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ABSTRACT

Strong gravitational lensing images are subject to shape distortions due to inhomogeneities along
the line of sight. The leading order shape distortion is shear, which, if measurable, will be a comple-
mentary cosmological probe to traditional cosmic shear. In Hogg et al. (2025a), we modelled 23 of the
SLACS strong lenses, studying the line-of-sight (LOS) shear under a variety of shear and mass model
parameterisations. In this work, we model 27 additional lenses, extending our sample of LOS shear
constraints to 45 in total. We find a mean shear magnitude of 0.11± 0.024, showing that a significant
fraction of the lenses modelled in this work possess LOS shears with unexpectedly large magnitudes,
|γLOS| > 0.1, even when an octupolar distortion is included in the lens mass. We further investigate if
factors such as lens and source redshift, filter and PSF, or flux and signal-to-noise ratio in the lensed
arcs correlate with shear. We find that none of these features play a statistically significant role in
the production of unusually large shear magnitudes.
Subject headings: Strong gravitational lensing, cosmology

1. INTRODUCTION

Every beam of light propagating in the Universe expe-
riences gravitational lensing, the deflection of its path by
some mass that has induced local curvature in spacetime.
These deflections may be small, and undetectable when
observing single sources – the regime of weak lensing –
or, given good alignment of a sufficiently concentrated
mass, such as a massive elliptical galaxy, with a source,
the deflections may be large, producing multiple images
of that source. This is the regime of strong lensing. Mea-
suring the effects of gravitational lensing thus provides
a direct probe of the behaviour and distribution of dark
matter on scales ranging from individual galaxies to the
large-scale structure in the Universe.
Weak and strong gravitational lensing are rich and ma-

ture fields of study, each serving as a precision tool for
cosmological inquiry (Shajib et al. 2024; Prat and Ba-
con 2025). In recent years, increasing attention has been
given to the intersection between these domains – the im-
pact of weak lensing on strong lensing – both as a poten-
tial source of bias (see e.g. Jaroszynski and Kostrzewa-
Rutkowska (2014); McCully et al. (2017); Johnson et al.
(2024)), but also as a novel cosmological probe in its own
right (Birrer et al. 2017, 2018; Fleury et al. 2021).
In the following, we briefly recap gravitational lens-

ing formalism (see e.g. Kilbinger (2015) for a complete
review), and how weak lensing contributions from the
line of sight affect strong lensing observables. We sum-
marise the motivation for and status of efforts to con-
strain these effects, and, following on from Hogg et al.
(2025a), present the latest results and meta-analysis from

∗natalie.hogg@ast.cam.ac.uk

a study of line-of-sight distortions in real strong lensing
images from the SLACS catalogue (Bolton et al. 2006,
2008).

1.1. Gravitational lensing formalism

The equation which relates an unlensed source posi-
tion, β, to the observed lensed image position θ, is called
the lens equation,

β = θ −α(θ), (1)

where the displacement angle α(θ) is related to the gravi-
tational potential of the deflector projected along the line
of sight into a single plane,

α(θ) =
dψ(θ)

dθ
, (2)

and where

ψ(θ) ≡ Dds

DodDos
ψ̂(Dodθ) , (3)

ψ̂(x) being twice the projected gravitational potential
produced by the surface density of the main lens, Σ(x),

ψ̂(x) ≡ 4G

c2

∫
d2y Σ(y) ln |x− y| , (4)

where x is the vector describing the point where the light
ray strikes the lens plane, G is Newton’s constant and c
is the speed of light.

1.2. Weak lensing

When α(θ) is approximately constant over the angular
extent of the source, this only gives rise to distortions of

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

05
05

0v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 4
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.05050v1


2

the image, without forming multiple images. This is usu-
ally the case when the lensing object is diffuse or far from
the line of sight. This situation is well-approximated by
a local linearisation of the lens equation,

δβ ≈ A δθ, (5)

where the lensing JacobianA gives the mapping between
the image and source plane,

Aij =
∂βi
∂θi

= δij −
∂αi

∂θi
. (6)

This is typically decomposed as

A =

[
1− κ− Re (γ) −Im (γ)

−Im (γ) 1− κ+Re (γ)

