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ABSTRACT
Fast cosmological transients such as fast radio bursts (FRBs) and gamma-ray bursts (GRBs) represent a class of sources more
compact than any other cosmological object. As such they are sensitive to significant magnification via gravitational lensing from
a class of lenses which are not well-constrained by observations today. Low-mass primordial black holes are one such candidate
which may constitute a significant fraction of the Universe’s dark matter. Current observations only constrain their density in the
nearby Universe, giving fast transients from cosmological distances the potential to form complementary constraints. Motivated
by this, we calculate the effect that gravitational lensing from a cosmological distribution of compact objects would have on
the observed rates of FRBs and GRBs. For static lensing geometries, we rule out the prospect that all FRBs are gravitationally
lensed for a range of lens masses and show that lens masses greater than 10−5𝑀� can be constrained with 8000 un-localised
high fluence FRBs at 1.4GHz, as might be detected by the next generation of FRB-finding telescopes.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The observed number of sources as a function of flux (the ‘logN–
logS’ relation) is perhaps the most fundamental quantity to popula-
tion studies across astronomy. Encoded within them are the properties
of the source population: luminosity function, spectra and redshift
distribution (Longair & Scheuer 1966). Constraining the population
functions of fast radio bursts (FRBs) and gamma-ray bursts (GRBs)
has been an area of particular interest in modern astronomy(Macquart
& Ekers 2018; Sun et al. 2015). These bursts are often produced
in exotic systems or cataclysmic circumstances(Abbott et al. 2017;
Woosley & Bloom 2006; Platts et al. 2019) and therefore represent
an important tracer of rare systems.

Propagation effects such as extinction, absorption or scintillation
(Frontera et al. 2000; Masui et al. 2015) can however serve to ob-
fuscate the intrinsic behaviours of a transient source, and thus must
be accounted for if we are to determine the population functions
from the observations. One such propagation effect is gravitational
lensing.

Gravitational lensing is important to consider because it can mag-
nify source objects, significantly amplifying their observed flux, po-
tentially resulting in erroneously inferred luminosities. Many exam-
ples of lenses magnifying, distorting or even multiply imaging indi-
vidual sources have been recorded, including for quasars (Walsh et al.
1979), GRBs (Paynter et al. 2021) and supernovae (SNe) (Kelly et al.
2015). However, the influence of gravitational lensing on the source
counts of a population is typically slight; the fraction of quasars un-
dergoing strong lensing is expected to be only a few percent of quasars
beyond redshift six (Pacucci & Loeb 2019; Yue et al. 2022) and for
SNe (Porciani & Madau 2000; Jonsson et al. 2010) the fraction of
lensed bursts is constrained to be small.

The lack of observed gravitational lensing can be used to infer
constraints on the population of lenses. Zumalacárregui & Seljak

(2018) placed strong constraints on the fraction of dark matter in pri-
mordial black holes (PBHs) using type Ia SNe. The authors model
the probability of magnification convolved with the spread in super-
nova magnitudes and compare with the observed spread to constrain
the population of lenses at cosmological distances. They find that
the observations are inconsistent with a large population of lenses
and therefore restrict the fraction of dark matter in PBHs to be less
than 0.3 for PBH masses greater than 0.01𝑀� . Strong constraints
can be placed in the case of SNe Ia observations because of the nar-
row distribution of intrinsic SNe Ia energies (i.e. because SNe Ia are
standard candles).

These results do not mean that lensing will be unimportant for
FRB and GRB source counts. The smaller angular size of GRBs
and FRBs compared to SNe Ia makes them sensitive to even lower
mass lenses. The uncertainty surrounding the emission mechanism
of most fast transients, however, makes it difficult to separate poten-
tial propagation effects from potential emission mechanism effects.
For example, it is difficult to distinguish a highly magnified event
from an intrinsically luminous burst. Thus, lensing searches have
been restricted to searches for multiple source images, be it in the
spatial or temporal domain (Muñoz et al. 2016; Laha 2018; Oguri
2019; Sammons et al. 2020; Paynter et al. 2021; Leung et al. 2022;
CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2022; Connor & Ravi 2022).

As we shall show, the luminosity of GRBs and FRBs are sensitive
to lens masses much too small to produce resolvable multiple images:
as small as 10−15𝑀� and 10−5𝑀� respectively, and there is little
evidence to rule out the presence of a cosmological population of
lenses on these low mass scales. Constraints on primordial black
holes (PBHs) still allow for 100% of dark matter to be comprised
of PBHs in the asteroid to sub-lunar mass regime (10−15𝑀� ≤
𝑀𝐿 ≥ 10−10𝑀�; Carr & Kühnel 2020). The sub-lunar to sub-stellar
(10−10𝑀� ≤ 𝑀𝐿 ≥ 10−2𝑀�) regime is also of interest as it is
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only constrained for our own galaxy halo, with ∼ 10−5𝑀� lenses
potentially existing locally in appreciable density.

To account for lensing effects on the source counts of fast tran-
sients, and estimate how this may be used to constrain the number
of PBHs, we create a generic model for differential rates of fast
transients with fluence, 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝐹, in an inhomogeneous universe and
compare it to its smooth universe counterpart, considering only the
total magnification caused by inhomogeneity.

This paper is structured as follows: §2.1 & §2.2 introduce the lens-
ing theory, §2.3 & 2.4 introduce the differential event rates formal-
ism, §2.5 discusses our numerical method and justifies our model’s
assumptions, in §4 we characterise the response of our model to
variation of the input parameters, §5 explores the possibility that all
FRBs are highly magnified, §6 contains explicit calculations of the
changes to FRB and GRB event rates in universes of varying inho-
mogeneity and finally, we discuss the implications of these results in
§7 and explore how many FRBs would be needed to place constraints
on the PBH parameter space.

2 METHOD

2.1 Lensing Basics

Gravitational lensing is a result of perturbations in the mass of a
smooth universe deflecting the emission of background sources. By
convention we define the fraction of matter in the Universe which
may be considered as smoothly distributed as [. A completely homo-
geneous universe ([ = 1) will be devoid of any gravitational lensing,
i.e. the flux from a source at a given redshift will be constant for
every line of sight. Whereas, an inhomogeneous universe will have a
fraction of its total energy density (1− [)Ω𝑀 in lensing objects and
a corresponding distribution of possible magnifications associated
with a given redshift.

In general lensing causes a rich variety of effects on source images
and temporal profiles of transients (for a detailed review of which
we refer the reader to Schneider et al. 1992). In this work we restrict
ourselves to consideration only of the total magnification of a source
by a lens,

` =
𝐹

𝐹0
, (1)

where 𝐹 is the sum of the fluence from all images and 𝐹0 is the
fluence observed from a source along an ‘empty beam’. The empty
beam is defined as the path of propagation which lies far from all
clumps of inhomogeneous matter.𝐷[ is the value of angular diameter
distance 𝐷𝐴 along the empty beam and it represents the background
value (` = 1) of 𝐷𝐴 in a universe with a smooth matter fraction [.
Following the method outlined by Kayser et al. (1997), 𝐷[ can be
calculated numerically for a general choice of both cosmology and [

(see appendix A for extended discussion).
A critical quantity of the magnification distribution is the mean

source magnification at a given redshift,

〈`〉 =
𝐷2

[ (𝑧)
𝐷2

1 (𝑧)
, (2)

where 𝐷1 represents the typical angular diameter distance of a
smooth universe ([ = 1). As [ is increased and the universe becomes
homogeneous, 𝐷[ tends towards 𝐷1 and we recover the smooth uni-
verse behaviour of 〈`〉=1. The mean magnification determines the
shape of the magnification probability density function (PDF) we
apply from Rauch (1991).

2.2 Magnification Probability Density Function

To determine the effects of gravitational lensing on observed fast
transient event rates, we require a functional form for the magnifica-
tion PDF. In this work we make use of the analytical approximation
detailed in Rauch (1991),

𝑝(`) = 2𝜎eff

[
1 − 𝑒−𝑏 (`−1)

`2 − 1

]1.5

, (3)

where parameters𝜎 and 𝑏 are chosen such that the PDF is normalised
and has a mean magnification 〈`〉. The form of the PDF is derived
empirically by fitting to simulations of lensing rather than being
motivated physically. However, by doing so it implicitly accounts
for multiple lensing and shear which are significant complexities to
hurdle when deriving a more physical model (Schneider & Weiss
1988).

