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Motivated by future gravitational waves observations, we perform forecasts analysis to constrain a
possible time variation of the fine structure constant (α) within the context of the so-called runaway
dilaton model. For this purpose, some gravitational-wave standard sirens mock data within the
perspective of Einstein Telescope and LISA mission were considered jointly with current strong
gravitational lensing systems observations. We find that future standard sirens observations can also
play an important role in the search for possible variations of α within the methodology presented
in this work.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The possibility that the fundamental constants of nature are actually not constants, but time-evolving quantities
following the slow pace of the cosmological evolution, had a long discussion in the literature. This question was
probably first discussed by Dirac [1] in his “large numbers hypothesis” and by Milne, [2] introducing a possibility for a
time variation of the gravitational coupling G. Jordan speculated that the fine structure constant α together with G
could be both space and time-dependent [3, 4] (see also [5, 6] and references therein). Later on, Brans and Dicke also
proposed a time variation possibility on G, driven by a dynamical scalar field coupled to curvature [7], while Gamow
also triggered subsequent speculations on the possible variation of the fine structure constant [8]. The possibility that
the particle masses and the speed of light could also drift with the cosmic evolution also have been proposed and
discussed [9–14]. Several other pioneers theoretical motivations have been introduced that lead to temporal variation
of the constants of nature (see [15, 16] for a review related to theoretical and experimental research on the variation
of the fundamental constants).

Regardless of the merit of such approaches, one thing is clear: one detection of varying fundamental constants
of nature would be revolutionary. For instance, a possible fundamental couplings dynamical violates the Einstein
Equivalence Principle, and as consequence, gravity could be a not purely geometric phenomenon. Then, gravity laws
should be modified at large and/or small scales. Also, could show that there is a fifth force of nature waiting out there
to be discovered [17]. Variations of the fine structure constant could imply a non-conservation of the photon number
along geodesic. Such a non-conservation can have several observational consequences, such as, that the CMB radiation
does not obey the adiabaticity, and, then, the CMB would not be an blackbody radiation. The peak luminosities of
SNe Ia also depend on a possible time variation of Newton’s constant and α. Thanks to current technological advances,
several observational data enable us to probe such approaches. However, even improved null results are important
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and indeed extremely useful as technology improves itself. That can be perceived by noting that the natural scale
for the cosmological evolution of any constant of nature, if driven by a fundamental scalar field, would be the Hubble
time. Therefore, we would expect a relative Hubble time drift rate of the order of 10−10 per year. However, current
local bounds from laboratory atomic clock comparison experiments are about six orders of magnitude stronger yet
[18]. Thus dynamical scalar fields must be ‘slow-rolling’, something that has analogies with dark energy and inflation.

On the other hand, from a more modern perspective, the observational evidence that our Universe is currently in a
stage of accelerated expansion leads us to introduce some extra degrees of freedom compared to general relativity (GR),
as dark energy models and modified gravity theories, of which also predict cosmic time variation of the fundamental
constants. These include scalar-tensor theories [19–22], modified Teleparallel gravity [23, 24], running vacuum models
[25], Bekenstein-Sandvik-Barrow-Magueijo theory [26, 27], extra-dimensions [28], dynamical dark energy models [29–
32]. Briefly, in the astronomical context, tight constraints on ∆α/α are obtained from white dwarf observations.
For instance, by using white dwarf gravitational potential, the Refs. [33, 34] put limits on ∆α/α at the level (2.7 ±
9.1)× 10−5. Very recently, from observations up to z ≈ 7.14 (by the so-called many-multiplet method), new quasars
spectral observations show no evidence for a redshift variation of the fine-structure constant [35]. On the other hand,
when these new measurements were combined with a large existing sample at lower redshifts, a spatial variation of α
was preferred over a no-variation model at the 3.7σ level (see other discussions about possible α spatial variation in
[36–38]). However, it is important to comment that the authors of the Ref. [39] showed to exist a degeneracy between
the absorption structure and turbulent models in quasar analyses, each giving different ∆α/α values. Naturally, this
fact adds a substantial additional random uncertainty to ∆α/α [35].