]
, (7)

and is taken to be constant on the angular scales of indi-
vidual weakly lensed galaxies. κ is called the convergence
and γ = γ1 + iγ2 is called the shear. Convergence de-
scribes the isotropic scaling of image size, whilst shear
describes the anisotropic change of image shape and can
be equivalently parameterised as γ = |γ| exp (2iφ), where
φ is the position angle of the shape distortion around
some pre-defined axis.
Shear measurements are made by observing the shapes

of objects, typically galaxies, but also, as is the focus
of this paper, strong gravitational lenses.1 Measuring
the shear from individual images of galaxies is inherently
noisy, due to their intrinsic elliptical shapes, and obser-
vational effects such as pixelisation and blurring due to
the point spread function (PSF), and atmosphere in the
case of ground-based telescopes.
These challenges have been overcome by leveraging

large galaxy surveys from which millions or billions of
shape measurements can be made, yielding sufficient sig-
nal over noise (Bacon et al. 2000; Kaiser et al. 2000; Van
Waerbeke et al. 2000; Wittman et al. 2000; Lin et al.
2012; Kilbinger et al. 2013; Kuijken et al. 2015; Secco
et al. 2022a); or alternatively by exploiting ultra-high
resolution space-based imaging of smaller areas of the
sky, for example with the James Webb Space Telescope
(Scognamiglio et al. 2026). The two-point correlation
function of galaxy shapes can then be estimated – also
known as the ‘cosmic shear’ signal – and cosmological
constraints derived (Amon et al. 2022; Secco et al. 2022b;
Anbajagane et al. 2025).

1.3. Shear from strong lenses

As an alternative to estimating shear from galaxy
shapes, strong gravitational lensing images may be used
instead (Birrer et al. 2017, 2018; Fleury et al. 2021). If
shape distortions due to weak lensing are measurable in
strong lensing images, this will provide complementary
constraints on cosmology from that of weak lensing mea-
sured in galaxy surveys, whilst also avoiding the system-
atic biases possible in those surveys, such as shape noise
and intrinsic alignments.

1 The mass-sheet degeneracy Falco et al. (1985); Schneider and
Sluse (2014)) renders convergence unmeasurable, a consequence
of which is that shear measurements are in fact only sensitive to
the ‘reduced’ shear, g = γ/(1 − κ). However, given that both κ
and γ are typically very small, g and γ can be treated as being
approximately equivalent.

Even if shear measurements are not the goal, the ef-
fect of shear is included in typical strong lens modelling
programmes. However, various works have called into
question whether this shear is truly ‘external’ – in other
words, physically induced by line-of-sight objects – or
whether it is ‘internal’, acting as a fudge factor to absorb
any freedom in the mass model which is not explicitly ac-
counted for (Etherington et al. 2024).
This distinction has further led to the terminology of

‘residual’ shear being introduced by Shajib et al. (2024),
intended to make explicit that the measured shear might
have both internal and line-of-sight contributions.
The final inmate in the nomenclature zoo is ‘line-of-

sight’ shear. This term is intended to mean only that
shear which is truly ‘external’ to the main lens (though
in practice this might not always be distinguishable from
‘internal’ contributions). Furthermore, it has a different
sensitivity to mass in the foreground and background of
the lens system, and is thus not formally equivalent to
the weak lensing shear on the same line of sight. This
formulation is intended to fully account for degeneracies
from source-position transforms and between the contri-
butions from different components of the line of sight,
and allows for a more physical interpretation of line-of-
sight effects on strong lenses (Fleury et al. 2021).

1.4. The minimal model for line-of-sight shear

The majority of strong lens galaxies are early type – in
other words, the distribution of their stellar mass is ellip-
tical. In strong lens modelling, these are often described
using an elliptical power law (EPL) potential (Tessore
and Metcalf 2015), with a convergence given by

κ(x, y) =
3− γEPL

2

(
θE√

qx2 + y2/q

)γEPL−1

, (8)

where θE is the Einstein radius, γEPL is the slope of the
power law describing the three-dimensional mass distri-
bution and q is the axis ratio of the ellipse.
Measuring residual shear via the decomposition shown

in Equation 7 in conjunction with an elliptical lens mass
model presents a challenge, as the ellipticity components
of the lens mass will be approximately degenerate with
the shear components. In their treatment of line-of-sight
(LOS) effects in strong lensing, Fleury et al. (2021) gen-
eralised the treatment of LOS perturbations, and were
able to construct a minimal model for LOS effects, which
provides a shear term that is free from degeneracy with
the parameters of the main lens model.
In the presence of tidal perturbers on the line of sight,