As stated in Rauch (1991) this approximation is only valid for
low mean magnifications and point sources. However, even for large
mean magnifications where the lensing enters the complex regime
associated with an intricate caustic network, the approximation by
Rauch provides a simple way to capture broad behaviour of the mag-
nification probability distributions found by numerical simulations
(e.g. Fleury & García-Bellido 2020). Given the relative uncertain-
ties associated with both FRB and GRB luminosity functions (James
et al. 2021; Banerjee et al. 2021) particularly FRBs as their progen-
itor/s remain unknown, we will make use of this simple empirical
model as opposed to vastly more computationally intensive numer-
ical simulations. Finally, we note that this model is only valid for
a stationary universe. If the magnification of a source can change
significantly over time due to its motion relative to the lens then
the probability of a given magnification must be reconsidered under
a different formalism. We assume that both lenses and sources are
stationary relative to the observer for the remainder of this work.

2.3 Rates in a Smooth Universe

The impulsive nature of fast transient events means that burst rates
rather than source counts are the fundamental quantity to consider
when characterising the population. Furthermore, the observable di-
rectly relevant to transient events is fluence rather than flux which is
typical for continuous sources. We use the fluence–energy relation
outlined in Macquart & Ekers (2018).

The observed rate of a transient population is primarily governed
by the intrinsic event rate energy function which depends on the
redshift of the burst as well as its spectral energy and frequency in
the emission frame Θ𝐸 (𝑧, 𝐸a𝑒 , a𝑒). This function yields the event
rate per spectral energy per co-moving volume. Assuming that the
redshift, spectral energy and emission frequency of a burst are inde-
pendent, it can be separated into the population functions describing
each dimension,

Θ𝐸 (𝑧, 𝐸a𝑒 , a𝑒) = \𝑧 (𝑧) \𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝐸a𝑒 ,max, 𝛾) \a𝑒 (a𝑒, 𝛼), (4)

allowing us to motivate the form of the \𝑥 functions separately,
depending on which transient we are considering. Above we have
labelled each of the functions with their typical arguments. Generally,
the source evolution function, \𝑧 , will depend only on 𝑧; the energy
analogue to the luminosity function, \𝐸 , will have a power law
dependence on 𝐸a𝑒 described by index 𝛾 (where broken power laws
are used, 𝛾 is subscripted accordingly) up to a hard cutoff at the
maximum spectral energy 𝐸a𝑒 ,max; and the spectrum, \a𝑒 , will have
a power law dependence on a𝑒 described by index 𝛼 (and 𝛽 where
broken power laws are used).

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Following the work of Macquart & Ekers (2018), the intrinsic
event rate energy function can be related to the differential observed
rate with fluence via
𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹
=

∫
𝑑𝑧 16𝜋2𝐷2

𝑐𝐷
2
𝐿

1
(1 + 𝑧)3

𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
Θ𝐸 (𝑧, 𝐸a𝑒 , a𝑒), (5)

where 𝐷𝐿 and 𝐷𝑐 are the comoving and luminosity distances re-
spectively — for a complete derivation see appendix D1.

2.4 Rates in a Clumpy Universe

In an inhomogeneous universe the relation between observed fluence
and emitted energy is more complicated. Naturally it is dependent on
the total magnification of the source. However as our magnification
is with respect to the empty beam case, the luminosity distance
cannot be calculated for a smooth universe as in §2.3. Instead it
must be expressed as a function of 𝐷[ via Etherington’s reciprocal
relationship (𝐷𝐿 = 𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2) (Etherington 1933).

The probability of any given line of sight to a source at redshift 𝑧
having magnification ` is given by the PDF described in Eq. 3. For
most of our calculations we assume the lensing is well characterised
by geometric optics. At radio wavelengths this assumption may break
down as we show in §B.

Combining these elements as elaborated in the derivation in ap-
pendix D2 the differential rate with fluence for transients in an inho-
mogeneous universe with a smooth matter fraction [ is

𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹
=

∫
𝑑𝑧 16𝜋2𝐷2

𝑐

(
𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2

)2 1
(1 + 𝑧)3

𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧

×
∫

𝑑` 𝑝(`, 𝑧)Θ𝐸 (𝑧, 𝐸a𝑒 , a𝑒)
1
`
. (6)

2.5 Numerical Implementation

To evaluate the differential rates we used SciPy’s implementation
of the fortran quad pack numerical integration. For the smooth
universe calculation of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝐹 we integrate in log space over the
domain [𝑧min, 𝑧max]. In our physical picture the calculated value
𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝐹 then corresponds to a hollow sphere between redshifts [𝑧min,
𝑧max].

In line with the expectations in a LambdaCDM universe, we as-
sume that on large scales the Universe is homogeneous, hence we
set a minimum redshift condition of 𝑧min = 0.001 (D∼ 4 Mpc),
corresponding to the scale between galaxies. We do not model the
contribution to the event rate from below this scale, as the local struc-
ture of our Universe would need to be accounted for. Even with 𝑧min
set at 0.001, our hollow sphere still well approximates the volume of
filled sphere out to 𝑧max.

The upper redshift boundary corresponds to the designated spa-
tial distribution, e.g. for \𝑧 ∝ cosmic star formation rate (CSFR;
throughout this paper we make use of the CSFR outlined in Madau
& Dickinson 2014) we set 𝑧max = 100 where star formation is neg-
ligible.

In the case of a clumpy universe our redshift integration must
be restricted to a higher minimum, 𝑧min, lensed, to ensure stable in-
tegration. As seen in Eq. (2), 〈`〉 is dependent upon redshift and
the smooth matter fraction, [. For high values of [ and low red-
shifts 〈`〉 − 1 will be small. To have a magnification PDF of the
form of Eq. (3) with a small mean magnification requires that the
PDF be extremely concentrated around 〈`〉. For mean magnifications
〈`〉 − 1 . 10−5 this peak can be missed in the integration domain,
destroying the validity of the result. For inhomogeneous universes
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Figure 1. Observed differential event rate as a function of normalised fluence
in a smooth universe for an event rate energy function with 𝛼 = −1.0,
𝐸a𝑒 ,max = 1033erg/Hz, a uniform comoving spatial density and a range of 𝛾
values given in the legend and 𝑧max = 100.0. We normalise the result to the
Euclidean expectation given by 𝑅0 𝑓

−2.5.

([ < 1) we set 𝑧min, lensed ≥ 𝑧min = 0.001 to ensure a valid result.
For lower values of [, 𝑧min, lensed is decreased such that the minimum
〈`〉 remains constant. Given the extremely low mean magnification
in this low redshift regime the clumpy and smooth universe results
are unlikely to vary significantly. Therefore, when 𝑧min, lensed > 𝑧min
we add the smooth universe result over the domain [𝑧min, 𝑧min, lensed]
to the clumpy integral result to keep the smooth and clumpy 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝐹
results consistent.

For the clumpy universe calculation the inner integral in Eq. 6 is
performed in log space over the transformed domain of Δ` = ` − 1
to aid numerical integration by spreading out the sharply varying
behaviour of the magnification PDF over a greater dynamic range.
This integration is performed over the domain [Δ`min,Δ`max], where
Δ`min = 10−15 as restricted by float precision 1 and `max = 1020,
beyond which we expect negligible contribution to the integration.

3 FRACTIONAL CHANGE DUE TO LENSING

Here and in following sections we illustrate 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝐹 using plausible
values of the population functions for FRBs (James et al. 2021; Luo
et al. 2020), and vary individual parameters over a broad range of
typical values.

Fig. 1 plots 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 as a function of 𝑓 for a smooth universe, where
𝑓 is the observed fluence normalised to what would be observed for
an 𝐸a𝑒 ,max burst at redshift 𝑧 = 1 in a smooth universe. We normalise
the rates to the expected 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for a Euclidean universe, 𝑅0 𝑓

−2.5

where 𝑅0 is the rate density in the local universe.
Fig. 1 shows that 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 in a smooth universe has roughly

two fluence domains of behaviour for event rate energy functions
with 𝛾 > −2.5. We define these regions about a break fluence
𝑓𝑏,1 = 10−1.16 which is the fluence corresponding to 𝐸a𝑒 ,max at
𝑧max. At the high fluence end ( 𝑓 > 𝑓𝑏,1 = 10−1.16) the maximum

1 Technically the float precision of the exponential term in Eq. (3) is violated
significantly before Δ` = 10−15, however the impact on the accuracy of the
result is negligible.
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redshift is determined by 𝐸a𝑒 ,max. Because the power law index of the
energy function, 𝛾 > −2.5 is shallower than the expected Euclidean
evolution ∝ 𝑓 −2.5 the change in rate with fluence is dominated by the
change in sources due to a restricted redshift, as opposed to having
fewer bursts at higher energies. Therefore 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 in a smooth uni-
verse has a power law index at the high fluence end approaching the
Euclidean expectation.