Other tests for a possible α variation have been performed by using distinct astrophysical observables, such as galaxy
cluster [40], Big-Bang Nucleosynthesis [41], black hole in a high gravitational potential [42], among others[43, 44].
Variation of α and me straightly modify the recombination history at z ≈ 1100, changing the temperature and
polarization anisotropies of the cosmic microwave background (see Ref. [45]). In this line, tight constraint on ∆α/α
was performed by the Planck satellite data [46, 47], ∆α/α ≈ 10−3. However, it is worth commenting that such
a limit is inferred for a specific cosmological model, namely: the flat ΛCDM model, with purely adiabatic initial
conditions and an almost scale-invariant power spectrum, being weakened if the parameter space is allowed to vary
in the number of relativistic species or the helium abundance (see Figs. 5 and 6 in [46]). As local methods, atomic
clock measurements [48], spectroscopy of radio-frequency transitions [49] and isotope ratio measurements [50] have
also been used to obtain the tightest limits on ∆α/α.
From a theoretical point of view, Ref. [21] showed that the Einstein equivalence principle in the electromagnetic

sector is violated in a general class of modified gravity theories that have a non-minimal multiplicative coupling
between the usual electromagnetic part of matter fields and a new scalar field. In such a framework the entire
electromagnetic sector of the theory is affected, leading to α variation. In this line, a particular class of string
theory inspired-models that produce a temporal variation of alpha is the so-called runaway dilaton model [51–54]
(string theories at low energy predict the existence of dilaton, a scalar partner of spin-2 graviton). In order to
check a possible temporal variation of the fine-structure constant in runaway dilaton scenarios, some methods using
astronomical data have been developed in recent years[54–60].

On the other hand, from an observational perspective, looking for new astrophysical sources, through a direct
manifestation of gravitational effects, can provide rich physical information about the nature of gravity and/or the
dark sector of the Universe (dark energy and dark matter). In that regard, the gravitational wave (GW) astronomy
provides an unprecedented opportunity to test physics in that direction. Currently, more than 100 coalescing compact
binary events have already been observed during the three running stages of the LIGO/VIRGO mission [61]. One of
the most promising prospects is the observation of standard siren (SS) events [62, 63]. The latter are the GW analog
of the astronomical standard candles and might be a powerful tool in view of constraining cosmological parameters
through the information encoded in the luminosity distance provided by these events. To date, one event has been
observed through a binary neutron star (BNS) merger at z = 0.01, namely the GW170817 event [64]. Preliminary
cosmological information and the consequences of this observation are important to the understanding of our Universe
locally. These observations were used to measure the Hubble constant [65] and also to impose strong constraints on
modified gravity/cosmology theories (see [66] for a review).

The detectability rate of the SS events from the current LIGO/VIRGO sensitivity is expected to be very low, as
well as difficult to reach large cosmic distances. The central importance of GW astronomy is testified by the plans
for the construction of several GW observatories in the future, such as the underground-based interferometers ET
[67] and Cosmic Explore [68], and space-based interferometers such as LISA [69], DECIGO [70], and TianQin [71],
among others, to observe GWs in the most diverse frequency bands. The implications of cosmological studies using
the SS have motivated focused studies on the nature of dark energy, modified gravity, dark matter, and several other
fundamental questions in modern cosmology [72–97]. It is important to emphasize that GWs observations are not
affected by well-known systematical effects related to supernova science. For instance, are not affected by propagation



3

effects, dust extinction, or microlensing by stars [98–100]. Then, GWs observations science can be considered attractive
from the perspective of cosmological tests.

This work is divided into two parts. Firstly, we revisit the Ref.[56], where geometrical measurements of strong
gravitational lensing systems (SGL) and Type Ia supernovae (SNe Ia) sample were used to constrain a possible time
evolution of the fine-structure constant induced for the well-known runaway dilaton model. Particularly, we redo the
analysis of the [56] in a more robust way by taking into account the correlation between SNe data in analysis. In a
second part, as a step forward concerning the Ref. [56], we will perform forecasts analysis based on the generation of
some standard sirens catalogs within the perspective of two future gravitational waves observatories, namely, Einstein
Telescope and LISA, jointly with current SGL observations. We obtain that the results coming from GWs mock data
(+SGL) analysis are competitive with the current ones from SNe Ia (+SGL). It is very worth to comment that the
method proposed by [56] is independent of the MB , which is used to fit Type Ia supernovae sample. As it is largely
known, this parameter is at strong statistical tension in ΛCDM framework, and may be the cause of the H0 tension
[101–103] and being able to add new correlations on models beyond the ΛCDM paradigm. This paper is structured
as follows. Next Section we present the methodology. In Sections III and IV, we present our theoretical framework
and the data sets used in this work, respectively. In Section V, we discuss the main results of our analysis. In Section
VI, we outline our final considerations and perspectives.