Equation 1 becomes

β = Aosθ −Ads
dψ(Aodθ)

dθ
, (9)

where the amplification matrices Aos, Ads and Aod en-
capsulate the LOS perturbations between observer and
source, main deflector and source, and observer and main
deflector respectively. These matrices are decomposed in
the same way as Equation 7, with an additional rotation
term ω in the trace-free part of the matrix, which arises
due to lens–lens coupling,

Aab =

[
1− κab − Re (γab) −Im (γab) + ωab

−Im (γab)− ωab 1− κab +Re (γab)

]
. (10)
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As discussed, the individual shear terms in Equation 9
are subject to degeneracies with one another, with pa-
rameters of the model used to describe the main lens,
and with the position of the source. The minimal model
of Fleury et al. (2021) re-parametrises the lens equation
as

β̃ = ALOSθ − dψeff

dθ
, (11)

with the transformed source position β̃ ≡ AodA−1
ds β,

the LOS amplification matrix ALOS ≡ AodA−1
ds Aos and

the effective gravitational potential ψeff(θ) ≡ ψ(Aodθ).
Equation 11 describes a main lens with potential ψeff and
external tidal perturbations, ALOS, located in the same
plane, and is equivalent to Equation 1 up to a source-
position transformation.
It is therefore the LOS shear, the combination γLOS ≡

γod+ γos − γds, which is expected to be free from perfect
line of sight or mass model degeneracies, and thus carry
measurable cosmological information. This latter point
was explicitly shown by Hogg et al. (2023) using mock
images of strong lenses.
In Hogg et al. (2025a), we modelled 23 strong gravita-

tional lenses from the SLACS catalogue using the min-
imal LOS model, making the first measurements of the
LOS shear, γLOS. We further showed that seven of these
23 lenses have shear magnitudes at least 3σ away from
the expected values for those lens and source configura-
tions, as computed from an N -body simulation. Such
large shear magnitudes have been attributed to unmod-
elled lens mass complexity, notably an octupole, other-
wise known as ‘boxyness’ or ‘diskyness’ (Bender et al.
1988; Etherington et al. 2024). Fitting our 23 lenses
with a model including an octupole in the lens mass,
we found only a single case where the fit improved and
the shear magnitude significantly decreased. We there-
fore concluded that the inclusion of the octupole does
not systematically suppress shear magnitudes.
In this companion paper to Hogg et al. (2025a), here-

after referred to as Paper I2, we present the results of
modelling a further 27 strong gravitational lenses from
the SLACS sample using the minimal LOS shear model
with the aim of measuring LOS shear in all of these
lenses. Following the aforementioned conclusions of Pa-
per I, we focus on data properties unrelated to the lens
mass modelling, namely the redshifts of the lenses and
sources, and the filters, PSF, flux and signal-to-noise ra-
tio of the images, and explore correlations between these
features and our measured shear magnitudes.

2. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Shajib et al. (2021) selected 50 strong gravitational
lenses from the SLACS catalogue to study the dark
matter haloes of elliptical galaxies in a joint lensing–
kinematics analysis, of which 23 were successfully mod-
elled. It was from these 23 that we measured LOS shear
in Paper I; in the current work we attempt to model
the remaining 27 lenses from the initially selected 50,
which were themselves chosen from the SLACS cata-
logue specifically due to their lack of satellite galaxies,

2 We invite those who may have previously read the Paper I pre-
print to consult the latest version, as the results are significantly
improved over the manuscript’s first iteration.

their simple source morphologies, and the availability
of photometry in the F555W and F606W Hubble Space
Telescope (HST) bands, in which the lensed source emis-
sion is more easily distinguished from the lens light than
F814W. The data were reduced by Shajib et al. (2021)
using the Astrodrizzle package (Avila et al. 2015), and
the point-spread function (PSF) for each filter and cam-
era combination was obtained with the TinyTim software
(Krist et al. 2011).
In modelling this dataset, we follow the same method-

ology as described in Paper I. In brief, we use the
dolphin package (Shajib et al. 2021; Tan et al. 2024;
Shajib et al. 2025) to perform semi-automated forward
modelling of our strong lens imaging data, applying the
same lens models to every image in the sample. The
dolphin package uses the lenstronomy software (Bir-
rer and Amara 2018; Birrer et al. 2021) as its modelling
engine.
We model each deflector with an elliptical power law