On the low fluence end ( 𝑓 < 𝑓𝑏,1 = 10−1.16), where 𝑧max is instead
restricted by the spatial distribution \𝑧 , a change in the observed
fluence does not affect 𝑧max and the change in the observed rate is
dominated by seeing fewer bursts at higher energies. Therefore at the
low fluence end 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 adopts power law index seen in the energy
function of 𝛾. If the energy function has a steeper index, 𝛾 ≤ −2.5
then for a uniform spatial distribution the change in the number of
bursts due to the energetics will dominate across all fluences and the
Euclidean behaviour will never be recovered.

In a clumpy universe 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 depends on the convolution of the
intrinsic energy function with 𝑝(`)/` as per Eq. 6. For gravitational
lensing this convolution kernel is generally ∝ `−4 in the high magni-
fication limit. Therefore, for all energy functions with 𝛾 > −42 this
convolution will be dominated by the intrinsic energy function, and
the behaviour of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 will be well approximated by the smooth
universe behaviour described above. The exception will be the case
where all events are highly magnified as we shall discuss in §5 and
the edge effects we describe below.

To discern the effect of lensing we express our results as the
differential event rate (𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 ) in a clumpy universe with a smooth
matter fraction [ < 1, normalised by the differential event rate in
a smooth universe ([ = 1). Fig. 2 shows the [ = 0 case, depicting
a 1 − 10% fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 due to lensing that has a
characteristic shape common to all values of 𝛾.

Fig. 2 shows the low fluence regime for all values of 𝛾 and all
fluences for 𝛾 ≤ −2.5 to have approximately constant fractional dif-
ference between the lensed and unlensed differential rates. 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 in
these regions are dominated by the energetics and hence show similar
behaviour despite any lensing, consistent with our expectation.

The fluctuation structure is comprised of an initial decrease, before
a sharp increase which then tends back towards unity. To understand
why this structure appears we must look to the break fluence 𝑓𝑏 .
For 𝑓 > 𝑓𝑏 , the maximum redshift becomes restricted by 𝐸max
and 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 becomes dominated by a reduction of the volume out to
which sources can be observed as discussed previously. In a smooth
universe this occurs at 𝑓𝑏,1 = 10−1.16, shown as a dotted line in Fig.
2. In a clumpy universe however this occurs at a lower fluence of
𝑓𝑏,[ = 10−3.69, shown as a dashed line in Fig. 2. The lower fluence
is due to a demagnification of 1/〈`〉 (from Eq. (2), 𝐷2

1 (𝑧max =

100)/𝐷2
0 (𝑧max = 100) = 0.00295 ≈ 10−3.39/10−1.16) associated

with viewing along an empty beam in a clumpy universe compared
to a smooth one. Therefore, as we increase fluence 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 becomes
dominated by the reduction to 𝑧max in a clumpy universe before it
does so for a smooth universe, resulting in the dip. Once we hit 𝑓 =

10−1.16, the smooth universe also becomes dominated by reduction
to 𝑧max resulting in an inflection point in the fractional change in
accordance with 𝑧max decreasing faster in a smooth universe. As the
fluence increases and the maximum redshift approaches the nearby
universe, the mean magnification decreases and clumpy and smooth

2 We only calculate 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 in a clumpy universe for 𝛾 > −4. Because
𝑝 (`)/` ∝ `−4 at high `, for 𝛾 ≤ −4, the inner integral of Eq. 6 would not
converge.
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Figure 2. Differential rates for a clumpy universe from Fig. 1 normalised
by the corresponding values in a smooth universe. Dashed and dotted lines
denote the break fluences 𝑓𝑏,[ and 𝑓𝑏,1 for clumpy and smooth universes
respectively.

universes become indistinguishable, resulting in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 values that
converge as seen on the high fluence end of Fig. 2.

4 INTRINSIC PARAMETER VARIATION

Apart from 𝛾, our model takes in a number of input parameters as
discussed in §2.3. Below we characterise the response of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 to
variation of these parameters.

4.1 Spatial Distributions

Our calculations so far have been restricted to an intrinsic rate with
a uniform comoving spatial distribution. More realistically \𝑧 is
likely to be proportional to some integral over the CSFR, owing
to the stellar origin of the extreme environments that produce (or
are candidate progenitors for) many extragalactic transients (Gehrels
et al. 2009; Platts et al. 2019). For progenitors that are short lived
this integral will be over a small portion of the CSFR and hence the
result proportional to the CSFR itself. Conversely, progenitors that
emit bursts over a time period comparable to the age of the universe
will have \𝑧 proportional to the current number of stars, i.e. the CSFR
integrated over all redshifts above 𝑧. Taking 𝛾 = −2.0 we plot 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓
for these spatial distributions in Fig. 3.

Fig. 3 shows that for spatial distributions proportional to the CSFR
or its integral, the minimum fractional change occurs at a higher
fluence than for a uniform spatial distribution. This is because the
CSFR shows a gradual decline beyond 𝑧 ∼ 2 rather than a hard edge
at 𝑧 ∼ 100. Also of note is that the fractional increase in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 from
lensing is much larger for the case of \𝑧 ∝ CSFR than other spatial
distributions.

To see why, it is informative to decompose the fractional change
due to lensing for a uniform spatial distribution into its components
in redshift space. Fig. 4 shows that in the case of a \𝑧 which is
uniform in comoving space, a majority of the fractional increase due
to lensing comes from the 𝑧 = 0.72 − 3.728 region. This is the same
region in redshift space where the CSFR peaks and hence for \𝑧 ∝
CSFR the rate of bursts coincidentally peaks where the fractional
change due to lensing is greatest, enhancing the effect of lensing.

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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Figure 3. Differential rates for a clumpy universe normalised by their smooth
universe equivalents for a selection of spatial distributions \𝑧 . Other parame-
ters of the population functions are identical to those in Fig. 1 with 𝛾 = −2.0
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Figure 4. Components in redshift space of fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 due
to lensing in a [ = 0.0 universe. Components depicted in logarithmically
spaced redshift bins. Sum is equivalent to those shown in Fig. 2 and 3 for
a uniform spatial distribution with 𝛾 = −2.0. The sharp peaks seen in the
curves representing each redshift bin are the result of constructing hard bin
boundaries in redshift space.

4.2 Spectral Indices

Fig. 5 shows that the fractional change due to lensing varies with
the spectral index 𝛼 similarly to the energy index 𝛾. Steep, negative
spectral indices rapidly decrease the burst rate at high frequencies
which suppresses the burst rate at higher redshifts where the emission
frequency associated with any given observed frequency is higher
by a factor of (1 + 𝑧). Because all significant lensing effects occur
in the distant universe where the mean magnification is higher, a
suppression to the intrinsic rate at high redshifts restricts the effect
of lensing as shown.
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Figure 5. Differential rate in an [ = 0 universe normalised by the smooth
universe equivalent. We select our parameters to be the same as Fig. 1 with
𝛾 = −2.0 but for a variety of 𝛼 values.
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Figure 6. As per Fig. 1 with 𝛾 = −2.0 but a varying 𝐸a,max. Dotted lines
represent the case of an exponential cutoff in \𝐸 above 𝐸a,max as opposed to
a hard boundary.

4.3 𝐸max

The maximum energy of a burst 𝐸a𝑒 ,max defines where 𝑓𝑏 will lie
and so will affect where the structure in the above figures will be in
fluence. As shown in Fig. 6 increasing or decreasing 𝐸a𝑒 ,max shifts
the fluctuations in fractional change linearly with 𝑓 . Apart from
translation, the impact of changing 𝐸a𝑒 ,max is negligible.

