (purple, dot dashed) and γ = 2.0 (brown, dot dashed). These
values of γ span a range of physically plausible values.

Parameters Description Value Halo To Halo Scatter Units

Σsub Unevolved PSHMF amplitude 387 71.2 10
−3

kpc
−2

fs Tidal stripping mass fraction 0.0282 0.0105 -

fs ⋅Σsub Evolved PSHMF amplitude 10.7 3.81 10
−3

kpc
−2

α Unevolved logarithmic PSHMF slope -1.93 - -
αb Evolved logarithmic PSHMF slope -1.94 - -

TABLE II. Table of best fits for the projected subhalo mass function (PSHMF) (Eq. 5 and 6). Fitting coefficients are averaged
over 224 host halos per redshift and host halo mass (22,400 host halos in total). Projections are taken within a 10 − 20 kpc
annulus, and averaged over 3 projections in the xy, yz, and xz planes. Due to the low number of halos in the aperture, halo to
halo scatter for the SHMF slope cannot be calculated.

los. To determine if dynamical friction is the cause of
this difference, galacticus could be ran with and with-
out dynamical friction enabled. We leave this to future
work. The Han et al. [34] model does not include ef-
fects of dynamical friction, while the galacticus models
does. For the evolved case, Han et al. [34] use a power
law profile to model the ratio of evolved spatial distribu-

tion to the host’s dark matter density profile. Figure 2
shows that galacticus does not follow this expectation
exactly, with deviations from a power law near the virial
radius.

When comparing our galacticus models to Sym-
phony, we find that galacticus predicts a normalization
of the projected SHMF a factor of ∼ 2 times higher than
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FIG. 5. Upper left: the SHMF over the entire virial volume, right: the SHMF for subhalos projected within 50 kpc. The
galacticus DMO predictions are shown in orange, galacticus predictions for the central galaxy are shown in green, and
results for the symphony suite are shown in blue. Lower left and right show the ratios to the galacticus DMO predictions.
The effect of the central galaxy can be seen as a reduction in normalization of the SHMF no significant change to the logarithmic
slope, at least for low mass halos. Note that the difference in normalization for galacticus with and without a central galaxy
is significantly less than the difference between our galacticus models and the Symphony dark matter only simulation suite.

Simulation Mh [M⊙] z PSHMF Amplitude [10
−3× kpc

−2
] scaled [10

−3× kpc
−2
] source

galacticus 1.0 ⋅ 1013.0 0.5 11 11 this work

PonosV 1.2 ⋅ 1013.0 0.7 6 5 [56]

PonosQ 6.5 ⋅ 1012.0 0.7 6 6 [56]

Milky Way Satellites Prior 1.7 ⋅ 1013.0 0.0 1 − 2 4 − 8 [62]

Symphony 1.0 ⋅ 1013.0 0.5 6 6 [57]

TABLE III. Amplitude of the evolved PSHMF, given in terms of the fs ⋅ Σsub (see Eq. 6). In the “scaled” column, the

number density has been extrapolated to a 10
13
M⊙ halo at redshift z = 0.5 using the scaling relations presented in this work.

A logarithmic slope of the subhalo mass function α = −1.93 was assumed.

Symphony. We note that this difference remains within
1σ halo to halo scatter and caution should be taken when
interpreting this result due to the small number of subha-
los in this volume which makes obtaining good statistics
challenging. If the difference is statistically significant,
there are several possible explanations for the discrep-
ancy. A large body of works has drawn attention to
artificial disruption present in N-body simulations [24–
27]. An estimate for spurious suppression due to artifi-

cial disruption is 10–20% over the entire virial volume,
only increasing to a maximum factor of 3 within the in-
ner 2% of the virial radius [27]. Another possibility is
inaccuracies in halo finding algorithms. We analyze the
Symphony subhalo catalogs extracted using the Rockstar
[64] halo finder. Recent work by Mansfield et al. [65]
has identified 15–40% more subhalos within the virial ra-
dius when compared to the Rockstar results, increasing
to 35–120% within r < rv/4. Another possibility may be
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Model k1 (mass scaling) k2 (redshift scaling)
galacticus (unevolved) 0.55 0.37
host density profile 0.50 0.30
galacticus (evolved) 0.37 1.05
galacticus with central galaxy (evolved) 0.43 1.18
Han et al. (γ = 0.8) 0.37 0.53
Han et al. (γ = 1.0) 0.35 0.61
Han et al. (γ = 2.0) 0.30 0.87
Han et al. (γ Interp) 0.23 0.62