mass profile (Equation 8) and the minimal LOS shear
model described above, with a double elliptical Sérsic
profile to model the lens light (Sérsic 1963, 1968). The
source is modelled by an elliptical Sérsic and a basis set
of Gaussian shapelets (Refregier 2003). The maximum
order for the shapelets in each lens model is listed in
Table 1.
The parameters of the model are first optimised using

a particle swarm optimisation (Eberhart and Kennedy
1995), and the best-fit values are used to initialise joint
posterior sampling with the affine-invariant ensemble
Markov chain Monte Carlo sampler emcee (Goodman
and Weare 2010; Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). The pri-
ors on all model parameters are listed in Table 2; our
results are presented after post-processing the chains,
including the removal of burn-in and smoothing of the
marginalised posterior distribution histograms.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We successfully modelled 22 lenses out of 27; mean-
ing that 45 out of our initial sample of 50, or 90% of
selected strong lenses from the SLACS programme have
been successfully modelled in a semi-automated fashion
using the minimal LOS shear parameterisation. In each
column of Figure 1–Figure 4, we show the image data
for each lens, our model reconstruction, the normalised
residuals between the data and model, the source recon-
struction and finally the one-dimensional marginalised
posterior distribution for |γLOS|, computed from the pos-
terior samples of its components, γLOS

1 , γLOS
2 . We find

that the LOS shear is measured across this sample of
lenses with a mean magnitude of 0.11± 0.024. Including
the 23 lenses studied in Paper I, the mean magnitude
across the sample of 45 lenses is 0.085± 0.019.
The following lenses, shown in Figure 5, are excluded

from our list of successes:

• SDSSJ1143-0144 : this lens exhibits a complex
morphology with two concentric arcs, the inner sig-
nificantly fainter than the outer. We attempted to
reconstruct the arcs individually, masking the other
arc in turn, but in both cases, several parameters
in our MCMC did not converge.

• SDSSJ1213+6708 : the relatively faint lensed
source emission compared to the lens light led to
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Fig. 1.— The first six lenses fit with the minimal model. From left to right, the panels show the single-band image data for each lens, our
reconstruction of the image along with the reduced χ2 of the model, the residual difference between the image and the reconstruction, the
reconstructed source and the one dimensional marginalised posterior distribution of the LOS shear magnitude, |γLOS|. The shaded area is
the 1σ confidence interval.
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Fig. 2.— The next six lenses fit with the minimal model. The panels show the same information as in Figure 1.



6

1”

E

N

SDSSJ1142+1001

1”

E

N

χ2 = 0.84

1”

E

N 0.5”

E

N

0.1 0.2 0.3
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.188+0.044
−0.046

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
a
ta

)/
σ

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1”

E N

SDSSJ1153+4612

1”

E N

χ2 = 0.95

1”

E N

0.5”

E

N

0.02 0.04 0.06
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.035+0.010
−0.010

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
a
ta

)/
σ

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1”

E
N

SDSSJ1218+0830

1”

E
N

χ2 = 0.97

1”

E
N

0.5”

E

N

0.02 0.04 0.06
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.038+0.010
−0.009

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
at

a
)/
σ

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1”

E N

SDSSJ1319+1504

1”

E N

χ2 = 0.85

1”

E N

0.5”

E N

0.0 0.2
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.068+0.072
−0.067

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
at

a
)/
σ

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1” EN

SDSSJ1432+6317

1” EN

χ2 = 1.16

1” EN 0.5”

E

N

0.05 0.10 0.15
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.091+0.022
−0.022

1.50

1.75

2.00

2.25

2.50

2.75

3.00

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1.50

1.75

2.00

2.25

2.50

2.75

3.00

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
at

a
)/
σ

3.6

3.8

4.0

4.2

4.4

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1”

E
N

SDSSJ1614+4522

1”

E
N

χ2 = 0.72

1”

E
N

0.5”

E

N

0.1 0.2 0.3
|γLOS|

|γLOS| = 0.201+0.037
−0.024

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

(f
m

o
d

el
-

f d
at

a
)/
σ

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

lo
g 1

0
fl

u
x

Fig. 3.— The next six lenses fit with the minimal model. The panels show the same information as in Figure 1.
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Fig. 4.— The final four lenses fit with the minimal model. The panels show the same information as in Figure 1.
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poor image reconstruction and convergence in our
MCMC chains.