The shape of the structures seen in Fig. 6 is caused somewhat by
the sharpness of the hard cutoff at 𝐸a𝑒 ,max. Because a hard cutoff
is a rather unrealistic feature of an energy function we have also
calculated Fig. 6 for an exponential cutoff at the same boundary. The
results of this calculation are also contained in Fig. 6 as the dotted
lines. The figure shows only mild differences from a hard cutoff,
including a short rise before deeper decreases, each structure is also
shifted to higher fluences. The small scale of these changes shows
that the hard cutoff in energy we use is a good approximation for a
more realistic sharp decrease in rate beyond 𝐸a𝑒 ,max.
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Figure 7. Comparison of the fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 due to lensing be-
tween a Planck cosmology and an Einstein De-Sitter universe (i.e. a universe
with Ω𝑚 = 1). Other parameter chocies are as seen in Fig. 1 with 𝛾 = −2.0

4.4 Cosmology

Our results will also depend upon the choice of cosmology used in
the model. To demonstrate how changes in cosmology will affect the
results we compare the Planck cosmology to the extreme case of an
Einstein De-Sitter cosmology that has zero cosmological constant
and all of its energy density contained in matter (Ω𝑚 = 1). The
Hubble constant for each is that given by the Planck constraints.
Both are calculated for the case where [ = 0, giving a density in
lenses of Ω𝐿=Ω𝑚. Fig. 7 shows the fractional change due to lensing
for each of these choices. It shows only a mild difference between
the two cosmologies, with the Einstein De-Sitter universe having a
greater peak. Fig. 7 also shows that the fractional fluctuation in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓
due to lensing in an Einstein De-Sitter universe is shifted to a higher
fluence. This is expected as an Ω = 1 universe has a lower luminosity
distance at a given redshift, giving a commensurately higher 𝑓𝑏 in
both the lensed and unlensed case.

5 ARE ALL FRBS LENSED ?

Above we have describe the scenario where a burst population which
could be observed in a smooth universe is altered by lensing. How-
ever, an alternative scenario which has been discussed in the FRB
community is the possibility that bursts are only observed because of
gravitational lensing, i.e. all observed bursts are intrinsically low en-
ergy but highly magnified. In such a situation the minimum redshift
becomes important. We define 𝑓max as the largest fluence where an
observer will see a burst with ` = 1, corresponding to 𝐸a𝑒 ,max at
𝑧min. For 𝑓 > 𝑓max only magnified bursts are observed, and because
the entire spatial domain contributes, the behaviour of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 with
fluence will be determined entirely by the inner integral over mag-
nification in Eq. (6). As 𝑓 increases, the intrinsic energy required
at each magnification will increase and the observed rate will de-
crease following \𝐸 with index 𝛾 (fewer bursts at higher energies),
assuming again that 𝛾 > −4. Additionally, the minimum observed
magnification will increase with 𝑓 , resulting in a decrease to 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 .
If the PDF with a factor 1/` behaves as 𝑝(`)/` ∝ `b−1 (as it does
in the high magnification limit) the integration from [`min,∞] will
vary with `min following a power law of index b. Therefore as 𝑓 in-
creases and `min increases, 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 will also vary with index b. These
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Figure 8. Differential rate as a function of normalised fluence in a clumpy
universe with [ = 0, for an event rate energy function with 𝛼 = −1,𝐸a𝑒 ,max =

1026 erg/Hz, a uniform comoving spatial density and a range of 𝛾 values given
in the legend. As specified in §2.5, 𝑧min = 0.001 (D∼ 4 Mpc), corresponding
to the scale between galaxies. We normalise the result to the same Euclidean
expectation used in Fig. 1 and use the same normalisation energy in \𝐸 .
𝑓max ≈ 10−6

behaviours will occur simultaneously, however if one is significantly
steeper we expect that it will dominate the change to 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 , e.g. for
b � 𝛾, 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 will be approximately ∝ 𝑓 b , and vice versa.

Given that in the geometric optics limit for a stationary universe
our chosen PDF varies as 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3 the expected behaviour for all
𝛾 ≥ −3 is to have 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 vary with a power law index of −3. Fig. 8
shows precisely this scenario, plotting 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for the same selection
of \𝐸 functions used earlier but with 𝐸a𝑒 ,max = 1026 erg/Hz which
is more in line with the spectral energy observed for the Galactic
FRB (The CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2020). Fig. 8 shows that for
all 𝛾 ≥ −3 the 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 has an index of −3 as expected.

If all FRBs were highly magnified in a stationary universe, the
behaviour of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 would be consistent with a 𝛾 = −3 intrinsic
energy function in a smooth universe. Estimates of 𝛾 outside the
context of lensing would therefore yield 𝛾 = −3. Best estimates of 𝛾
from observed FRBs give 𝛾 ≈ −2 (James et al. 2021; Luo et al. 2020),
which never has 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 behaviour consistent with a 𝛾 = −3 model
and therefore allows us to refute a scenario where FRBs are only
observable due to high magnifications from stationary gravitational
lenses.

In appendix B we show that as a result of wave optics low mass
lenses may not follow 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3. Given this potential depar-
ture from the 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3 behaviour we can only use 𝛾 ≠ −3
to refute that all FRBs are highly magnified by lenses of certain
mass. The range of masses which are constrained depends on the
magnification required to make the bursts observable, i.e. the maxi-
mum apparent energy normalised by the maximum intrinsic energy
`max = 𝐸max, obs/𝐸max, int. For low lens masses the maximum mag-
nification will be insufficient to make low intrinsic energy bursts
observable, allowing us to rule them out by default. For higher in-
trinsic energies and higher lens masses the lensing behaviour will
approach the geometric expectation, 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3, which are then
ruled out as FRB 𝛾 ≠ −3. We plot these conditions in Fig. 9, as-
suming that magnifications ` < `max/101.5 have 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3 as
describe in appendix B. The figure shows the excluded regions for
FRBs, with the intermediate region in grey. Here lensing is of suf-
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Allo
wed

Figure 9. Range of lens masses excluded from highly magnifying all FRBs.
Blue line is set by the maximum magnification under wave optics for a
1GHz FRB lensed by an 𝑀𝐿 mass point lens. Orange line corresponds to
the magnification 1.5 orders of magnitude below the maximum. Orange and
blue regions highlight parts of the parameter space excluded by observed 𝛾 or
required magnification respectively. Gray region highlights the unconstrained
area of the parameter space associated with prominent intereference fringers
in the cross section.

ficient magnification to make bursts observable but close enough to
the maximum magnification to have prominent fringes in the cross
section that change the behaviour from 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3. In this region
of the parameter space, we cannot rule out that all FRBs are highly
magnified on the basis of 𝛾 alone.

6 HOW DOES LENSING AFFECT FAST TRANSIENT
RATES

Assuming that both FRB and GRB populations are intrinsically tran-
sient, and not all highly magnified, we have shown in appendix 3
that any effect on their differential rates from lensing will be small.
Therefore, estimates of their intrinsic parameters, i.e. 𝛾, 𝛼 and \𝑧 ,
made without accounting for the possibility of lensing will approxi-
mate the true population parameters well even if all of the Universe’s
matter were to be contained in lenses 3. It is therefore appropriate to
use the observed population parameters as inputs to our model when
calculating the expected 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for transient populations in a clumpy
universe. In this section we calculate 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 specific to each transient
class for universes with varying [. We display these rates normalised
to what a uniform spatial distribution at the local rate would yield,
as well as the fractional differences due to lensing.

We model the effect of lensing on FRBs, long GRBs and short
GRBs. We use literature values to build fiducial event rate energy
functions in each case as discussed in the following sections. We
stress that these models are simplified for the purpose of demonstrat-
ing the effect of lensing.

3 With the exception of 𝐸max which may be drastically affected by lensing
but has little impact on the inferred value other parameters
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Figure 10. Top panel: 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 normalised to the differential rate expected for
a uniform spatial distribution. Bottom Panel: Fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓

due to lensing, i.e. normalised by 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 in an [ = 1 universe. Both panels
show results for [ values of 0, 0.16 and 0.5 the middle of which corresponds
to Ω𝐿 = ΩDM in a Planck cosmology.

6.1 Short GRBs

To model SGRBs we use the empirical redshift distribution of Sun
et al. (2015, see eq. (21)) as our \𝑧 . For consistency we’ll also make
use of the best fit luminosity and spectral functions from Sun et al.
(2015), i.e. a single power law with 𝛾 = −1.6, and a Band energy
function (Band et al. 1993) with 𝛼 = −0.5 and 𝛽 = −2.3 for \a . Sun
et al. (2015) takes these luminosities to be isotropic and bolometric,
using a 1 − 104 keV bandwidth. We also impose a hard maximum
luminosity at 𝐿max = 1051 erg/s which corresponds to the upper
bound of the typical energy range for SGRBs (D’Avanzo 2015). To
convert these luminosity conditions to spectral energies consistent
with our model we divide these luminosities by the assumed ' 104

keV bandwidth and assume that as the peak spectral luminosity at a
frequency corresponding to a photon energy of 200 keV. Furthermore
we assume all GRBs to have a duration given by the mode of the
Swift burst width distribution (SGRBs = 0.1s, LGRBs = 20s; Gehrels
et al. 2009).