TABLE IV. The best fits to power law scaling relations predicted by our galacticus models and estimates using the Han et
al. model. The upper section gives the scaling for the unevolved case, while the lower section gives the scaling results for the
evolved case. We compare the scaling relation for the unevolved case for the scaling relation which would be obtained if the
scaling was entirely determined by the host’s density profile evolution (Eq. 1). For the evolved case, we compare the PSHMF
scaling prediction to that of the Han et al. model (Eq. 2). The transfer function from the host’s smooth dark matter density
profile is parameterized as a power law, with logarithmic slope γ (Eq. 3). We consider two possibilities for γ, one where γ is a
constant and the other with γ a function of halo mass. For the case of mass independent γ, we compute the scaling coefficients
for a range of physically meaningful values of γ. Finally, to study the effect of γ varying systematically with mass, we linearly
interpolate the best-fit γ values as a function of mass (Table I) to compute the scaling relations (“γ interp”).

the galacticus physics models. Our galacticus model
does not include a model of pre-infall tidal stripping [66].
We do not make a determination if the discrepancy is nu-
merical in nature and leave determining of the underlying
cause(s) of the differences to future work.

Next, we discuss the scaling the projected SHMF as a
function of halo mass and redshift. For the evolved case,
our scaling relations from galacticus and our analytic
models predict that for a factor of 10 increase in host
halo mass the evolved PSHMF function will increase by a
factor ≈ 2. This is similar to the factor of ≈ 3 used in the
extrapolation performed in Xu et al. [21], but differs from
the factor of ≈ 8 used in Gilman et al. [18]. Differences
from Gilman et al. [18] are likely due to a change in
galacticus, in particular an update to the treatment of
higher order substructure. The change in higher order
substructure treatment had a large impact on the spatial
distributions, with the previous spatial distributions of
subhalos being more cuspy.

Finally, we compare our scaling results from
galacticus to the Han et al. [34] model of the spa-
tial transfer functions. Three forms of the tidal strip-
ping transfer function, T̂ are considered (see Equations
2 and 10), with fits to the projected scaling relation
fits provided in table IV. All cases considered result in
host halo mass scaling similar to galacticus, with a
10 times increase in mass resulting in a roughly ≈ 2
times increase in the normalization of the PSHMF. Fix-
ing T̂ (r/rv) (see equations 2 and 3) to be invariant in halo
mass (γ = 0.8, 1.0, 2.0 and “galacticus interp” cases in
Table IV) results in a best fit of k1 ≈ 0.3. Allowing γ
to vary with halo mass (linearly interpolating in between
γ = 0.94 and γ = 1.23) results in k1 = 0.23, correspond-
ing to a 1.7 times increase in normalization PSHMF with
a 10 times increase in halo mass. Redshift scaling results
(k2) vary from 0.61 to 0.87, with no models tested match-
ing the predictions from galacticus exactly. A possible
reason for these discrepancies is the difference in spatial
distribution between galacticus and the Han et al. [34]

model. Additionally, there may be evolution of the spa-
tial distribution as a function of halo mass and redshift
that is not captured in the Han et al. [34] models.

