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Abstract

We study the theoretical basis as well as a number of observational applications of
gravitational lensing. We begin by deriving the general equations governing light
propagation using a formulation of general relativity in terms of Hamiltonian dynam-
ics. We specialize these equations to the case of a deflector such as a galaxy, and
show how to obtain the standard thin-lens equations of lensing. We then analyze two
applications where the more general equations must be used.

The first of these is the deflection of light due to large-scale structure on super-
galactic scales. This deflection is typically small, but we show that when present in
addition to a lensing galaxy it can have substantial effects. This includes an effect on
a major application of lenses; we find that large-scale structure induces an uncertainty
in determinations of the Hubble constant, typically of order 5% — 10%. The second
application of the equations of motion is to lensing due to gravitational waves. We
consider several effects of gravitational waves on lenses but conclude that they are
small and unlikely to be observable.

We then turn our attention to a couple observed multiply-imaged quasars, the four-
image system PG1115+080 and the double 0957+561. We analyze recently measured
intensity variations in the images of PG1115+080 in order to determine relative delays
in the arrival times of light among the different image paths. We find a value of
25.0733 days (95% confidence) for the largest delay, but an accurate determination
of the Hubble constant must await further constraints on lens models. We also find
evidence for a magnification gradient across the source, which suggests that the optical
emission region of quasars is about 1000 AU. In contrast to PG1115+080, lens models
of the double quasar 09574561 are well constrained due to high-resolution radio
observations that detect six source components. We fit a number of models to this
data and obtain a Hubble constant of 55 km sec™! Mpc™?, with a 20% uncertainty at
95% confidence.

Thesis Supervisor: Edmund Bertschinger
Title: Professor of Physics
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The gravitational deflection of light from a source (usually a quasar) by a foreground
object (e.g. a galaxy or cluster) can lead to the formation of multiple images of the
source. The theory which describes this gravitational lensing is based on a standard
“thin-lens” approximation, in which the deflection of light rays is approximated as
occuring over a very short distance compared to the total observer-source distance.
There are, however, a number of situations which cannot be described by this simple
theory.

Gravitational lensing is a special case of the propagation of light in a universe
which is homogeneous on a large-scale average, but contains small perturbations to
the metric, produced e.g. by galaxies, clusters, and larger structures. In this thesis
we apply the well-developed formalism for describing perturbed cosmological models
to the problem of gravitational lensing, producing an alternative derivation of the
thin-lens description as well as a study of a number of problems whose treatment
requires the more general formalism.

Gravitational lensing is also one of the most promising methods of mapping the
distribution of matter at cosmological distances. Detailed observations of multiple
images of quasars have been used to try to reconstruct the lensing mass distribution.
It has also long been recognized that measurements of the time delay between images
allow a direct measurement of cosmological distances. In this thesis we analyze the
two observed gravitational lenses which have thus yielded measurements of the Hubble
constant.

1.1 Gravitational lensing theory

Figure 1-1 shows a standard gravitational lensing diagram, where a light ray leaves
the source, is deflected by a lensing matter distribution, and reaches the observer.
Since in practice a galaxy deflects light over a short distance compared to the cos-
mological distances between the observer, lens and source, we can use a thin-lens
approximation where light travels in a straight line from the source to the lens, is
deflected instantaneously at the lens plane, and then once again travels in a straight
line to the observer. Assuming small angles, in a flat universe we can use simple
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Figure 1-1: Gravitational lens diagram showing an image ray, the image angle 6,
source angle 3, deflection angle v, and several angular diameter distances.

geometry to derive the lens equation,

f=0—-—"7. (1.1)

In the Newtonian calculation, the deflection angle is given by integrating the
deflection along the path. In general relativity, space-time curvature is described by
a metric which gives the distances and times measured by observers. In the weak
field limit of general relativity, the metric is expressed as gy, = Ny + by, Where 7,
is the flat metric of special relativity,

ds® = [-*dm® +dZ -dZ ], (1.2)

and Einstein’s theory is linearized in the small perturbation h,,. The resulting Ein-
stein equations assume a form similar to Maxwell’s equations. Just as in electromag-
netism, there are static solutions as well as wave solutions. For a static, Newtonian
source the metric is found to be

ds® = [—(1 + 2¢)c?dr® + (1 — 2¢)dZ - dZ |, (1.3)

in terms of the Newtonian potential ¢. The geodesic equations in this metric for a
photon yield the same equations as for a Newtonian particle but with the deflection
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due to a point mass doubled to (Schneider et al. 1992)

. 4GM 7

V=g (1.4)

where 77 = Dorf measures distance in the lens plane. Under the assumption of an
instantaneous deflection, the impact parameter of the light ray in the lens plane is
fixed for a given §. Thus for a distribution of matter in the lens plane, the total
deflection is the superposition of the deflections from individual mass elements,

4G’

5 &' B(7') li"— (1.5)

-o,|2 )

where ¥ is the projected surface mass density of the lens. This essential quantity
is given by the volume mass density projected onto the lens plane, since a light ray
has approximately the same impact parameter with respect to each such column of

mass perpendicular to the lens plane. The deflection angle can be derived from a two
dimensional potential,

mm——~/f*2r91(moﬂg, (1.6)

L

where ¥ = 07¥, and V2¥ = 87GX/c®. We can define dimensionless variables, & =
Drsd/Dos and ¥ = Dyg¥/(Dor,Dos). Then the lens equation becomes

f=0-a, (1.7)
and the potential satisfies
Vip =22, (18)

in terms of the critical density X, = ¢?Dos/(4nGDorDrs).

We have so far neglected the cosmological expansion of the universe and the
possibility of spatial curvature. The metric can be generalized to include these cases,
and using general relativity it can be shown (e.g. Schneider et al. 1992) that all the
equations above (except for (1.2) and (1.3)) retain the same form if all distances are
interpreted as angular diameter distances. This means e.g. that Do LG is the measured
distance in the lens plane corresponding to an angle § as measured by the observer.
In the special case of an Einstein-de Sitter universe, the angular diameter distance
between redshift 2; and z; > z; is given by

2¢c 1 1 1
Dij = = - : 1.
I H01+z,-(\/1+z,- \/1+z,-) (19)

where Hj is the Hubble constant.
Lensing leads to a magnification of the source. While lensing conserves surface
brightness, the area subtended by an image at the observer can be greater than it

11



would be in the absence of the lens. The magnification is given by this mapping of

the area or solid angle,
-1

puy

98

p = det (1.10)

The lens potential also delays the arrival time of a given light ray. This delay has
a geometrical part, due to the longer path traveled, and a gravitational part, the
“Shapiro time delay” which describes the slowing down of clocks in gravitational
fields. Up to a constant, for small angles the time delay is given by

1+ 21, DogDos

At = RO [(a gy - ¢(é’)]. (1.11)

Fermat’s principle implies that light travels on the path of stationary arrival time,
and indeed if we set At/ 86 = 0 at fixed ,B, we recover the lens equation.

For a given deflection law a(0 ), we can solve the lens equation for each source
position and find the multiple image positions. In an observed lens we can measure
the various image positions and their relative magnifications, fit a model and thus
determine the relative time delays up to the overall factor in equation (1.11). If the
lens and source redshifts are measured then this factor depends only on the Hubble
constant (and weakly on other cosmological parameters such as the mean density 2).
If the source intensity varies, by monitoring the images we can observe these relative
time delays and measure the Hubble constant, as first envisioned by Refsdal (1964,
1966).

The most common formalism used for deriving these basic equations of gravi-
tational lensing is based on Fermat’s principle. This approach is developed fully
in Schneider et al. 1992; A nice condensed version of gravitational lensing theory
is given in Blandford & Kochanek 1989. In chapter 2 of this thesis we present an
original derivation of these basic equations of gravitational lensing. We start from
the Hamiltonian description of particle (or photon) dynamics. In this presentation,
the treatment of the relativistic case is very similar to the classical, Newtonian one.
Furthermore, the generalization to an expanding universe is straightforward with this
method. We use the equations of motion directly to find both the light path and
the time delay, which simplifies some of the key arguments in the derivation of the
thin-lens approximation.

1.2 Large-scale structure (LSS)

Our alternative derivation of the equations of lensing also clarifies the precise ap-
proximations needed for the thin-lens equations to be valid. When light rays are
deflected continuously throughout the path from the source to the observer, more
general equations of motion must be used. One example is the deflection due to
large-scale inhomogeneities in the universe, accumulated as light rays traverse the
cosmological distance from the source to the observer. LSS can be described with
a metric similar to the weak field limit given above, except for a scale factor which

12



accounts for the expansion of the universe. In the longitudinal gauge (Bardeen 1980),
the line element is

ds® = a®(7)[—(1 + 2¢)dr* + (1 — 2¢)dZ - dZ | , (1.12)

where we set ¢ = 1. Here 7 is the conformal time, related to physical time ¢ through
7 = f(dt/a), a(7) is the expansion factor, and we are using comoving coordinates Z.
Redshift in a flat, matter-dominated universe is given by 1/(1+2) = a(7) = (Hot/2)2.
The scalar potential ¢ satisfies the cosmological Poisson equation

V¢ =4nGa’p § , (1.13)

where p is the mean density of the universe and § = (p — p)/p is the local den-
sity perturbation. Since we can only try to predict statistical properties of § and
¢, the potential is usefully characterized by its Fourier transform ¢(k, ), where
Z,7)=[ d3k¢(l_c., T)eig'f. The potential transform is a random field with ensemble
mean and variance ((]5(’-(;,7')) =0 and (¢(E,T)d>*(l-c”,r)) = P¢(k,7)53(£— E’), where
Py(k, ) is the power spectrum of the potential at time 7, simply related to the den-
sity power spectrum by Py(k,7) = (47Ga?(7)p(7))’ k~*P,(k,7). Since the density
power spectrum is related to the two point correlation function by a Fourier inverse,
the power spectrum can be estimated from galaxy redshift surveys. In addition,
inflationary models predict an initially Gaussian density field, whose statistics are
completely characterized by the initial power spectrum.

The deflection of light due to LSS is not large enough to produce multiple images,
but it may distort the shapes of sources. Such weak lensing has been investigated
both analytically (e.g. Miralda-Escudé 1991; Kaiser 1992) and in N-body simulations
(Jaroszynski et al. 1991; Blandford et al. 1991). These studies find a shear of order
1%, coherent over a scale of = 1°, in a flat cold dark matter (CDM) model. This shear
may in principle be detected observationally as a coherent distortion of background
galaxies, when averaged over a sufficiently large angular field in order to be separated
from the random scatter of intrinsic ellipticities (e.g. Mould et al. 1994; Villumsen
1995).

The shear due to LSS can also affect strong lensing (i.e. multiply imaged systems),
when it acts in addition to a strong primary lens, a galaxy or cluster near the line
of sight to the source. This effect is enhanced compared to weak lensing, because of
the small angular separations between multiple images. Also, the higher redshift of
quasars compared to faint galaxies increases the cumulative shear from the observer to
the source. An important question is whether the effect of LSS may be large enough to
influence observed lenses, and in particular their use to measure the Hubble constant.

In chapter 3 we present a detailed calculation of the two primary effects of LSS
on an observed lens system. Previously, Seljak (1994) had estimated roughly the
magnitude of the effects on multiple images. One effect on lenses is a shear, or
asymmetry in the deflecting gravitational potential. Formally, we can understand
shear as resulting from an expansion of the deflection angle due to LSS. Since LSS
varies on a large scale compared with typical image separations, it is meaningful to

13



expand o'i(é') in powers of §. The first term is a constant, unobservable deflection.
The next term is linear in é: a; = M;;6°, with a sum over j. The traceless part of the
2 x 2 matrix M;; is the shear.

The most important effect of shear is in producing four-image systems (quads).
Many confirmed lens systems are quads, since they are easy to identify and tend to
be highly magnified (Kochanek 1991b, 1995; Wallington & Narayan 1993). These
systems are inconsistent with an axi-symmetric lens, for which all the images would
have to be colinear. Lens models of quads typically find a shear of order 7% — 11%
(e.g. Kochanek 1991a). If due to the lensing galaxy itself, this would imply a projected
ellipticity (= 1 minus the ratio of minor to major axis) for the mass of ~ 35% — 50%.
By contrast, the typical value observed for ellipticals is =~ 20% (e.g. Ryden 1992;
Schechter 1987). Since the cross section for producing quads increases with shear,
observed quads should be biased towards high shear, whatever its origin (Kassiola &
Kovner 1993). Recent observations of a four-image “Einstein cross” with the Hubble
Space Telescope WFPC2 (Ratnatunga et al. 1995) found an ellipticity in the potential
of 26%, which implies a mass ellipticity of 60%. The light distribution was found to
have an ellipticity of only 32%. One possible explanation is that the dark matter halo
is highly flattened compared to the light distribution. Other galaxies or clusters near
the line of sight to the source may contribute to this shear, as can also LSS.

The other effect, corresponding to the trace of M;;, is a convergence or divergence
of image rays, which leaves the entire lens geometry unaffected except for an overall
change of scale. This can be seen from the time delay corresponding to a pure
trace, which is proportional to #2. Since the geometrical time delay is also quadratic
in @, any trace term can be absorbed by a change in the overall coeflicient, i.e. a
change in distance. Since observed time delays between images are used to infer
the overall distance scale and thus the Hubble constant, a trace term affects the
inferred Hubble constant. This effect has been analyzed for a single deflector (Falco
et al. 1985; Narayan 1991). Adding up statistically the effect of LSS, we find an
induced uncertainty in determinations of the Hubble constant of order 5% — 10%
rms, depending on the lens and source redshifts, and on the adopted LSS power
spectrum.

While the rms effect of LSS can be derived analytically, the probability distribution
along different lines of sight is non-Gaussian, and can be investigated numerically by
shooting rays through N-body simulations of LSS (Wambsganss et al. 1997 is a recent
example). In such investigations it is common not to compute the path of each light
ray continuously, but instead to use the multiple lensing approximation of a series of
individual deflections, each calculated with the thin-lens equations. Using the exact
equations of motion, in chapter 2 we find conditions under which multiple lensing is
valid. If the correlation between rays separated by an angle 8 is desired for sources
at a comoving distance r, with LSS on a scale d dominating the deflection, then a
number of lens planes N > @r/d is typically required, and this is satisfied in most
applications with N ~ 100.

14



1.3 Gravitational waves (GW’s)

Another case where continuous deflections occur is if the universe is filled with a
stochastic background of gravitational waves. Gravitational waves are an elusive pre-
diction of general relativity, and their existence has only been indirectly confirmed.
Since gravity wave detectors such as LIGO are being built, any astrophysical phe-
nomenon which can put a limit on the amplitude of existing gravity waves is of great
interest.

Gravity waves are described by the same weak field limit of general relativity
noted above. They can be derived by searching for wave solutions of the linearized
field equations. Gravitational waves can be expressed as a transverse, traceless tensor.
The waves propagate at the speed of light, and the non-zero components are transverse
to the direction of propagation. There are two possible polarizations, denoted + and
x. For example, for a wave propagating in the z-direction, we have

0 00
+ Ax

o O oo

1 010
0 -1 00 100
0 00O 0 00
0 00O 0 00
where the row order is x,y, 2, and t. The physical effects of gravity waves can be
found using the geodesic equations. The separation of two nearby test particles, as
measured in the reference frame of one of them, oscillates when a gravity wave travels
by them. Only the component of the separation transverse to the wave direction is
affected.

Gravitational waves are important because they carry energy and momentum,
and they are generated by any matter distribution which has a changing quadrupole
moment. Generating strong gravity waves requires very compact bodies moving rela-
tivistically, and some possible sources are binary systems which include a neutron star
or black hole, or a period of inflation in the early universe. Gravity waves have never
been detected directly, only indirectly from binary pulsar timing. Measurements on
the famous Hulse-Taylor pulsar PSR 1913416 confirmed a number of relativistic ef-
fects (e.g. Weisberg & Taylor 1984). Since the force law is not exactly 1/r?, there is
a precession of the perihelion at a rate of 4.2 degrees per year. Also as the pulsar
orbits around its companion, gravitational waves are radiated, the orbit loses energy,
and the orbital period shortens in accordance with general relativity, for the mea-
sured orbital parameters. A number of projects currently under way will attempt to
pioneer the field of gravity wave astronomy. Figure 1-2, taken from Bar-Kana (1994),
shows a comparison of experimental limits with several theoretical spectra, in terms
of the dimensionless strain which is closely related to the gravity wave amplitude.
The curve marked nr = 0 is a scale-invariant spectrum normalized to the large-scale
Cosmic Microwave Background anisotropy as measured by the COBE satellite. This
curve is an upper limit to most models of inflation. The other curves cannot be pro-
duced by inflation, but could still exist given the present limits from pulsar timing
(upper left corner). Also shown are several projected experimental limits. LIGO is
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Figure 1-2: Comparison of current and projected limits on gravity waves with theo-
retical spectra.

the Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory, currently being built by an
MIT-Caltech collaboration. LIGO I refers to the interferometer at initial operation,
and LIGO II is the expected sensitivity after several years of operation and improve-
ment. LAGOS (also called LISA) is a laser interferometer in space which is planned
for the future.

Since gravity waves are a perturbation of the metric, they can produce lensing:
Light rays are bent in the perturbed metric, and this could have several observable
effects. One of these is a shear, analogous to LSS. Another is proper motion, where a
fixed source appears to move, since its light rays are bent as gravity waves go by. We
show in chapter 4 that the limit on gravity waves from inflation, as derived from their
lensing effects, is weaker than the limit from their contribution to the anisotropy of
the Cosmic Microwave Background, by several orders of magnitude. A quantitative
estimate of these effects due to more general gravity wave spectra (i.e. not necessarily
from inflation) also fails to yield an interesting constraint, compared to previous
limits. This physically interesting phenomenon turns out not to be observationally
accessible at the present.

1.4 Lens observations and the Hubble constant

Lenses can be used to measure the size of the universe. As outlined above, the idea is
to observe the angular positions of images and their relative magnifications, and then
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to trace the full trajectories of the light rays by fitting a model for the lens to the
data. Since the delays in the arrival times among the images depend on the distances
to the lens and source, and so on the Hubble constant (for given redshifts), measuring
the delays allows a determination of the Hubble constant.

Since each lens can potentially yield an independent, single step Hy measurement,
obtaining values in a number of lenses with a variety of morphologies and constraints
on models may help eliminate systematic errors. Observational constraints on the
lens model may include precise image positions and flux ratios as well as data on
the objects responsible for the lensing. Resolved structure in images as revealed by
radio interferometry provides many constraints, since it is essentially the same as
observing multiple sources with the same lens. Whether lensing involves a galaxy,
group, or cluster, the position, velocity dispersion, and other observational probes
of the mass distribution of the lensing objects all yield constraints on lens models.
Measuring time delays requires observing time variations in the image intensities
with sufficient accuracy and time resolution. As the number of lenses being carefully
monitored increases, more time delays are being determined, such as the preliminary
measurement in PKS 1830-211 (Van Ommen et al. 1995). Flux measurements are
not the only possibility, as shown by the promising measurements of variations in
polarization fraction in the images of B 02184357 (Corbett et al. 1996).

The quadruply imaged quasar PG1115+080 was the second lens to be discovered
(Weymann et al. 1980). It is radio quiet, but optical Hubble Space Telescope images
(Kristian et al. 1993) were recently analyzed by Schechter et al. (1997) and by Keeton
& Kochanek (1997). They found that lens models which include the effect of the
lens galaxy and that of the nearby group of galaxies discovered by Young et al.
(1981) can fit the image positions well. They however still found great freedom in
the Hy values predicted by these lens models for a given time delay. This freedom
results in part from a degeneracy between the radial profile of the lens mass and
the inferred Hp, which is typical of symmetric four-image configurations (Kochanek
1991a; Wambsganss & Paczyriski 1994) In PG11154+080 future observations of the
lensing galaxy light profile and, ultimately, a direct measurement of its central velocity
dispersion may constrain or eliminate this degeneracy.

Schechter et al. observed intensity variations in the images of PG1115, and used the
method of Press et al. (1992) to determine the best-fitting time delays among the three
light curves A, B, and C (the two A images are close together and were combined).
They found a Hubble constant of ~ 40 km/s/Mpc from the largest (B-C) delay, and a
ratio of [t4c/tap| ~ 0.7 for the two smaller delays. This ratio is independent of overall
distance, and so the measured ratio can be compared directly with that predicted by
lens models. In chapter 5 of this thesis, I present a new method for determining time
delays among the light curves of various images in a gravitational lens. The method
is based on constructing a simple model for the source variation and forming a x2
measure of the agreement of this same variation with all of the lightcurves. This
method provides a simpler and more assumption-free alternative to Press et al., but
as a method based on x? minimization it has similar advantages: first, it yields an
approximate reconstruction of the source variation and of other parameters such as
relative time delays; second, it easily incorporates different assumptions about the
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relation between the light curves and about the data measurement errors; finally, it
can be applied to more than two light curves by addition of x?. We apply this method
to the light curves of Schechter et al., including correlated measurement errors in
the analysis, as well as the possibility that microlensing, the extra magnification of
images by individual stars in the lens galaxy, may cause the different images to vary
by different factors in flux. We find a value of 25.0733 days (95% confidence) for the
delay between components B and C (close to the 24 day value of Schechter et al., and
so leading to a similar value of the Hubble constant for a given lens model). However,
the ratio t4¢/tp 4 of the two intermediate delays is poorly determined at 1.131:13 (68%
confidence), close to the value predicted by lens models (~ 1.4) unlike the Schechter
et al. value (~ 0.7). The variation ratios of C with respect to A and of A with respect
to B are both different from 1, 1.39%2% and .79713 (95% confidence), respectively.
This is an indication of a microlensing gradient, and this type of microlensing may
allow us to set both an upper and a lower limit on the size of the quasar optical
emission region.

At present the most promising gravitational lens for measuring the Hubble con-
stant is the double 0957+561, the first lens ever discovered (Walsh et al. 1979). De-
spite a history of systematic difficulties, recent measurements indicate that a robust
measurement of the Hubble constant (Hy) with an accuracy comparable to that of
more conventional techniques may be within reach. These measurements include a
precise optical time delay (Kundié¢ et al. 1997) which is consistent with the latest
results from radio monitoring (Haarsma et al. 1997), and a measurement of the ve-
locity dispersion of the lens galaxy (Falco et al. 1997). However, the poor reduced
x? of the best-fitting lens models of Grogin & Narayan (1996a, 1996b, hereafter GN)
may indicate that large systematic uncertainties remain in the modeling results. The
models are strongly constrained by VLBI data which resolves jets in the two images
into several components, which we require a lens model to put in a one-to-one cor-
respondence. These jet components were observed by Garrett et al. (1994), who fit
their positions in order to determine derivatives of several components of the relative
magnification matrix of the two images. These derivatives were in turn used by GN
to constrain lens models. In chapter 6 of this thesis, we reconsider the lens models by
comparing them directly to the positions of the jet components, a procedure which
has several advantages. It removes a layer of complexity involved in the fitting per-
formed by Garrett et al. in which several degrees of freedom were lost. But perhaps
the most important advantage is that the errors on the VLBI positions may reflect
the actual measurement errors more accurately than the errors derived on the deriva-
tives of the relative magnification matrix. The assumption in the lens modeling of
Gaussian errors may be particularly invalid for these derivatives, since the errors are
of order 100% on some of them.

The basic model of GN represents the lens galaxy as a softened power-law sphere,
a density profile which allows for both a core radius and an arbitrary radial index.
It also approximates the effect of the surrounding cluster as a constant shear term.
For this model, if we use the values of 417 & 3 days for the time delay (Kundic et al.
1997) and 266 4 12 km s™* for the line-of-site velocity dispersion (Falco et al. 1997),
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we obtain for the best-fit model of GN (for which they found a reduced x? of 6.9),
Ho =59 & 14 kmsec™ Mpc™* , (1.14)

where the errors are 95% confidence limits. For our best fit model, although we use a
different lens position with smaller errors, we obtain a more satisfactory reduced 2
of 3.4, and a slightly lower

Hy = 55%13 kmsec™'Mpc™ . (1.15)
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Chapter 2

Gravitational Lensing from
Hamiltonian Dynamics

2.1 Introduction

The deflection of light by massive bodies is an old problem having few pedagogical
treatments. The full machinery of general relativity seems like a sledge hammer when
applied to weak gravitational fields. On the other hand, photons are relativistic parti-
cles and their propagation over cosmological distances demands more than Newtonian
dynamics. In fact, for weak gravitational fields or for small perturbations of a simple
cosmological model, it is possible to discuss gravitational lensing in a weak-field limit
similar to Newtonian dynamics, albeit with light being deflected twice as much by
gravity as a nonrelativistic particle.

The most common formalism used for deriving the equations of gravitational lens-
ing is based on Fermat’s principle: light follows paths that minimize the time of ar-
rival. For weak static gravitational fields gravity deflects light as though it travels in
a medium with variable index of refraction n = 1 — 2¢ where ¢ is the dimensionless
gravitational potential. While the proof of these statements requires general relativity,
the application does not. See Schneider, Ehlers & Falco (1992) for a full exposition;
see Blandford & Kochanek (1987) for a nice condensed version of gravitational lensing
theory.