• SDSSJ1403+0006 : the strong blending of the
lensed source emission with the light of the main
deflector in this case presented a particular chal-
lenge with this lens, leading to a lack of convergence
in our MCMC chains.

• SDSSJ1538+5817 : again, blending between the
lens light and lensed source emission led to a poor
source reconstruction in this lens.

• SDSS2347-0005 : this system has a number of fore-
ground or satellite features associated with the
main deflector, some of which we were able to mask
out, but the forward modelling did not produce a
convincing source reconstruction.

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the |γLOS| shear
measurements made in this work (unfilled black) and
in Paper I (solid blue). A significant proportion of the
lenses in this work yield larger shear magnitudes than
those in Paper I; here, 12 out of 22 have |γLOS| > 0.1,
compared to only two out of 23 in Paper I.

3.1. Large shear magnitudes

We may therefore ask, as in Paper I, what is driv-
ing these large shear magnitudes? The hypothesis previ-
ously tested in that work and in the literature is that
unmodelled angular features, specifically an octupole
(e.g. Etherington et al. (2024)), act to boost shear val-
ues. For the lenses studied in this work, we again in-
vestigated what happened when we fit them with the
inclusion of an octupolar distortion in the lens mass
model, specifically, the EPL BOXYDISKY profile available
in lenstronomy (Van de Vyvere et al. 2022).
We find that, for these lenses, the octupole inclusion

often results in pathological problems in the recovered
lens models, such as unphysically shallow EPL slopes
(γEPL < 1.4), or a complete lack of convergence in lens
model parameters. We indicate which lenses were suc-
cessfully modelled with the octupole in the last column
of Table 1; there are eight in total.
As before, we find no systematic decrease in shear mag-

nitude. In Figure 7, we show the change in tension of the
shear measurement compared to the expectation from an
N -body simulation3, for those eight lenses with success-
ful octupole models,

Tab =
|xa − xb|√
σ2
a + σ2

b

, (12)

where x are the best-fit values and σ the standard devia-
tions of the two quantities being compared, for the lenses
with successful octupole measurements, compared to the
shear measurement in the minimal model.
From this figure, we see that there is only a sin-

gle system for which the tension with the expectation
from the simulations decreases by more than 1.5σ, the

3 See Paper I and Johnson et al. (2025) for a full description
of this method. The simulations used are the RayGalGroupSims
(Breton et al. 2019; Rasera et al. 2022).

lens SDSSJ2341+0000, which exhibits a decrease in ten-
sion ∆σ = −7.0. There is a small reduction in re-
duced χ2 compared to the model without the octupole,
∆χ2 = −0.02, whilst the octupole strength is inferred as
a4 = −0.047+0.019

−0.015. The precision on the shear measure-
ment is identical in each case, ±0.009 and the position
angles of the shear are consistent at 1σ. Nevertheless, the
shear magnitude inferred in the presence of the octupole
is |γLOS| = 0.133±0.009, still outside the 5σ uncertainty
on the median expected |γLOS| shear from the N -body
simulation. Therefore, as in Paper I, we have very little
evidence in support of the hypothesis that an unmod-
elled octupole systematically acts to boost inferred shear
magnitudes. Other types of angular complexity, such as
isophotal twistyness, remain as avenues for future explo-
ration.

3.2. What do large and small shear lenses have in
common?

If the question of large shears cannot be solved by the
introduction of an octupole, it is apposite to attempt to
quantify what features the lenses with large shears have
in common with each other that may distinguish them
from lenses with small shears, beyond the mass distri-
bution of the main deflector, and which are not features
derived from the lens modelling. To do this, we split our
45 modelled lenses into two subsets based on the median
inferred shear value, |γLOS| = 0.052, leading to 22 lenses
with ‘small’ shear (less than the median) and 23 lenses
with ‘large’ shear (equal to or larger than the median).