B. Σsub Prior

Here, we discuss our recommendations for future priors
on the number density of subhalos within the Einstein ra-
dius. To ensure matching of observable quantities, we use
our galacticusmodels to recommend a prior on the am-
plitude of the evolved halo mass function fs⋅Σsub, instead
of Σsub directly. Our galacticus models predict an av-

erage number density of fs ⋅ Σsub ≈ 10
−2

kpc
−2
, while

the Symphony suite predicts fs ⋅ Σsub ≈ 5 ⋅ 10−3 kpc
−2

(additional results are given in Table III). Here, we do
not investigate the possible reasons for the discrepan-
cies, and instead treat each results as equally likely to
estimate a theoretical uncertainty. Across works com-
pared here, we find that the value of fs ⋅ Σsub varies

from 10
−3
–10

−2
kpc

−2
, spanning approximately an or-

der of magnitude, with more recent works in the 5 ⋅
10

−3
–10

−2
kpc

−2
range. In a 100 kpc

2
aperture, this ap-

proximately corresponds to a range of 0.1 to 1 subhalos
with bound mass 8 < log10(m/M⊙) ≤ 9 (or equivalently

a number density of 10
−3
–10

−2
kpc

2
in this mass range).

For reference, an average Einstein radius of 1 arcsecond

at redshift z = 0.5 corresponds to a ∼ 150 kpc
2
aperture.

We note that this is well within the allotted uncertainty of
previous lensing studies. Furthermore, we estimate that
the impact of a central galaxy (reduction in fs ⋅ Σsub by
a factor of ∼ 10%) is negligible compared to the current
theoretical uncertainty between different models.
We recommend a prior centered around fs ⋅ Σsub =

10
−2

kpc
−2

and allowing for at least a factor of 2 (∼ 0.3
dex) uncertainty. We note that this is a similar prior to
the tighter prior considered by Gilman et al. [23]. When
Gilman et al. [23] compared a 1.5 dex prior uniform prior
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(similar to that used in previous lensing studies) with a
tighter 0.2 dex Gaussian prior, the lower bound on the
half-mode-mass improved by 2 dex. By implementing a
0.3 dex prior we expect similar improvements on con-
straints on half mode mass.

V. SUMMARY

In this work we study predictions for the population
level statistics of subhalos of group mass halos at small
projected distances. Particular focus is placed on the nor-
malization of the projected SHMF, where we give recom-
mendations for a more informed prior on this quantity
than previous lensing studies. Here we provide a sum-
mary of key results in our paper:

• We present a new suite of galacticus models of
the substructure of host halos with masses 12 ≤

log10(Mh/M⊙) ≤ 13.5 and redshifts 0.2 ≤ z ≤ 0.8.

• Using these simulations, we measure the projected
number density of subhalos near the Einstein ra-
dius. The scaling in halo mass and redshift is
well described with a power law with coefficients
k1 = 0.55 (halo mass) and k2 = 0.37 (redshift) for
the unevolved case and k1 = 0.37 and k2 = 1.05 for
the evolved case.

• The evolved and unevolved projected SHMF am-
plitude scales differently as a function of halo mass
and redshift due to different spatial distributions
between the two cases. For the evolved case, the
projected SHMF amplitude approximately scales
with the cube root of the host halos mass and
nearly linearly in redshift. We find the scaling of
the PSHMF in redshift and mass to be in excellent
agreement match between simulations and analytic
models.

• On the group scale, a central galaxy reduces the
normalization of the evolved SHMF by < 5% over
the entire virial volume, increasing to 15% for the
PSHMF within the inner 20 kpc. This is much less

than the current theoretical uncertainty between
different models/N-body simulations.

• We find that all models/simulations considered
agree on the projected SHMF normalization well
within a factor of ∼ 2. Additionally, we find that
galacticus and Symphony agree within the 1σ
halo to halo scatter for subhalos halos in the bound
mass range 9 < log10(mb/M⊙) ≤ 10. Current lens-
ing studies adopt sufficiently wide priors (of nearly
a factor of 30) to account for theoretical uncertain-
ties in fs ⋅ Σsub. We recommend using a stronger
prior on fs ⋅ Σsubwhen compared to previous lens-

ing studies, centered around fs ⋅ Σsub = 10
−2
kpc

−2

and allowing for at least a factor of 2 uncertainty.
Compared to previous lensing studies, we can ex-
pect up to a 2 dex improvement when using this
tighter prior.
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Appendix A: Evolution of the Central Galaxy

We plot properties of the central galaxy in our
galacticus models. Figure 6 shows the evolution of
the central galaxy’s mass and radius over redshift.
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