Fig. 10 shows 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 calculated for the above SGRB event rate
energy function. The top panel normalises the result to 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for the
same \𝐸 and \a but a uniform \𝑧 , whereas the bottom panel shows
the result normalised to 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for the same Θ𝐸 in a smooth universe
[ = 1.0. In both panels we see the high fluence end tending towards
1.0, in line with our expectation for the local rate, which should be
the same regardless of the choice of universe or spatial evolution.
Moreover the results shown in the top panel can be easily scaled
to any choice of normalisation corresponding to different estimates
of the local rate of SGRBs (or indeed any of the other transients
which we will display similarly). The top panel of Fig. 10 shows
the differential rate falling at higher fluences, in accordance with the
CSFR decreasing towards lower redshifts.

Fig. 10 shows that the observed 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 for our representative
SGRB model can fluctuate up to ≈ 10% due to lensing with the scale
of these fluctuations decreasing linearly with increasing [.
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Figure 11. Same as Fig. 10 but computed for LGRBs.

6.2 Long GRBs

Those GRBs with a duration above ∼ 2s are categorised as long
(LGRB) and originate from core collapse supernovae explosions
(ccSNe). Given the short lifetime of stars which produce ccSNe,
LGRBs should trace star formation closely and hence we model \𝑧 ∝
CSFR. Observations of LGRBs constrain their luminosity function
to be a triple power law with indices 𝛾1 = −1.7, 𝛾2 = −1.0 and
𝛾3 = −2.0 in the respective zones between two break luminosities
𝐿𝑏,1 = 1051 erg/s and 𝐿𝑏,2 = 7.8 × 1052 erg/s (Sun et al. 2015). We
also impose a hard maximum luminosity at 𝐿max = 1054 erg/s which
corresponds to the highest luminosity LGRB observed (Frederiks
et al. 2013). We convert these bolometric luminosities into spectral
energies as per the method for SGRBs (with the LGRB width). We
also assume all LGRBs to have a spectrum given by the Band energy
function with indices 𝛼 = −1 and 𝛽 = −2.3.

Fig. 11 shows 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 calculated for the LGRB event rate energy
function described above. Similarly to the case of SGRBs, the ab-
solute rate decreases towards higher fluences in line with the CSFR
decreasing at lower redshifts, however the LGRB rate does not de-
crease as significantly towards lower fluences. The effect of lensing
on the observed LGRB differential rate is similar to SGRBs at a max-
imum of ≈ 10%. The fractional change shows slightly more structure
for the case of LGRBs due to the triple power law of \𝐸 but this does
not substantially influence the effect from lensing, with any relative
differences capped at a few percent.

6.3 FRBs

For FRBs we assume that both \𝐸 and \a have single power law
form described by indices 𝛾 and 𝛼 respectively. \𝐸 is also bounded
by a hard cutoff at the maximum spectral energy 𝐸a𝑒 ,max. Leading
theories for FRB progenitors (Platts et al. 2019) suggest that the
central engine of FRBs is a compact stellar remnant such as a young
magnetar. Such objects are also connected to massive star formation
and hence, similarly to long GRBs, FRBs are expected to follow the
CSFR.

From James et al. (2021) the best fit values of these parameters
are 𝛾 = −2.16, 𝛼 = −1.5 and 𝐸a𝑒 ,max = 1032.84 erg/Hz. James et al.
(2021) also allow for a redshift evolution on top of star formation
by scaling the CSFR to the power of 𝑛. They find the best fit value
of 𝑛 = 1.77 under the assumption that \a describes the change in
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Figure 12. Sam as Fig. 10 but computed for FRBs.

energy of FRB bursts with frequency and not a change in the rate of
bursts with frequency. Others within the field find differing model
parameters. Luo et al. (2020) assume a flat spectral distribution,
and find 𝛾 = 1.79, neglecting evolution (i.e. 𝑛 = 1) and Shin et al.
(2022) find a shallower 𝛾 = −1.3. To capture these variations in
behaviour our fiducial model will be 𝛾 = −2.0, 𝛼 = −1.0, 𝑛 = 1.0
and 𝐸a𝑒 ,max = 1033 erg/Hz.

The 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 values resulting from the above calculations are de-
picted in Fig. 12. The results show behaviour very similar to that of
the GRB calculations, with a slightly higher minimum in the frac-
tional change due to lensing. This similarity is unsurprising because
we have assumed that both types of transient are related to star for-
mation.

7 DISCUSSION

Understanding the effects of gravitational lensing on 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 is crucial
if the increasing number of recorded bursts with no redshift informa-
tion are to be used to constrain Θ𝐸 . Most of the lensing effects we
have derived here are small. In the current context of observational
constraints on Θ𝐸 , for any of the transients mentioned here, the lens-
ing effects are negligible compared to other sources of uncertainty.
Hence, lensing may in most cases be ignored when calculating the
expected differential rates from a Θ𝐸 model.

Provided that there is a sharp4 cutoff in the intrinsic rate at some
critical energy 𝐸a𝑒 ,max, lensing will cause a fluctuation in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓
relative to what is expected in a smooth universe, effectively inde-
pendent of the transients underlying Θ𝐸 . This fluctuation, seen in
figures 10, 11 and 12, is a unique effect of lensing and could be used
to constrain the value of [ which effects its scale.

A comparison between the figures in §4 shows that the scale of the
fluctuation is also dependent on \𝑧 , 𝛼 and 𝛾. Due to this degeneracy,
the intrinsic population parameters must be well known if [ is to be
constrained from the observed rates. Given the strong dependence of
the absolute rates on these parameters however, they will require far
fewer transients to be well constrained. To avoid lensing effects when
constraining the intrinsic parameters ofΘ𝐸 , they should be modelled

4 We take sharp to mean steeper than the power law dependence (b ) of the
magnification PDF with `. In the geometric limit b ≈= −3
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Figure 13. Fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑 𝑓 due to lensing, as plotted in Fig.
12 decomposed into components of varying magnification. Upper and lower
bounds correspond to the limits of our numerical method as described in §2.5.

from low fluence bursts where the effect of lensing is negligible. To
define a low fluence we require 𝑓𝑏,[ , the break fluence defined in §3.
Without knowing 𝐸a𝑒 ,max this becomes more difficult, however we
can approximate a minimum value of 𝐸a𝑒 ,max and 𝑓𝑏 by considering
the magnification decomposition of the fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓
due to lensing. For the FRB case shown in Fig. 12 this magnification
decomposition is plotted in Fig. 13. It shows that across all fluences
there is very little contribution from magnifications above ` = 102.
A lack of high magnification bursts means that 𝐸a𝑒 ,max is unlikely to
be lower than 1/102 the apparent maximum. By establishing a lower
limit on 𝐸a𝑒 ,max and setting 𝑓𝑏,[ to correspond to this approximate
maximum at a redshift of negligible star formation in a universe [ = 0
we can safely assume 𝑓 < 𝑓𝑏,[ to be in the low fluence regime.

Assuming that the population parameters are well constrained by
these low fluence bursts, the intrinsic model could be extrapolated
to the high fluence regime for the case of a smooth universe and
compared to the observed differential event rates to place a lower
limit of the value of [. Averaging over the expected fluctuation for all
fluences higher than 𝑓𝑏,[ , and below the fluence for a maximum en-
ergy burst at 𝑧 = 0.001, we can determine the number of high fluence
bursts that would be required to statistically distinguish the expected
average fluctuation. We plot this number for FRBs for varying values
of [ and varying intrinsic 𝛾 and 𝛼 values in Fig. 14. We assume that
the observed bursts are distributed log-uniformly and calculate the
relative error on the observed number as 1/

√
𝑁 . We then calculate

the number that would be required for the average of the absolute
value of the fluctuation to be significant at the 95% confidence level
for a normal distribution (given the large number of bursts required
we expect normality in the uncertainty).

As expected from Fig. 2 and Fig. 5 the number of bursts required
to distinguish a universe with a smooth matter fraction [ from a
completely homogeneous universe [ = 1 generally increases with
decreasing 𝛾 and 𝛼 with smoother universes naturally requiring more
bursts. For the fiducial FRB population of 𝛾 = −2.0, and 𝛼 = −1.0
a universe comprised entirely of lenses can be ruled out using 8000
high fluence FRBs. Conversely a nearly smooth universe with 5% of
its matter in lenses would require some 3.5×105 FRBs to distinguish
from the smooth case.