3.2.1. Redshift and sky location

A priori, the two subsets of lenses are identical in their
selection, all having been detected as candidate lenses
via the high-redshift emission lines in the sources seen
in Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) data. This means
that spectroscopic redshifts are available for all lenses
and sources (listed in Table 1). Before considering any
features of the photometry or lens morphology, we can
check whether the large shear lenses have significantly
higher redshifts, as a longer line of sight would be ex-
pected to possess more structure, and therefore poten-
tially induce a larger shear on a strong lens image.
To do this, we perform the two-sample Kolmogorov–

Smirnov (KS) test (Sprent 1998), which tests the null
hypothesis that two samples are drawn from the same
underlying distribution. In our case, the two samples are
the lens redshifts for the large shear lenses and the small
shear lenses; and then the source redshifts for the large
shear and small shear lenses. In both cases, the null
hypothesis is sustained, with p-values of 0.55 and 0.71
respectively; in other words, there is no significant evi-
dence of lenses with large shear values having a different
distribution in redshift to those with small shear values.
We note that all of the SLACS lenses and sources lie in
a relatively restricted range of redshifts, so this question
could be revisited with a higher-redshift population, such
as the “COWLS” catalogue of strong lenses (Nightingale
et al. 2025; Mahler et al. 2025; Hogg et al. 2025b) dis-
covered in COSMOS-Web (Casey et al. 2023).
The SLACS lenses in our sample are very well

distributed across the sky, with an average angu-
lar separation of 82.5◦. The closest pair of lenses,
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Fig. 5.— The lenses in our sample for which we consider the modelling using the baseline EPL + minimal LOS shear model to be a
failure.
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SDSSJ2343−0030 and SDSSJ2341+0000, are 0.71◦

apart. There is no significant clustering of large shear
and small shear lenses in a given area of the sky.

3.2.2. Filters and PSF

After detection in SDSS, the lens candidates were fol-
lowed up with HST. The photometry available to us in
this work was a single HST band per lens, either F555W
or F606W. As with the redshifts, we can check to see
whether large shears are preferentially inferred when us-
ing one or other of the filters.
Across the 45 lenses, we have imaging data for 35 in

F606W and 10 in F555W; in other words, 77.8% of the
lenses were modelled using F606W, meaning that, if filter
choice is irrelevant, we should expect 77.8% of each of the
large and small shear subsets to be F606W images. How-
ever, what we actually see is that nearly all of the large
shear lenses (22/23, or 95.7%) are imaged in F606W. Us-
ing a binomial test to examine the significance of this, we
find a p-value of 0.042, implying the correlation between
large shear and filter choice is actually significant. It is
clear that this is not a physical correlation, but likely a
result of how well lens features are resolved, and partic-
ularly how well lensed source emission and lens light are
separable, across the two filters.
The other factor at play related to the filters of our

observations is the PSF. The PSF for the F606W obser-
vations is somewhat sharper than F555W, but has an
elongated tail, see Figure 8. To test the effect of the
PSF on shear recovery, we simulated 100 images with

the F555W PSF, and 100 images with the F606W PSF.
We used a simplistic lens model consisting of a Singular
Isothermal Ellipse plus external shear, with an elliptical
Sérsic profile for the lens and source light. For each of
the 200 images, the model parameters were drawn at ran-
dom. We then fit these images with a PSO+MCMC, and
examined the difference between the input and recovered
shear values.
Figure 9 shows violin plots for the distribution of the

difference between the recovered and input values of the
shear magnitude in our simple mocks, or the ‘shear resid-
ual’, using the two different PSFs associated with the two
filters. The horizontal bars show the minimum, mean,
and maximum values for each distribution. From this
figure, we can see that the shear residual distribution
for F606W is positively skewed compared to the F555W
distribution, with a much higher maximum shear resid-
ual. However, again using the KS test, we cannot reject
the null hypothesis that the two samples follow the same
underlying distribution (p = 0.58).
Shajib et al. (2021) also tested the effects of different

PSF estimation methods on their inference of the loga-
rithmic slope of the lens mass profiles (these lenses are
the same as studied in our Paper I) and found there was
negligible effect due to PSF choice.

3.2.3. Flux and signal-to-noise ratio

Lastly, we can test photometric features of the images
in the large shear and small shear groups. Specifically,
we use the tailored masks produced for each lens (shown
in the second column of Figure 1–Figure 4) to define the
region of interest in each image where we will examine
the flux and signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), as these are the
regions which contain primarily lensed source emission.
Lenses in the large shear group tend to have slightly