In this chapter we present an alternative formulation of the theory of gravitational
lensing based on Hamiltonian dynamics. Why bother with another approach? Qur
answer is two-fold. First, students are less familiar with Fermat’s principle than
they are with Hamilton’s principle. It is not trivial to explain why and under what
conditions gravity behaves like a variable index of refraction, and from this to justify
the least time principle (or vice versa). Second, the extension of the usual lensing
formalism to cosmology is somewhat tricky, especially with inhomogeneity all along
the line of sight. In the past this has led to rather extreme models of cosmic structure
such as the swiss-cheese model in which the spacetime is unperturbed aside from
spheres in which the mass is gathered into point masses in the centers (Kantowski
1969). Our approach to gravitational lensing can take advantage of the powerful
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formalism for describing perturbed cosmological models that has been in place for
more than a decade (Bardeen 1980; Kodama & Sasaki 1984; Bertschinger 1996).

Some work has already been done along at least part of the lines we develop in
these notes. This includes papers of Linder (1990), Seljak (1994), and chapter 3 of
this thesis.

In §2.2 we introduce our formulation of Hamilton’s principle, and demonstrate
its equivalence to standard formulations of general relativity. In §2.3 we apply our
formulation to derive, in an Einstein-DeSitter universe, the lens equation and time
delay in general and for a thin lens, in agreement with, e.g. Schneider et al. In §2.4 we
extend these results to the case of an open or closed universe. The results for a thin
lens agree with Schneider et al., and those for continuous deflection agree with Seljak
(1995). As another example of the flexibility of the Hamiltonian approach, we derive
the equations for lensing in a flat universe due to gravitational waves (GW’s) in §2.5,
in agreement with the equations derived by Linder (1988) from the geodesic equation.
We then find the time delay and extend the results to a curved background. Finally,
in §2.6 we consider the accuracy of multiple lensing when it is used for ray tracing in
N-body simulations, as an approximation to the actual continuous deflection of rays.
We include the propagation of various errors as we attempt to find conditions which
ensure good accuracy.

Our notations and conventions for general relativity are drawn from Misner,
Thorne, & Wheeler (1973). In particular, the metric signature is (—,+,+,+) and
Greek indices are four-dimensional.

2.2 Hamilton’s principle for particles in general
relativity

The trajectories of all particles including photons can be characterized by 4-position
as a function of an affine parameter, x#(A). Freely-falling particles follow geodesics
of the spacetime metric. The usual derivation of the geodesic equations of motion
is based on a Lagrangian prescription: the trajectory is required to make the total
proper time (the action) stationary under small variations. Specifically, starting with
the action

dz* dz¥ 1/2

S, [2*(N)] = / [gw(w) | = / Li(z,dz/d))d) (2.1)

variation of the trajectory leads to the Euler-Lagrange equations

d oL oL
- — = 2.2
D [B(da;l‘/d)\)] on 0 (22)
from which one obtains the geodesic equation
2 B a B
dat | pu BTd (2.3)

a2 BN dr
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The full derivation can be found in any general relativity text (e.g. Misner, Thorne
& Wheeler 1973).

The Lagrangian of equation (2.1) is not unique. Any Lagrangian may be used
that yields the same equations of motion. For example, equation (2.3) also follows
if one squares the Lagrangian appearing in equation (2.1). This means that we may
use a different action functional (Schneider et al. 1992, §3.3)

S [e*(0)] = / %g,,,‘f; ";’f\ d) = / La(z, dz/d))d) . (2.4)

Note that with this Lagrangian the canonical momentum conjugate to z* equals the
momentum one-form of the particle (up to a constant factor depending on the choice

of affine parameter \):
_ 0L dz¥

=Pz My

An alternative formulation of particle dynamics is based on treating the position

and conjugate momentum as independent quantities during the extremization of the

action. This Hamiltonian formulation follows from performing a Legendre transfor-

mation from L(z,dz/d), ) to H(z,p,A) = p.dz*/d\ — L with dz*/d) written in

terms of z#, p, and X by inverting equation (2.5). Using the Lagrangian of equation
(2.4) yields the Hamiltonian

(2.5)

1
Hz(w :pw)\) —gw(m)Pva . (26)

Although the value of this expression exactly equals L,, it is written in terms of the
variables appropriate for Hamiltonian dynamics. Extremization of the action now
yields Hamilton’s equations in four-dimensional covariant form:

d:B” _ 6H2 _ wv dp‘, _ aHz . Bpa
D Bp, I P N T Toge =9 L puPaPr (2.7)

These can be combined to give equation (2.3).

Although the covariant Hamiltonian formulation is elegant, it is inconvenient for
practical use. One does not want to parametrize every photon’s path by a different
parameter A; rather, one would like to specify the spatial position and direction of
motion of photons at a time given by an observer’s clock. Thus, it is desirable to
abandon manifest covariance to use instead a description of trajectories in space as
a function of time, z*(7) with 7 = z°, just as is done in nonrelativistic mechanics.
However, the equations of motion must be derived in a way that properly accounts
for the nonflat spacetime and coordinate invariance of general relativity.

This wish is fulfilled with a non-covariant Hamiltonian prescription starting with
the action of equation (2.4), multiplied by a factor of 2 for convenience (Bertschinger
1996). In fact, the Legendre transformation follows automatically on expanding a
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sum over repeated indices:

Sa[w‘(T),pj(T)] =25, = /‘p,_‘d:z:”‘ = / (Po +p|-c;—a:) dr . (2.8)

Note that the position of the subscripts and superscripts is significant; py and p; are
the time and space components of the momentum one-form p, and they must not be
confused with the components of the momentum 4-vector p* = g**p,. From equation
(2.8) we can read off the Hamiltonian and the conjugate momenta using the fact that
S = [ Ldr where L(z',27,7) is the Lagrangian and it is related to the Hamiltonian
by L = p;&* — H. The Hamiltonian therefore is H = —py — despite appearances, we
shall see that this is not in general the proper energy — and the momentum conjugate
to ' is p; = g;udz®/d).

Applying Hamilton’s principle of least action to equation (2.8) requires that we
write H = —po in terms of the phase space coordinates (z*,p;, 7). Ordinarily this
would be done starting with the Lagrangian through p; = dL/8z'. However, this
is not possible here because equations (2.5) and (2.8) show that the Lagrangian is
proportional to the unknown function dr/dX. The main point of our approach is to
eliminate the affine parameter altogether. The solution is to normalize the momentum
using the mass-shell constraint:

9*pup, = —m? (2.9)

where m is the particle mass (zero for a photon). The constancy of g*p,p, follows
from equations (2.6) and (2.7) which imply dH,/d\ = 8H,/0) = 0. Solving equation
(2.9) for py yields

1/2

Oi,. . ij 2 0i 2
i g 'pi g9’pip; + m i
H3(:B ,p_,',’r) = —po = 0 + [( __Jgoo ) + (ggoﬁ ) ] . (2.10)

By building into our variational principle the constraint of equation (2.9) and by
inverting z°()) to reparametrize the 8-dimensional trajectory [z#()), pu(A)], we have
reduced the number of functions to vary from 8 to 6. Otherwise the variational
principle based on equation (2.8) is fully equivalent to that based on equation (2.4).
Requiring the action of equation (2.8) to be stationary under independent varia-
tions of z*(7) and p;(7) (with p;6z* = 0 at the endpoints) yields the familiar form of
Hamilton’s equations: ‘
dz* OHs dp;  OH3
dr ~ 0p; ' dr = 8z
Although these equations distinguish time and space, when supplemented by equa-
tion (2.9) they are equivalent to equations (2.7) and hence to equations (2.3). As a
bonus, we have learned from general relativity how to obtain the standard nonrela-
tivistic Hamilton’s equations and how to interpret the conjugate momentum for any
coordinate system.
Our final step in this section is to determine the Hamiltonian for the problem

(2.11)
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at hand. We shall assume that the spacetime is described by a linearly perturbed
Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) spacetime with line element (Bardeen 1980)

ds? = a®(r) |[—(1 + 2¢)dr® + (1 — 2¢)y;;dada’] (2.12)

where we set ¢ = 1. Here 7 is the conformal time, a(7) the expansion factor (related
to redshift z by a(7) = 1/(1 + z) ), and we are using comoving coordinates Z. Also ¢
is the scalar, Newtonian potential obeying the cosmological Poisson equation

V3¢ = 4rGa?bp , (2.13)

where p is the mean mass density of the universe and §p = p — p is the local density
perturbation.

Substituting the metric implied by equation (2.12) into equation (2.10) withm = 0
yields the Hamiltonian for a photon:

; i 1/2
H(z',p;,7) =p(1+26), p=(vpp;) (2.14)

We have neglected all terms of higher order than linear in ¢. Not surprisingly, in
a perturbed FRW spacetime the Hamiltonian equals the momentum plus a small
correction for gravity. However, it differs from the proper energy measured by a
stationary observer, E = —V*p,, because the 4-velocity of such an observer is V# =
(a™*(1 — ¢),0,0,0) (since g, V*V* = —1) so that E = a7 }(1 + ¢)p. The latter
expression is easy to understand because a™' converts comoving to proper energy,
and ¢ is the gravitational energy per unit mass (energy). Why is the Hamiltonian
different? The answer is that it is conjugate to the time coordinate 7 which does
not measure proper time. The job of the Hamiltonian is to provide the equations of
motion and not to equal the energy. The factor of 2 in equation (2.14) is important
— it is responsible for the fact that light is deflected twice as much as nonrelativistic
particles in a gravitational field.
Hamilton’s equations applied to equation (2.14) yield

dz’ : dp; : iy,
= 'n,"(l -+ 2¢) , P — _2pvz¢+’)’kupkn](1 + 2¢) , nt = Y- P; )

dr dr P (2.15)

We have defined a unit vector n* in the photon’s direction of motion (normalized
so that y;;n'n? = 1). The symbol 'yk,»j = %'yk’(aryﬂ + 0;vi1 — Oryi;) is a connection
coeflicient for the spatial metric that vanishes if we are in flat space and use Cartesian
coordinates.

In the following sections we shall represent three-vectors (and two-vectors) using
arrows above the symbol.
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2.3 Lensing in a flat universe

2.3.1 The lens equation

With v;; = 6;; and +*,; = 0, the equations of motion (2.15) for Z and 7 become

dz dn

= = —2[Vp -7 -Vg)| , (2.16)

where ¢ = ¢(Z, 7) is evaluated on the photon path.

We choose the z-axis in the direction from the observer to the lens, with the ob-
server at the origin. It is not important where exactly the z-axis crosses the lens plane,
only that this is a fixed fiducial axis, and that actual image rays are at small angles
to the z-axis. We separate the normal (z and y) components and the z component,
l.e. we write

F=(Ex), #=(-0,-(1-6%/2), (2.17)

where { and § are two-dimensional vectors. We use x and r interchangeably to denote
values of the z-coordinate, since some of the results keep the same form in the non-flat
case, when x and 7 are no longer equal (§2.4). The minus signs are introduced in 7
because it points toward the observer. The z-component of 7 is determined by the
normalization §“n;n; = 1, and we have kept the second order term in . With the
definitions of equation (2.17), the observed image angle is fo = J(x =0).

Typically both 8 and ¢ are ~ 1075, so we work to first order in both variables, and
neglect cross-terms. It follows that x(7) is single-valued, so that we may reparametrize
the trajectories as functions of x rather than of 7. The equations of motion now
become .
g—fz =40 ’ E)—C- = _2VJ_¢ ’ g—; = —(1 - 2¢) ’ (218)
where V1 ¢ = ¢/ a{ plus a correction that is O(8) times this which we drop. We can
solve these equations to get

0(x) = 6o—2 /0 i Vid(E(xX), x'sm(x)) dx’

Ex) = rho—2 [ (r =) LigEX )X, () dx’ (2.19)

These are only formal solutions, since ¢ is evaluated on the unknown path. The lens
equation for a source at x = xs is {(xs) = €s, and we define a source angle 8 = {s/7s.

2.3.2 The thin lens equation

We now consider a “thin” lens at x = X, i.e. a lens which exerts a significant force
over a z extent Axjens Which is € rs (and also < rp, and < rps = rg—rr). The lens
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equation is then
- - XS - -
rsf =rsly—2rus [ V.19(E00), X, (X)) dX - (2.20)

Since ﬁlqb is non-zero only for |x — x| < AXiens, We have set r — 7' = rg — 7' =
rs —rL = rLs in the integrand, neglecting O(AxXiens/7TLs) corrections. Thus

—_ —

G=6,-a, (2.21)

where & = (rLs/rs)7 is the scaled deflection angle, and the (actual) deflection angle
isy =2ff° §l¢(€(x),x,r(x)) dx. Since we have a thin lens, we may extend the
integral to [0 dx. We also may evaluate (b in the integrand not at (g(x), X 7(x)),
but at (E(XL) X, T(xr)),with f(XL) = rLGO This is justified since over the range
of z where the 1ntegra,nd is non-zero, £ (x) changes very little. Specifically, {(XL) is
O(6ory), but d¢ / dx = §. The photon direction g changes rapidly near the lens, but
the angle is always small, § ~ ;. Thus Af across the lens is O(6oAXiens), Which
is small compared to €(xz) and negligible if ¢ changes significantly only on a much

larger scale than A{. In using the time 7(xL), we are also assuming that ¢ does not
change significantly with time during the lensing, which is true if the lens and its
components have velocities v < ¢. Thus we have

7€) =2 Vi#Exdx, (222)

where here and henceforth in this section, ¢ stands for {(XL) = rzfp and ¢ (and p)
are evaluated at 7, = 7(xz) = 70 — xz (We ignore the (second order: see §2.3.3)
corrections to 7(x) assuming that the lens potential is not changing very rapidly
during the lensing).

We want to relate 4 to the lensing mass distribution. The (proper) mass density
perturbatlon 8p is related to ¢ through equat1on (2.13). We have (in 2-D) that
V.-5=2 2 v ¢(£ ,X)dx. Welet 7 = ar& measure proper distance in the lens plane
(as 1mphed by the metric (2.12)). Now, the proper surface mass density pIOJected
onto the lens plane (i.e. the pro_]ected mass per unit area d?n) is defined as 2({ ) =
I 8p(€, x) ardx = az® [, V24(€, x)/(47G) dx (We have evaluated the scale factor
at 77, assuming that a does not change much over the short time when the deﬂectlon is
occuring). One term we can mtegra.te by parts: [, ¢(f ,X)dx = 6,((/)({ X)) % =

Thus %(€) = az* [, V3 (€,x)/(47G) dx , so
V.7 =8rGar'n(€) . (2.23)
From equation (2.22) it also immediately follows that 8;y, — 8y = 0. Thus ¥

is mathematically equivalent to a 2-D conservative force, determined by ¥ just as
the gravitational force is determined by p in 3-D. The corresponding 2-D harmonic
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potential ¥, for which 4 = 057, is given from equation (2.22) by
W(Er) =20 [ #(Exm)dx. (2:24)

We can now apply the 2-D version of Gauss’ Law. For an axially symmetric 3(¢),
we choose the Gaussian curve to be a circle C of radius £, and then

+(€) x 2m€ = }(C 7. df" = / / V-3 dA = 8rGa; Munc(£) (2.25)

where d{ " points radially outward along C, dA is an area element of the interior of
C, and M.n(£) is the total projected mass enclosed by C. The direction of 7 is given
by symmetry, so for any axisymmetric surface mass density,

4GMcnc (77) ~

i) = == g, (2.26)

expressed in terms of proper distances. In particular, this gives the usual 2-D Green’s
function (i.e. deflection due to a point mass), with the corresponding potential ¥ =
4GM In|n/(arry)| - By linearity, we can also write down the expressions for a general

X
—f = =/ —] n n
’Y(U) = 4G/d2 2( ) | -v|2 )

U(7) = 4G/d2 )1n<|77 ﬁll) : (2.27)

2.3.3 The time delay

The equation of motion for x(7) is dx/dr = 7i-2(1+2¢). We have approximated this
above as dx/dT = —(1 + 2¢). This was sufficient to derive the lens equation (indeed,
for this purpose dx/dr = —1 suffices), but in order to find the difference in time taken
along different image rays, we need the next order term in the angles, which for a thin
lens makes a contribution of the same order as the 2¢ term. There is no first order
correction, so we go to second order: dx/d7 ~ —(1—6%/2)(1+2¢) ~ —(1—6%/2+2¢).
The variable 7 measures time at the observer, as we see from the metric (2.12), since
a(7o) = 1 and ¢ — 0 far from the lens. Thus the time for an image ray relative to
that for the trivial ray along the 2 axis is

Ar — /(;XS

The first term on the RHS is usually called the geometrical time delay, since it arises
from the increased coordinate distance that the ray travels. The second term is the
potential, gravitational, or Shapiro time delay, and it accounts for both the slowing
down of clocks in a gravitational field and the extra proper distance caused by the

dr

xs /1 9
= ~g2 -2 . 2.
o dx — xs = fo (29 ¢) dx (2.28)
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gravitational distortion of space. Like the first term, the second term is also a second
order correction to rg, since ¢ is non-zero only Wlthm ~ AXiens Of the lens plane.
Written in terms of the trajectory ¢ (x) we have

-\ 2
_fxs |1 [d¢
AT = fo 5(&) _ 24| dx. (2.29)

In this form, the time delay is a functional of E (x). (We assume that we can evaluate
¢ in this equation at 7(x) = 7o — X, which is accurate as long as ¢ does not change
significantly over a time scale A7). Since the integration limits are fixed, we can
easily check consistency with Fermat’s principle, which states that the actual path
of a photon is the path of least (or stationary) arrival time. Using the integrand
of equation (2.29) as the Lagrangian, the Euler-Lagrange equations (with x as the
independent variable) immediately yield

2¢ -

d—é = _2¥.4, (2.30)

in agreement with the equations of motion (2.18), to first order.

2.3.4 The time delay in the thin lens case

We want to evaluate A7 = [X° (%02 — 2¢) dx under the thin lens approximation of

§2.3.2. In this case, §(x) = 0, between the observer and the lens, and 5()() =0, — 7
between the lens and the source, so the geometrical time delay is simple. We also see
from equation (2.24) that the potential time delay is —a;'¥. Thus

1 1= -
AT = 5931"1, + §|90 —FPres —ap' ¥ . (2.31)

Once again we can show consistency with Fermat’s principle, which here takes the
form 0AT/ 88, = 0 at fixed (i.e. for a fixed source) Before applying this we must
first write the geometrical time delay in terms of fo and ,3, using the lens equation
,8 = 0 — &. This yields

1rrrs

A
T2‘r

6o — B2 — ap ¥ , (2.32)

except for an unimportant é:)-independent constant. Fermat’s principle again yields
the lens equation (2.21). In terms of angular diameter distances (e.g. Drs = asrrs),

the time delay is
1 Do D
AT = aj} [2 05 ZOLZ08 16, — BI? — w] (2.33)

We prefer to use comoving distances since they are more convenient in cases of con-
tinuous deflection, e.g. for the lensing effect of Large-Scale Structure (see chapter
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3).

2.4 Lensing in an open or closed universe

In general, the equations of motion (2.15) yield for 7:

dn;
dr

where V| = (v — n'n?)V;. We begin with the perturbed FRW line element in the
standard form

= —2Vig — 7' ;ninf(1+2¢) , (2.34)

ds® = a(r) [—(1 +24)dr? + (1 — 24)[dx® + rz(x)dQZ]] , (2.35)

in terms of spherical comoving coordinates, where d* = df2 + sin® 6,d¢?, and

K—12gin K12y if K > 0.
r(x) =14 X if K=0. (2.36)
(—K) Y?sinh(—K)Y2x if K <0.

The curvature constant is K = (Qo — 1)HZ. The function a(7) is given by the

Friedmann equation,
da\> ,[87Gpa’

We replace the angular coordinates by coordinates on the celestial sphere:

6
6, = 2tan ?x cos @y (2.38)

6
6, = 2tan7xsin¢x ,

2
a2 = (dof+d0§) / [1+%‘02] ,

where 6% = 62 + 2. We write

wh

F=(01,0,,x), A= (——,_%,—(1-&/2)) , (2.39)

r

where w? = w? + w?. In the small angle approximation 6?, w? < 1 and the weak field

approximation ¢ < 1, we obtain

dg W' dw' 2 8¢ r'(x)

wy; ,

dar
dx

ix r(x)’ dx r(x)96 r(x)

We define §; = r6;, which measures comoving distance (to order 0;) The solutions

= — (1 — 24+ %wz) . (2.40)
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of equations (2.40) are
wi(x) = —_@ T(X')aea¢(f(x')’X',T(X')) dx',
x -

&0 = r(08(0) 2 [ rlx — X)BeEO) X, TN X (241)
and to lowest order 7(x) = = To — X- Once again, the lens equation is ¢ (Xs) f_:g, and
we define a source angle ﬁ = .fs /rs (where rs = 7(xs), and the angular diameter
distance is Dpg = asrg).

For a thin lens, all the expressions in §2.3.2 remain unchanged (where v 19 =
0¢/ 8¢, and now rzs = r(xs — xr))- The time delay, however, has a different form in
dr

general:
Xs xs /1 2
AT =/0 ax dx — xs = /(; (Ew - 2¢) dx . (2.42)

The time delay is here measured with respect to the undeflected path to the source
(i.e. the path 6;(x) = B;). We can write A7 as a functional of £(x):

ar= [ (

The Euler-Lagrange equations with respect to x yield

& r'(x)
2ldx r(x)

£

- 2¢) dr . (2.43)

d2£

i + KE=—28:.4, (2.44)

which can also be derived from equations (2.40).
For a thin lens, w; = 0 between the observer and the lens, and w; = —rgy;/r(x)
between the lens and the source. Using the identity

4 ["(X - X')] __1! (2.45)

dx [r()r(x)]  *(x)’

we reobtain equation (2.32) identically.

2.5 Lensing due to GW'’s

We now apply the Hamiltonian approach to lensing in the presence of GW’s. The
line element is o
ds? = a*(7) [—dr® + (75 + hij)da'de?] (2.46)

which yields the following Hamiltonian for photons:

. 1 ..
H(:c’,p,-,’r) =p (1 - é'hrm> ) hrm = hijnlnj . (247)
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Hamilton’s equations are then

dz*
d'r

E = ip,nkv,h + Vi PET (1 + Ehnn) . (248)

<1 + hm) — k*n; ,
These equations in turn yield

- = 5(7’7 — n'n?)nng VA — 'y;-kn’nk (1 + Ehm> + (v — in‘n’ InF b ™V v
(2.49)

2.5.1 GW’s in a flat universe

In this section we adopt the flat coordinates and approximations used in §2.3.1, and
work to first order in h;;. The equations of motion are

dt; d6; 1
5 =0y = 5 Vi (2.50)

with solutions
1 rx AN ’ /
0(x) = 8(0)+5 [ Ykl E0O) X, TN X
x 1 ! /
600 = 780)+ [ 50— 1) Vibax) + s(0) — hx)] ¢, (2:51)
where (for comparison with Linder (1988)) we define 6;(0) = d¢:/dx (0) = 6;(0) —

h,i(0).
The time delay equals

1 rxs
= 5/0 (02 + hxx)dX ) (2'52)

which is consistent with Fermat’s principle and equations (2.51).

2.5.2 GW’s in an open or closed universe

In the notation of §2.4, the equations of motion are

d0 w, hx,' d 1
= —(rw;) = =Vihyy 2.53
dX r r2 ’ dX (rw,) 2v XX ( )
with solutions
1 /x
w; = vzh X’ dX’ ’
(X) 2T(X) XX( )

660 = 0000+ [ "XV - S8 hl)| o - (2)
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In these expressions, the components h;; (and also V;) are expressed in coordinates
z; = (61,02,%). For comparison with the flat case, we convert to coordinates &; =
(é1,&2,%)- To the order we need, the conversions are

hox = by + 2R 6:7'(x) ;i = hi 7(x) - (2.55)

We then have

w00 = gy J OOBbo) + 20X Vo]

600 = r00800) + {570~ X uhel)

;,) [r(x — x')'(x) = r(x)] hx,-} dx' . (2.56)

_l_

r(
The time delay is .
XS
_ 2 2
ATt = 5 fo (w* + hyy)dx , (2.57)

once again consistent with Fermat’s principle.