II. METHODOLOGY

In what follows, we describe our methodology. The Strong Gravitational Lensing (SGL) effect is one prediction of
GR occurring when the source (s), lens (l), and the observer (o) are at the same line-of-sight to form the Einstein ring,
a ring-like structure with angular radius θE [104]. It is a purely gravitational phenomenon where, in the cosmological
scenario, a lens can be a foreground galaxy or galaxy cluster placed between the source and observer. Under the
assumption of the singular isothermal sphere (SIS) model, the lens mass distribution, θE , is given by [104, 105]:

θE = 4π
DAls

DAs

σ2
SIS

c2
, (1)

where DAls
is the angular diameter distance from the lens to the source, DAs

is the angular diameter distance to the
source, c is the speed of light (SoL), and σSIS is the velocity dispersion measured under SIS model assumption.
On galaxy scales, such a phenomenon has been largely used to ascertain gravitational and cosmological theories and

fundamental physics. Particularly, SGL systems observed and detected by SLACS, LSD, SLS2, and BELLS surveys
had significant progress in the last years due to an increase in the accuracy of lens-modeling and to precise limit
obtaining on distinct cosmological parameters [106–110]. For instance, [56] provided a robust test based on SGL and
type Ia Supernovae observations in order to put new bounds on a possible time variation of the fine-structure constant
(α). This method is based on Eq. (1) for lenses and the observational quantity D defined by:

D ≡ DAls

DAs

=
θEc

2
s

4πσ2
SIS

, (2)

where cs is the SoL measured at zs. In fact, [56] extended the original method provided by [111] which investigates
any deviation of the Cosmic Duality Distance Relation (CDDR) through SGL and SNe Ia observations. According to
the definition of the fine-structure constant (αs = e2/ℏcs), the Eq. (2) can be rewritten as:

D ≡ DAls

DAs

=
e4θE

ℏ2α2
s4πσ

2
SIS

. (3)

Although this equation introduces the key quantities for our paper, a more general and appropriate approach will be
used. This occurs due to recent studies using SGL systems have shown that the SIS model may not be an accurate
representation of the lens mass distribution [104, 112–117]. Following several recent works, a power law (ρ ∝ r−Γ) for
the lens mass distribution will be used (see Ref. [104] for mathematical details).

From another perspective, under a flat Universe assumption with comoving distance between the lens and the
observer being rls = rs − rl, and using the relations rs = (1 + zs)DAs

, rl = (1 + zl)DAl
, rls = (1 + zs)DAls

, it is
possible to obtain [111]:
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D = 1− (1 + zl)

(1 + zs)

DAl

DAs

. (4)

Considering a possible deviation of CDDR by DAi
= DLi

η−1(zi)(1 + zi)
−2, we can obtain:

D = 1− (1 + zs)DLl

(1 + zl)DLs

η(zs)

η(zl)
, (5)

where DLl
and DLs are the luminosity distances to lens and source, respectively, and η(zi) captures any deviation of

CDDR.

III. VARYING-α IN SCALAR-TENSOR GRAVITY

Modified gravity theories related to a non-minimal multiplicative coupling between an extra scalar field and the
usual matter Lagrangian lead to violations of the Einstein Equivalence Principle (EEP) in the electromagnetic sector
[21, 118]. In this context, the usual matter Lagrangian is given by [21]:

Smat. =
∑
i

∫
d4x

√
−ghi(ϕ)Li(gµν ,Ψi), (6)

where Li are the Lagrangians for the different matter fields (Ψi), and h(ϕ) is a function of the scalar field. In the
electromagnetic sector, the fine-structure constant α and the CDDR change over cosmological time1, and both changes
are intimately and unequivocally related by [21]:

∆α

α
≡ α(z)− α0

α0
=

h(ϕ0)

h(ϕ)
− 1 = η2(z)− 1 (7)

In this work, we will focus on the so-called Runaway Dilaton Model, a string theory-inspired model capable of
delineating a time-variation of α close to the present day [51–54, 121]. Such a model is a particular case of scalar-
tensor theories of gravity inspired by a multiplicative coupling between an extra scalar-field and the usual matter
Lagrangian [54]. Basically, the model explores the string-loop modification of the four-dimensional effective low-
energy action. Within the runaway of dilaton context, the time variation of α is given by

∆α

α
(z) =

1

40
βhad,0

[
1− e−(ϕ(z)−ϕ0)

]
. (8)

Thus the behavior of ∆α/α close to the present day depends both on βhad,0 and the speed of the field ϕ
′

0. Since we
shall be interested in the evolution of α at relatively low redshifts, one could think of linearizing the field evolution
by [54]:

ϕ ∼ +ϕ0 + ln (a), (9)

where a is the scale factor. Thus, the equation (8) takes a simpler form by

∆α

α
≈ − 1

40
βhad,0ϕ

′

0 ln (1 + z) ≡ −γ ln (1 + z), (10)

1 In this type of theory, a variation of α can arise from a varying µ0 (vacuum permeability) or from a variation of charge of the elementary
particles. Both interpretations lead to the same modified expression of α [119, 120].
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where γ ≡ 1
40βhad,0ϕ