Planned instruments such as CHORD or the proposed coherent
all sky monitor (CASM) BURSTT (Lin et al. 2022) have predicted
detection rates of∼ 104 per year (Connor & Ravi 2022). Several such
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Figure 14. Number of high fluence FRBs required to distinguish the a universe
with a smooth matter fraction [ from the [ = 1 case with 95% confidence,
assuming the intrinsic population parameters \𝑧 , 𝛼 and 𝛾 are known. Top:
Plotted for varying values of 𝛾 with an 𝛼 = −1.0 and \𝑧 ∝ CSFR. Bottom:
Plotted for varying values of 𝛼 with an 𝛾 = −2.0 and \𝑧 ∝ CSFR.

instruments observing over the course of ten years could reasonably
achieve our desired 3.5×105 high fluence FRBs, especially given the
low-sensitivity – high field of view mode of operation for CASMs.
This would allow formation of broad and stringent constraints over
parts of the PBH space that have only been probed locally. To show
which masses the constraints apply over we must consider both source
extension and wave optics effects as detailed in appendix C. Doing so
we calculate the PBH dark matter fraction constraints shown in Fig.
15 for 3.5×105 high fluence FRBs observed at 1.4GHz. We highlight
that the only observables required for each of these FRBs are the
booleans 𝑓 > 𝑓𝑏,[ and a > amin

5; a precise fluence measurement is
not required, neither is a localisation or redshift. If these FRBs are
observed at higher frequencies, these constraints will extend down to
lower masses, with an infinite frequency FRB counterpart extending

5 where this minimum frequency is used the establish the minimum probed
lens mass

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)



10 M. W. Sammons et al.

all the way down to 10−22𝑀� . Assuming a FRB-like functional form
for the GRB intrinsic Θ𝐸 , a similar number of GRBs could constrain
PBHs down to 10−15𝑀� as displayed in the figure.

Constraining 𝐸a𝑒 ,max is an area of particular import in an inhomo-
geneous universe as lensing can have a large effect on the apparent
maximum energy of a burst. 𝐸a𝑒 ,max is often taken to be the greatest
apparent energy amongst observed bursts, which in an inhomoge-
neous universe can be a large overestimation. The compact nature
of fast transient sources means they are susceptible to lensing by
low mass objects. Such objects may leave no observational trace
of the magnification they are causing. This makes it impossible to
know the magnification of an individual burst and thus impossible
to confidently approximate the intrinsic 𝐸a𝑒 ,max based on the largest
apparent energy. Variation of 𝐸a𝑒 ,max however, is not degenerate
with [ and hence may be constrained if sufficient data are collected
to distinguish a fluctuation in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 due to lensing.

8 CONCLUSION

Gravitational lensing is one possible propagation effect to consider
when modelling the differential events rate of fast transients from
their intrinsic population functions. In doing so we have shown that,
for a stationary universe:

(i) Except for the mass-energy range with prominent fringes
shown in Fig. 9, FRBs are not all intrinsically low luminosity events
highly magnified by gravitational lensing from point masses.

(ii) Given current observational uncertainties, intrinsic population
function parameters (other than 𝐸a,max) inferred from observations
without accounting for lensing will not significantly differ in a com-
pletely inhomogeneous universe ([ = 0)

(iii) Wave optics may cause magnification PDFs to differ from the
familiar `−3 behaviour at high magnifications.

(iv) For masses above 0.01 solar masses geometric optics will
suffice for modelling the 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 of FRBs in an [ = 0 universe.

(v) Using low fluence (< 𝑓𝑏,[) observations of 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 to estimate
Θ𝐸 will be free from the effects of lensing. A further comparison
with high fluence observations can be used to extract the influence
of gravitational lensing. In this way the compactness of FRBs and
GRBs can be exploited to constrain unexplored regions of dark matter
parameter space such as low mass primordial black holes. We expect
that 8000 high fluence, unlocalised FRBs would be required to rule
out a completely clumpy universe, with 3.5×105 required to exclude
more than 6% of dark matter being in PBHs in the relevant mass
range.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Geraint F. Lewis and Ron Ekers for productive discussions
on lensing. CMT is supported by an Australian Research Coun-
cil Future Fellowship under project grant FT180100321. CWJ ac-
knowledges support from the Australian Government through the
Australian Research Council’s Discovery Projects funding scheme
(project DP200102545).

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data underlying this article are available in the article and in its
online supplementary material.

REFERENCES

Abbott B. P., et al., 2017, The Astrophysical Journal, 848, L13
Band D., et al., 1993, The Astrophysical Journal, 413, 281
Banerjee S., Eichler D., Guetta D., 2021, The Astrophysical Journal, 921, 79
Bergström L., Goliath M., Goobar A., Mörtsell E., 2000, Astronomy and

Astrophysics, 358, 13
Born M., 1999, Principles of Optics: Electromagnetic Theory of Propaga-

tion, Interference and Diffraction of Light, 7th edition edn. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge ; New York

CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al., 2022, Physical Review D, 106, 043016
Carr B., Kühnel F., 2020, Annual Review of Nuclear and Particle Science,

70, 355
Clarkson C., Ellis G. F. R., Faltenbacher A., Maartens R., Umeh O., Uzan

J.-P., 2012, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 426,
1121

Connor L., Ravi V., 2022, Stellar prospects for FRB gravitational lensing,
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.14310

D’Avanzo P., 2015, Journal of High Energy Astrophysics, 7, 73
Etherington I. M. H., 1933, The London, Edinburgh, and Dublin Philosophical

Magazine and Journal of Science, 15, 761
Fleury P., 2014, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2014, 054
Fleury P., García-Bellido J., 2020, Physics of the Dark Universe, 29, 100567
Fleury P., Dupuy H., Uzan J.-P., 2013, Physical Review D, 87, 123526
Frederiks D. D., et al., 2013, The Astrophysical Journal, 779, 151
Frontera F., et al., 2000, The Astrophysical Journal Supplement Series, 127,

59
Fukugita M., Peebles P. J. E., 2004, The Astrophysical Journal, 616, 643
Gehrels N., Ramirez-Ruiz E., Fox D. B., 2009, Annual Review of Astronomy

and Astrophysics, 47, 567
Helbig P., 2015, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 451,

2097
Hogg D. W., 2000, arXiv:astro-ph/9905116
Holz D. E., Wald R. M., 1998, Physical Review D, 58, 063501
James C. W., Prochaska J. X., Macquart J. P., North-Hickey F. O., Bannister

K. W., Dunning A., 2021, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical
Society

Jonsson J., et al., 2010, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society
Jow D. L., Foreman S., Pen U.-L., Zhu W., 2020, Monthly Notices of the

Royal Astronomical Society, 497, 4956
Kavanagh B. J., 2019, bradkav/PBHbounds: Release version,

doi:10.5281/zenodo.3538999, https://zenodo.org/record/
3538999

Kayser R., Helbig P., Schramm T., 1997, Astronomy and Astrophysics, 318,
680

Kelly P. L., et al., 2015, Science, 347, 1123
Laha R., 2018, arXiv:1812.11810 [astro-ph, physics:hep-ex, physics:hep-ph]
Leung C., et al., 2022, Physical Review D, 106, 043017
Lin H.-H., et al., 2022, BURSTT: Bustling Universe Radio Survey Telescope

for Taiwan, http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08983
Linder E. V., 1988, Astronomy and Astrophysics, 206, 175
Longair M. S., Scheuer P. A. G., 1966, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astro-

nomical Society, 133, 421
Luo R., Men Y., Lee K., Wang W., Lorimer D. R., Zhang B., 2020, Monthly

Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 494, 665
Macquart J.-P., Ekers R., 2018, Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical

Society, 480, 4211
Madau P., Dickinson M., 2014, Annual Review of Astronomy and Astro-

physics, 52, 415
Masui K., et al., 2015, Nature, 528, 523
Muñoz J. B., Kovetz E. D., Dai L., Kamionkowski M., 2016, Physical Review

Letters, 117, 091301
Nakamura T. T., 1997, Publications of the Astronomical Society of Japan, 49,

151
Oguri M., 2019, Reports on Progress in Physics, 82, 126901
Pacucci F., Loeb A., 2019, The Astrophysical Journal, 870, L12
Paynter J., Webster R., Thrane E., 2021, Nature Astronomy, pp 1–9
Planck Collaboration et al., 2018, arXiv:1807.06209 [astro-ph]