2.6 Multiple Lensing

When there are several distinct lenses, each satisfying the approximations needed for
a thin lens (§2.3.2), the overall path can be described simply by iterating the thin lens
equation (2.21). For this to be accurate, the lenses must be sufficiently separated in
x so that as light passes each lens plane the influence on it of mass in the other lens
planes can be neglected. Our derivation of the multiple lens equations in this case
would be very similar to the standard one (e.g. Schneider et al. 1992). We therefore
consider instead the accuracy of multiple lensing as an approximation to continu-
ous deflection. Multiple lensing has been used in this way for studies of lensing due
to large-scale structure in N-body simulations, for average galaxy distortions from
weak shear (Jaroszynski et al. 1991; Blandford et al. 1991), for weak magnifications
of sources (Wambsganss et al. 1996), and for strong lensing statistics (Wambsganss
et al. 1995). We determine the conditions needed for multiple lensing to accurately
reproduce the true photon trajectories given by integrating the 3-dimensional de-
flection. In particular, we look for conditions on the number N of lens planes (or
equivalently on the distance between successive lens planes) that ensure satisfactory
accuracy.

For generality we consider the non-flat case, and use the coordinates (1,2, x)
from §2.4. We consider the multiple lensing approximation, in the following form:
We divide the z-axis into N sections, with boundaries at x = A%, = 1,..., N (and
A°® = 0). The deflection from each layer is computed at its midpoint ¥ = (* =
(A" + A%)/2,4=1,..., N, using the thin lens approximation with the mass between
A and A* projected onto the lens plane at ¢*. Superscripts denote lens plane
number, so e.g. ¢* = £(¢*). Also, r* = r(¢*) and r*7 = r(¢7 — ¢*). Then with 6, the
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initial direction as in §2.4, and §* the deflection at lens plane i computed from ¥ as
in §2.3.2, the multiple lensing equations are

—_.

€7 = rigy — er** (2.58)

(with no sum for 7 = 1).
The exact solution, however, is the second equation in (2.41), which can be written
in the form

—. . — j—l .. .
o [frven] a0

1=1

where

i

r9 = [ 21 = X) 0 #(E0) X ()
0 . .
W = [ 2r( —xX) 8 $EK ) 17X e’

Starting with this exact solution, we show the steps needed to reach equation (2.58),
and derive the conditions needed for the validity of each step, up to factors of order
unity.

In order to make a semi-quantitative estimate of errors, we make some simplifying
assumptions about the statistics of the deflections. We let k be the typical wavenum-
ber which dominates the gradient of the deflection. Whether ¢ is modelled as a
random field or by a superposition of individual deflectors with some characteristic

scale, we define k so that ¥, ; ]a&agqu(f, x,T(x))l2 ~ k2 |3§¢|2. This means that the

error in ¢ that can be tolerated in evaluating agd)({, X, T(x)) is of order k~'. We also
define

i

i = /A 20 4(6%, X, 7)dx’ (2.60)

We assume that the A* for various 4 are roughly equally spaced, so that all the ¥} are
of the same order, ~,, and that the total deflection vt = ’Ef;l 7| is a random walk

of roughly krs steps, so that 4404 o< \/krs (as is true for LSS: Seljak 1994), and also
x VN (which is true assuming k™! g rg/N, or N g krs). We also assume N > 1.

2.6.1 Minimal Errors

First we assume that when we calculate E 7. all the { ' (i < j) are known exactly,
and we consider the error in f J resulting from other approximations. In the next
subsection we consider the effect of errors in the f‘ as well as the errors in average
statistical properties which may be small even when the errors for individual light
rays are large.

The first step of the approximation is to evaluate ¢ in the integrand of ' at
(f , %', 7) instead of ({(x ), X', 7(x')). Since we are taking £ to be independent of ¥/,
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we require that across every layer |A§| < k1. Since |A§| is of order (6° + Yio1)7s /N
this yields the condition N/(krsyiet) > 1 as well as N/(krg8°) > 1. Evaluating £
at a single time also assumes that the timescale §7 over which 0y¢ changes is large
compared to the time for light to traverse the :—th layer. The former is ~ 1/(kv)
with v the typical velocity of a lens or matter clump of size k=1, and the latter is
~rg/(cN). We thus find N > rg/(cét) or N > krgv/c.

We next need to set 'V = r¥7} i.e. set r(x’ — x') = v in the integrand of I'.
The contribution from each i to ¢7 is ~ ry, ~ rg(j — i)y,/N, while the error we
are proposing to make is ~ rgy,/N. Both the total and the error random-walk as we
add up all 2 < j, and the total error in £’ is of order rsy./7/N (a relative error of
~ 1/7). Note that including the error in £’ caused by neglecting I (equation (2.59))
does not significantly change this estimate.

The next step is to set ¥} = 4%, both considered as 2-dimensional functions of ¢-.
Following §2.3.2, we have the 2-D equations

ﬁ_LX’_Y':' = 0,

ﬁ.L 4l = Ai- 1(V2¢ a2 ¢)dx = SWGE'/G _2ax¢|A*-1 ) (2.61)

with 2‘ the mass density in layer 1 projected onto the lens plane at . We can write
Ji=q4'+ (f )—ei-1(£ *), where € i(£) is a deflection field determined by V, x €¥(£) =
0, V. (€)= -2 8, (€, A, 7(AY)). We assumed N > rg/(c87), the same condition
requlred above, in order to replace 7((* ) w1th T(A') Assummg also that in this layer
IAE] < k1 (as above), we can write 77 ~ §* + &¥(¢(A?)) — E-1(E(ATY)).
Physically, the € terms are made up of two contrlbutlons the force of mass out-
side layer ¢ on the photon when it passes through layer i, and also the error in the
deflection from layer i due to the fact that the full deflection does not occur (i.e.
the light ray does not come in and out on straight lines from an infinite distance).
It is the fact that these two effects can be combined in the form of a boundary
term which makes the resultmg error small, as we now show. The contribution

of all layers to ¢ is now YIZj I = i1 pis ['7‘ + € ({(A‘)) € 1(f(A“l))]
Yig|r [ A4 (r — pitl)e (f(A‘))] — r9g%¢ = 0). Assuming homogeneity, &
of the same order as 4%, but because of the suppression with r*/ — #**1J compared

to 77, the total error is again of order rsv,/7/N. Interestingly, there is an extra
boundary term at the observer, r'7€°, which makes a ~ 1/,/7 relative error. This

term is, however, a §,—independent constant and is therefore statistically irrelevant
unless various observer positions are compared.

2.6.2 Final errors

In the preceding paragraph, we assumed that we knew exactly the £% on lens planes
1 < 7, and found that we still make an error in 6 7 of order r57,+/7/N, where we must
also assume N/(krsyiot) > 1, N/(krs6°) > 1, and N > rg/(cé7). We still have
two important complications 1eft to add. First, the errors that we have derived in
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each { * (replacing j by 7) may in turn cause a larger error in 5 3, when these errors
are included for 2 < 7. This process of error propagation can be repeated recursively,
and it must converge for the total error to be small. Second, our conditions may be
too restrictive, since we have not fully used the fact that we require accuracy only for
statistical properties, when many different pairs of rays are averaged over.

We consider first the effect of propagating the error of order r5v,v/4i/N which we
have derived in { : when f is used in the calculation of f 3, for j > 1. This results in a
relative error in 4* of order krsvy. Vi /N. We now use 1nduct10n in order to estimate
the effect of recursively propagating these errors. Thus, we call this the n = 1 step,
and work out the general case of going from step n to n + 1. At the n-th step, for
every i the relative error in §* is of order

5.a(3) = —0 (B yien) " ( N)P" .

The induction which follows shows that this is the correct form, with @, =1, P, =
1/2, and Cy = 1, ignoring n-independent factors.

The induced actual (not relative) error in iy is of order 8,(2)y.rs(j —%)/N. To
sum up the total error in { 7 we use the approximation of a random walk: For a
random walk with 7 > 1 1ndependent steps of size f(2), the mean square sum is

<(_ijf(i))2> 2; (£2()) / Fz)dz .

=1

Once we have the rms induced error in é' 3, we multiply it by k to get 8,41(7). As a
result we derive

6a(2) = N %(k'f’s%ot) ( .)271— . (2.62)

We want to have §,(z) < 1 for 2 = N, and for all n > 1 (roughly up to n = N). For
krsvior < 3.5, the most restrictive condition is N/(krgysot) > 1. For larger values up
to krsyiot < 10, we add the condition 3.5N/(krsviet)? > 1. For krsvyios < 19, we also
have 36 N/(krsyioi)® > 1, etc. These conditions quickly begin to exclude N ~ 100 as
krsvios becomes large.

We now address the second issue noted above. In using N-body simulations we are
often only interested in statistical properties of lensing. Consider first the conditions
derived in the previous subsection, before propagating the errors. The statistical error
in integrating ¢ along a straight E =constant path in each layer instead of the actual
path (which is at a tiny angle to the z—axis) is very small. The statistics of shear,
magnification, and multiple imaging depend on the correlation between nearby ray
directions, say one with initial direction 0 — 0 and the other with 05 = 00 (cf. Seljak
1994, who notes that absolute deflections are not observable while relative deflections
are). So for example instead of needmg to replace ¢ (x’ ) by E‘ in layer i, we require
only that &,(x’) — &(x') equal £ — &3 to within about k71, for A1 < x’ < A’. This
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yields approximately (6° + |7tot(§0) — 7tot(50 =0))rs/N < k7.

If we compare directions in a small angular range so that krs6° < 1, then Taylor-
expanding 7ot (and also every ¥!) as a function of 8, (for a given field ¢(¢,x,7))
yields |7tot(§o) — 7tot(§0 = 0)| ~ krs6%y;,.. Reasoning in this way we find that the
conditions in the previous subsection are weakened to N/(krsviotkrsf®) > 1, and
still also N/(krg8°) > 1. When we propagate the errors, an error of A{ i again leads
to a relative error in §* of order k|A§ i|. Thus errors propagate the same, only with
one overall factor of krs6°. On the other hand, if we compare directions at a la_fger
separation krgf° 3 1, the two directions become only weakly correlated and |y.0:(60) —
'ytot(ﬂ_:) = 0)| ~ Mot. However, we still may not require the full conditions derived
above. We might expect that if we average over many directions then the uncorrelated
terms will average out, while the correlated parts - which we are interested in, and
which may be small for each individual pair of rays - will dominate the average. In
addition, if we have power on a range of scales, small scale modes (krsf® > 1) are
more weakly correlated between the two rays and tend to cancel out in averaging,
which lowers the dominant k& and makes all the above conditions easier to satisfy with
a smaller N. The time condition N > rg/(cé7) is also weaker for statistics since even
though individual deflectors may evolve on a timescale of 1/(kv) the average statistics
of LSS may change on a much longer timescale.

To illustrate the typical numbers, we take yor ~ 1’ (Seljak 1994) and rg ~ 1
Gpc. Then krsyior ~ 0.3(1 Mpc/k™?). For weak lensing on arcminute scales (where
k= ~ 10 Mpc), N of 50 — 100 is probably safe. For lensing which involves scales of
k~! ~ 100 kpc, multiple lensing is still accurate if we consider only krsf° < 1, which
includes e.g. the statistics of point sources which are not multiply imaged, where the
shear and magnification depend on comparing infinitesimally close pairs of rays. If
we consider angular correlations of shear, or multiply imaged sources, the question
of accuracy is less clear. The conditions we have derived are only rough estimates.
There are various small factors which we have not included. In any realistic case,
there will always be power on a range of scales, and as indicated above this leads to
a dependence between the angular scale §° and the dominant k~!. Thus numerical
tests with N-body simulations are needed to test whether multiple lensing works even
just statistically, when both krgvio: > 1 and krsé® > 1.
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Chapter 3

Effect of Large-Scale Structure on
Multiply Imaged Sources

This chapter! deals with the observable effects of light deflection due to density fluc-
tuations in the universe.

3.1 Introduction

Since gravitational lenses and sources typically lie at significant redshifts, light rays are
deflected by large-scale structure (LSS) as they traverse the enormous distance from
source to observer. These deflections are not large enough to produce multiple images,
but they do distort the shapes of sources. Such weak lensing has been investigated
both analytically (e.g. Miralda-Escudé 1991; Kaiser 1992) and in N-body simulations
(Jaroszynski et al. 1991; Blandford et al. 1991). These studies find a shear of order
1%, coherent over a scale of ~ 1°, in a flat cold dark matter (CDM) model. This shear
may in principle be detected observationally as a coherent distortion of background
galaxies, when averaged over a sufficiently large angular field in order to be separated
from the random scatter of intrinsic ellipticities (e.g. Mould et al. 1994; Villumsen
1995).

The shear due to LSS can also affect strong lensing, when it acts in addition to
a strong primary lens, a galaxy or cluster near the line of sight to the source. This
effect is enhanced compared to weak lensing, because of the small angular separations
between multiple images. Also, the higher redshift of quasars compared to faint
galaxies increases the cumulative shear from the observer to the source. Seljak (1994)
estimated the dependence of the rms value of this shear on the power spectrum of
density fluctuations, and found it to be of order 10% for a source at redshift 3. Seljak
also considered the effect of LSS on the time delay, and showed that the lowest order
terms cancel out in the total time delay. However, since these canceling terms are
separately much larger than the time delay from the primary lens, even higher order

1Based on the publication Bar-Kana, R. 1996, ApJ, 468, 17
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terms might still dominate the time delay and threaten the effort to determine the
Hubble constant from lensing.

In order to find precisely how LSS affects the observables of a lens system, Surpi
et al. (1996) set up the lens equation in the presence of a lens plus LSS. They made
an expansion for the position of a light ray in powers of its deflection from the unper-
turbed straight path, and kept only the lowest order term. This term is equivalent
to a constant angular deflection at the lens. They thus concluded that LSS leaves
all observables (such as relative image positions) unchanged to lowest order. Indeed,
since the actual source position is unobservable, the effect of this lowest order term
can be removed from the lens equation by subtracting the constant angle out of the
source angle. This approximation of keeping the lowest order term is not a good one,
however, since the shear due to LSS arises from relative deflections between different
light rays, which involve higher order terms in the expansion. We follow a similar
approach but include these higher order terms in order to study the observable effects
of LSS.

In this chapter we analyze the effect of LSS on the lens equation and time delay.
We derive the lens equation in §§3.2 and 3.3, and find it to have a form similar to the
generalized quadrupole lens of Kovner 1987 (§3.4). We express the perturbed lens
equation in terms of integrals along the line of sight of the scalar, Newtonian potential.
These integrals are random variables of zero mean, whose variances and covariances
can be evaluated in terms of the power spectrum of density perturbations (§3.5). We
find that the effective shear in the lens equation is not simply the integrated shear
from the observer to the source, but is reduced by 40% or more, depending on the lens
redshift. For realistic power spectra that include modeling of non-linear effects, the
effective shear is of order 6% for a source at redshift 3. In addition, the accumulated
shear from the observer to the lens can significantly affect the observables as well
as the appearance of the lens itself, if the lens is at a relatively high redshift. In
§3.3 we also discuss how our results determine the effect of LSS on angular diameter
distances.

The most important effect of shear is in producing four-image systems (quads).
Many confirmed lens systems are quads, since they are easy to identify and tend to
be highly magnified (Kochanek 1991b, 1995; Wallington & Narayan 1993). These
systems are inconsistent with an axi-symmetric lens, for which all the images would
have to be colinear. Lens models of quads typically find a shear of order 7% — 11%
(e.g. Kochanek 1991a). If due to the lensing galaxy itself, this would imply a projected
ellipticity (= 1 minus the ratio of minor to major axis) for the mass of ~ 35% — 50%.
By contrast, the typical value observed for ellipticals is &~ 20% (e.g. Ryden 1992;
Schechter 1987). Since the cross section for producing quads increases with shear,
observed quads should be biased towards high shear, whatever its origin (Kassiola &
Kovner 1993). In particular this includes a bias toward an alignment between the
shear caused by the galaxy and the external shear. High resolution observations of
lensing galaxies can determine the degree of agreement or inconsistency between the
observed ellipticity and the inferred shear in specific cases. Recent observations of a
four-image “Einstein cross” with the Hubble Space Telescope WFPC2 (Ratnatunga et
al. 1995) found an ellipticity in the potential of 26%, which implies a mass ellipticity
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of 60%. The light distribution was found to have an ellipticity of only 32%. One
possible explanation is that the dark matter halo is highly flattened compared to
the light distribution, but other observations may not support the existence of such
large differences in typical galaxies (for a recent review see Sackett 1996). Another
possibility is that a LSS shear of order 8% has been added on to the 7% shear of the
lens. In fact, the directions of the total shear and that due to the light distributions
are different by about 13°, so the disagreement is larger. A recent HST observation
of a lensed arc (Eisenhardt et al. 1996) similarly found an observed ellipticity of
about half that implied by the best fit lens model. Note, however that other possible
sources of external shear, namely additional galaxies or clusters near the line of sight
to the source, must be properly accounted for before the contribution of LSS can be
determined.

In §3.4 we also consider the effect of LSS on relative time delays of images. The
related phenomenon of amplification of sources due to large-scale structure has been
studied by Babul & Lee (1991), but not in the presence of a primary lens. We show
that the effect on time delays is enhanced through a combination of two separate
effects. LSS thus limits our ability to derive accurate values of the Hubble constant
from lensing. The induced uncertainty depends on the lens and source redshifts and
on the LSS power spectrum, but in §3.5 we find it to be of order 5% — 10% at 1o.
This uncertainty may have either sign since LSS may effectively produce a negative
mass density (negative is measured w.r.t. the mean density of the universe, not w.r.t.
zero).

In §3.6 we choose a simple lens distribution, a singular isothermal sphere, and
illustrate the effect of LSS on relative image positions and time delays, as well as the
caustics and critical curves of the lens system. In §3.7 we apply our formalism to the
transition from strong to weak lensing and demonstrate its agreement with previous
studies of weak lensing (a detailed derivation is given in Appendix B, §3.10). Finally,
in §3.8 we give our conclusions and comment on possible applications of our results.

We assume a flat universe throughout, in the absence of an accurate fitting formula
for the time dependent, non-linear power spectrum in a curved background. Our
formalism is, however, easily generalized to a closed or open universe, as we show in

Appendix A (§3.9).

3.2 Formalism

We work in the framework of a flat Robertson-Walker metric with small-amplitude
scalar metric fluctuations. In the longitudinal gauge (Bardeen 1980) we can write the
line element as

ds® = a®(7)[—(1 + 2¢)dr® + (1 — 2¢)d% - dZ ] , (3.1)

where we set ¢ = 1. Here 7 is the conformal time, a(7) the expansion factor, and
we are using comoving coordinates . Redshift in a flat, matter-dominated (2,, = 1)
universe is given by 1/(1 + z) = a(7) = (Hot/2)?, with Hy = 100hkm sec™! Mpc™?
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the present Hubble constant. Also ¢ is the scalar, Newtonian potential obeying the
cosmological Poisson equation

V3¢ = 4rGa’p § , (3.2)

where p is the mean density of the universe and § = (p — p)/p is the local density
perturbation. We describe statistical properties of ¢ in terms of its Fourier trans-
form ¢(l¥,7’), where ¢(Z,7) = fd3k¢(/z,7')e"k'5. Its ensemble mean and variance are
(¢(k, 7)) = 0 and ($(k,7)¢*(K', 7)) = Py(k,7)8%(k — k'), where Py(k,7) is the power
spectrum of the potential at time 7, simply related to the density power spectrum by
Py(k,7) = (4GaX(r)a(r))’ k-*B,(k,1)

We place the observer at the origin of coordinates and the primary lens 2 on the
z-axis. We use r to denote values of the 2-coordinate, with 2z and zs reserved for
lens and source redshift, respectively. Note that the z-axis is only a coordinate axis
used for reference and not the actual path of any light ray. We let 7 denote a unit
vector in the photon’s direction of motion and & denote its position. To first order in
#, in the metric (3.1) they obey

%z—z[w—ﬁﬁ-w)] , j—f:*(1+z¢). (3.3)
In this and similar expressions in this section, ¢ is to be evaluated on the actual
photon path, not on the z-axis.
We now assume that the angle between 7 and the z-axis is small (e.g. Seljak 1994),
and consider the components of 77 and Z perpendicular to the z-axis. They obey
%:—QVU;S, d;—:zﬁl, (3.4)
where V| ¢ denotes the derivative of the potential transverse to the z-axis. In the ap-
proximation of small angles, these equations are the same as the Newtonian equations
of motion for a particle moving in a gravitational field, except for the factor of 2 from
General Relativity. The absolute mean of ¢ is not observable, since the perturbations
in the metric are defined about the large-scale mean. Indeed, we may choose our
space and time units so that the large-scale value of ¢ is zero at the Local Group.
Then ¢ is a random variable with rms value of order 10~ for the observed LSS power
spectrum. Equation (3.3) implies that the photon path obeys r(7) = 70 — 7 with O(¢)
corrections, where 7y is the present value of 7. The relation of comoving distance to
redshift is, e.g. in an Einstein-de Sitter universe, r(z) = 2Hy*[1 — (1 + z)~*/?]. Thus
comoving distances are simply related to the measured redshifts (to O(¢)), and so
we use comoving distances rather than angular diameter distances (ry and rg refer
below to the lens and source, respectively). In a homogeneous universe with no LSS,
angular diameter distances are given by D = r/(1 + z). In general, if an object at

24The lens” refers to some reference point in the lens plane, such as the center if the lens is
axi-symmetric.
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comoving distance r has a proper diameter R and is observed to subtend an angle
6, then the angular diameter distance is defined to be D = R/f. This differs from
D in the homogeneous case by terms larger than O(¢). As explained in §3.1, this
is precisely the effect which we calculate below, and so we discuss angular diameter
distances further in §3.3.

We can trace the photon trajectory backwards in time using equations (3.4), with
the final conditions £, = 0 and 7i; = 7] at the observer r = 0. Between the observer
and the lens, we find that

ir) = @ +2 [ Vig(rar,

T

Fu(r) = —(ro—m)% —2 [ (r' = 1)Vig(rdr (3.5)

When the photon is at the lens, its direction of motion is 77, (7). It is then deflected
so that at the source side of the lens its direction of motion is 1 = 7. (7) + 7.
The deflection angle ¥ is evaluated at #% = Z, (71), and is determined by the mass
distribution of the primary lens. Equations (3.4) then imply that, between the lens
and the source,

TL
ir) = Fut2 [ Vig(r)ar,
TL —
£,(r) = Z (1) — (10 —71)pL — 2/ (7" = 1)V _ié(7")dr" . (3.6)
For a given source position Z5, the lens equation is then &, (7s) = &5 .

The total proper time delay, relative to the ¢ = 0 path along the z-axis, is given
by (e.g. Schneider et al. 1992)

At:[" [-;_ (%)2—24 dr — (14 z2)(L) . (3.7)

s

The first term is the geometrical time delay, the second is the potential time delay
due to LSS, and the last is the potential time delay due to the lens, given by

£-¢

P(ZL) = 4G/d2€'2(5') log 0% 2)"rs (3.8)

where 2(5) is the projected mass density of the lens, and ¢ = (1 + z1)7'Z | measures
proper distance in the lens plane. We let rs = rs —rr, and then the scaled deflection
angle is given by
. . 0
a:m—sfy:rﬁ—di. (3.9)
rs Ts 0¢
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3.3 Lensing in the presence of LSS

Equations (3.5) and (3.6) cannot in general be solved analytically, since they involve
integrals over the potential ¢ evaluated on the (unknown) photon path. We therefore
expand ¢ about its value on the z-axis (as in Surpi et al. 1996):

s, = LS 1. =
rz+Z )~ p+Z.-Vid +'2'(xJ_'v_|_)2¢, (3.10)

where the right-hand side (RHS) is evaluated on the z-axis. The second term on
the RHS leads to an unobservable constant deflection, and the third to a relative
deflection between light rays. Unlike Surpi et al., we include the third term. To
lowest order, in the resulting expansion for V ; ¢ we substitute for £, the expressions
given in equations (3.5) and (3.6) with ¢ evaluated on the z-axis. Hereafter, all
expressions involving ¢ are evaluated on the z-axis.

The expansion (3.10) should be valid as long as the LSS power on scales smaller
than the deflection Z, is negligible. We find below, however, that the shear is pro-
duced by modes over a broad range of wavelengths. Moreover, the higher order terms
in the expansion formally diverge at small wavelengths in an rms sense, e.g. for a
scale-invariant spectrum, at fixed Z,. In reality, £, depends on the initial direction
and on ¢. This worry is resolved by using a different expansion, equivalent to sum-
ming this entire series (see §3.7). This alternate expansion is convergent, and shows
that the contribution of small wavelength modes is cut off. For strong lensing we find
that the terms in equation (3.10) suffice for an accurate analysis. Note that we have
not assumed at any point that § < 1 for the density. Our expansions remain valid
even when we include non-linear modes for which § > 1.