′

0, βhad,0 is the current coupling value between dilaton and hadronic matter2, and ϕ
′

0 ≡ ∂ϕ
∂ ln a . It

is important to stress that Eq.(10) can be considered in low and intermediate redshifts. As shown in the second panel
of Fig.1 of [60], the approach given by Eq.(10) can still be of order unity by z ≈ 5 for the values of the coupling that
saturate the current bounds. Thus, the evolution of α can be calculated using the full equations.
Therefore, assuming α evolves like α(z) = α0ϕ(z), where α0 is the current value of the fine-structure constant3 ,

and ϕ(z) is a scalar field that controls a time-variation of α, the Eq. (7) gives ϕ(z) = η2(z). Thus, the equations (3)
and (5) might be written, respectively, by:

D =
e4θE

4πα2
0ℏ2σ2

SIS

ϕ−2(zs) = D0ϕ
−2(zs) (11)

and

D = 1− (1 + zs)DLl

(1 + zl)DLs

ϕ1/2(zs)

ϕ1/2(zl)
, (12)

where D0 ≡ e4θE/4πα
2
0ℏ2σ2

SIS . If ∆α/α = 0, thus ϕ(z) = 1 and D = D0. Combining Eq.s (11) and (12), it is possible
to obtain:

D0 = ϕ2(zs)

[
1− (1 + zs)DLl

(1 + zl)DLs

ϕ1/2(zs)

ϕ1/2(zl)

]
. (13)

This is the equation we shall use to compare the model predictions with SGL, SNe Ia and GW observations.

IV. DATA SET

In this work, we desire to constrain possible departure from EEP described above using observational data obtained
by probes which map the expansion history of the late-time universe (and in particular lying in the region z <
3). Our analysis is based on the Type Ia Supernovae distance moduli measurements from the Pantheon sample,
strong gravitational lensing systems, and some mock data from gravitational wave standard sirens. In the following
subsections, we present the different data sets used in our analysis. As commented earlier, the analysis by using SNe
Ia and SGL was performed by the Ref.[56]. We redo it by tanking into account the correlation between SNe data in
analysis and directly compare the new results with those coming from GWs mock data (+SGL) forecasts.

A. Type Ia Supernovae

We consider and concentrate the analyses of the present paper on the so-called Pantheon sample [123], a widely
refined sample of SNe Ia consisting of 1048 spectroscopically confirmed SNe Ia covering a redshift range of 0.01 ≤ z ≤
2.3. However, there is a Pantheon successor sample, the so-called Pantheon+ [124], which is not considered in this
paper. Such a sample was built on the analysis framework of the original sample to combine an even larger number
of SNe Ia and include the ones that are in galaxies with measured Cepheid distances. The new sample features an
increased sample size and z range, and better treatment of systematic uncertainties in comparison to the original
Pantheon analysis.

We transform the apparent magnitude (mb) sample into a DL dataset by using the relation:

DL = 10(mb−Mb−25)/5Mpc, (14)

whereMb is an assumed absolute magnitude value, which is the same for all SNe data. As it will be shown, the specific
Mb is not relevant in our analyses. For this reason, we do not propagate the Mb uncertainty into DL. The Pantheon

2 The relevant parameter of the model is the coupling between dilaton and hadronic matter. The central hypothesis of the model is that
all gauge fields couple to the same gauge coupling function (BF (ϕ)) [54].

3 The universal coupling of the dilaton to matter has a suggestive simplicity; a generalization for the universal e−2ϕ coupling arises at
the string tree level [122].
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data includes the covariance matrix of the mb of each SNe, which has to be also transformed into a DL-covariance
matrix considering the transformation relation4:

cov(DL,DL) =

(
∂DL

∂mb

)
cov(mb,mb)

(
∂DL

∂mb

)T

, (15)

where
(

∂DL

∂mb

)
represents the Jacobian matrix of the tranformation. Within our methodology, we must use the

luminosity distance from SNe Ia at the same (or approximately) SGL zl and zs. Thus, we make a selection of SNe Ia
for each lensing system according to the criteria: |zs−zSNe| ≤ 0.005 and |zl−zSNe| ≤ 0.005. Some systems have more
than one couple of SNe Ia obeying the criteria for both redshifts, and others have none. Then we perform the weighted
average for each system based on SNe Ia samples obeying the selection criterion. In order to reduce uncertainties and
taking into account the correlation between SNe data, we considered the covariance matrix cov(DL,DL) [125] by:

D̄L =

∑
i,j DLiwij∑

i,j wij
, (16)

being the weight coefficients wij = (cov−1(DL,DL))ij .
The weighted averaged luminosity distances are correlated due to the intrinsic correlation in the SNe data and

because, in some cases, there are some SNe that are used to calculate different D̄L. It can be shown that the
covariance matrix of the averaged luminosity distances satisfies the relation:

cov(D̄Li , D̄Lj ) =

ni∑
α

nj∑
γ

cov(DLα , DLγ )
[∑ni

β wαβ

]
[
∑nj

σ wγσ][∑ni

σ

∑ni

β wσβ

] [∑nj

σ

∑nj

β wσβ

] , (17)

where ni and nj correspond to the number of SNe considered to calculate the i-th and j-th averaged luminosity
distances, respectively. A single SNe Ia is enough.

As well discussed in the literature, the peak luminosities of SNe Ia may depend on the time variation of Newton’s
constant and the coupling constant α. Considering a variation of these constants directly translates into a different
peak bolometric magnitude, i.e, the distance modulus is modified [126, 127]. From first principles, a varying-α
framework must also change the rate of expansion of the Universe and then modify the prediction on the distance
modulus. At the zero order, i.e., taking only changes on the background dynamics, these two effects must be the
leading corrections to be taken into account for any specific model-dependent analysis at the background level using
geometrical measurements.

As explained earlier, in the methodology used here, our aim will be probing a varying-α possibility minimally
independently of background dynamics corrections that these scenarios can predict. But, on the other hand, a specific
scalar-tensor scenario is still required to induce the CDDR change on the cosmic time. Thus, the methodology here
provides a test for the runaway dilaton field at the geometrical level regardless of the details that the dilaton field can
induce on the H(z) expansion and the mb module. Evidently, it does not cover more general scalar-tensor theories
framework as Horndeski theory and its generalization, as well as many other perspectives in the scalar-tensor context.
Therefore, our approach can be seen as a specific test to probe some specific scalar-tensor models with minimal
assumptions on the background level.

B. Gravitational Wave Standard Sirens

Let us generate some mock data inspired by the possibility of future observation of standard siren (SS) events. We
will create some SS mock catalogs, the GW analog of the astronomical standard candles, which can provide powerful
information about the dynamics of the Universe up to high z.

4 The variables in bold correspond to vector representations of each data set.
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FIG. 1: Left panel: Luminosity distance data obtained from ET mock data sample 1 (total of 97 points) together with LISA
(total of 2 points). The blue data correspond to the luminosity distances from the observer to the source, and the red ones
from observer to lens for each SGL system used in our analyses. Right panel: Same as in the left panel, but from ET mock
data sample 2 (total of 69 points) together with LISA (total of 2 points).

For a given a GW strain signal, h(t) = A(t) cos[Φ(t)], one can use the stationary-phase approximation for the orbital

phase of the inspiraling binary system to obtain its Fourier transform h̃(f). In this case, the waveform of a coalescing
binary system will take the form

h̃(f) = QAf−7/6eiΦ(f) , (18)

where A ∝ 1/dL is the luminosity distance to the redshift of the merger, and Φ(f) is the inspiral phase of the binary
system. More details on the post-Newtonian coefficients and waveforms can be found in [128] (see references therein
and Appendix A). Once the GW signal is defined, for a high enough signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), we can obtain upper
bounds on the free parameters of the GW signal by means of the Fisher information analysis. Estimating DL(z) from
GW standard sirens mock data is a well-consolidated methodology, and we refer to [128] and the references therein
for a detailed description. In what follows, we briefly describe our methodology that is used to generate the SS mock
catalog from the perspective of two future observatories, namely Einstein Telescope (ET) and LISA.

The ET is a third-generation ground detector, covering the frequency range 1 − 104 Hz. The ET is expected to
be ten times more sensitive than the current advanced ground-based detectors. See [129] for a presentation of the
scientific objectives of the ET observatory. The ET conceptual design study predicts an order of 103 − 107 BNS
detection per year. Nevertheless, only a small fraction (∼ 10−3) of them is expected to be accompanied by a short
Gamma-ray burst observation. Assuming a detection rate of O(105), the events with short Gamma-ray bursts will be
O(102) per year. In our simulations, we have considered two different samples. i) A catalog with 1000 BNS mock GW
SS merger events up to z = 2. In this case, we perform a random sampling of the masses from a uniform distribution
between [1-2]M⊙. Let us refer this sample by ET - mock data 1. ii) Let us consider a mass distribution of the
astrophysical objects NS and BH with a random sampling of their masses from uniform distributions [1-2]M⊙ and
[3-10]M⊙, respectively. This catalog also contains 1000 mock GW SS merger events, but with distributed events up
to z = 5. Let us denote this sample by ET - mock data 2. For each event, we have estimated the measurement
error on the luminosity distance by applying the Fisher matrix analysis. We calculated the SNR of each event and
confirmed that it is a GW detection if SNR > 8. Details of this methodology are well described in previous works
[128, 130, 131].