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)

http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aa920c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/172995
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ac1a6f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.043016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-050520-125911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2012.21750.x
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.14310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jheap.2015.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14786443309462220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14786443309462220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2014/06/054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2020.100567
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.123526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/779/2/151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/313316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/425155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.46.060407.145147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.astro.46.060407.145147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv1074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.063501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slab117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnrasl/slab117
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2966.2010.16467.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa2230
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3538999
https://zenodo.org/record/3538999
https://zenodo.org/record/3538999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa3350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.043017
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08983
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/133.4.421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/133.4.421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa704
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125615
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081811-125615
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature15769
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.091301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.091301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pasj/49.2.151
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ab4fc5
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/aaf86a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41550-021-01307-1


Lensing of Fast Transient Event Rates 11

10−18 10−15 10−12 10−9 10−6 10−3 100 103

MPBH [M�]

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

f P
B

H
=

Ω
P

B
H
/Ω

D
M

R
ad

io

C
M

B

OGLE

HSC

EROS

L
IG

O

L
IG

O
-su

b
solar

GRB FRBFRB-Counterpart

1015 1018 1021 1024 1027 1030 1033 1036
MPBH [g]

Figure 15. Current and potential constraints on the allowed fraction of dark matter in PBHs with a monochromatic mass function centred on 𝑀𝑃𝐵𝐻 . Constraints
based of measurements from our local galactic environment are shaded blue. Constraints that are cosmological in origin are shaded red. Our proposed constraints
from 3.5 × 105 high fluence transients are shown in grey. These extend to varying lower mass limits based on observed frequency and source extent as detailed
in appendix C. We note that [ = 0.95 corresponds to a maximum 𝑓𝑃𝐵𝐻 of ≈ 6% (for a Planck cosmology). This plot was made using code from the github
repo https://github.com/bradkav/PBHbounds (Kavanagh 2019, and references therein)

Platts E., Weltman A., Walters A., Tendulkar S. P., Gordin J. E. B., Kandhai
S., 2019, Physics Reports, 821, 1

Porciani C., Madau P., 2000, The Astrophysical Journal, 532, 679
Rauch K. P., 1991, The Astrophysical Journal, 374, 83
Ridnaia A., et al., 2021, Nature Astronomy, 5, 372
Rossum G. V., Drake F. L. J., 2011, The Python Language Reference Manual.

Network Theory Ltd., Bristol
Sammons M. W., Macquart J.-P., Ekers R. D., Shannon R. M., Cho H.,

Prochaska J. X., Deller A. T., Day C. K., 2020, The Astrophysical Journal,
900, 122

Schneider P., Weiss A., 1988, The Astrophysical Journal, 327, 526
Schneider P., Ehlers J., Falco E. E., 1992, Gravitational Lenses.

Astronomy and Astrophysics Library, Springer, Berlin, Heidel-
berg, doi:10.1007/978-3-662-03758-4, http://link.springer.com/
10.1007/978-3-662-03758-4

Shin K., et al., 2022, Inferring the Energy and Distance Distribu-
tions of Fast Radio Bursts using the First CHIME/FRB Cata-
log, doi:10.48550/arXiv.2207.14316, http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.
14316

Sun H., Zhang B., Li Z., 2015, The Astrophysical Journal, 812, 33
The CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2020, Nature, 587, 54
Turner E. L., Ostriker J. P., Gott III J. R., 1984, The Astrophysical Journal,

284, 1
Virtanen P., et al., 2020, Nature Methods, 17, 261
Walsh D., Carswell R. F., Weymann R. J., 1979, Nature, 279, 381
Woosley S. E., Bloom J. S., 2006, Annual Review of Astronomy &amp;

Astrophysics, vol. 44, Issue 1, pp.507-556, 44, 507
Yue M., Fan X., Yang J., Wang F., 2022, The Astrophysical Journal, 925, 169
Zumalacárregui M., Seljak U., 2018, Physical Review Letters, 121, 141101

APPENDIX A: 𝐷[
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tances in an inhomogeneous universe. We have opted here to use the
ZKDR distance equation (Zel’dovich, Kantowski, Dyer/Dashevskii,
Roeder, also known as the Dyer-Roeder distance), principally for its
simplicity as an effective model rather than a full space-time descrip-
tion. More complicated models such as Swiss-cheese space-times
are computationally limited to treating galaxy scale inhomogeneities
(Fleury et al. 2013) and so are inadequate for addressing the scales
we wish to consider here. Despite questions of the ZKDR distance’s
validity (e.g. Clarkson et al. 2012) the model has been shown analyti-
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cally to be consistent with certain Swiss-cheese models (Fleury 2014)
which are exact solutions to Einstein’s field equations and achieves
good agreement with more generalised models such as Holz & Wald
(1998) and Bergström et al. (2000).

The ZKDR distance equation calculates the value of 𝐷𝐴

for propagation through a void in an inhomogeneous, but on-
average Friedmann-Lemaitre dust universe (dust refers to cold/non-
relativistic matter) which we refer to as 𝐷[ . The equation, its deriva-
tion and the relevant boundary conditions can be found in Kayser
et al. (1997). The authors also present a general numerical method to
solve for the ZKDR angular diameter distance (𝐷[) in an arbitrary
cosmology. Their treatment makes three key assumptions.

(i) The distribution of matter in the Universe can be divided into
clumpy (inhomogeneous) and smooth categories, described by [, the
fraction of the mass which is smooth.

(ii) The beam subtended by the source contains no clumps.
(iii) The light propagates far from all clumps, i.e. there is vanish-

ing shear on the beam.

Following their method we provide a simple numerical implemen-
tation for calculating the 𝐷[ in the Python programming language
(Rossum & Drake 2011). 𝐷[ can be solved for by considering the
following system of coupled ordinary differential equations (Kayser
et al. 1997):

𝐷 ′
[ (𝑧) =

1
(1 + 𝑧)

√︁
𝑄(𝑧)

(A1)

𝐷 ′′
[ (𝑧) =

−
(

2𝑄 (𝑧)
(1+𝑧)+𝑄′ (𝑧)

2

)
𝐷 ′ − 3

2[Ω𝑀,0 (1 + 𝑧)𝐷

𝑄(𝑧) (A2)

𝑄(𝑧) = Ω𝑀,0 (1 + 𝑧)3 − (Ω𝑀,0 + Λ0 − 1) (1 + 𝑧)2 + Λ0 (A3)

𝑄′(𝑧) = 3Ω𝑀,0 (1 + 𝑧)2 − 2(Ω𝑀,0 + Λ0 − 1), (A4)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to redshift and Ω𝑀,0
& Λ0 are the matter density parameter and cosmological constant
respectively at 𝑧 = 0.

To solve the system we implement a numerical routine using
SOLVE_IVP (Virtanen et al. 2020). The source code for our impl-
mentation can be found here : https://github.com/MWSammons/
ZKDRDistance.

Also implemented in our function set is the generalised Dyer-
Roeder model of Linder (1988). This solution includes a treatment
of relativistic matter and radiation densities in the universe. However,
we note that results of this method achieve a worse agreement with
the analytic solutions for a smooth universe in the case of a Planck
cosmology compared to the forced-flat Kayser model.

The results of our numerical approach are presented in Fig. A1,
which compares𝐷[ in a completely inhomogeneous universe ([ = 0)
and 𝐷1, for a Planck cosmology (Planck Collaboration et al. 2018).
For the remainder of this work 𝐷[ will be calculated assuming this
cosmology. To demonstrate the fidelity of our numeric method we
also plot the residuals of 𝐷1 with its analytic solution in the bottom
panel of Fig. A1. Our results show good agreement with the analytic
solution. Moreover, we reproduce the large difference between 𝐷1
and 𝐷[ for [ = 0 at high redshift seen in Fig. 1 of Kayser et al.
(1997). One short-coming of the Kayser model is that any density
not in cold matter Ω𝑀 or dark energy Λ implicitly contributes to
the universe’s curvature. Considering this, relativistic and radiation
density in the Planck cosmology have been amalgamated into Ω𝑀,0
to force a flat universe within the boundaries of the Kayser model.
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APPENDIX B: THE EFFECT OF WAVE OPTICS

Formally, geometric optics describes the behaviour of emission with
an infinite frequency. In reality however, geometric optics provides an
adequate description of gravitational lensing for all emission wave-
lengths much shorter than the gravitational radius of the lens. For
the case of point mass lenses, Oguri (2019) defines a dimensionless
parameter 𝑤 from this condition,

𝑤 = 2𝜋 𝑓
4𝐺𝑀 (1 + 𝑧𝑑)

𝑐3 , (B1)

where 𝑧𝑑 is the redshift of the lens.
The magnification for a point mass lens as a function of the source’s

angular impact parameter 𝛽 can then be defined for a wave optics
regime as 6.