We are not interested in any deflection which is common to all light rays, since
such a constant angle only affects the unobservable absolute position of the source.
We can subtract out such terms to all orders simply by measuring displacements
relative to some light ray instead of the z-axis. We define this fiducial ray as the light
ray (null geodesic) passing through the observer and through the lens, and extended
out to rg (see figure 3-1). This ray is deflected by LSS throughout its path, but is
not deflected by the primary lens. The quantities £, and 7 measured relative to the
correspondlng quantities for this fiducial ray we denote by d, and I 1, respectively.
Then § = -0 1 1s the observed angle of a light ray relative to the observed lens position.
Note that J{ =zL=r X,

We define dimensionless 2 X 2 symmetric tensors,

Fylnym) = ——— [" (= m)(n - 7)8d;d(r)ir

7'1—‘7'2

Gij(m1,72) = —2‘/;2 (11 — 7)0:0;¢(7)dT . (3.11)

The traceless part of F;; is the shear tensor of weak lensing (e.g. Kaiser 1992).
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image ray |

z fiducial ray:

Figure 3-1: Sketch showing the fiducial ray and an image ray, with distances in
comoving coordinates.

Between the observer and the lens,

P(r) = —6 —8,G(n,7),
di(r) = (ro—7)[6°+6;F(ro,7)] . (3.12)

Equations (3.12) suggest a simple physical interpretation for the two tensors, in our
approximation. For two rays that end up at the origin at 7o with a small angular
separation é; (1o — 7)Fy;67 measures the change in their relative separation at 7,
compared to having no LSS. 3 G;;6? similarly measures the induced change in their
relative directions at time 7.

If welet g, = fl(TL) +5 (d_ji) then, between the lens and the source,

G(r) = ph+ LGy, ) — dl () [Gi(ra,7) + Giryma)] /(e = 7)
di(r) = di(r)—(rn—7) [Pl + PLFi(re, )] + L (m)Gi(r, ) . (3.13)

The lens equation is (IJ_(Ts) = ds.
Defining 8 = d7 /rs, and denoting e.g. F¥(75,71) by F3,, the lens equation be-
comes - - ' -
B =6 +0;F5s — (o + aFLs) , (3.14)
where @& is evaluated at

& (1) = ri(6" + 6;F3;) . (3.15)

We thus conclude that to our order of approximation, LSS affects the lens equation
through three terms, which are easily understood. Two rays separated by an angle §*
at the observer would, in the absence of lensing or LSS, be separated by a (comoving)

SRepeated indices are summed over the x and y directions. There is no distinction between upper
and lower indices.
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distance r8* at the lens and rsb* at the source. The LSS shear changes these distances
to rL(8 + 6;F3;) and rs(6* + 6; F3s) respectively. The deflection between the two
rays by an a.ngle —v* at the lens leads to an additional separation of —rpgy* = —rgat
at the source, or —rs(a’ 4+ a;FY) when we include the effect of LSS shear. There are
no cross-terms between these three effects in our approximation, where only terms
linear in § and & appear in d,.

The magnification matrix is

a 1
ag =89 — (=F3¢ + U9 + UiFY, 4+ Gipkiy (3.16)

where U = 8,09 /(4rGEit) is the shear matrix of the primary lens, in units of
Serit = 7s(1 + 21)/(4nGrirrs), and U9 in equation (3.16) is evaluated at JE’_ With
the usual sign conventions in lensing, the constant LSS shear is —FJs. This term
would still be present even in the absence of the lens (see §3.7 below). Note that
0B'/86; is in general mot symmetric, which it would be in the absence of LSS. In
other words, LSS can rotate images.

As noted in §3.1, we have also calculated the effect of LSS on angular diameter
distances. Indeed, an object which subtends an angle § at the observer measures a
comoving distance d on the lens plane, given by equation (3.15). The same object
measures a proper distance B = d¥ /(1 + 21), which follows (to O(¢)) from the line
element (3.1) taken at constant 7. Then R* = D{,6;, where the angular diameter
“distance” DY, = (6 + F&;)rp/(1 + 2) is a tensor when LSS is present. Thus R
at a given 6 depends on orientation, and also R may have a different direction than
é; so when giving “distances” to lenses it is preferable to use the comoving distance
rr, which is well defined (up to corrections of O(¢), i.e. 0.01%) in terms of z1,. As we
show in §3.5, the components of Fpy, are of order a few percent, much larger than
O(¢) corrections. Some other authors (e.g. Ehlers & Schneider 1986; Watanabe 1992;
Sasaki 1993) have also considered the effect of LSS on angular diameter distances,
but they used an oversimplified model in which some fraction of the mass density in
the universe is distributed in clumps. Theory and observation of LSS indicate that a
description in terms of a random field with positive and negative fluctuations over a
range of scales is more realistic (see also the related discussion in Seljak 1994).

3.4 The lens equation and time delay

The lens equation (3.14) is similar in form to the generalized quadrupole lens of
Kovner (1987). Kovner cosidered multiple lensing in which there is one primary
lens and additional lenses with linear deflection laws. In that case Kovner showed
how to write the lens equation in the form of a thin-lens equation, which simplifies
the analysis of properties of the lens mapping, such as image multiplicities and the
time delay between images. LSS is different in that the deflection is accumulated
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continuously, but the final result can be similarly simplified. Letting

X' = ¢ +06;F4;, (3.17)
Y' = B - BiFis, (3.18)
the lens equation becomes
Yi=X'- [XF:',;; +ai(X)] (3.19)
Fi = —-Fds+ Fis +F5p (3.20)

where we write & as a function of X rather than r,X. We find that 6 — F’H plays
the same role as the “telescope matrix” of Kovner, which in his case is in general
symmetric. We find a symmetric Feg only because we are working to first order in
the LSS shear. The effective shear Fi% is in general significantly weaker than Fgg, as
we show in §3.5. Still, this shear should be of order 6% r.m.s., compared e.g. with a
galaxy of ellipticity 20%, which produces a shear of ~ 4%.

We thus have a simple description of the lens mapping: The source plane is slightly
distorted to become the ¥ plane, as given by equation (3.18), so e.g. a circular source
appears elliptical in the ¥ plane. Equation (3.19) then gives the lens mapping from
the Y plane to the X p]ane Finally, the (observed) image plane is also a slightly
distorted picture of the X plane, as in equation (3.17). Only the Y — X map is non-
linear, and it determines the geometry of the lens mapping. Thus e.g. the probability
of producing quads depends on the sum of F.g and any intrinsic asymmetric shear
from the ellipticity of the lens galaxy. The shear F.g should tend to make the observed
galaxy light distribution inconsistent with the observed lensing. If the lens is at high
redshift, however, then the distortion in equation (3.17) is also important, since 8 is
observed and not X. In this case, the lens itself is distorted by LSS, if it is observed.
Because this induced ellipticity is likely to be wrongly interpreted as intrinsic to the
galaxy, it tends to confuse observers as to the actual direction of the galaxy’s internal
shear, but the effect is important only if the intrinsic ellipticity itself is not too large.
Since the source plane is not directly observable, the distortion in equation (3.18)
does not affect lens reconstruction, but it is important for absolute magnifications
(given by equation (3.16)), and for measuring shape distortions (§3.7).

We can calculate the time delay explicitly using equation (3.7). However, it is
easier to use Fermat’s principle, which implies that (for a given ¢(Z,7)) the lens
equation must be equivalent to BAt/aé’ =0 at fixed 8 (e.g. Schneider et al. 1992).
Thus the time delay is the same as that corresponding to the thin-lens equation (3.19)
which, up to X- independent terms, equals [18]
lrprs 1, 2

At= s (X -V - FEX:X;) — (1 + 2)p(rX) . (3.21)

We might have expected linear terms of the form 6'C; to make large contributions

to At, where C; is independent of § and j, e.g Ci = rps [7E0i¢(7)dr or C* =
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Fis J7E(tp — 7)0;¢(7)dr. Such terms do appear in the geometric and potential time
delays, but Fermat’s principle shows that they must drop out in the total time delay.
These cancellations can also be demonstrated explicitly with equation (3.7).

In addition to shear effects, the lens geometry is also affected by the trace parts
of Feg and For. These traces cannot be determined through lens reconstruction,
since they only affect the unobservable overall scales of the lens size and distance.
However, they do affect the determination of the Hubble constant from lensing. To
show the various effects, we first set Fj; = 0, and consider just equation (3.19) and
the effect of the trace part of Fg. We also allow for a focusing term kg due to a
cluster surrounding the lens galaxy. Equation (5) of Narayan (1991) applies here:

At « o’rp, , (3.22)

where o represents some characteristic velocity of the lens system. The proportion-
ality constant in this equation depends on a number of parameters which can in
principle be determined for each pair of images from lens modeling. One of these
parameters involves ¢ and k., in the combination

rs

(== [1 - (%Tr Feg + nd)] (3.23)

o°rrs

(as follows from equation (6) of Narayan). Thus if At is measured (and o is not)
then from the product (At, we can try to deduce Hy given z1, zs, and an assumed
deceleration parameter qo. The real Hy is different from the Hy deduced assuming
kqa = Tr Feg = 0 by a factor of [1 — (%Tr Fest + £a)]. If both At and o can be
measured independently, then as noted by Narayan we can (if FgL = 0) circumvent
the unknowns in equation (3.23) and use equation (3.22) to obtain rj directly, and
thus Hy for an assumed go.

We now add in also the effect of the trace part of Foy, in equation (3.17), which
is an unobservable magnification of the lens plane produced by foreground structure.
Since the time delay is proportional to the square of the angular scale (e.g. Schneider
et al. 1992), equation (3.22) is replaced by

1 2
At x orp, (1 + §Tr FOL) . (3.24)
Reasoning as above, we see that if only At is measured then (from equations (3.23)
and (3.24)) the real global Hy is different from the deduced Hp (for an assumed go)

by a factor of [1 + —%Tr(2F0L — Fegt) — Kal, to linear order. LSS thus produces a lo
uncertainty in determinations of Hy of

OH,1 = rms of % Tr (2FoL — Fest) - (3.25)

Contrary to Falco et al. (1985), we cannot derive an upper bound on Hy from the At
measurement since while kg > 0, the LSS term may be negative or positive. Even
with measurements of both At and 0%, we cannot measure Hy exactly, since when we
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use equation (3.24) we are subject (for a given go) to a 1o uncertainty of
om,2 = rmsof Tr For, . (3.26)

Thus, LSS creates uncertainties in determinations of the Hubble constant from lensing
which apply even to perfect lens models determined by an arbitrarily large number of
observables. If a precise measurement of Hj is sought from lens time delays, then at
least for some redshifts and LSS power spectra these uncertainties may not be very
small, as we show in §3.5.

3.5 LSS effects in realistic models

We have shown above that the effects of LSS on lensing enter through the symmetric
tensors For, Frs and Fps. For a given lens and source, these tensors will affect
the lens mapping as we showed in §3.4, possibly with observable effects which we
illustrate in §3.6. In this section we estimate the typical magnitude of these tensors
that is expected based on theory and observation of LSS, and its dependence on the
redshifts of the lens and source.

The tensor components are random variables of zero mean, with variances and
covariances given in terms of the power spectrum of ¢. For example, if 71 > 15 > 73,
then following the method of Kaiser (1992) we find that

(Fij(r1,72) Fra(m,73)) = 27T2Qijkl_/o k°dk (3.27)
P nln e nsn s N p gy
) T1 — T2 T1 — T3

3 if 25kl are all equal.
where Q;;,; = ¢ 1 if of 5kl two = z and two = y.
0 otherwise.

This assumes that the dominant contribution comes from modes with wavelengths
that are much smaller than the distance 7; — 75. This is satisfied for standard forms
of the power spectrum and relevant distances.

We follow the approach of Seljak (1996) for calculating rms shear. For the linear
power spectrum we take a scale-invariant spectrum with a CDM type transfer function
(Bardeen et al. 1986), which is normalized by g, the mass fluctuation averaged over
a sphere of radius 82~! Mpc, and whose peak is determined by Q,,0h. Galaxy and
cluster surveys are consistent with os &~ 0.8 and Q,,0h ~ 0.25 (e.g. Peacock & Dodds
1994). We then find the non-linear power spectrum using the mapping proposed by
Hamilton et al. (1991) and extended by Peacock & Dodds, in the improved form of
Jain et al. (1995), which they show agrees with N-body simulations at the relevant
scales, for an (},, = 1 universe. We find that the dominant contribution in equation
(3.27) comes from wavenumbers k ~ 3 h Mpc™!, with a broad range of two decades
on each side contributing significantly. We therefore require a power spectrum that
is accurate well into the non-linear regime.
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Figure 3-2: The top plot shows the rms value of ; Tr Feg, as a function of zs, with
zy, set so that rp = %rs. The bottom right plot shows the same quantity, but as a
function of zj, for fixed zg = 3. The bottom left plot shows the rms value of % Tr
For as a function of z;,. All curves use the non-linear power spectrum, with Q,, = 1,

h= 0.25, and og = 0.8.

The shear due to Fos is defined as T' = 1/(T'1)? + (I'2)?, where 'y = 1(Fbls — Fs

and I'; = Fs. Equation (3.27) shows that I' has the same rms value as ; Tr Fos,
which is the convergence or surface mass density x due to Fos. The same is true
for Feg. Because each of the tensors For, and Fig is correlated (and so tends to be
aligned) with Fog, Fes tends to have smaller components than Fpg. For a given zg,
the rms shear of F.g is maximized at =~ 60% of that of Fogs, approximately at 2z, for
which rz, = 1rs. In the top plot of figure 3-2 we show the rms value of 3 Tr Feg as
a function of zg, at this maximizing z;. In the bottom right plot we show the same
quantity, but as a function of 2y, for a fixed source at redshift 3. This quantity can be
estimated for other redshifts through its scaling o< rprzs//Ts, which is accurate to
better than 10%. The bottom left plot shows the rms value of % Tr Foyz, as a function
of zr,. This quantity scales approximately as o 'r'i/ ? and also equals 30H,,2 as shown in
§3.4. All curves use the non-linear power spectrum, which gives rms shear larger than
the linear spectrum by a factor of = 2.5. Equation (3.27) gives a statistical tendency
for perpendicular alignment between For, and Feg, which increases op, 1 relative to
% Tr Feg. At 26 = 3 and rp = %rs, on,1 = 11.7%, and it scales approximately as

o« r5y/rs — rr/3. Since the effect of LSS accumulates over distance, we find that the
induced shears and time delay uncertainties are all smaller at lower redshifts. For the
0957+561 redshifts (2, = .36,zs = 1.41), the r.m.s. % Tr Feg is 3.7%, om,1 = 5.9%,

and og,2 = 3.3%. In addition, note that the effects of LSS on lens reconstruction
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disappear as z, — 0, even if zg is large.
The rms shear increases with og, in exact proportion for the linear power spectrum,
faster for the non-linear spectrum. The rms shear also grows with A (at fixed o),
y ~ 35% for h = 0.5 compared to A = 0.25. As an additional example, tilted CDM
(e.g. Cen et al. 1992) with A = 0.5, os = .6, and power spectrum index n = 0.8 lowers
the shear by =~ 30% compared to Figure 2. The rms shear can also be calculated for
models with ©,,0 # 1 with modified formulas (see Appendix A, §3.9).

3.6 Illustration of the effect of LSS

Kovner (1987) analyzed in some generality the properties of the lens mapping for
an axi-symmetric lens perturbed by a weak shear. We simply wish to illustrate the
possible observable effects of a shear of the magnitude that we obtained in §3.5. We
choose a particular symmetric lens distribution, a singular isothermal sphere, with
deflection law a(r,:ﬂ) = /6. We use equations (3.14) - (3.16) to find the caustics
and critical curves of the lens system. The critical curves are the points in the image
plane for which the magnification det~!(83'/86;) is infinite, and the caustics are
the corresponding points in the source plane. The caustics also determine image
multiplicities, in that a source located outside all the caustics has a single image,
and each time a source moves inside a caustic two images are added (except that for
a singular surface density, one image is captured in the core when multiple images
are produced). For a given source position, we can thus find all image positions,
magnifications, and also time delays with equation (3.21).

The components Fo 1, etc. are random variables, with covariances obtained as in
§3.5 above. We choose 2z, = 0.78 and zg = 3.0, and take a particular example:

—3.87  0.50 —0.70 3.68 6.65 —6.56
For = ( 0.50 —2.04 > % Frs = ( 3.68 2.20 ) % Fen = ( —6.56 —0.31 >%'

Figure 3-3 shows the caustics in the source plane (upper panels) and critical curves
in the image plane (lower panels), for the lens alone and for the lens plus LSS. For
the latter case, the ¥ (distorted source) plane and X (lens) plane are also shown.
Also plotted are two source positions and the corresponding image positions. Table
3.1 lists the image positions, magnifications, and relative time delays. LSS changes
the image configurations significantly. It displaces images from the line to the lens, in
the two-image configuration, and also produces four-image systems when |,§ | is small.

3.7 Weak lensing and strong lensing

The approximation of equation (3.10) suffices for consideration of strong lensing,
where |5| is very small (=~ a few arcseconds). In weak lensing, however, the shear is
observed at larger angles (arcminutes), and the variation of LSS shear with angle is
important. Moreover, as noted above, there are potential convergence problems with
our expansion of ¢, even in the strong lensing case. OQur formalism allows us to make

53



™!
~<4

No LSS LSS Included
+ + +
- -
0 X

Figure 3-3: Caustics in the source plane (upper panels) and critical curves in the
image plane (lower panels) for a singular isothermal sphere, with no LSS, and with
LSS. For the latter case, the ¥ (distorted source) plane and X (lens) plane are also
shown. Also plotted are two source positions (marked + and x ) and the corresponding
images for each. A dot shows the g = ﬁ = 0 position.

a more rigorous and powerful expansion, and to study the transition from strong to
weak lensing. Note that for shape distortions we must use ﬁ and 6 rather than ¥
or X , since we are interested in the observed compared to the intrinsic ellipticity of
background galaxies.

We replace equation (3.10) with

(>}

i 43 =3 ;1?(@ VL)Y e(rs) (3.28)
n=
where this expression must be consistent with equations (3.5) and (3.6) for Z,. We
now include derivatives to all orders in equation (3.28), but only keep terms linear in
¢. This means that in the following expansions in powers of g and 4, we are finding
each coefficient up to relative corrections of the same order as the rms LSS shear.
Between the observer and the lens, equation (3.5) requires

(1) = —(10 — 7)0Y — Z/TO (r' — 'r)ei*(fl)ﬁlﬁJ_(ﬁ(T')dT' , (3.29)

where the exponential denotes the corresponding Taylor series expansion (and ¢ on
the RHS is again evaluated on the z-axis). We can find all terms linear in ¢ in the
solution by substituting for Z, (7') in the RHS the ¢-independent term — (7o — 7/)A7 .
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Table 3.1: Positions of the images shown in figure 3-3. Also listed are the absolute
magnifications (with a sign giving the image parity), and the time delay in units of

rirs/rrs relative to the earliest image to arrive at the observer.

Source at 8 = (—0.30,0.30), ¥ = (—0.31,0.30)
Model Image Plane (6) | Lens Plane (X) | Magnification | Relative At
No LSS (—1.00,1.00) — 3.36 —
(0.39,—0.39) — —1.36 0.84
With LSS | (=1.80,1.05) | (—1.24,1.03) 2.82 —
(0.43,-0.46) | (0.41,—0.45) —2.05 0.98

Source at B =Y = (0.05,0)

No LSS (1.04,0) — 21.0 —
(—0.94,0) — -19.0 0.099
With LSS | (1.10,-0.52) | (1.06,—0.50) 6.18 —
(—0.82,0.75) | (—0.78,0.73) 1.2 0.098
(0.18,0.98) (0.17,0.96) —9.22 0.121
(—0.68, —0.66) | (—0.66,—0.65) —5.85 0.165

We now find that
(1) =

di(r) =

g2 [ [0 1] (rar

(7_0 o 7.)9;' _ 2/70(7_’ _ 7‘) [e(‘fo—”')‘gﬁl — 1] 6"¢('r’)d'r’ : (330)

If we let p) = TL(TL) + ’_y'(d_f’_) then between the lens and the source we similarly find
that

(r) =

di(r) =

P+ 2/TL [e(‘ﬁi"("b_fl)ﬁ)ﬁl - 1] O p(r")dr'
Bi(m) — (= 7k — 2 [ = ) [0 ) g(rrya)
The lens equation is

. . 2 rT
01 _ ai S -/ 0(
rs Jrg

2 o |
“(r —15) [0tV ] G g(r)dr

Ts Jrs

g = T —Tg) [6(70"')5'6* — 1] 6i¢(7)d7

(3.32)

with & and 4 evaluated at d_f calculated from equation (3.30). The magnification
matrix is )
op

— 69 4 AY _ @Y _BY
g, ° T !

(3.33)
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where

A, = *E e(r-m)8V. (1 = 715)(70 — 7)0:0;(7)dT
2 z .
- e((TO—T)a_(TL_T)'Y)‘v.L(T — 75)(10 — T)8:0;4(7)dr
S JTs
2
B;; = ——\Ilf/ elr-7)8: vl(7' — 'rL)('rg — T)0k0;¢(7)dr
TL L
2 z o
—E\I’?/ e((T""T)o“(T"_T)”)v*(T — 75 )(1, — T)0k0: (7 )dT .
Ts

If we expand the exponentials to first order in equation (3.32) and zeroth order in
equation (3.33), we recover the results of §3.3. If lensing is not strong, B;; is small,

and in the external shear A;; we can set ¥ = (5 — ﬁ)rg /rrs. In the limit of weak
lensing, we can set ¥ = 0 to get

A= —7% Y =)V (1 — 75)(10 — 7)0:0;4(7)dT . (3.34)
This expression can be used to calculate two point correlation functions of ellipticity.
E.g., we can write down (TrA(f = O)TrA(H)) and evaluate this expectation value in
Fourier space. The exponential of ir - k (in Fourier space) oscillates rapidly at high
k, which cuts off small wavelengths and prevents any divergence. The result, which
is derived fully in Appendix B (§3.10), agrees with previous analyses of weak lensing
in the absence of a primary lens (e.g. Blandford et al. 1991; Miralda-Escudé 1991;
Kaiser 1992). These analyses have found that the relative change in the angular
correlation of ellipticity is smaller than 10% (in an rms sense) for 6 less than about
an arcminute. For the non-linear spectrum, we find this to be true below about 10”
(see also Seljak 1996), thus justifying our keeping only linear terms in § for strong
lensing. Our result (3.33) is more general than weak lensing, as it includes a primary
lens (%) and cross-terms (B*).

We can also get quadratic and h1 her-order terms in the gradients of ¢ by iterating
this procedure. Given a solution Z' £}’ we substitute it in the RHS of equation (3.29)
and find the next order solution :I:'(J ). The exponential of ik- 3 "(j ) ensures that small
wavelength modes are cut off in the calculation of Z _'(H ), Thls corresponds to the
physical intuition that on average ¢(rZ + Z J)) — ¢(rz) is determined by power on
’)| If we calculate the rms shear at a point (i.e. for 6 =v=0)

corresponding to #7 %), for a given #\)(7), the answer is the same as for Z{’() = 0 as

long as the angular deﬂectlon is small and LSS power on the scale of rg is negligible.
There is, of course a statistical correlation between 7' (7‘) and ¢(7), but it is typically

scales of order |Z

weak since :i'(f )(7') is determined by the accumulated deﬂect1on from 7 to 7o, a distance
many times larger than the coherence length of LSS. The first correction to Fpg
is a relative correction of order 1%, if ¢ is Gaussian, and the corrections to Fops
are expected to be small also for a non-Gaussian ¢ produced through hierarchical
clustering.

56



3.8 Conclusions

We have shown that LSS can have significant effects on strong gravitational lensing.
This suggests that lens reconstruction done without including LSS might reach in-
correct conclusions about the distribution of matter in the lensing galaxy or cluster.
It also raises the possibility of constraining the amplitude of the power spectrum
directly, if lensing observations can be used to detect the effect of LSS.

The effect of LSS 1s simply described by two symmetric tensors. Including only the
effect of Fs, we find that the observed power spectrum of LSS requires the presence
of an external shear of order 6% if zg = 3. This can significantly affect the cross
sections for image multiplicities in lens systems. In particular, it can produce more
images than would be created in the absence of LSS. This implies that in addition to
the usual magnification bias, which increases the observed number of quads relative
to doubles, there is a bias in quads toward lines of sight with relatively large effective
shear from LSS.

The second effect, given by For, produces a magnification and shear between
the observer and the lens. This term enters the lens equation differently from the
effective shear and should be included in lens modeling. It also distorts the lens
plane, which contributes an ellipticity to the observed lens galaxy, and converts the
angular diameter “distance” into a tensor, though the comoving distance is still simply
defined in terms of the observed redshift. Even if lens reconstruction can model the
lens potential exactly, we find that LSS creates an absolute uncertainty (=~ 5 — 10%
at 1o) in deductions of the Hubble constant from time delays. Among lens systems,
the uncertainty is smaller for those with lower lens and source redshifts.