The LISA is a space-borne detector with a sensitivity peak of around 1 millihertz. Among astrophysical sources,
LISA can reach include Galactic binaries, stellar-origin black hole binaries, and extreme-mass-ratio inspirals. LISA will
also observe massive black hole binaries (MBHBs) from 104 to 107 solar masses. See [132] for a review of the scientific
details of the LISA mission. The high SNR of the detected signals will allow for more precise parameter estimations.
Among the most probable LISA sources with electromagnetic counterparts are MBHBs. In particular, MBHBs
are supposed to merge in gas-rich environments and within the LISA frequency band allowing for electromagnetic
followups to determine their redshift. The prospect of MBHBs that could have EM counterparts extends up to z ∼7
providing a unique probe of the universe at high z. In this work, our catalog is based on the model presented in [133],
where a semi-analytic framework allows tracing the galactic baryonic structures and dark matter mergers. Also, this
methodology integrates the BH seeding at high z and the delays between the merger of two galaxies and that of the
massive BHs residing in the galaxies. For the purposes of the methodology of this work, we only take the category of
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population models named Pop III. Again, within our methodology, we must use the luminosity distance from GWs
(simulated samples) in the same (or approximately) SGL zl and zs. Thus, we make a selection of GWs such as:

D̄L =

∑
i DLi/σ

2
DLi∑

i 1/σ
2
DLi

, (19)

σ2
D̄L

=
1∑

i 1/σ
2
DLi

. (20)

As commented earlier, from the perspective of cosmological tests, gravitational waves are considered attractive
because they not be affected by, for instance, by propagation effects, dust extinction, or microlensing by stars [98–
100].

C. Strong Gravitational Lensing Systems

In this section, we present a specific catalog containing 158 confirmed sources of SGL that will be used to perform
the corresponding statistical analyses. Such catalog includes 118 SGL systems identical to the compilation of [104]
obtained from SLOAN Lens ACS, BOSS Emission-line Lens Survey (BELLS), and Strong Legacy Survey SL2S, plus
40 new systems recently discovered by SLACS and pre-selected by [134] (see Table I in [135]).

However, as commented earlier, different studies using SGL systems have shown that the slopes of density profiles
for individual galaxies exhibit a non-negligible deviation from the SIS model, indicating an inaccurate representation
for the lens mass distribution [104, 112–117]. Therefore, as done in the more recent works, we assume the power-law
model (PLAW) for the mass distribution of lensing systems. Such a model basically assumes a spherically symmetric
mass distribution with a more general power-law index Υ like ρ ∝ r−Υ, where ρ is the total mass distribution and r is
the spherical radius from the lensing galaxy center. Assuming that the velocity anisotropy can be ignored and solving
the spherical Jeans equation, it is possible to rescale the dynamical mass inside the aperture of size θap projected to
the lens plane and obtain

θE =
4πσ2

ap

c2
DAls

DAs

(
θE
θap

)2−Υ

f(Υ), (21)

where σap is the stellar velocity dispersion inside the aperture θap, and

f(Υ) ≡ − 1√
π

(5− 2Υ)(1−Υ)

3−Υ

Γ(Υ− 1)

Γ(Υ− 3/2)

×
[
Γ(Υ/2− 1/2)

Γ(Υ/2)

]2
. (22)

If Υ = 2, we recover the SIS model. Thus, by combining Eq.(s) (3) and (19), we may obtain:

D0 =
e4θE

α2
0ℏ24πσ2

ap

(
θap
θE

)2−Υ

f−1(Υ). (23)

In this paper, the factor Υ and the parameter γ are approached as free parameters. In addition, the full SGL
sample (158 data points) is culled to Ni after the following cuts: D0 ± σD0 > 1 (non-physical region); the system
J0850-03475; and systems that do not have the corresponding pair of DLi . Thus, we finish with the following samples:
SGL + SNe Ia (total of 89 data points); SGL + ET mock data 1 (total of 97 data points); SGL + ET mock data 2
(total of 69 data points); SGL + LISA (total of 2 points). Figure 1 shows the luminosity distances for these samples.

5 It deviates by more than 5σ from all the considered models [135].
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Data-Set N γ Υ

SGL + Pantheon 89 −0.04+0.04
−0.04 1.96+0.06

−0.06

SGL + ET mock data 1 + LISA 97 −0.03+0.02
−0.02 2.01+0.05

−0.05

SGL + ET mock data 2 + LISA 69 −0.03+0.03
−0.03 1.94+0.06

−0.05

TABLE I: Constraints at 68% CL on the free parameters γ and Υ.