larger masks (on average 3522 pixels masked versus 3342
in the small shear group), meaning that they have fewer
pixels which are used in the likelihood evaluation, which
leads to a greater uncertainty on the best-fit shear de-
rived from the posterior. The large shear lenses have a
mean flux in their arcs which is nearly twice as high as
that of the small shear lenses, 43.8 counts versus 22.2
counts. The p-value of the KS test in this case is 0.069,
approaching statistical significance. Examining the aver-
age SNR across the arcs in our two subsets of lenses, we
find no difference between the large shear and low shear
lenses. Accordingly, the large shear subset has a larger
background RMS, which counteracts the flux to produce
a similar SNR distribution to the small shear subset. We
therefore cannot conclude that SNR strongly influences
the recovered shear magnitude.
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observed. The colour bar indicates the flux in a given pixel of the
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4. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, a companion to our Paper I (Hogg et al.
2025a), we modelled 27 strong gravitational lenses from
the SLACS catalogue, achieving successful lens models
for 22 of these systems. Added to the sample of 23 mod-
elled in Paper I, this makes a total of 45 strong gravi-
tational lenses modelled with the goal of measuring the
LOS shear in these systems.
We found that the mean LOS shear magnitude across

the lenses studied in this work is |γLOS| = 0.11 ± 0.024;
when the lenses from Paper I are included, this decreases
to |γLOS| = 0.085±0.019. Both of these figures are signif-
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icantly larger than the LOS shear magnitude computed
by ray-tracing through N -body simulations, a finding
which correlates with other studies of shear in strong
lenses (Etherington et al. 2024).
In Paper I we tested whether the inclusion of an oc-

tupolar distortion in the lens mass could act to reduce
the inferred shear magnitude; we repeated this test for
the lenses studied in this work, finding in both cases that
the octupole does not result in a systematic reduction in
shear magnitude.
Consequently, we tested other features of the lenses

themselves, distinct from questions related to lens mod-
elling. Splitting our sample of 45 lenses into two subsets,
those with shears larger than the median, and those with
shears smaller than the median, we investigated whether
these two populations showed evidence of being drawn
from different redshift or sky location distributions, find-
ing no such evidence.
We further tested the correlation between the filter the

lenses were observed with and the shear, finding a sta-
tistically significant preference for lenses observed in the
F606W band to belong to the large shear subset. We in-
vestigated whether this could be due to the different PSF
shape between the two filters by simulating and fitting
simple mock images with the two PSFs, but we found no
statistically significant difference between the two.
Lastly, we checked whether the two subsets of lenses

showed commonalities in flux or SNR. We found that
lenses with large shears tend to have a substantially
larger mean flux (counting only the unmasked regions)
but also a larger background RMS, the consequence of
which being that the distributions of SNR across the two
subsets is not significantly different.
We therefore conclude that there is no obvious feature

in the photometry of a given lens that leads to an unex-
pectedly large shear being inferred; in other words, there
is no clear systematic bias introduced by the observations
themselves.
The answer to the conundrum of large shears must

lie in the lens and source model themselves, but where
is not obvious, given the fact that current models re-
construct strong lensing images down to the noise level.
One of the biggest challenges strong lens modelling has

ever faced lies ahead: what level of model complexity is
truly justified by the data? This question may be an-
swered in the near future thanks to continued advance-
ments in lens modelling techniques (Perreault Levasseur
et al. 2017; Shajib 2019; Wagner-Carena et al. 2021;
Galan et al. 2021; Vernardos and Koopmans 2022; Legin
et al. 2025), hydrodynamical simulations which provide a
testbed for these methods (Mukherjee et al. 2018; Schaye
et al. 2025), and the wealth of new strong lenses which
are being discovered by the Euclid mission (Acevedo Bar-
roso et al. 2024; Walmsley et al. 2025).
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The imaging data for the SLACS lenses studied in
this work are publicly available. The lens modelling
carried out in this work used the open-source dolphin
package (Shajib et al. 2025), with lenstronomy (Bir-
rer and Amara 2018; Birrer et al. 2021) as the mod-
elling engine. The inputs and outputs of our mod-
elling, including lens image cutouts, PSFs and MCMC
chains, can be found at the following Zenodo repository:
https://zenodo.org/records/17816315. A Jupyter
notebook which reproduces the figures and tables in this
work can be found at the following Github repository:
https://github.com/nataliehogg/los_in_slacs.
The following colour-map packages were used in this

work: cubehelix (Green 2011), cmocean (Thyng et al.
2016) and cmasher (van der Velden 2020). NBH ac-
knowledges the use of the AI coding agent Claude Code
(Sonnet 4.5) for software development tasks. All AI-
generated outputs were validated by NBH to ensure their
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APPENDIX

Name Filter nmax zlens zsource |γLOS| Octupole model?