Models of quadruple lenses typically find a shear of order 10% in addition to an
axi-symmetric mass distribution. If this is due to the ellipticity of the lens galaxy,
it may imply a larger ellipticity than that observed in the galaxy light distribution,
as confirmed in a number of cases by recent observations. Since quads tend to be
produced more easily when the shear due to the galaxy and the effective shear due
to LSS are aligned, it is important to compare the magnitudes of the observed and
modeled shears for consistency, and not only their directions. If the shear is due
instead to other galaxies or clusters near the line of sight to the source, these additional
lenses may not be found where expected. Only high-resolution observations and
careful modeling of particular lens systems will determine if the shear may in part
be due to LSS. When the parameters of many lenses are confidently known, it may
become possible to study the redshift dependence of the shear. E.g., LSS does not
affect lens reconstruction if the lens is at very low redshift. The original Einstein
Cross 223740305 has z;, = 0.04, 25 = 1.7, and the lens light distribution seems to
be consistent with the lensing mass (Rix et al. 1992). Other methods must be used
to investigate independently whether the mass in galaxies is more flattened than the
light distribution or not. E.g., an affirmative answer is suggested by an optical plus
X-ray study of the elliptical galaxy NGC 720 (Buote & Canizares 1994).

Constraining the effects of LSS on strong lensing should complement observa-
tions of weak lensing due to LSS. For measurements of weak lensing the sources are
background galaxies, and the interpretation is complicated by the unknown source
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redshift distribution, while for some strong lenses the redshifts of the lens and source
are known. If the characteristic source redshift for weak lensing is = 0.7 — 1 then the
shear due to LSS is significantly smaller than for strong lensing (e.g. figure 3-2). In
addition, since measurements of weak lensing with high signal to noise require rela-
tivly large angular fields, the rms shear is further reduced. On the other hand, weak
lensing due to LSS can in principle be distinguished from other effects by averaging
over a wide field, an option not available in strong lensing. Demanding consistency
between determinations of the effects in these two regimes should allow us to learn
more about the distribution of matter in the universe.

3.9 Appendix A

To calculate LSS shear in a curved background requires slight modifications of our
formulas (e.g. Miralda-Escudé 1991; Seljak 1996). In a general Robertson-Walker

model, the line element is
ds® = a®(7) [—(1 + 24)dr? + (1 — 2¢)[dx® + sin¥k x(d8? + sin® 8d¢?)]| ,  (3.35)

in terms of spherical comoving coordinates, where we are now using the variable
X = To — 7. We have defined

K~1/25in K12y if K > 0.
sing x =< X if K =0. (3.36)
(—K)™'/?sinh(—K)"?x if K < 0.

The curvature is K = (o — 1)H2. The relation between redshift and  is given by
the Friedmann equation. .

In a curved geometry, a deflection by angle 66 at x' leads to a perpendicular
displacement at x of 6%, = 88sing(x — x'). In our approximation of §3.3, these
deflections simply add linearly. Thus, our expressions for Z, or d, remain valid if we
replace any expression of the form 71 —7; with sing (71 —72), so e.g. rLs = sing (7, —7s).
Thus the lens equation (3.14), the magnification matrix (3.16), and (again by Fermat’s
principle) the time delay (3.21) all have the same form except that now

Fii(m,72) = S — / i sing (T — 72) sing (11 — 7)8;0;¢(7)dT . (3.37)

SinK‘(Tl — 7'2) )

3.10 Appendix B

In the limit of weak lensing with no primary lens, our formalism reproduces previously
derived results. From equation (3.34), we find an angular correlation function

(TrA(0)TrA(6)) = — /D n, [ " dry €8V, (rs—r)ra(rs—ra) (V3g(1)V24(7))
TS o]
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where we have used ry = 79 — 71, etc. We convert to Fourier space, and use spherical
coordinates {k, Ok, ¢r}. We use the approximation that only k& values for which
krs > 1 (i.e., wavelengths much smaller than the source distance) make an important
contribution. This implies that [jdry [g° dra = f§° dry fffs du, with 4 = r, — 7y, and
also that we can set r, = r; in the distance terms in the integrand. Letting w = ku
and denoting r; now by 7, in Fourier space our expression becomes

TS krg 3 ker8 sin 6 br i 0. - 4 2 r 2 3
4/ dr/ dw/d k efTosm Ok COSPr W oSOk int g 1 (1 — —) k°Py(k, 7 =710—71),
o] ——kT’s T'S

where in the & integration we chose the z-axis in the direction of §. Under the
approximation of krg > 1,

kr .
/ 7 dwecorth = 278(cos ) .
——kTs
Our expression thus equals
TS 2 T 2 e 5 2 kT8 cos ¢,
87r/ drr (l———) / kdkP¢(k,T=7'0~r)/ dor e )
0 rs/ Jo 0
or, finally,

r 2 roo
(TrA(0)TrA(6)) = 1672 / ® dr r? (1 - f‘-) / k*dkPy(k, 7 = 0 — 7)Jo(krf) .
0 s/ Jo
(3.38)
This correlation function of Tr A equals that of twice the shear of A, which has also
been derived previously through other methods (e.g. Blandford et al. 1991; Miralda-
Escudé 1991; Kaiser 1992).

59



Bibliography

[1] Babul, A., & Lee, M. H. 1991, MNRAS, 250, 407
[2] Bardeen, J. M. 1980, Phys. Rev. D, 22, 1882
[3] Bardeen, J. M., Bond, J. R., Kaiser, N., & Szalay, A. S. 1986, ApJ, 304, 15

[4] Blandford, R. D., Saust, A. B., Brainerd, T. G., & Villumsen, J. V. 1991, MNRAS,
251, 600

[5] Buote, D. A., & Canizares, C. R. 1994, ApJ, 427, 86

[6] Cen, R., Gnedin, N. Y., Kofman, L. A., & Ostriker, J. P. 1992, ApJ, 399, L11
[7] Ehlers, J., & Schneider, P. 1986, A&A, 168, 57
]

[8] Eisenhardt, P. R., Armus, L., Hogg, D. W., Soifer, B. T., & Neugebauer, G., &
Werner, M. W. 1996, ApJ, 461, 72

[9] Falco, E. E., Gorenstein, M.V, & Shapiro, I. I. 1985, ApJ, 289, L1

[10] Hamilton, A. J. S., Kumar, P., Lu, E., & Matthews, A. 1991, ApJ, 374, L1
[11] Jain, B., Mo, H. J., & White, S. D. M. 1995, MNRAS, 276, L.25

[12] Jaroszynski, M., Park, C., Paczynski, B., & Gott, J. R. 1991, ApJ, 365, 22
[13] Kaiser, N. 1992, ApJ, 388, 272

[14] Kassiola, A., & Kovner, 1. 1993, ApJ, 417, 450

[15] Kochanek, C. S. 1991a, ApJ, 373, 354

[16] Kochanek, C. S. 1991b, ApJ, 379, 517

[17] Kochanek, C. S. 1995, ApJ, 453, 545

[18] Kovner, 1. 1987, ApJ, 316, 52

[19] Miralda-Escudé, J. 1991, ApJ, 380, 1

[20] Mould, J., Blandford, R., Villumsen, J., Brainerd, T., Smail, I., Small, T., &
Kells, W. 1994, MNRAS, 271, 31

60



[21] Narayan, R. 1991, ApJ, 378, L5
[22] Peacock, J. A., & Dodds, S. J. 1994, MNRAS, 267, 1020

[23] Ratnatunga, K. U., Ostrander, E. J., Griffiths, R. E. & Im, M. 1995, ApJ, 453,
L5

[24] Rix, H. W., Schneider, D. P., Bahcall, J. N. 1992, AJ, 104, 959
(25] Ryden, B. S. 1992, ApJ, 396, 445

[26] Sackett, P. D. 1996, in Proc. IAU Symposium 173, “Astophysical applications of
gravitational lensing”, C. Kochanek and J. Hewitt, eds., Kluwer Academic, Dor-

drecht
[27] Sasaki, M. 1993, Prog. Theor. Phys., 90, 753
[28] Schechter, P. L., 1987, IAU Symposium 127, “Elliptical Galaxies,” 217

[29] Schneider, P., Ehlers, J., & Falco, E.E. 1992, Gravitational Lenses (New York:
Springer)

30] Seljak, U. 1994, ApJ, 436, 509

[31] Seljak, U. 1996, ApJ, 463, 1

[32] Surpi, G. C., Harari, D. D., & Frieman, J. A. 1996, ApJ, 464, 54
[33] Villumsen, J. V. 1995, preprint astro-ph/9507007

[34] Wallington, S., & Narayan, R. 1993, ApJ, 403, 517

[35] Watanabe, K., Sasaki, M., & Tomita, K. 1992, ApJ, 394, 38

61



Chapter 4

Limits on a Stochastic
Background of Gravitational
Waves from Gravitational Lensing

This chapter® deals with the observable effects of light deflection due to a stochastic
background of gravitational waves.

4.1 Introduction

Events in the early Universe may have left a stochastic background of gravitational
waves (GW’s). In particular, a generic prediction of inflation is a relic spectrum of
GW’s (Starobinskii 1979; Rubakov et al. 1982; Starobinskii 1985; Abbott & Wise
1984). Detecting these elusive remnants would not only establish this prediction of
general relativity, but also serve as a critical test for inflation. While the predicted
background may be too weak for direct detection (Bar-Kana 1994; Liddle 1994; Turner
et al. 1993; Sahni 1990; Sahni & Souradeep 1992), it could be detected indirectly
through its effect on light propagation in the Universe. Even if the effects of GW’s
cannot be distinguished observationally from other effects, observers who assume
no GW’s might reach incorrect conclusions about the distribution of matter in the
Universe.

GW'’s may be produced by many sources. Astrophysical sources, such as close
binary systems which include a neutron star or black hole, radiate GW’s, and nu-
merous individual sources may superpose to create a stochastic background. At the
Planck time, quantum fluctuations in the metric are significant and may produce
gravitons. Phase transitions in the universe may lead to topological defects such as
cosmic strings, which generate GW’s. A period of inflation may leave behind a sig-
nificant amount of GW’s. Whatever the source, any spectrum which extends over
wavelengths comparable to the present horizon would contribute to the quadrupole

1Based on the publication Bar-Kana, R. 1996, Phys. Rev. D, 54, 7138
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anisotropy of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) (Krauss & White 1992; Davis
et al. 1992; Turner 1993). Such a spectrum is therefore limited by the anisotropy mea-
sured by the COBE DMR experiment (Smoot et al. 1992; Gorski et al. 1994). For our
calculations we adopt a scale-invariant primordial spectrum, i.e., one which has con-
stant energy density per logarithmic frequency, which we assume produces the entire
measured quadrupole anisotropy. Inflationary models predict slightly tilted spectra
which are responsible only for some fraction of the anisotropy (e.g. Davis et al. 1992),
and so are generally weaker than our adopted case.

In inflation, GW’s are produced in conjunction with density fluctuations. The
initial nearly scale-invariant power spectrum of density fluctuations evolves as modes
reenter the horizon after inflation, and as structure later forms in a universe dominated
by dark matter. The present spectrum is strongly constrained by galaxy and cluster
surveys, and can be used to study the effects of LSS on lensing. The induced effects are
small but potentially observable. In weak lensing, the effect is a coherent distortion
of background galaxies by an ellipticity of the order of a few per cent (e.g. Miralda-
Escudé 1991; Mould et al. 1994; Kaiser 1992). In strong lensing, the primary effect is
an external shear which may be significant for observed four-image systems (chapter
3 of this thesis; Seljak 1994).

In general, the influence at a given time of a weak metric perturbation on light
propagation is simply described by two effects. Their magnitudes were estimated for
LSS by Seljak (1994), as we summarize here. The first effect is a constant deflection,
the same for all nearby light rays. This deflection simply displaces the “true” angular
position of an observed lens or source, and is not directly observable. In the case of
LSS, deflections from coherent structures of size ~ 1 Mpc add up in a random walk,
giving an overall deflection of order a few arcminutes at redshift 1, which scales as the
square root of comoving distance r. The second effect is a relative deflection between
nearby light rays, which produces a focusing and shear with observable effects on
weak and strong lensing. For two rays at initial angle 6, each coherent structure at a
distance r causes a relative deflection proportional to their separation of =~ rf. The
additional random walk gives a relative angular fluctuation of ~ 0.07 6 at redshift 1,
which scales as /2.

It was suggested by Allen (1989, 1990) that gravity waves could significantly affect
the time delays in a multiply imaged system. It was later pointed out (Surpi et al.
1996; Frieman et al. 1994) that a correct analysis must include the lensing constraint,
i.e., the fact that image rays in the presence of GW’s follow different paths than for
no GW’s; so that all rays go from the source to a common destination, the observer.
These later authors also showed that both LSS and GW’s have no observable effects
on lensing, to lowest order. However, in their lowest order expansion they assumed
that two image rays that are observed at an angular separation 6 are separated by
a distance of exactly r8 on the lens plane at a distance r. In other words, they
neglected the relative deflection between light rays, and therefore only included an
overall, constant deflection due to LSS or GW’s.

We can easily see why this assumption leads to no observable effects. In the
absence of metric perturbations, we can write the lens equation for a thin lens as
(e.g., Schneider et al. 1992) ﬁ =4 alens(ﬂ) where § and [ are the image and source
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angles, respectively, and @jens is the scaled deflection angle, which is determined by
the mass distribution of the lens. If we neglect relative deflections, then LSS or GW’s

can only cause an angular shift &;, between the observer and the lens a.nd a Shlft ars
between the lens and the source. Then the lens equation becomes B = —Grena(6) +is,
where § is now measured relative to the observed (and shifted) lens position, and @s

involves &z, and @5 (see §4.3 for the full details). The constant (i.e., f-independent)
deflection &g has no effect on any observables of the lens system (e.g., Schneider et
al. 1992), since ﬁ is not directly observable . Fermat’s principle then implies that the
lens equation must be equivalent to dAL/ 86 = 0 at fixed ﬁ, where At is the relative
time delay. There is thus no observable effect on the time delay, either, since it can
be derived from the lens equation, up to (unobservable) g- independent terms.

This approximation of neglecting the relative deflection may not be a good one.
Indeed, such deflection can have observational consequences, which may be sufficiently
large to detect in the case of LSS (chapter 3; Seljak 1994). In this chapter, we compute
the rms total and relative deflections between light rays induced by a scale-invariant
stochastic background of GW’s. Unlike LSS, GW’s oscillate with time, and so the
effect of short wavelength modes does not amplify, as light rays deflect one way in
crests and the opposite way in troughs. In addition, the energy density and thus
also the amplitude of sub-horizon GW’s redshift away as the universe expands. The
lensing effect is thus dominated by wavelengths on the scale of the distance to the
source. Each such mode acts as a single coherent structure, and so both the total
and relative deflections due to GW’s scale approximately linearly with distance. The
effect of different modes must be convolved with a particular power spectrum and
include the above-mentioned decay of each mode as the universe expands. We find
simple integral expressions for the scale-invariant spectrum. The total and relative
deflections are smaller than those caused by large-scale structure by factors of the
order of 102 and 10*, respectively. We do not need to explicitly set up the lens
equation, since the rms shear in the lens equation is directly related to the rms
relative deflection of light rays, which we calculate. This fact is demonstrated for
LSS in chapter 3, and we give a general proof in §4.3 below. Our results imply that
the static effects of the GW spectrum on lensing are negligible compared to those of
LSS, and cannot be detected in practice.

In addition to the static effects of LSS and GW’s on lensing, it is possible that
the fluctuation in the induced deflection with time would be directly manifested as
an observed proper motion of images. In other words, the sources do not really move
but the light rays from the sources are deflected and so the sources appear to move.
We find that even LSS can only produce motions of order 108 arcsec per year from
this effect. This corresponds to ~ 50 km/s at a distance of a Gpc, and the effect of
GW' s is smaller still by a factor of ~ 102. Since typical peculiar velocities are much
larger, the proper motion induced by deflection of light due to LSS is unobservable,
and the same is true for the COBE-normalized scale-invariant spectrum of GW'’s.

However, we may try to use shear or proper motions of imaged sources to improve
existing limits on stochastic GW’s at a range of astrophysical wavelengths. There are
only a few such limits known: Single-pulsar timing yields 2, <1 x 1072 at A = 2 pc
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(Thorsett & Dewey 1996; Kaspi et al. 1994), binary pulsar timing implies 2, < 0.04
over A & 2 pc to 1 kpc and Q) < 0.5 up to 10 kpc (Thorsett & Dewey; Bertotti
et al. 1983), and the observed angular correlation function of galaxies sets a limit of
0, < 1072 over A =~ 100 kpc-100 Mpc (Linder 1988b). These limits apply to any
stochastic background of GW’s, whether cosmological in origin or generated at low
redshift as a superposition of many discrete sources. For a cosmological spectrum
that existed at early times, there are also big bang nucleosynthesis constraints of
Q2 < 107* for A < 100 pc (Carr 1980) and CMB limits of 2 < 107!? at Horizon
wavelengths (from COBE) and Q) < 1078 for A > 1 Mpc from small-scale anisotropy
(Linder 1988a).

Linder (1988b) suggested that highly magnified lensed sources could increase the
sensitivity to detecting proper motions due to GW’s. The angular deviations induced
by GW’s produced by an individual source were discussed by Fakir (1994). Pyne et
al. (1996) considered detecting proper motions (of unlensed sources) due to GW’s
through VLBI measurements, but our approach is simpler than theirs. For an image
of a lensed source, only an angular deflection of the source relative to the lens is easily
observed, and we find that this relative motion is small when we assume an isotropic
GW background. Thus we do not find an interesting limit on the energy density.

4.2 Formalism

In this section we review the formalism describing gravity waves, their cosmological
evolution, and their effect on lensing, as well as the usual formalism of gravitational
lensing. We work in the framework of a flat Robertson-Walker metric with small-
amplitude tensor metric fluctuations. For weak perturbations, we can consider the
effect of GW’s without including LSS, since the cross terms between them would be
of higher order. In comoving coordinates we can write the line element as

ds? = a*(7)[—d7? + (6 + hij)dz'da?] . (4.1)

Here 7 is the conformal time, a(7) the expansion factor, and we have set ¢ = 1. We
expand the metric perturbation in plane waves (k = 27/}),

him(&,7) = [ &k B8, 7)ef(B) €2, (4.2)

where €} is the polarization tensor which depends on the direction % (I and m are
spatial indices ranging from 1 to 3, while n ranges over the polarization components
+, x). For a wave propagating in the z-direction, the nonvanishing components are
in the z-and y- rows and columns:

1 00 010
g. =10 -1 0|, =100
0 00 0 00
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For other propagation directions lg, we rotate € — ReR”T, with R the standard 3 x 3
rotation matrix.

GW'’s with a given wavevector k are produced during inflation and then stretched
outside the horizon. The amplitude is constant outside the horizon, but once a mode
reenters its energy redshifts as a™*. For the inflationary spectrum the effect of very
short wavelength modes is negligible, and so we can assume that all modes enter dur-
ing the matter-dominated era, for which the exact time evolution is given (e.g. Abbott
& Wise 1984) by a spherical Bessel function, 3j;(k7)/(k7). This time evolution is also
correct for all modes long after matter-radiation equality. Inflation produces Gaus-
sian, stochastic perturbations. The Fourier components have zero ensemble mean and
a covariance

< W(E () >= a2 | D) [0 s g )
T1 kTg

for the scale-invariant k=2 spectrum. Note that we do not assume the short-wavelength
approximation A*(k,7) oc a7}(7) e*". The contribution to {) at the present (averaged
over several periods) is

Q,\ = = —AT(,(:TO)_2 , (44)

where 7o = 2H; ' is the present value of 7, and throughout we set Hy = 75 km sec™!

Mpc~!. Normalization to the full CMB quadrupole anisotropy gives At = 6 x 10711,

Consider a photon emitted from a source toward an observer at the origin, with
the photon’s final direction defined as (minus) the z-axis. We use r to denote val-
ues of the z-coordinate (with zs denoting the source redshift, not its z-coordinate).
GW’s affect the distance-redshift relation, but this effect is separate from that of the
angular deflections which we are interested in, and it introduces only small additional
corrections in these quantities (Linder 1988b). We can thus neglect this effect, and
assume that the photon path obeys r(7) = 7o — 7. In a flat, matter-dominated uni-
verse, rs = 2H; [l — (1 + 25)7"/?]. The components perpendicular to the z-axis of
the photon direction obey (Linder 1988b)

dz’ dz* 1 fmo , ,
(1) = S r0) = ha(r) — hus(ro) = 5 [ Vihaalr) ' (4.5)

Integrating this we find, for the perpendicular components of the position (with re-
spect to (7o) = 0),

70

a:‘(’r) = L [%('r' — T)Viho (7)) + hai(10) — hz,-('r')] dr' . (4.6)

We define a (two-component) angle 8 = z*(7)/r(7).
In gravitational lensing with a primary thin lens at a distance rz (but no LSS or
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GW?’s) the lens equation is (e.g., Schneider et al. 1992)

B =6 — Grens(0) , (4.7)

where § is the observed image angle, 3 is the source angle (defined as Zs/rs, in terms
of the perpendicular position of the source), and Gjens is the deflection angle scaled
by rrs/rs (we define 7 = rg — r1). In this case, the fiducial z-axis is defined to be
in the observed direction of the lens. The distortion of the image of a small source is
given by the inverse of the Jacobian matrix

opt

g7 = §9 — T (4.8)

where U¥ is also termed the shear tensor of the lens.

4.3 Shear induced by GW’s on lensing

In this section we follow the approach used for LSS by Seljak (1994), i.e., we compute
some of the same quantities for GW’s and compare the results. As stated in §4.1,
we do not need to include a lens explicitly, as we now justify. In the presence of
a metric perturbation, but without a primary lens, the lens equation has the form
,B 6 — aos(ﬂ), where dpg results from the a.ccurnula.ted deflection between the
observer and the source. As defined in §4.2, the shear tensor for an image at g due
to the perturbation is Fi = 3o, 4(6)/069. On the other hand, the relative deflection
at 6 between two rays separated by a tiny angle ¥ is aos(0 +7) — aos(a). We
denote the rms of this quantity by oag. We average over directions of 4 (which for
this calculation is equivalent to fixing ¥ and assuming that F* is isotropic) and take
v — 0, obtaining the relation 2

(%) -5, “

all evaluated at position 6. Thus, oag/v yields an estimate of the magnitude of the
shear tensor. Indeed, it fully characterises rms values of F*/, since for an isotropic

field
1
(FijFu) = < [6:0k1 + 6651 + 6] (F™ Frnp) (4.10)
8

If we also include a primary lens, in the lens equation we simply add up all
deflections linearly, assuming all deflections are small. For the primary lens alone,
we have Eq. (4.7). Figure 4-1 shows this setup schematically. In the presence of a
metric perturbation, we trace a light ray that is observed at r = 0 to come from the

?Repeated indices are summed over the x and y directions. There is no distinction between upper
and lower indices.
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direction 5, back to the source. We find a different form for the lens equation:

-

B=0-3a%) — Gen(§— &2)) . (4.11)

Here &g_’; ) refers to the integrated deflection caused by LSS or GW’s along the paths
labeled 2 and 3 in Figure 4-1, defined so that the total induced change in Z(7s)
equals rs&g’; ). Similarly, 'r'Lc"ig% is the induced change in Z(7z). In integrating the
deflections along the unperturbed paths 2 and 3, we are assuming that the relative
deflections due to LSS or GW’s are small compared to # and oeqs, which is true for
the cases which we consider below. .

When the perturbation is included, 6 is no longer an observable, since it is mea-
sured with respect to the unperturbed position of the lens. The observed position
of the lens (whose actual position has not changed) is now ﬁens = &(012,, so the lens

equation in terms of the observable g =6— @ens 1s
lg = 5' + &(OII)J - 52(02.'53) - &lem(é’, + 62(012, - &g}., . (4'12)

If we now calculate the shear tensor resulting from equation (4.12), it will contain the
shear of the primary lens, shear terms from the perturbation, and also cross terms.
For simplicity, in the case of GW’s we only estimate one characteristic magnitude,
that of the shear resulting from 62(02;' ), by evaluating the corresponding oag/y. In
chapter 3, all the different shear terms are studied for LSS, showing that oag/y
indeed estimates the relative magnitude of the various corrections due to LSS. Since
we find that oag/7 is much smaller for GW’s, we do not have any motive to explore
equation (4.12) further in this case. Instead of the path (2,3), we may use a straight
path from r = 0 to r = rs to evaluate the rms of various quantities in this section,
since agens < 1 and so the components of vectors and tensors as well as the relative
distances of points along the path (both of which enter into the rms calculations) are
unchanged (except for O(auens) corrections). Thus we only need to consider the effect
of GW’s in the absence of a primary lens.