V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSIONS

We used Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods to estimate the posterior probability distribution functions
(PDF) of free parameters supported by emcee MCMC sampler [136]. The likelihood is built as follows

L(Data|Θ⃗) =
∏ 1√

2πσµ

exp

(
− 1

2
χ2

)
, (24)

where

χ2 =
∑
i,j

[
(D0,i − ζi)C

−1
T,ij(D0,j − ζj)

]
, (25)

ζi ≡ ϕ2(zs,i)

[
1−

(1 + zs,i)DLl,i

(1 + zl,i)DLs,i

ϕ1/2(zs,i)

ϕ1/2(zl,i)

]
, (26)

and

CT,i = CD0,i
+ Cζ,i. (27)

CD0,i
is the diagonal matrix formed by the squared uncertainties of D0. To obtain Cζ,i we perform a MonteCarlo

sampling of the variable ζi considering a joint multivariate gaussian distribution with mean vector D̄L (Eq. 16) and
with covariance cov(D̄L, D̄L) given by the Eq. (17). The uncertainties of D0 are given by:

σ2
D0

= D2
0

4(σσap

σap

)2

+ (1−Υ)2

(
σθE

θE

)2
 . (28)

As mentioned before, ϕ(zs) = 1 − γ ln (1 + zs) and ϕ(zl) = 1 − γ ln (1 + zl). The PDF posteriori is proportional to
the product between the likelihood and the prior, that is,

P (Θ⃗|Data) ∝ L(Data|Θ⃗)× P0(Θ⃗), (29)

where Θ⃗ = (γ,Υ). Nevertheless, we assume flat priors: −1 ≤ γ ≤ 1 and 1.5 ≤ Υ ≤ 2.5. Following the approach
presented by [137], Einstein’s radius uncertainties follow σE = 0.05θE (5% for all systems6). In addition, we also
follow the procedure of replacing σap by σ0 [56, 104, 110, 139] within the power-law model. The use of σ0 makes D0

more homogeneous for the sample of lenses located at different redshifts, this occurs because σ0 does depend on the
measured effective radius (θE).

In this work, we consider two different data combinations, namely, Pantheon + SGL and GWs + SGL, applied to
the cosmological model under consideration. We emphasize that 89 lensed events are associated with SNe Ia sample,
and 97 (69) lensed events with the ET mock data 1 (2), respectively. LISA have only 2 lensed events associated

6 Even though individual uncertainties are different depending on the survey and on whether the image was taken from the Earth or from
space, there is a consensus that in average the relative uncertainty of the Einstein radius is at the level of 5% [104, 138].
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FIG. 2: Two-dimensional joint posterior distributions in the γ-Υ plane from Pantheon + SGL, with the corresponding 68% and
95% CL contours. The green vertical and horizontal dashed lines correspond to the limit γ = 0 (GR prediction) and Υ = 2.

during the MCMC fit. To derive the constraints on the parameters baseline of this work, we ensure a Gelman - Rubin
convergence criterion of R− 1 < 10−3 [140] on our chains.
It is worth to point that the method is fully independent of the MB quantity in supernova data (or on the MB −H0

tension) [56]. In other words, one does not need to assume a value for the supernova absolute magnitude in Eq.
(13) to turn the distance modulus into measurements of the luminosity distance by Eq.(12). This occurs due to the
ratio between the luminosity distances presented in Eq.(13). We also highlight that the statistical analysis done are
independent of H0 and Ωm, once is not necessary that these parameters pass through the MCMC inference performed
from eq. (26).

To perform the SS forecasts analysis we need to assume a fiducial cosmology. Thus, the most natural choice is the
Planck-ΛCDM baseline. Also note that GWs data modeling, including the instrument noise modeling, everything is
considered in generation of the dL(z) estimates, as described and referenced in section IV B. Thus, the likelihood is
built as a direct product of the dL(z) mock data only, where several systematical and physical effects have already been
incorporated in the creation of luminosity distance catalogs used in our analysis following the default specifications
and methodologies for the LISA and ET instrument (see Section IV B). Table 1 summarizes the main results of our
statistical analyses.

Fig. 2 shows the 2D joint posterior distributions at 68% CL and 95% CL in the γ-Υ plane for Pantheon + SGL. We
note γ = −0.04+0.04

−0.04 and Υ = 1.96+0.06
−0.05 at 68% CL. In Ref. [56] was obtained γ = −0.03+0.03

−0.04 at 68% CL. Therefore,
both results are in full agreement with each other and with the standard cosmology prediction.