SDSSJ0008−0004 F606W 6 0.440 1.192 0.295+0.073
−0.052 é

SDSSJ0044+0113 F606W 6 0.120 0.197 0.273+0.048
−0.020 é

SDSSJ0819+4534 F606W 16 0.194 0.446 0.145+0.020
−0.019 é

SDSSJ0912+0029 F555W 6 0.164 0.324 0.026+0.026
−0.012 Ë

SDSSJ0935−0003 F606W 16 0.347 0.467 0.115+0.024
−0.025 é

SDSSJ0936+0913 F606W 6 0.190 0.588 0.037+0.012
−0.011 é

SDSSJ0959+4416 F606W 6 0.237 0.531 0.103+0.054
−0.050 Ë

SDSSJ1016+3859 F606W 6 0.168 0.439 0.135+0.027
−0.027 é

SDSSJ1020+1122 F606W 6 0.282 0.553 0.105+0.019
−0.019 Ë

SDSSJ1023+4230 F606W 6 0.191 0.696 0.032+0.009
−0.009 Ë

SDSSJ1100+5329 F606W 16 0.317 0.858 0.115+0.018
−0.018 Ë

SDSSJ1134+6027 F606W 6 0.153 0.474 0.183+0.018
−0.021 é

SDSSJ1142+1001 F606W 6 0.222 0.504 0.184+0.048
−0.049 é

SDSSJ1153+4612 F606W 6 0.180 0.875 0.034+0.010
−0.009 é

SDSSJ1218+0830 F606W 6 0.135 0.717 0.038+0.010
−0.009 Ë

SDSSJ1319+1504 F606W 16 0.154 0.606 0.065+0.078
−0.064 é

SDSSJ1432+6317 F606W 16 0.123 0.664 0.090+0.022
−0.023 é

SDSSJ1614+4522 F606W 6 0.178 0.811 0.199+0.035
−0.024 é

SDSSJ1644+2625 F606W 6 0.137 0.610 0.084+0.019
−0.015 é

SDSSJ2302−0840 F606W 6 0.090 0.222 0.006+0.004
−0.003 Ë

SDSSJ2321−0939 F606W 6 0.082 0.532 0.077+0.009
−0.012 é

SDSSJ2341+0000 F606W 16 0.186 0.807 0.177+0.008
−0.009 Ë

SDSSJ1143−0144 F555W 16 0.106 0.401 Unconstrained é

SDSSJ1213+6708 F606W 6 0.123 0.640 Unconstrained Ë

SDSSJ1403+0006 F606W 16 0.143 0.531 Unconstrained é

SDSSJ1538+5817 F606W 16 0.143 0.531 0.042+0.016
−0.015 é

SDSSJ2347−0005 F606W 16 0.417 0.715 0.146+0.011
−0.011 é

TABLE 1
The SLACS strong lenses studied in this work. All redshifts are taken from Bolton et al. (2008). The |γLOS| values listed
are those inferred in the minimal LOS shear model. The last column indicates if the lens in question was successfully

modelled with the inclusion of an octupole in the lens mass.

This paper was built using the Open Journal of Astrophysics LATEX template. The OJA is a journal which provides
fast and easy peer review for new papers in the astro-ph section of the arXiv, making the reviewing process simpler
for authors and referees alike. Learn more at http://astro.theoj.org.

http://astro.theoj.org
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Component Parameter Prior

γEPL [1.3, 2.8]

e1 [−0.5, 0.5]

Lens mass e2 [−0.5, 0.5]

x [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

y [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

Reff [0.1, 5.0]

e1 [−0.5, 0.5]

Lens light e2 [−0.5, 0.5]

x [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

y [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

β log10[0.02
′′, 0.2′′]

Reff [0.04′′, 0.5′′]

nS [0.5, 8.0]

Source light e1 [−0.5, 0.5]

e2 [−0.5, 0.5]

x [−0.2′′, 0.2′′]

y [−0.2′′, 0.2′′]

γod
1 [−0.2, 0.2]

γod
2 [−0.2, 0.2]

Shear γLOS
1 [−0.5, 0.5]

γLOS
2 [−0.5, 0.5]

ωLOS [−0.2, 0.2]

a4 [−0.1, 0.1]

Octupole ϕ4 [−π, π]

x [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

y [−0.5′′, 0.5′′]

TABLE 2
Priors on the model parameters. The prior distributions are uniform between the stated limits.
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