Consider first a single light ray with § = 0. In the absence of GW’s (or LSS) it
would follow the straight line z*(7) = 0 for all 7. We now include the effect of GW'’s,
and compute the rms fluctuation in the photon’s perpendicular displacement at the

source, 0g = <ﬁ(¢s) . ﬁ(fg))l/z. This is a measure of the common deflection of all
image rays, and is therefore not observable, but it is useful for the calculations that
follow. We use equation (4.6) and convert the expression to Fourier space. Consider
first only the k., term, whose contribution to 0 we denote o} ,. The polarization gives
(e)? + (€X)? = sin*fy, where k= (k, Ok, ¢r) in spherical coordinates. Performing
the angular k integrations then yields

, 43

98,0 =

o 0 o oo J1(k71) j1(kT2) ja[k(m — 72)]
2 At /,:s dry /,.S de/o dk k(71 —7s)(r2~7s) kTt kry  [k(m —72)]®

The jalk(T1 — 72)]/[k(71 — 72)]® term represents a further suppression of short wave-
length modes due to phase cancellations among different waves in the assumed isotropic

T
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Figure 4-1: Sketch showing positions of the observer, lens and source, as well as an
image ray and several comoving distances.

stochastic background. Letting s = k7; and g = 72 /71, we can simplify this expression
to a double integral,

8647 1 1 1
0';,,,, = ——?AT -/;s {q'ro (57‘0 — Ts) — TsTs + 7‘; [Z + ln(q/qS)J} W(q)dq , (4,]_3)

where gs = 7s/7o and with u = (1 — q)s we define

W(q) = /0 o jlis)ilg‘is)ﬁ(;‘) s ds . (4.14)

u

Similarly, the contribution of the k,; terms of Eq. (4.6) is

ol = lt:zf Az /q : [—2% + 7 (%’ro - Ts)] Glq)dq , (4.15)
where
6= {% [J(_)] . [J_(q_)] A [36) _le) } &s
0 s gs s gs u u2 s

(4.16)

Integrating over angles gives a zero cross term, and so 03 = 63, + 03,. Numerically,

we find that og = 5 x 107% (25 = 1), 9 x 1078 (25 = 3). This is much smaller than
the estimates for LSS (Seljak 1994), 6 x 107* (25 = 1), 7 x 107* (25 = 3).

To estimate the relative deflection between rays at 6= 0, we choose two directions

(labeled A and B) separated at the observer by an infinitesimal angle v, and find the

rms difference between the deflections due to GW’s in these two directions, oag =

n . 1/2
<[ﬂA(Ts) - ﬁB(Ts)]2> . We cannot evaluate this with the method used for LSS,

which assumes that horizon size modes are negligible (Kaiser 1992). Instead we must
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calculate azﬂ explicitly and keep all the terms to lowest order in 4, i.e., quadratic
order. These include terms which come from multiplying polarization components for
the different directions A and B. The final result is

(008/7)* =405, + Thpa+ Thps T TRpe » (4.17)
where
576w LI 7oT, T2
2 _ To?s 2 _[;24.8
Apa = e [ [P 0p - (545 ) (149
+(ro -+ 75)rs n(q/as)| F(a)da ,
17287 1
TAgs = 7 At _/qs{(TO +75)? — 75(1 + q)* + 2q75(7s — q70)
+ [7s7o(1+ ¢%) + a0 + 75)?] ln(q/qs)}fz(q)dq ,
2887 1] 72 1
UZ;S,C = r.zs AT Ls [2—q—2 + 7o (57'0 — ‘Ts)] Ig(q)dq y (4.18)
he - [ 71(s) j1(gs) l”(g) B 313(:)] ods
o s gs u u
* j1(s) 71(g5) ja(u) s
hg) = [ EIEIEIS s,
_ L2 [a@], 2 [ae)]" 000 [1(w) _ha)] | ds
Ig(q)—/(; {15[s]+15 qs 2 s gs u _3'u,2 s

Then opp/y = 7 x 107® (25 = 1), 1.3 x 1075 (25 = 3). By contrast, LSS gives a
oag/y = 0.07 (2s = 1), 0.14 (zs = 3). For LSS, the relative deflection is greatly
increased by coherent deflections for short wavelength modes, but for GW’s the effect
of these modes is cut off by the redshifting as well as the temporal oscillations. We
also used the relation krgy < 1 in the calculation of oag. The reason we find a
oap of order yog is that long wavelength modes overlap over the two light rays, and
the relative deflection is small compared to the total deflection. Indeed, a Taylor
expansion suggests that in general oag/y ~ krsog, and krg ~ 1 is dominant for this
GW spectrum. As shown above, the shear tensor (which is also used in weak lensing)
is closely related to oag/7, and so the mean square ellipticity at a point induced by
GW?’s is of order 10~°, again negligible compared to the few per cent expected from
LSS (e.g., Kaiser 1992).

We can also try to derive general limits on GW’s at astrophysical wavelengths
from the induced shear. To obtain a limit on ), we compute the oag/y produced by
an isotropic background of GW’s at a single wavenumber k. Note that for modes at
a given k, we can use equations (4.3) and (4.4) even for short wavelengths (with At
a normalization factor, separate for each k), for times 7 long after matter-radiation
equality. Since GW’s at Horizon wavelengths are already strongly constrained by the
CMB as noted above, we restrict our calculation to the case krg > 1, in which case
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the h,; terms in Eq. (4.6) can be neglected. We can estimate from Eq. (4.6) that in
order of magnitude o3 should equal At/(k7o)*, and thus that o35/7% ~ At/(k70)?.
However, we find from the exact calculation that there is no term this large, only
higher order terms in 1/(k7). We outline in the Appendix (§4.6) a mathematical
argument showing this cancellation at small wavelengths. This result requires both
the phase cancellations that come in averaging over an isotropic background, and
also the oscillation with time of the GW’s. With different assumptions, e.g., if we
analyzed GW'’s from a particular source, which are then not isotropic, stronger limits
may be possible.

4.4 Proper motions induced by LSS and GW'’s

We now consider the fluctuation of the angular deflection of image rays with time,
and the resulting proper motion. If the deflection of image rays induced by LSS or
GW'’s changes significantly during an observation of a lens system, then the slow shift
in alignment between the lens and the source will change the impact parameter at
the lens of a given ray from the source. The images will therefore move, and even
tiny motions may be detected since the source motion is magnified if it is lensed by
a primary lens. We first show that this effect is still expected to be too small to
measure for LSS and for the GW power spectrum that we have considered above.
However, given the weakness of existing limits on GW’s at astrophysical wavelengths
(84.1), we also consider possible limits on a general GW spectrum.

Again we consider a single light ray from the observer out to some distance rg, in
the absence of a primary lens (we consider the effect of a lens below). Given a ray
with a fixed direction at the observer, its position z*(rs) at rs moves with time, and
it is this motion which we evaluate. In practice, we are interested in a fixed source

at rg, in which case its apparent position will drift with the same speed but in the
opposite direction. For LSS we have (e.g., Seljak 1994)

z*(rs) = —2/;2(7'5 —r)V¢(T = 10 — 7)dr, (4.19)

in terms of the Newtonian potential (or scalar metric perturbation) ¢. We are now
using the parameter r rather than 7, since as time changes all comoving distances
remain fixed. The only change is the time of evaluation of ¢, and so to find dz*(rs)/dmo
from z*(rs) we simply replace ¢(T = 75 — r) by ¢(T = 7o — 7), with the partial time
derivative in ¢ taken at a fixed position. The rms value of dz*(rs)/dr depends on
the power spectrum of ¢, a quantity which has been estimated by various authors
in connection with the Rees-Sciama effect on the CMB (e.g., Rees & Sciama 1968;
Martinez-Gonzalez et al. 1992, 1994; Kofman & Starobinsky 1985; Kamionkowski &
Spergel 1994; Seljak 1996). While the integrated deflection is dominated by short (~ 1
Mpc) wavelengths, the LSS potential only evolves on a cosmological time scale. In an
Einstein-deSitter universe, ¢ is time independent in the linear regime of small density
perturbations, but in this case too ¢ becomes nonzero when nonlinear structure forms.
In general, therefore, the proper motion induced by LSS is of order og/70 ~ 1078
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arcsec per year. For the gravity wave spectrum considered above, horizon size modes
are dominant, and so here too the induced proper motion is of order og/7o, with a og
smaller by ~ 10? than for LSS. Any observed proper motion will thus be dominated
by peculiar velocities of hundreds of km/s generated, e.g., by the velocity dispersion
of stars in a galaxy or galaxies in a galaxy group or cluster.

We now estimate the lensing limit on stochastic GW’s in general, at any wave
number k. VLBI observations can directly measure or limit proper motions, and
this then implies a limit on GW’s. Again we restrict ourselves to wavelengths with
krs > 1, and consider first the apparent motion of a source that is not lensed by a
primary lens. The apparent motion due to GW’s of a fixed object at distance rs is
—df(rs)/dre. Up to corrections of order 1/krg, the mean square of this motion is

However, when there are both a lens and a source, a GW background will produce
correlated proper motions in both, and the relative motion may be small. Limits from
VLBI on proper motions in gravitational lenses were recently considered by Kochanek
et al. (1996), and we proceed similarly. We may hope for strong limits because, in the
presence of lensing, a proper motion of the source relative to the lens is magnified into
a larger proper motion of the images. Furthermore, only a relative motion between
images needs to be detected, as opposed to a more difficult measurement of motion
with respect to an external reference frame, since if the source moves (relative to the
lens), the different images do not all move together. In general, different values of the
magnification matrix at the different image positions will produce relative motions
between images of the same order of magnitude as the absolute motions. Moreover,
pairs of highly magnified images generally have antiparallel motions (Kochanek et
al.)

To analyze how proper motion due to GW’s may be magnified, we start from Eq.
(4.12), and consider the same equation a time At later, when the deflections from
GW’s have changed. E.g., 62(01}, has changed to 64'(01}, + AM, and a total change A in
the observed §' has been induced. Expanding the lens equation to first order in the
small changes and solving for A, we obtain

A; =AY — AP + M7 (ALY - AP)] (4.21)

where the magnification matrix Mj equals the inverse of §7 — d;ed. (and is evaluated
at 6" + &'S,‘,{ - &Q{). Consider first the magnified term, Agz,s) - Agz)_ Averaging over
directions of A(?3) — A(®) we obtain a result analogous to Eq. (4.9) for the mean

square. Since M* is symmetric for a thin lens (Schneider et al.), it has two real
eigenvalues m, and m; (where the magnification M = |m,my|). Letting

M = [%(mz + mf)] v , (4.22)
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we find that

—~—

rms |M,J [Agm) - Agz)H = M xrms 15(2’3) - 5(2)’ . (4.23)

In Eq. (4.23) we may evaluate the rms on the right-hand side using a straight path
(as in §4.3). Letting

= —

d = d
E‘%,BLS = —Eﬂ(rs) + g (rz), (4.24)

we find that in <,B}"JS> there is no term of order At/(k?7}) [as in Eq. (4.20)], but only
higher order terms in 1/(k75). Once again this small wavelength cutoff results from
combining the time oscillation of GW’s and the phase cancellations in averaging over
an isotropic background (see the Appendix, §4.6), and as a result there is only a very
weak limit on 2.

4.5 Conclusions

Gravitational lensing is affected by perturbations to the homogeneous and isotropic
background metric. Such perturbations, whether they are caused by LSS or GW’s,
may produce a number of effects on light propagation. One such effect is an overall
shift in the angular positions of nearby objects, which is not observable. Another
is a relative difference between the induced shifts in nearby light rays. This relative
deflection manifests itself as a shear which may cause weak lensing and also affect
strong lensing. A third effect is a fluctuation of the angular position of distant objects
with time, leading to a directly observable proper motion.

The actual amplitude of long wavelength modes of LSS and GW’s is limited by
the quadrupole anisotropy of the CMB. Even if both make comparable contributions
to the anisotropy, LSS is dominant in its effects on lensing. This results from can-
cellations due to the time oscillation of short wavelength gravity waves, as well as
the redshifting of their amplitude. For LSS, on the other hand, the effect of small
coherent structures is amplified as the deflection executes a random walk. We find
that the relative deflection due to GW’s is four orders of magnitude smaller than that
of LSS, and is therefore not observable.

The induced proper motions expected for LSS or for GW’s generated in inflation
are small compared to typical peculiar velocities, and thus are not observable. The
motions are also too small to yield interesting limits on the energy density of GW’s
at shorter wavelengths.

After this paper was submitted for publication, the bending of light by gravity
waves was analyzed differently by Kaiser & Jaffe (1996), for the case of short (sub-
horizon) wavelengths, in a nonexpanding flat space (i.e., neglecting the redshifting
of the amplitude of GW’s). That simplified analysis shows that the relative proper
motion between two sources is small not only if they are at different redshifts along
the same line of sight (in agreement with our calculation of <512,s> in §4.4), but also if
they are separated on the sky by a small angle. The treatment presented in Kaiser &
Jaffe changes quantitatively if expansion is included, but not qualitatively for GW’s
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with a period short compared to the redshifting time scale (i.e., a Hubble time).

4.6 Appendix

In trying to set limits on GW’s at short wavelengths krg > 1, we twice encountered
a weaker limit than simple dimensional analysis would suggest: Once in calculating
oapg/7 or shear in §4.3, and then in estimating the magnified proper motion in §4.4.
In this Appendix we outline the first of these calculations and show how this result
emerges. The second calculation can be done similarly.

From Eq. (4.6) in the limit of short wavelengths (compared with the present
Horizon), we derive

17287 To )
ololy? = mwfcmldmﬁamm—m)

9 : (o Ti ., co:(k'rl) cos(kTy) ja[k(m1 — 72)]
(o =)o =) 50 gy [h(ra —a)* -

The ja[k(r1 — 72)]/[k(71 — 72)]* term comes from the angular % integrations, including
the angular dependence of the polarizations and assuming an isotropic background.
Letting z = km; and u = k(11 — 72) (also zo = k7o, etc.) leads to

864w z
kz"'g AT zg dm $2

z —z5)(z0 — ) wo-z  (z+u—zs5)(To— z — u) ja(u)
/zs—z du (z + u)? ut

X [cosu(1l + cos2z) — sin usin 2z] .

We evaluate only the first cos u term here, since the other terms in the square brack-
ets can be evaluated similarly. Note that dimensional analysis suggests that the z
and u integrals should give a term of order 1 (not larger, because of the oscillating
integrand).

To do the u integral we separate the smooth and oscillating parts and then repeat-
edly integrate by parts: We let w(™l(u) be the n-th indefinite integral of [cosu] ja(u)/u*
with respect to u, and vI™(u) the n-th derivative of (z +u — z5)(zo — z — u)/(z + u)?
with respect to u. For each n such that w™(u) converges for u — Fo0, we fix the
arbitrary constant by w!™(co) + wl"(—c0) = 0 (Any constant will do for other n).
Then the u integral equals a series of terms evaluated at the two limits of integration,

i(_l)n {w["+1]v[n]|u=zo—z _ w[n+1]v[n]|u=zs—z} )

n=0

Since the two series of terms can be handled similarly, we evaluate here only the
u = zo — ¢ terms. We do the z integration in the same way as the u integration.
Thus we continue to integrate wl*t!l(z) with respect to z, and let v[®™(z) be the
m-th derivative of (z — zs)(zo — z)v["l(zo — z)/z? with respect to x. The contribution
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to azAﬁ/fyz from the terms we have kept is

864 > m
Ag Z (__1)n+1 {w[n+m+2](0)v[n,m](wo) N w[n+m+2]($0 _ a:s)v["’ ](ms)} )

n,m=0

5

Now, v™™(z) at £ > 1 is of order £~ ("*™) w["(0) is 0 or a constant, and we find that
wl™(z) at |z| > 1 is of order |z|*~5. This last fact, that wl"(£o0) converges for the
first few n, depends on the specific function w[ol(a:) which in turn is determined by the
two physical assumptions of time oscillation and angular averaging. The only term
from the final sum that could give a contribution of order At/z% is then = m =0
term. We find that w!l(0) is a nonzero constant, but since v/®%(z) = 0 identically,
there is no term of this lowest order.

75



Bibliography

[1] Abbott, L. F. and Wise, M. B. 1984, Nucl. Phys. B, 244, 541
[2] Allen, B. 1989, Phys. Rev. Lett., 63, 2017

[3] Allen, B. 1990, Gen. Relativ. Grav., 22, 1447

[4] Bar-Kana, R. 1994, Phys. Rev. D, 50, 1157

[6] Bertotti, B., Carr, B. J., & Rees, M. J. 1983, MNRAS, 203, 945
[6] Carr, B. J. 1980, A&A, 89, 6

[7] Davis, R. L., Hodges, H. M., Smoot, G. F., Steinhardt, P. J., & Turner, M.
S. 1992, Phys. Rev. Lett., 69, 1856

[8] Fakir, R. 1994, ApJ 426, 74
[9] Frieman, J. A., Harari, D. D., & Surpi, G. C. 1994, Phys. Rev. D, 50, 4895
[10] K. M. Gorski et al. 1994, ApJ, 430, L89
[11] Kaiser, N. 1092, ApJ, 388, 272
[12] Kaiser, N., & Jaffe, A. 1996, submitted to ApJ, astro-ph/9609043 (1997).
[13] Kamionkowski, M., & Spergel, D. N. 1994, ApJ, 432, 7
[14] Kaspi, V. M., Taylor, J. H., & Ryba, M. F. 1994, ApJ, 428, 713
[15] Kochanek, C. S., Kolatt, T. S., & Bartelmann, M. 1996, ApJ, 473, 610
[16] Kofman, L., & Starobinsky, A. 1985, Sov. Astron. Lett., 11, 271
[17] Krauss, L. M., & White, M. 1992, Phys. Rev. Lett., 69, 869
18] Liddle, A. R. 1994, Phys. Rev. D, 49, 3805
[19] Linder, E. V. 1988a, ApJ, 326, 517
[20] Linder, E. V. 1988b, ApJ, 328, 77
[21] Martinez-Gonzalez, E., Sanz, J. L., & Silk, J. 1992, Phys. Rev. D., 46, 4196

76



[22] Martinez-Gonzalez, E., Sanz, J. L., & Silk, J. 1994, ApJ, 436, 1
[23] Miralda-Escudé 1991, J., ApJ, 380, 1

[24] Mould, J., Blandford, R., Villumsen, J., Brainerd, T., Smail, I., Small, T.,
& Kells, W. 1994, MNRAS, 271, 31

[25] Pymne, T., Gwinn, C. R., Birkinshaw, M., Eubanks, T. M., & Matsakis, D.
N. 1996, ApJ, 465, 566

[26] Rees, M. J., & Sciama, D. W. 1968, Nature, 517, 611

[27] Rubakov, V. A., Sazhin, M. V., & Veryaskin, A. V. 1982, Phys. Lett., 115B,
189

[28] Sahni, V. 1990, Phys. Rev. D, 42, 453
[29] Sahni, V., & Souradeep, T. 1992, Mod. Phys. Lett. A, 7, 3541

[30] Schneider, P., Ehlers, J., & Falco, E.E. 1992, Gravitational Lenses (New
York: Springer)

[31] Seljak, U. 1994, ApJ, 436, 509
32] Seljak, U. 1996, ApJ, 460, 549
[33] Smoot, G. F. et al. 1992, ApJ, 396, L1

[34] Starobinskii, A. A. 1979, Pis’'ma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz., 30, 719 [JETP Lett.,
30, 682]

[35] Starobinskii, A. A. 1985, Pis’ma Astron. Zh., 11, 323 [Sov. Astron. Lett.,
11, 133]

[36] Surpi, G. C., Harari, D. D., & Frieman, J. A. 1996, ApJ, 464, 54

[37] Thorsett, S. E., & Dewey, R. J. 1996, Phys. Rev. D, 53, 3468

[38] Turner, M. S. 1993, Phys. Rev. D, 48, 5539

[39] Turner, M. S., White, M., & Lidsey, J. E. 1993, Phys. Rev. D, 48, 4613

7



Chapter 5

Analysis of Time Delays in the
Gravitational Lens PG11154080

This chapter! presents an analysis of time delays in a gravitational lens, which can
be used to estimate the Hubble constant as well as to constrain models of the lens
mass distribution.

5.1 Introduction

The quadruply imaged quasar PG1115+080 was the second lens to be discovered
(Weymann et al. 1980). It is radio quiet, but optical Hubble Space Telescope images
(Kristian et al. 1993) were recently analyzed by Schechter et al. (1997, hereafter SCH)
and by Keeton & Kochanek (1997). They found that lens models which include the
effect of the lens galaxy and that of the nearby group of galaxies discovered by Young
et al. (1981) can fit the image positions well. They however still found great freedom
in the Hubble constant (Hy) values predicted by these lens models for a given time
delay.

In four-image configurations where the images lie at roughly the same distance
from the lens, there is a well known degeneracy between the radial profile of the lens
mass and the inferred Hy (Kochanek 1991; Wambsganss & Paczydski 1994). In this
situation the relative image positions do determine the total enclosed mass within
the ring of images, but they are not very sensitive to the radial profile of the mass.
Changing the radial profile affects the convergence at the images, and this changes
the inferred Hy value in a similar way to the effect of a constant mass sheet (Falco et
al. 1985; Narayan 1991). In PG1115+080 future observations of the lensing galaxy
light profile and, ultimately, a direct measurement of its central velocity dispersion
may constrain or eliminate this degeneracy.

Recently SCH measured light curves for the A1, A2, B and C images of PG1115+080,
and used them to determine multiple delays. The bright Al and A2 images are close

1Submitted to ApJ, also preprint astro-ph/9701068
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together and should have a very small time delay (~ a few hours), so they were
combined into a single A=A1+A2 curve. SCH used the Press et al. (1992a, 1992b)
method and found that C leads A and A leads B, with tg¢ = 23.7 + 3.4 days and
tac = 9.4 + 3.4 days which yields a ratio rapc = tac/tpa of 0.7 £0.3. It is useful to
express the two independent quantities as tgc and r4p¢, since tge can be taken to
fix the Hubble constant for a given lens model while r4p¢ is independent of overall
distance, and can be compared directly with the ratio predicted by lens models. The
models mentioned above are consistent in predicting r4pc = 1.4 to within about 0.1,
and SCH noted the 20 discrepancy with their fitted value. In their analysis SCH
assumed that the measurement errors in the light curves are uncorrelated, and also
that the fractional flux variations are the same for each component.

In this chapter we present a more detailed analysis of the light curves in PG1115+080.
We first present a new method based on x? minimization, which has many of the ad-
vantages of Press et al. but is simpler and allows for a more conservative assessment of
errors in the reconstructed parameters. We then apply this method to PG1115+080,
and include correlated measurement errors in the analysis. In addition to relative
time delays, we also allow for different factors of variation in flux, which may arise
from microlensing of the images. In §5.2 we present our x? method, and discuss its
distinct features and free parameters. We then discuss the physical meaning of the
various parameters that the method can account for and attempt to extract from
data. In §5.3 we apply our method to fitting the PG1115+4080 light curves, singly,
in pairs, and all together, and discuss the results and implications. Finally in §5.4
we summarize our results and point out some of the significant returns possible from
further monitoring.

5.2 Method and physical parameters

Suppose we have a light curve of N points, (t;,v;) 2 = 1,..., N, where ¢, is time (in
days) and v; is the intensity (in magnitudes) at time ¢;, and we construct a model for
v(t) with M adjustable parameters a;, 7 = 1,..., M. Then if the v; measurements
are independent, with normally distributed errors of standard deviation o; for each 1,
the x? measure of goodness-of-fit is

N Tv;—v(ti;ay...an)]°
=32 o ’:‘ am)|” (5.1)
=1 ?

When the measurement errors are correlated, with a covariance matrix Q, then
N
X2 =Y Wi [vi —v(ti;ar...am)] [v; —v(tj;01...a0m)] , (5.2)
1,5=1

where the weight matrix W is the matrix inverse of Q.
For the model we take L points (tx,vx) with the i just covering the range of
the data and equally spaced. The v are then the parameters, and the model for
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v(t) is a curve going through all the (t,vx) with interpolation used for other values
of t. Note that we interpolate between the vy in the model, we do not interpolate
between the noisy data points directly. When we fit multiple light curves, a single
such model is used for all of them, or equivalently the light curves are all combined
into a single light curve which is then compared to the model. Additional parameters
can be added to account for relative shifts of an entire light curve relative to the
others, before comparing to the model. A relative magnification corresponds (in
magnitudes) to adding a constant to all the measured v; of an image. A relative time
delay corresponds to adding a constant to all the measured ¢; of an image. For given
time delays, all the other parameters are linear (i.e. the x? is a quadratic form in these
parameters) if we use only interpolation which is linear in the v (but arbitrarily non-
linear in the ¢;). Minimizing the x? then corresponds to solving a linear system, and
we solve it using Cholesky decomposition (e.g. Press et al. 1992c, §2.9).

Our model is very flexible. There is freedom to choose both the number of in-
terpolation points L and the interpolation method. We use several methods of inter-
polation. Given some time ¢ between (ix,vx) and (tg4+1,%k+1), in linear interpolation
we take for v(t) the linearly interpolated value between vy and vey;. In cubic inter-
polation we interpolate using the cubic polynomial through the four points at k — 1,
k, k+1 and k + 2 (with linear interpolation used for ¥k = 1 or k = L —1). In
cubic spline interpolation (e.g. Press et al. 1992¢c, §3.3), we draw a cubic polynomial
between every pair of points k and k + 1 so that the entire curve is continuous in
the second derivative. We find in §5.3 below that changing the interpolation method
has a rather minor effect. Note that with any of these interpolation methods there
is some inter-dependence among all of the vg, unless there is some ko with no data
points between ¢, and tx,+1. In this case the parameters vy for k > ko would decouple
from those with k& < ko, at least with linear interpolation. There are 37 points in
each light curve in the PG1115+080 data, and the final data point follows a gap of 38
days. Hereafter we drop this last point, and then we are never in a situation where
such a kg exists.