From the perspective of forecasts analysis, i.e, SGL + GWs, GWs from ET mock data 1 + LISA combination (see
Fig. 3 on the left panel, red regions), we find γ = −0.03+0.02

−0.02 and Υ = 2.01+0.05
−0.05 at 68% CL. This confirms that future

distance luminosity measurements from GWs observation can improve the current constraint at γ (red regions). In
addition, the right panel in Fig. 3 shows the 2D joint posterior distributions at 68% CL and 95% CL in the γ-Υ
plane, but from the perspective of the ET mock data 2 + LISA (red regions). In this case, we find γ = −0.03+0.03

−0.03

and Υ = 1.94+0.06
−0.05 at 68% CL. The results are very similar to the previous case, both in full agreement with ΛCDM

prediction.
Furthermore, we check the effect of SGL + SS for the LISA and ET separately. Figure 4 shows the parametric

space at 68% CL and 95% CL in the γ-Υ plane from SGL + ET mock data 1 + LISA (in blue) and SGL + ET
mock data 1 (in red). Thus, we can quantify how much LISA can influence in the observational constrains. In LISA
sample, we have only two pairs lensed events located at z = 0.497− 2.092 and 0.491− 1.232. Once our methodology
only takes into account the geometrical distance measurements of the SS event, we can see that the joint analysis
LISA+SGL system sample does not contribute much for a better accuracy of the parameter space of the model.
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FIG. 3: Left panel: Two-dimensional joint posterior distributions in the γ-Υ plane, with the corresponding 68% and 95% CL
contours, obtained from Pantheon + SGL (in blue) and SGL + GWs joint analysis (in red). Here the GWs joint analysis means
ET - mock data 1 + LISA. The green vertical and horizontal dashed lines correspond to the limit γ = 0 (GR prediction) and
Υ = 2. Right panel: Same as in left panel, but using ET - mock data 2 + LISA.
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FIG. 4: Two-dimensional joint posterior distributions in the γ-Υ plane, with the corresponding 68% and 95% CL contours,
obtained from SGL + ET mock data 1 + LISA (in blue) and SGL + ET mock data 1 (in red). The green vertical and horizontal
dashed lines correspond to the limit γ = 0 (GR prediction) and Υ = 2.
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Thus, our analysis with and without LISA sample represents the same impact. Because the SS event detection
from LISA perspective are very low than ET, a more effective way to perform cosmological tests will be use SGL
of gravitational waves through a direct and individual analysis of the merging of massive black hole binaries in the
context of the LISA mission [141], of which in principle can done to constraints cosmological parameters with and
without the identification of their electromagnetic counterparts [142]. Several works have demonstrated the potential
of these systems to infer cosmological constraints (see [143–147] for a few example). Therefore, in that regard, our
eq. (26) will have to be adapted to take into account the physical-astrophysical information of the statistics of
gravitational lenses of each system instead of evaluating only the simple geometrical distance measurements. These
perspectives are beyond the discussion and presentation of our current methodology. We leave these details for a
future work.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The space-time variations in fundamental constants are expected to naturally arise from the interactions of new low-
mass particles appearing, for example, in theories of dark energy and modified gravity. In this work, we investigated
the potentialities of future gravitational-wave standard sirens for constraining a possible time variation of the fine
structure constant within the runaway dilaton model. The forecasts analysis was based on the generation of some
standard sirens catalogs within the perspective of two future gravitational waves observatories, namely, Einstein
Telescope and LISA, jointly with current strong gravitational lensing systems. Our results showed no significant
evidence for a varying-α model, being the specific framework tested in this work in full agreement with Λ-cosmology.
Therefore, we obtained that future measurements of the luminosity distances of GWs sources plus SGL systems will

be at least competitive with the current analyses by using SNe Ia and SGL data (see Figs. 2 and 3). On the other
hand, some caveats are important to mention. The new cosmological test proposed here may contain some sources
of systematic effects, of which is not the main purpose of this present work to check in detail, but are assumptions
assumed. For instance, the power-law lens model and the SS events distribution rate. Because it is a forecast analysis
in relation to the SS sample, and not a real data analysis, we do not expect main changes in the accuracy inferred in
the main parameters, but they are certainly important systematic points to be addressed with future events based on
real data.

In the near future, our approach will be able to put tighter limits on ∆α/α by using GW data and thousands
of strong lensing systems that will be discovered by the optical and infrared data from the EUCLID mission, Vera
Rubin LSST, and Nancy Grace Roman space telescope. A natural extension of this work will be to consider the role
of cosmic curvature in our current results. Moreover, similar analyses could also be done with BAO measurements.
Such analysis is left as future considerations to be developed.
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