The number of points in each light curve is thus 36, and we use an L of 10, 20 and
30. Below we find that the differences in the derived parameters using the various
L are fairly large, so this freedom provides a more conservative and robust estimate
of parameter uncertainties. Using small L corresponds essentially to a larger-scale
smoothing of the data, though once again the smoothing is not directly of the raw
data. If we use a very small L, we are over-smoothing the signal, and we may expect
an unreliable reconstruction if the actual signal is not smooth enough on timescales
< AT/L, where AT is the total length of the data. If on the other hand we use a large
L, there are fewer constraints on the v, and we may get large oscillations between
nearby v as the fitting procedure tries to compensate for individual measurement
errors. A range of L thus allows an important check on robustness.

When we use a method based on x? minimization for finding time delays among
a number of curves, we may worry about being biased towards large time delays.
This is because large time delays imply little overlap among the light curves, and so
smaller x? since there are fewer constraints coming from requiring smoothness when
the light curves are combined into a single curve. In our method, with a fixed L, this
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bias is partially offset since larger time delays imply larger effective smoothing as the
total AT for the combined light curves increases. In practice we find negligible bias
in the Monte Carlo tests described in §5.3 below.

We wish to also account for the effect of microlensing in the fitting. Microlensing
is the additional magnification of each image due to lensing by stars or dark matter
clumps in the lensing galaxy. It has been detected in 223740305 (e.g. Wambsganss
et al. 1990) as well as in 09574561 (e.g. Schild 1996). Such microlensing may cause
an amplification of order 0.6 magnitudes, which in PG1115+080 is expected to vary
over a time scale of ~ 10 years (Witt et al. 1995). However, even if there is no
significant variation over the span of the measured light curves, there may be a ’static’
microlensing effect which causes different images to vary by different factors in flux,
as suggested by SCH. Specifically, this arises if the quasar emission region which
produces the mean (i.e. time independent part of the) flux is not identical to the
region responsible for the small intensity variations with time. A possible physical
picture is that the variation is caused by a small jet emanating from the core or a
sudden localized surge of mass accretion rather than by a coherent change in the
entire emission region.

In such a situation, the overall magnifications M; of the mean flux F and m; of
the variation f may be unequal for a given image i, and their ratio m;/M; may be
different for different images. In magnitudes, we would then measure (except for an

overall factor of —5/2)

m;f

M F

log,o(MiF + mif) = logyo( MiF') + log,, (1 + ) ~ log,o( M;F) + mi f

M; F log10’
(5.3)
where we assume f/F < 1. The variation in magnitudes may therefore have different
amplitudes in different images if the m;/M; ratio is not the same for all 3.
The spatial scale for microlensing is set by the Einstein radius of a typical deflector
at the lens plane, projected onto the source plane. In PG1115+080 this radius is

(e =5x10"% [(M)/0.1Mg])"* pc = 1000 [(M)/0.1Mu]"/* AU, (5.4)

where (M) is the average stellar mass (Witt et al. 1995). In order to have m; and
M; not be equal, one or both of the emission regions must have structure on scales of
order (g or smaller: if they were both smooth then the microlensing would be washed
out, and we would have m; = M; for all 2. On the other hand, if the two emission
regions overlapped and their union had a very small extent compared to (g, then
the magnification due to microlensing would not vary over this scale, and again we
would have m; = M;. Thus we reach the interesting conclusion that the indication
of different m;/M; for different i (see §5.3 below) implies that the size of the quasar
optical emission region must be of order (g, say to within a factor of 10.

There are, however, a number of reasons to be cautious about this statement. The
two emission regions may have different sizes, and in this case we might expect the
mean region to contain the variation region, and then the different m,/M; would imply
the lower bound only on the larger emission region. On the other hand, the variation
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may involve relativistic motions, and such high velocities can cause microlensing
variations on small time scales that we might confuse as differences in m;/M;. More
generally, the stochastic nature of optically-thick microlensing (e.g. Witt et al. 1995)
implies the possibility of a rare statistical fluctuation over the relatively short time
span of the current data. In addition, (g depends on what we assume for (M), and
there could be a large range of masses contributing. Note also that the magnification
due to the macrolens itself varies with position, but it should only vary over much
larger spatial scales. There could be a different amount of contamination by light
from the lens galaxy in each image, and this would lead to apparent changes in the
M; with no corresponding changes in the m;. However, in PG11154+080 this effect
seems to be too small to affect the m;/M; ratios significantly. Finally, there may
still be unmodelled systematic errors in the measured light curves which could give
the appearance of unequal m;/M; ratios. With a longer time span of measurements
it may be possible to eliminate some or all of these uncertainties. See also Gould
& Miralda-Escudé (1997) for an independent, illuminating discussion of the possible
observational consequences of differential microlensing of accretion disks in quasars.

In measuring the quasar image light curves, SCH used two nearby stars, *B and
*C, as photometric references. All intensities (i.e. for the images as well as for *B)
were measured with respect to *C, and SCH then subtracted one half of the magnitude
of *B from the quasar components, for each observation. The correlation between the
quasar and *B may result from systematic errors such as the adopted point spread
function, which varies across the field and so may not be identical in *B and in the
quasar components. In our analysis we treat the fluctuations of *B as stochastic noise,
with a component which is common to *B and to all the quasar components, as well
as an independent source of error. We then let the x? minimization decide the size
of the error common to *B and all the quasar images, separately in each observation,
but guided by our best estimate of the typical size of the correlation. Thus, we add
*B to our method effectively as a fourth light curve, but for the underlying model of
*B we take just a constant intensity in time.

5.3 Results for PG11154-080

Our model for component A consists of L points as described in §5.2. For B we
use the same model, but with an overall magnitude shift mp4 of A with respect to
B (accounting for mean magnification), a time shift tg4 due to the time delay, and
an overall variation ratio aps multiplying the variation (accounting for differential
microlensing as explained in §5.2). Similarly, we have mac, tac, and auc, as well
as mpe, tpc, and ape. When we fit all the curves simultaneously, we have the
constraints mpc = mpa + mac, teac = tBa + tac, and apec = apacsc. The only
parameters which require non-linear x? minimization are tg4, tac, @Ba, and asc.
We minimize with respect to these parameters using direction set methods (Press et
al. 1992c¢, §10.5).

We vary a number of parameters in the model. We try L = 10, 20 and 30
interpolation points. We try linear, cubic and cubic spline interpolation. For the
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measurement errors, we begin with the uncorrelated errors for A, B and C of 2.3,
7.5 and 4.0 millimagnitudes (mmag) at 1o, respectively (SCH). We also take an
uncorrelated error of 1.2 mmag for the bright star *B. We then add an error of
standard deviation o, common to *B and all QSO components, and also separate
errors of fio, in *B and f,0, in all the QSO components. If we assume f; = f, =1,
then since *B has a measured variability of 8 mmag at 1o, we take 0, ~ 6 mmag. As
we show below, reasonable variations in oy, f; and f, affect the minimum x? value
but not appreciably values of the derived parameters such as the time delays. On
the other hand, having no correlated errors at all (o, = 0) does change the derived
parameters. All the errors are naturally assumed to be Gaussian in the x? method.

We can also take Gaussian errors for Monte Carlo trials. On the other hand,
since the method reconstructs a model for the input signal, it also reconstructs an
estimate of the measurement errors in all the light curves in each observation. We
take these actual errors instead of Gaussian errors for a second, bootstrap-like Monte
Carlo analysis. Thus we have a set of 36 observations, and in the Monte Carlo
trials for each day we pick one of the 36 at random (with replacement) and add the
reconstructed errors on that day (in A, B, C, and *B) to the matching simulated light
curves (i.e. A, B, C, and *B, respectively). Note that this is not a rigorous bootstrap,
since after the x? minimization the errors are no longer independent. However, this
procedure should give us an idea of the actual size and mutual correlations of the
measurement errors, and should be more robust and conservative than the Gaussian
Monte Carlo trials. For the input signal in the Monte Carlo trials we take a smooth
curve (see Figure 1) with roughly the same shape as the variation in the actual data.
This way, the input is identical to the real signal on large time scales, and we assume
that any apparent small scale variability is dominated by measurement noise, which
seems likely.

We define our ’standard’ model as having L = 20, cubic spline interpolation,
o, = 6 mmag and f; = f, = 1. Thus the assumed covariance matrix of errors for this
model in mmag squared is

7.3 72 72 36
72 1283 72 36
72 72 883 36
36 36 36 73.3

(5.5)

with rows from the top in the order A, B, C, and *B. Hereafter we use these standard
settings except where otherwise noted.

We begin by fitting each quasar component separately, always along with *B.
Table 5.1 shows the resulting x? values for various L. The number of data points is
72 (36 each for a quasar component and for *B), and the number of parameters is
L 41 (1 for the mean value of *B), which yields 71 — L for the number of degrees of
freedom (ndof). The x? is in most cases less than the ndof, which is reasonable since
we are assuming that a significant portion of the error is correlated among all the
quasar components, and if we take each of them separately then we are not including
this very strong constraint. Table 5.1 also suggests that if our error estimates are
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roughly correct for A and C, they may be somewhat underestimated for component
B. Note that the x? value is higher than the ndof at L = 10 only for B, which is
the faintest component and so has the largest errors. This may indicate higher non-
Gaussianity for the errors in this component, since with lower L the fewer parameters
cannot effectively compensate for outlier points.

Next we fit *B and two quasar components at a time, with the results displayed
in Table 5.2. There are 36*3 = 108 data points, and L + 4 parameters (e.g. *B mean,
mBc, tac and apc). Also shown are the one sided 68% confidence limits derived from
300 bootstrap Monte Carlo trials. Both the bootstrap errors and the parameters (¢
etc.) that we input into the Monte Carlo trials are in each case (i.e. for each pair of
components and for each L) set according to the values fitted from the data in that
case. So e.g., for the BC pair with L = 20, a value of tgc = 25.3 days is used as
input for the Monte Carlo trials which in turn determine the error of *2-3 days on tpc.
We only show the results of varying L since this leads to the largest variations (see
below). Note that the BA time delay has the largest fractional uncertainty, as we
expect: B has the largest errors, so the uncertainty in g4 is greater than in ¢4¢, and
while C has larger errors than A, the BC delay is larger and much better resolved
than is tg4. For the variation ratios, there is some variation with L, but only apgc is
consistent with 1, while the others disagree with 1 at the 4 — 50 level for each L.

Finally we combine all three quasar components, with results shown in Table 5.3.
Uncertainties, where shown, are again one sided 68% confidence limits derived from
bootstrap Monte Carlo trials. All the models are based on our standard inputs, except
for the changes shown in the first column. In rows 4 and 5, o, is in mmag. In rows 6
and 7, f; and f; refer to assumptions about the correlated errors (see the beginning of
this section). In rows 8 and 9, we use cubic and linear interpolation, respectively (see
§5.2 above). As above, rapc = tac/tpa. We try a large range of model assumptions,
most of which show very little variation in parameter values relative to varying L.
The exception is the last row, marked 'SCH-like’. Here we use our method, but with
assumptions that correspond closely to those of SCH: we assume no correlated errors,
the uncorrelated errors are doubled, *B is not included in the fitting but rather we
subtract half of *B from the quasar light curves, and we set the variation ratios to 1.
The 'SCH-like’ parameter values are compatible with those of SCH to about 1o.

For the standard case (L = 20), there are 4 x 36 = 144 data points, and L 4 7
parameters. In each case, we can calculate agc = agaasc. E.g. for L = 20 the result

is apc = 1.10%:08. With L = 20, the 1o uncertainties from Gaussian Monte Carlo

trials are, for comparison with Table 5.3, ¥3:5 days for tac, T} days for tpa, 113 days
for tpe, T332 for rape, 158 for aac, 133 for apa, and 37 for apc. The 95% confidence
limits from bootstrap Monte Carlo trials are, also for the L = 20 case, 12 days for
tac, tgg days for tBa, fgg da.ys for tee, -l_-ﬂ for TABC, t%g for aQac, tig for Qapa, and
+15 for apc. For this standard case, Figure 1 shows the quasar components A (x), B
(o), and C (o) (including the final point in each light curve, which was excluded from
the fitting). All have been corrected in each observation only by the error component
which is common to all the quasar components and to *B, as reconstructed by the
fitting. Other than this A is shown as observed (except for a vertical shift to have

zero mean), but B and C are shifted and scaled according to the values of mac, mpa,
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tac, tBa, @ac, and apa. Also shown are the reconstructed signal (solid line) and
the input used in the Monte Carlo trials (dotted line). Figures 2 and 3 show one
dimensional x? plots, as a function of tgc and rapc, respectively. In each plot, at
every point the parameter shown is fixed and x? is minimized with respect to all other
parameters. The plots do not show any strong local minima that could be confused
with the global minimum. The formal 1o uncertainties derived from these curves are
1.0 days for tpc and .12 for rapc. Figure 4 shows a two dimensional x? plot as a
function of t4¢c and tp4, around the minimum (marked x). Note that the result of
SCH (marked o) is outside even the outermost contour, which delineates the formal
99.99% confidence level.

We adopt the L = 20 results and bootstrap uncertainties, since they are compati-
ble with the values for the other L to about 1o. Thus tge = 25.0%1% days, and Tables
5.2 and 5.3 indicate that this 6% uncertainty (at 68% confidence) is a reasonable esti-
mate. Qur value used with lens models reduces the induced Hj only by 5% relative to
the SCH value. On the other hand, r4p¢ varies fairly strongly with different assump-
tions, and is only weakly constrained at rapc = 1.13}:13 . This result is close to the
values around 1.4 predicted by lens models, but the uncertainty is too large to be able
to decide among different types of models (Keeton & Kochanek 1997). The fitting
also recovers mac = 2.033 & .005, mpa = —2.534 £ .007, and mpe = —.501 + .008,
which yield variation-subtracted magnification ratios for the mean flux. These agree
with SCH and also with the flux ratios of Kristian et al. (1993), since the quasar
does not vary much over the time scale of the time delays. Our extremely accurate
magnification ratios are not useful for lens modelling, since they are still likely to be
greatly altered by microlensing, as suggested by the variation ratios.

Regarding the variation ratios, apc = 1.10103 is consistent with 1, while asc =
1.39107 is greater than 1 and apy = .797:3% is less than 1, both at 4 — 5¢. These
values are also roughly consistent with Table 5.2. To make perhaps a more direct test
of the significance of this result, we also perform Monte Carlo tests on input which
has variation ratios equal to 1, but they are allowed to vary in the fitting. The result
indicates that if the variation ratios were really 1, we would measure asc = 1.00%:37
(117 at 95% confidence) and aps = 1.00715 (*33 at 95% confidence), so in this sense
the L = 20 results for asc and apy are significantly different from 1 at 50 and 20,
respectively. As discussed in §5.2, this may indicate that the quasar optical emission
region must be of order 1000 AU in linear dimension.

5.4 Conclusions

We have developed a method for determining time delays among light curves of mul-
tiple images of a gravitational lens. The method constructs a simple model for the
actual source variation, using interpolation between a number of equally spaced val-
ues. It then performs a combined x? minimization by fitting all of the light curves
to this model simultaneously, which is similar to the method of Press et al. (1992a,
b). The ability to vary the basic parameters of the model over a large range lends
robustness to our method. Most of the parameters are linear and so the x? minimiza-
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tion is easily done. In addition to the time delays, the other non-linear parameters
are relative variation ratios, which account for different fractional variation in flux for
different images. We interpret this physically as evidence for differential microlens-
ing, i.e. a different magnification due to microlensing for the varying region from the
region giving rise to the mean flux.

Applying our method to the light curves of PG1115+080 observed by SCH, we
find a value of 25.0733 days (95% confidence) for the delay between components B
and C, and a ratio ta4c/tpa for the two smaller delays of 1.131]2 (68% confidence).
Unlike SCH, we include correlated measurement errors as well as the above mentioned
variation ratios in the analysis. Our result for tpc agrees with SCH, but the ratio
raBc does not. Qur result for r4pc does agree with lens models, but we find that
with the present data it cannot be derived accurately enough to help in fitting lens
models. For the variation ratios, we find asc = 1.3972¢ and aps = .79719 (95%
confidence), each indicating differential microlensing at a significance of 4 — 5 times
our estimated lo uncertainties. If confirmed as the data accumulates, this would
imply that the size of the quasar optical emission region is of order 1000 AU, for
microlenses of (M) = 0.1Mg. Further data may also allow a determination of the
time variation of the two microlensing magnifications.
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Table 5.1: Single quasar component fitting

L ndof A,x? B,x? C, x?
10 61 404 70.1 40.2
20 51 29.7 39.9 2908
30 41 274 303 27.6

Table 5.2: Fitting of quasar components in pairs

L ndof x? time delay [days] var ratio
BC components

10 94 166 25.0717 1.0775

20 84 129 25.3123 1.09199

30 74 76.4 26.7+18 1.03*:58
AC components

10 94 119 11.0733 1.35758

20 84 88.7 11.0%59 1.52+:99

30 74 727 12.3113 1.401-98
BA components

10 94 224 117722 0.747 %

20 84 124 6.75111 0.61+:%

30 74 1783 7.22112 0.461:93

Table 5.3: Fitting of the three quasar components

Input  ndof x® tac [days] tpa [days] ipc [days] ramc aac apa
L=10 127 232 12.5%5%9 14.071%  26.5777  0.89712 145708 .80F %2
L=20 117 187 13.3%%3 117813  25.0%15  1.13+1% 1.39%97 .79*5e
L=30 107 148 14.9%1%  10.6%}3 255718  1.41F2 1.43+3%  72tst
o, =4 117 266 13.0 11.8 24.8 1.10 1.38 .80
on=8 117 157 13.4 11.7 25.1 1.15 1.39 9
fi=0 117 235 12.8 11.4 24.2 1.12 1.34 .80
f2=0 117 249 12.8 11.8 24.6 1.08 1.38 81
cubic 117 183 13.4 11.9 25.2 1.13 1.39 .80
linear 117 181 13.5 11.7 25.1 1.15 1.40 .79
SCH-like 84 135  8.9*17 119728 20.9%22  0.75+28 1 1
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Figure 5-1: Light curves for components A (), B (o), and C (o). B and C have been
shifted to match A, and all have been partly corrected for errors (see text). Also
shown are the reconstructed signal (solid line), the input used in Monte Carlo trials
(dotted line), and the final point in each light curve, which was excluded from the

fitting.
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Figure 5-2: Value of x? versus assumed delay ¢pc, relative to the x? value at its global
minimum.
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Figure 5-3: Value of x? versus assumed ratio r4p¢, relative to the x? value at its
global minimum.
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Figure 5-4: x? contours in the t4¢, tpa plane. The point marked x is x* = 187, the
global mimimum. The contours are drawn at Ax? =2.30, 4.61, 6.17, 9.21, 11.8 and

18.4, the 10, 90%, 20, 99%, 30 and 99.99% confidence levels for two parameters. The
point marked o is the SCH result.
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Chapter 6

Lens Models of 09574561 and the
Hubble Constant

6.1 Introduction

The observational field of gravitational lensing began with the discovery of the double
quasar 0957+561 (Walsh et al. 1979). Monitoring was initiated almost immediately,
with the goal of measuring a time delay between the arrival times of light via the
two image paths. However, it was found that achieving the measurement accuracy
required for a precise determination was very challenging. Optical (Lloyd 1981; Keel
1982; Florentin-Nielsen 1984; Schild & Cholfin 1986; Vanderriest et al. 1989; Schild
& Thomson 1995) and radio (Lehdr et al. 1992) monitoring programs produced ex-
tensive data, but analyses by a host of sophisticated techniques (e.g. Press, Rybicki
& Hewitt 1992a, 1992b; Pelt et al. 1994, 1996) could not resolve the conflict between
groups obtaining delays near 400 days and those finding delays close to 540 days.
Only recently an optical detection of a sharp event in both images has resulted in a
confirmation of the short delay with a 1% measurement of the time delay (Kundié
et al. 1997). Some additional confidence in this measurement comes from the con-
sistency with the latest results from radio monitoring (Haarsma et al. 1997). With
the time delay measured, observations have begun to attempt to resolve the cluster
degeneracy in 0957+561. This degeneracy in the Hubble constant determination is
caused by the convergence due to the cluster, which can be traded back and forth with
the convergence due to the lensing galaxy without affecting the image configuration.
Thus a direct measurement of the mass of either the galaxy or the cluster is required
in order to fix the cluster convergence and remove the degeneracy.

The cluster mass distribution can be determined from weak lensing, the shape
distortions of background galaxies due to lensing by the cluster. Such a measure-
ment is being attempted for the 09574561 cluster (Fischer et al. 1997). However,
the 0957+561 cluster is relatively not very massive, which makes the measurement
difficult. Furthermore, what is needed to resolve the Hubble constant degeneracy is
the value of the cluster convergence at the positions of the images. The contribution
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of the lens galaxy itself to the weak lensing must be accounted for if the weak lensing
measurements are to be useful. As for the lens galaxy, its velocity dispersion can
be measured by taking its spectrum and measuring the width of spectral lines. This
yields the velocity dispersion of the stars and not the dark matter, so the interpreta-
tion is difficult. For a given dark matter distribution, as specified by a lens model,
it is possible to convert between the two but only under certain assumptions (see
below). Until recently, the only velocity dispersion measurement was that of Rhee
(1991), who found a value of 303 + 50 km s~!. Just this measurement error translates
to a 33% uncertainty in Hy. A newer measurement by Falco et al. (1997, hereafter
FSMD) with increased precision found 279 + 12 km s™*, but it also found a difference
of 50 km s~! between the velocity dispersion measured within or outside 072 of the
galaxy center. Such a gradient may be due to a few billion M black hole at the
center, or it may indicate a systematic error. In the former case, FSMD suggest using
the outside value not dominated by the black hole, i.e. 266 + 12 km s~

The other component essential to translating a time delay measurement to a
Hubble constant value is a well-constrained lens model. The most recent effort to
explore models of 09574561 was by Grogin & Narayan (1996a, 1996b, hereafter GN).
They considered two types of models for the lens, and approximated the effect of the
surrounding cluster as an additional constant shear term. The basic model of GN
represents the lens galaxy as a softened power-law sphere (SPLS), a density profile
which allows for both a core radius and an arbitrary radial index. The other type
of model was adopted from earlier work by Falco et al. (1991, hereafter FGS). This
model gives the galaxy a King profile, a generalization of the singular isothermal
sphere which includes a core radius, and goes from constant density at the center to
an isothermal profile at large radii. The models are strongly constrained by VLBI data
which resolves jets in the two images into several components. These jet components
were observed by Garrett et al. (1994, hereafter G94), who fit their positions to
compute derivatives of several components of the relative magnification matrix of the
two images. This matrix and its derivatives were in turn used by GN to constrain lens
models. In this chapter we reconsider the lens models by comparing them directly to
the positions of the jet components, a procedure which has several advantages over
that of GN. It removes a layer of complexity involved in the fitting performed by
G94, in which several degrees of freedom were lost. Also, GN used the positions of
several components as constraints, in addition to using the magnification matrix and
its derivatives, but these different constraints are not independent. More troubling
may be the fact that the errors are of order 100% on some of the derivatives of the
relative magnification matrix, and so treating the errors as Gaussian may not be
reasonable. The errors given on the jet component positions may more accurately
reflect the actual measurement errors. These positions have correlated errors, which
we include.

One worry in using the results of GN is the poor reduced x? of even their best-
fitting lens models. Their SPLS gave a x? per degree of freedom % = 6.9, and their
FGS model reached ¥? = 3.8. When we use the VLBI components directly we find
below significantly better reduced x? values for similar types of models, though the
models still do not fit very well.
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We also explore other possible models for the cluster. Since the cluster produces
the external shear required in lens models, the magnitude and direction of this shear
has implications for the position of the cluster center and its mass. Furthermore, for
a given cluster mass profile the lens model can determine the cluster position and
mass, which in turn determines the cluster convergence and resolves the time delay
degeneracy. We assume that the cluster can be described as a Singular Isothermal
Sphere (SIS). This is likely to be approximately true, but in the future the weak
lensing measurements discussed above may determine the true profile more precisely.

6.2 Lens models

Using the notation of Chapter 1, we write the lens equation as

-

Bf=6-a. (6.1)

The SPLS profile (GN) is characterized by a spherically symmetric volume density
profile,

p2\ (1-3)/2
p(r) = po (1 + 13) ; (6.2)

[+

with a corresponding projected surface density

§2 (n-2)/2
20-%(1+5)

c

(6.3)

where ¥ = por¢B(1/2,1—7/2) and B is the Euler beta function. The deflection law

) a0 - (3) [+ 2p=a;. co

2 n
6 (0354

/(2—")95"/ -7 and in radians

81GTor2\ /2
Qo = (Cz—l)’f]—> ) (65)

2
where ag = o

with D = DorDos/Drs. The parameters are thus a normalization ag, core radius
0., and power 7.

The FGS galaxy is described by a King profile. FGS adopted an analytic approx-
imation introduced by Young et al. (1981) for the deflection law:

&(0) [radians] = (%) (‘:—:) NOLE (6.6)

a.(f) = 53.2468 f (1.155}) — 44.0415 f (0.57901) :
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V1i+z2-1

flz) = £ (6.7)

The parameters are a velocity dispersion o, and a core radius .. In order to fit the
data, FGS also included a black hole of mass My, at the center of the galaxy, which
produces an

- agh -
where the Einstein radius is

1/2 1/2
oy = (4GM"’*) — 0”91 (-ﬂ———) . (6.9)

2D 101 A1 M,

In order to add some ellipticity to the lens galaxy, we use the tilted Plummer
potential from GN: &(8) is given by the gradient with respect to # of the potential

o2 [u? + 62 n/2
= _E| ¢ .
sz

where u? = 7%[1 — €, cos 2(6 — 6,)]. The corresponding density profile is ellongated in
the direction of §, (measured from North through East), with an ellipticity e of (from

GN): 1

e (ﬂ)”’ [1 — &(2/n —1)]*-" | (6.11)

1+ ep(2/n - 1)

In fact, for large ellipticities this elliptical potential model can have unphysical cor-
responding density contours (Blandford & Kochanek 1987). Because of this, GN
restricted their model to the small ellipticity of e = 0.3 measured for the lens galaxy
light profile by Bernstein et al. (1993). However, there is no guarantee that the dark
matter has the same shape as the light profile, so it is interesting to test the ability
of the lensing data to constrain the dark matter ellipticity. We thus let the ellipticity
vary freely, and even at large ellipticities the elliptical potential model should give us
an idea of the freedom that ellipticity adds to the modelling.

The lensing galaxy in 09574561 is a massive galaxy near the center of a galaxy
cluster. Following FGS, we assume that the cluster deflection varies on a large scale
compared to the image separation, so we expand the cluster deflection about the lens
galaxy and take it to have a linear deflection law, o; = M;;67. The traceless part of
the matrix M;; is a shear v with direction ¢, where

M=7(cos2¢ sin 2¢ ) . (6.12)

sin2¢ —cos2¢

The trace part is a convergence s, which corresponds to the degeneracy identified
by Falco et al. (1985): Given any lens model, if we multiply the deflection a(8)
by the factor (1 — k) and at the same time include a convergence £ in the model,
the relative image positions and magnifications remain unchanged. The time delay
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changes, however, by the factor (1 — &), inducing an uncertainty in the derived Hubble
constant unless x can be determined. GN note that because of this, models really
only determine the scaled shear 4/ = 4/(1 — &), and (for a given measured time delay)
a scaled value of h which we denote h’, where

Hy =100 hkms™ Mpc™?! (6.13)
is standard notation and we also have
Ho =100A'(1 — ) kms™* Mpc™t. (6.14)

As noted above, a direct measurement of the mass of the lens galaxy or the cluster
can determine k.
As an independent attempt to determine x, we also model the cluster as an SIS

with a free position, letting the fit determine the position as well as the velocity
dispersion. For this model, p(r) « 1/r2, £(£) o 1/¢, and

ay a O¢ 2 .D O¢ 2
i) =ba, e (T) o) o)

where o is the velocity dispersion of the cluster and g =6 - 021. The cluster
parameters in this case are thus oy and the coordinates (z.,yq) of the cluster center
f., with respect to the lens galaxy position. GN considered this type of profile for the
cluster but did not use it as part of their lens model. Bernstein et al. (1993) included
an isothermal cluster in some of their models.

6.3 Observational constraints

While optical observations of 0957+561 can yield only the two image positions, ra-
dio images have resolved the source and revealed internal structures. Early VLBI
observations (Porcas et al. 1981) found that both components have a core-jet radio
structure. Improved maps (Gorenstein et al. 1988) resolved the A and B jets into
three components each, enabling a determination of the relative magnification ma-
trix. The maps of G94 further resolved the jets into five components each, denoted
A;.6 and B, g (A1, By denote the core), and provided evidence for a magnification
gradient. As explained above in the introduction, we use the data of G94 by fitting
directly to the jet component positions, thus bypassing the complicated non-linear
fitting of the magnification matrix and its derivatives to these positions. G94 give the
jet component positions in radial coordinates, with respect to the cores. While the
errors are given for each radius and position angle, there are also correlated errors
among the radius and position angle of each component, as well as correlations among
the positions of all the A components and separately among all the B components.
These correlations are significant, since the positions of the Gaussian components are
the result of a combined overall fit to the VLBI map of each image. We obtained these
correlations from Garrett (1997), and include them in the model fitting. Following
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G94, we also include two magnification ratios as constraints, a B/A ratio of 0.75+.02
for the core, and 0.63+.03 for the jet, the latter compared with the model at the most
luminous jet component (As, Bs). For the A; — B, separation we adopt the value of
(—1725271,6"04662) with 0700004 uncertainty from Gorenstein et al. (1988), as do
GN. This yields a total of 26 constraints, 4 for each of 6 pairs of positions (relative
to the lens galaxy position, discussed below) plus the two magnification ratios.

Models having a smooth surface mass density produce a third image of 09574561,
typically demagnified and near the center of the lens galaxy. No such image has been
seen down to a 50 limit of 1/30 the flux of image B (Gorenstein et al. 1984). We
follow the approach of GN of penalizing models only once they begin to exceed this
50 limit, which GN achieve by adding to the x? a term

, 0 C/B <1/30
Xc/B =\ (C/B-1/30) (6.16)
(OB ¢/B > 1/30

In the SPLS model, the core radius determines the degree of central mass concentra-
tion and is the parameter most sensitive to the third-image flux limit.

The final pair of data are the lens galaxy coordinates, whose values are currently
disputed. GN took the optical center of brightness (Stockton 1980) G1 at (0”19, 1700)
from image B, with an uncertainty in each component of 30 milliarcseconds (mas).
However, two radio observations have found nearby sources that disagree with each
other. A point-source G at (0”151,17051) was found in VLA observations (Roberts et
al. 1985), while a point source G’ at (0"181,1%029) was found by VLBI (Gorenstein et
al. 1983), with both measurements claiming 1 mas accuracy. New HST observations
yield a lens center close to G’ (Bernstein 1997), and so we adopt the G’ position but
with 10 mas accuracy. Such an accuracy is a reasonable guess for HST, and we choose
not to adopt the VLBI uncertainty, since even if G’ is indeed associated with the lens
galaxy we probably cannot trust the position of the radio source to coincide with the
center of the lens potential to an accuracy as high as 1 mas.

In summary, we have 26 constraints, plus one more for non-singular models which
produce a third image. The SPLS and FGS models have 17 parameters : 3 for the
lens galaxy profile , 2 for the cluster shear, and 12 for the 6 source positions. The
number of degrees of freedom (dof) is thus 10 for the SPLS model, 9 for the FGS
model, and 8 for the Plummer model with ellipticity. An additional degree of freedom
is lost if the cluster is modelled as an SIS instead of an external shear.

6.4 Stellar velocity dispersion

As noted above, the recent measurement of the velocity dispersion by FSMD offers
the possibility of resolving the cluster degeneracy in 09574561, but its interpretation
requires translating the stellar velocity dispersion into a constraint on the dark matter
distribution of the lens galaxy. GN follow the approach of Kochanek (1993), who
assumes that the stars are in equilibrium and then uses the Jeans equation, which
describes this equilibrium, to find the line-of-sight velocity dispersion for a given
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dark matter distribution. Kochanek, however, only gives the formula for a singular
isothermal sphere dark matter distribution. In what follows we derive a more general
formula, carefully noting the various assumptions necessary for this approach to be
valid.

We must first assume spherical symmetry, for the three-dimensional profiles v(r)
of the luminous matter density and M(r) of the total (dark) mass enclosed within
radius 7. We assume a constant anisotropy factor g for the radial and tangential
stellar velocity dispersions, o3(r) = o3(r) = (1 — ¢)o?(r). Then Binney & Tremaine
(1987) give the Jeans equation in this case:

"\dlnr dlnr (6°17)

T

GM(r) _ _ 2(dlnr/_+_ciln¢7,2_*_2q) '

This equation is a first-order linear differential equation for o which is solved by

o) =G [~ v(s) M(s) (f)zq ds . (6.18)

v(r) s \r

By projection, the line-of-sight velocity component at a projected distance R is
given by (Binney & Tremaine 1987)

2 2
R ) voirdr (6.19)

I(R)vi(R) = 2/: (1 BERTY DY~y

where I(R) is the surface brightness profile. Substituting equation 6.18 into equation
6.19 and reversing the order of integration we finally derive

oo Vr?-R? du R?
2 — (29-2) — |1 —qg—
I(R)v; (R) = 2G/R drv(r)M(r)r'*? /0 W+ BO)e (1 9.3 T R2> .
(6.20)
For 09574561 we follow GN by taking the observed de Vaucouleurs profile

I(R) = I exp {—7.67 [(%)1/4 - 1]} , (6.21)

with R, = 4"5 + 064 (Bernstein et al. 1993), and using Abel inversion to compute

TS .

In using these various formulas, the assumption of spherical symmetry is key. In
practice, the galaxy is observed to have an ellipticity of 0.30 (Bernstein et al. 1993),
and lens models allow a substantial ellipticity for the dark matter (see below). There
can be other projection effects if the galaxy is triaxial, and the induced uncertainty in
V1os from these various possibilities is unclear. Even in the case of spherical symmetry
we must assume that the velocity anisotropy is small, i.e. that ¢ is not far from zero.
If an accurate determination of k is ever made from a direct measurement of the
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Table 6.1: Fitted parameters and x? values, SPLS + shear (10 dof)

Parameter Value | x* Value
ag 2507 | xi, 114
0. 0” Xpos 16.9
7 1.159 | x2,. 58
" 0245 | x5 O
é _65% | 2, 34.1

cluster mass distribution, its interpretation will probably be less problematic than
that of ve.

6.5 Results

To evaluate the x? of the models we compare them to the data directly in the image
plane. This inversion of the lens mapping makes all the parameters non-linear, and
we search for the x? minimum using direction set methods (Press et al. 1992, §10.5).
For the SPLS model, our best-fit model has a x? of 34.1, and thus a reduced x?
of ¥ = 34.1/10 = 3.41. The parameter values are given in Table 6.1, and are
all within the 95% confidence limits of the best-fit model of GN. Also given are
contributions to the total chisq x2,, from the galaxy position (X:.,.l), from the image
positions after fitting for the galaxy (x2,,), from the two magnification ratios described
above (x%,g), and from the third-image flux limit (xZ /B)- Estimates of the observables
from this model are compared with their measured values in Table 6.2. The largest
disagreement is for the z component of the galaxy position, which the model prefers
to be off by 07034. Figure 6-1 illustrates the great precision demanded from the model
by the G94 data. It shows the reconstructed positions of the six source components
and the corresponding A and B image component positions as given by the model
(o). The G94 positions (x) are also shown for comparison. The differences between
the observed and reconstructed positions correspond to xgos.

With the value of 417 + 3 days (at 95% confidence) for the time delay (Kundié et
al. 1997), our model yields an

Ho =179%5(1 — k) kms™' Mpc™!. (6.23)

This is close to the A’ = 0.82 value of the corresponding model of GN. The uncer-
tainties are 95% bounds derived (as in GN) from the condition Ax? = 4)? (and we
also added the small uncertainty in the time delay measurement). Figure 6-2 shows
a plot of the minimum x? as a function of h’. We find this curve using the method of
Lagrange multipliers as suggested by GN; for each value of the Lagrange multiplier
A, minimizing the quantity x?+ Ak’ yields a point on the x?(h') curve. The minimum
is at A’ = 0.789 and the 95% confidence interval is 0.771 < A’ < 0.853.
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Figure 6-1: Comparison of SPLS model to G94 VLBI data. The reconstructed sources
are shown along with corresponding model positions for the A and B image compo-
nents (o). The G94 positions (x) are also shown. The three panels are at arbitrary
offsets but have the same scale.

Calculating v, for our model, with isotropic orbits ¢ = 0, we obtain 320 km s™!
which implies an

Oobs

O 6.24
320kms! ( )

2
Hy = 7912° ( ) kms™ ! Mpc™!.
Here we have included uncertainties in converting to a stellar velocity dispersion
(86.4): a 4% uncertainty from a 20 variation in the measured effective radius of the
light, and an 8% uncertainty from stellar anisotropy allowing |g| < 0.2. Note that the
latter is an assumption, i.e. if we allow a larger range |g| < 0.5 the induced error in
Hy can be as large as 28%.

So far we have not included the uncertainty due to large-scale structure, but we
wish to include it in the final values of the Hubble constant. We analyze the effect of
large-scale structure on the Hubble constant in Chapter 3. There we show that the
large-scale structure uncertainty depends on how the lens model is normalized. Large-
scale structure normally causes an uncertainty A;, but for models which we normalize
to the observed velocity dispersion, the velocity dispersion effectively constrains part
of the effect of large-scale structure, and a smaller uncertainty A is left over. Given
the source and lens redshifts for 09574561, Chapter 3 suggests 20 uncertainties of
A; = 11.8% and A, = 6.6%, but the large-scale structure power spectrum adopted
there tends to be at the high end of typical models (see e.g. Figure 2 of Keeton et al.
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Table 6.2: Estimates of observables, SPLS + shear

Observable Model estimate E—gd'—‘ol’"i
A —B, (—1725271,6704662) (-.003,.02)
Ay— A, (0700234,0700487)  (.14,-.38)
As— 4, (0700750,0701903)  (-.32,.10)
As— A, (0701352,0702956)  (.47,-.17)
As—A;  (0701652,0704537)  (.92,-.42)
As—A;  (0702318,0705388)  (-.70,.82)
B,— B,  (0700175,0700624)  (.25,.39)
Bs— B,  (0700746,0702350)  (-1.6,44)
B,—B;,  (0"01089,0"03783)  (.08,-.03)
Bs— B,  (0701818,0705503)  (2.0,-.54)
Bs— B,  (0702033,0"06885)  (-1.4,.14)

B/A, core 0.715 -1.7
B/A, jet 0.680 1.7
G' - B, (07215,17025) (3.4,-.38)

1997). We adopt A; = 9.8% and A; = 5.5%, and hereafter we add the appropriate
uncertainty to final values of A, but not to intermediate values of A’.

Thus if we use 266 & 12 km s~! for the line-of-site velocity dispersion (FSMD),
then this measurement error dominates the final uncertainty, and we get at 20

Ho = 55713 kms™ Mpc™?, (6.25)

while 279 + 12 km s~ yields A = 0.60 + .13 (We follow FSMD in quoting lo errors
on their velocity dispersion measurements, but we give 20 errors on Hp).

As noted by GN, there is some degeneracy in the fitting between the two radial
parameters, 7 and §.. However, this degeneracy begins to break down when the core
radius is large enough that the third image is not sufficiently demagnified. Indeed, if
we fit an isothermal SPLS model, forcing 7 = 1, the model requires a core radius of
6. = 0”127 and yields a ¥ = 6.16, with about half the x? coming from the constraint
on the third-image flux.

The FGS model has a ¥ = 3.04, somewhat lower than the SPLS. Two distinct
models are in fact found with nearly identical ¥? values, with the parameter sets given
in Table 6.3. One solution yields an A’ = 0.79 and the other an A’ = 0.86, compared
to A’ = 0.94 for the FGS model of GN. In both of our models the errors are dominated
by the image positions, with the galaxy position contributing only about 0.06 to 2.
To normalize these models using o,ps, Wwe can assume that o, can be substituted for
oy. In this case we obtain A = 0.42 or h = 0.50 for the two models, using the higher
value of oops. However, this normalization is not self-consistent. Indeed, FSMD note
that their measurement of a velocity gradient suggests the existence of a black hole
of mass 4 x 10°A"*Mg. A 100 x 10°A~* M point mass, as required by the models,
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Figure 6-2: Plot of minimum x? for SPLS models producing a given A’, modelled after
Figure 3 of GN. Dashed vertical lines show the 95% confidence limits. The steep rise
for A’ > .83 results from the third-image flux limit, as noted by GN.

would be expected to produce a much larger gradient, and thus appears unphysical.

For comparison with GN, we fit the SPLS model as above but using the optical
G1 position and uncertainty. The result is ¥* = 2.27, with parameter values given in
Table 6.4 in the column labeled Value(1). This model yields an A’ = 0.79. On the
other hand, we may attempt to fit to the VLBI lens position, along with its 1 mas
uncertainty. The resulting parameter values are also given in Table 6.4, in the column
labeled Value(2). While the Hubble constant remains about the same, A’ = 0.77, the
model cannot fit the lens galaxy to this accuracy and yields ¥? = 70.4. As a different
check on robustness, we fit the SPLS model to the lower-resolution VLBI data of
Gorenstein et al. (1988). For this we return to the VLBI lens galaxy position with

Table 6.3: Fitted parameters, FGS + shear (9 dof)

Parameter Value(1) Value(2)

0. 2"66 224

Oy 384 km s™* 367 km s7?

M, 102 x 10°A1M, 106 x 10°~' M,
5 0.192 0.220

é —64°1 —64°4
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Table 6.4: Fitted SPLS + shear parameters, other data (10 dof)

Parameter Value(1) Value(2) Value(3) Value(4)

g 27455 27450 27480 27506
6. 0" 0” 07.0004 0”
7 1.152 1.160 1.155 1.159
v 0.259 0.254 0.251 0.248
¢ —66°3 —66°8 —66°0 —65°7

10 mas error, and just as we modelled the six component positions of G94 we now
model the four components of Gorenstein et al. (but assuming no correlated errors
among jet components in this case). We also use the same two magnification ratios
we used above, with the jet value of B/A = 0.63 & .03 compared to the models at the
brightest jet component, the middle one of the three. We list the parameters in the
column labeled Value(3) in Table 6.4. They are not very different from our standard
SPLS model of Table 6.1, and the Hubble constant is also similar at A’ = 0.79. With
6 degrees of freedom, the agreement is slightly worse at %% = 3.58. Finally, we return
to the model and data of Table 6.1, but include only the data as given in G94, i.e.
without any correlated errors. With the parameters shown in the column labeled
Value(4) in Table 6.4, we find A’ = 0.79 and ¥? = 4.19.

Returning to our standard set of data, we model the galaxy once again as an
SPLS but consider an SIS cluster with variable position. There are now 9 degrees of
freedom, and the result is a ¥? = 3.55, slightly worse than the external shear model
of Table 6.1. The parameter values are given in Table 6.5. Our input assumption
is an SIS profile for the cluster, but as output we get estimates of the cluster center
and velocity dispersion as well as the velocity dispersion of the lens galaxy and the
Hubble constant, all with no remaining degeneracy. Regarding the lens, this model
predicts a velocity dispersion of 270 km s™1, in agreement with the observed values
given above. The Hubble constant is

Hp =591 kms™ Mpc™? . (6.26)

In this 20 error we include uncertainties from the model and from large-scale struc-
ture, but note that the value relies on the assumption of an SIS cluster profile.
Regarding properties of the cluster, Figure 6-3 compares observations and lens
model predictions for the cluster center and velocity dispersion. The top plot shows
position in terms of right ascension and declination, both measured with respect to the
VLBI galaxy position G'. The image positions A and B are also shown. The bottom
plot has the same z-axis, and plots values of the cluster velocity dispersion. The SPLS
+ shear model yields an external shear magnitude and direction. If produced by a
spherical cluster of arbitrary radial profile, the shear direction confines the cluster
center to lie on the straight line shown going through G'. If the cluster is an SIS, the
shear magnitude determines the velocity dispersion as a function of distance from G’,
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Table 6.5: Fitted parameters, SPLS + SIS (9 dof)

Parameter Value

oE 2050
ac 0"
7 1.249
Tl 18{'4
Ya 111

Oa 652 km s™!

and this dispersion is the curve shown in the bottom plot. The SPLS + SIS model
determines the cluster position Csis with a velocity dispersion osig = 652 km s 2.
Fischer et al. (1997) found cluster centroids of Clens = (18”,13") from weak lensing
and Cga = (26"”,19") from galaxy number contours, although each of these positions
has a large 1o uncertainty of order 15”. Still, they are both offset from G’ in the
same direction, and also agree approximately with the positions from the two lens
models. We note that external shear is symmetric about G, i.e. for a given external
shear the cluster can be anywhere on the line shown through G’, on either side of
G'. However, if we try to find an SIS cluster on the other side, no minimum is found
and the model pushes the SIS out to infinite distance, recovering the external shear
solution. Thus, while the cluster is far enough away so that its effect is mostly an
external shear, the model can also detect the effects of higher order terms, but our
best-fit SIS position is better than infinity with a formal significance of only about 1o
Weak lensing determines a velocity dispersion of e = 698 & 210 km s™!. Garrett
et al. (1992) and Angonin-Willaime et al. (1994) measured redshifts for 21 probable
cluster members, obtaining oge = 715 + 130 km s~!. For the two measured values,
these 1o uncertainties are shown in the figure. The close agreement with the SIS lens
model is encouraging. Figure 6-3 suggests that the lens galaxy may indeed not be
right at the center of the cluster.

Returning to the external shear model of the cluster, we consider the effect of
including a galaxy ellipticity using the tilted Plummer potential model. If we try the
elliptical galaxy without an external shear, the model is driven to an ellipticity of 1
but still cannot fit, with a %2 = 182. With external shear, we find two minima with
similar x? values. The parameter sets are given in Table 6.6. The first model has
a x¥? = 3.06, somewhat lower than the SPLS model of Table 6.1, and an A’ = 0.96.
The second model yields ¥? = 3.07 and A’ = 0.86. Thus the addition of ellipticity
allows a value of A’ that is 20% higher than that of the spherical SPLS model. Also,
once we allow the underlying mass distribution to be elliptical, it becomes very hard
to use the observed stellar velocity dispersion. On the other hand, these models may
be unrealistic. They correspond to a density ellipticity of 0.71 and 0.61, respectively.
These are much larger than the observed e = 0.3 (Bernstein et al. 1993), and in
very different directions from the observed 6. of about 55°. Since the images are
located near the effective light radius of 4”5, where the stellar mass may contribute
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Table 6.6: Fitted parameters, elliptical Plummer (8 dof)

Parameter Value(l) Value(2)
ag 27886 21719

oc OII OII

n 1132 1.142
~ 0.414  0.374
é —35°7  —43°0
& 0.422  0.333
. —24°3  —28°8

substantially, the total mass probably cannot be so distorted compared to the light
shape. New HST images of the lens galaxy should allow a more precise determination
of the light profile and shape. Adding ellipticity also allows larger external shear and
at a different direction from that found by the SPLS model. Future weak lensing
measurements of the cluster mass center and profile may limit the external shear that
can be included in this “two-shear” model.

6.6 Conclusions

We have modelled 09574561 using the high-resolution VLBI data of G94, using as
direct constraints their measurements of the positions of six radio components in each
image. Compared to GN, even though we use a different lens position with smaller
errors of 10 mas, we find a substantially improved reduced x? of 3.41 for the SPLS +
shear model. The change in the Hubble constant is, however, small. We find

Ho =795 (1 — k) kms™ Mpc™? (6.27)

and if we use the two values of the line-of-site velocity dispersion, 266 4 12 km s
and 279 + 12 km s™!, we obtain A = 0.55}13 and A = 0.60 & .13 at 20, respectively.
Normalizing lens models using oobs requires a number of simplifying assumptions,
so as an independent check we also try an SPLS + SIS model. This model gives a
Hubble constant of

Hp = 5917 kms™ Mpc™? (6.28)

and predicts a cluster center and velocity dispersion as well as a lens galaxy velocity
dispersion, all of which agree with observations. The result, however, relies on the
assumption of an SIS profile. The true profile may be determined in the future from
weak lensing measurements of the cluster mass distribution.
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Figure 6-3: Comparison of observations to lens model predictions for the cluster center
and velocity dispersion. Both plots have right ascension on the z-axis, and the top
plot also shows the declination while the bottom plot shows corresponding values for
the cluster velocity dispersion. Positions are measured with respect to the lens galaxy
G'. Also shown in the top plot are the image positions A and B, the line of possible
cluster centers from the SPLS + shear model, the cluster position (Csis) from the
SPLS + SIS model, and observed centers from weak lensing (Ciens) and from galaxy
number contours (Cga1). In the bottom plot, the solid curve is the velocity dispersion
from the SPLS + shear model. Also shown are the velocity dispersion (osis) from
the SPLS + SIS model, and observed dispersions from weak lensing (0jens) and from
redshift measurements of cluster members (oga).
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