` =
𝜋𝑤

1 − 𝑒−𝜋𝑤

�����1𝐹1

(
𝑖

2
𝑤, 1;

𝑖

2
𝑤

(
𝛽

\𝐸

)2
)�����2 , (B2)

where 1𝐹1 is the confluent hypergeometric function.
Fig. B1 shows this for a variety of 𝑤 values as well as the geomet-

ric case. For a 𝑤 value approaching infinity the wave and geometric
optics results will agree, with a finite extent source smoothing over
the infinitely compressed oscillations. As 𝑤 decreases so does the
maximum possible magnification. Additionally, fringe spacing in-
creases allowing sources of greater extent to exhibit an oscillatory
magnification with 𝛽.

If the optical depth to lensing is low, the magnification cumulative

6 We note this treatment is only valid when the geometric time delay along
paths contributing to the interference pattern are much less than the pulses du-
ration. Otherwise the boundary diffraction wave should be modelled explicitly
(Born 1999)
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Figure B1. Behaviour of magnification in wave optics. (Top left/right) magnification/log magnification of the source as a function of the source’s angular impact
parameter with respect to the optic axis centred on the lens, normalised by the einstein radius of the lens \𝐸 , plotted for various dimensionless 𝑤 parameter
choices. (Bottom) Maximum magnification as a function of dimensionless parameter 𝑤 , calculated using eq. (45) in (Oguri 2019).

probability distribution function (CDF; 𝑃(> `)) will be proportional
to the cross section of normalised angular impact (𝛽/\𝐸 ) greater than
a magnification ` (Turner et al. 1984). In the case of geometric optics,
evaluating the cross section becomes simply

𝜎 = 𝜋

(
𝛽`

\𝐸

)2
(B3)

where 𝛽` is the angular impact parameter of the source at a mag-
nification `. 𝛽` can be determined from the black line on Fig. B1,
which is governed by eq. (2.5) in Turner et al. (1984). Ultimately this
yields the conventional 𝑑𝑃/𝑑` ≡ 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3 behaviour.

As can be intuited from Fig. B1, the cross section to lensing
above ` for lower values of 𝑤 is significantly more complicated. By
integrating the ring element 2𝜋𝛽𝑑𝛽 for all magnifications above `

we can determine the cross section corresponding to 𝑃(> `) for any
𝑤. We plot this cross section in Fig. B2, normalised by its geometric

counterpart to provide a comparison between the results of geometric
and wave optics.

Fig. B2 shows that the normalised cross section over the range of
` and 𝑤 values plotted is often significantly above 1. This means that
𝑃(> `) is often greater in the wave optics regime than the geometric
regime. This is in agreement with wave optics results derived by Jow
et al. (2020).

For high values of 𝑤, the low magnifications behave very similarly
to the geometric case (i.e. the normalised cross section is flat with `).
As the magnification increases however, the scale of cross section os-
cillation increases and subsections of the magnification space begin
to deviate significantly from the flat geometric behaviour until the
maximum magnification is reached. Decreasing 𝑤, either by decreas-
ing the emission frequency or decreasing lens mass then effectively
translates the normalised cross section to lower magnification.

If the frequency of emission or lens mass is low enough such
that regions of significant oscillation in normalised cross section

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2021)
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corresponding cross section derived using geometric optics (eq. (B3)). 𝑤
values are calculated from eq. (B1). Cross sections are directly proportional
to the magnification CDF.

are present at observed magnifications, then geometric optics should
not be applied to calculate the expected effects of lensing. For an
FRB emitted at 1 GHz, at redshift 0.1, lensed by a 0.01 𝑀� point
mass, 𝑤 ∼ 103 and the maximum magnification will be ≈ 103.5.
From Fig. B2 we can see that for the 𝑤 = 100 case, magnifications
a factor of 101.5 below the maximum (at around log10` = 1.0)
have geometric like behaviour. Applying this same condition to our
canonical FRB case, it is reasonable to assume that magnifications
below ∼ 102 (103.5/101.5) will have 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3. Taking the results
of our lensed 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 calculation shown in Fig. 12 and decomposing it
into its components in magnification space we get Fig. 13. From this
figure we can see that the fractional change in 𝑑𝑅/𝑑𝑓 due to lensing
is dominated by low magnifications. Specifically, more than 98% of
the total comes from magnifications less than 100 at all fluences. This
suggests that the fraction of observed sources at magnifications above
102 will be negligible and therefore that our results for FRB lensing,
using the geometric 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3 should apply for lens masses greater
than 0.01𝑀�7.

If observed bursts are dominated by lensing at magnifications
where the cross section to lensing shows prominent fringes, e.g.
` = [10 − 300] for 𝑤 = 100, the true lensing PDF could have
behaviour significantly different from 𝑝(`) ∝ `−3. In this context,
counter to the discussion in §5, all observed bursts could be highly
magnified, despite an observed 𝛾 ≠ −3. The associated decrease in
`max however restricts the parameter space where this could occur.
Using 𝑤 = 100, a potential example could be FRBs at an emission
frequency of 1 GHz requiring a magnification above ∼ 10 but below
∼ 300 to be observed in a universe populated by ∼ 10−3𝑀� mass
lenses (𝑤 ≈ 100). In such a scenario all observed FRBs would be
lensed but the energy index 𝛾 could differ from the expected −3
value. These FRBs would also only be observable above ∼ 30 MHz,
at which point `max ≈ 10.

7 We have not accounted for the increased cross section size in the case of a
wave optics and so our results will underestimate the effect of lensing

APPENDIX C: PROBED LENS MASSES

Present constraints indicate that the matter distribution must be
smooth when averaged over volumes comparable to or larger than
the beam defined by a SN Ia near maximum light (1000 pc3). In
treating inhomogeneity below this smoothing scale it is instructive
to consider a field of homogeneously distributed clumps of mass 𝑀𝑐

composing some fraction ( 𝑓 ) of the Universe’s total matter density
Ωc = 𝑓Ω𝑀,0. We can then characterise the level of inhomogeneity
by comparing 𝑀𝑐 to 𝑀beam, the mass enclosed by the beam. For the
case of a smooth mass distribution ([ = 1) in a flat universe (k=0),

𝑀beam = 𝜌𝑐𝑟 ,0𝑑
3
𝐻

𝐴

𝐷2
𝐴
(𝑧𝑆)

{
Ω𝑐,0

𝑧𝑆∫
0

(1 + 𝑧)2𝐷𝐴
2 (𝑧)

𝐸 (𝑧) 𝑑𝑧

}
, (C1)

as per the comoving volume equation in Hogg (2000). 𝜌cr,0 is the
critical density at 𝑧 = 0, A is the area of the source, 𝑑𝐻 is the Hubble
distance, �̃� denotes a distance normalised by 𝑑𝐻 , 𝐸 (𝑧) = 𝐻 (𝑧)/𝐻0,
and 𝑧𝑆 is the source redshift.

For a 𝑀𝑐 � 𝑀beam the expected number of clumps within the
beam will be 〈𝑁〉 � 1. As our distribution of clumps has constant
co-moving density, the random fluctuations in 𝑁 will follow Poisson
noise with standard deviation of

√
𝑁 , making the fractional fluctua-

tion in both 𝑁 and the total convergence of the beam small for large
〈𝑁〉. It is therefore unlikely, in the case of 𝑀𝑐 � 𝑀beam, to observe
𝐷𝐴 significantly different from 𝐷1. As the value of 𝑀𝑐 increases,
the fractional fluctuation in 𝑁 also increases, eventually yielding a
significant probability of a beam containing no clumps. For the case
of 𝑀𝑐 � 𝑀beam, a beam is most likely to contain no clumps in
which case 𝐷[ will apply.

C1 Magnification of Extended Sources

The exception to our 𝑀beam criteria would be when many clumps
lie within the beam and each causes a significant magnification of
the source. This scenario may be observationally distinct from the
smooth matter case and hence the requirement of 𝑀𝑐 � 𝑀beam is
a necessary but not sufficient condition for smoothness. In order to
treat a matter distribution as though it were smooth we must also
require that the maximum magnification by any lenses within its
volume be low. Because the size of lensing masses (𝑀𝑐) in question
are exceedingly low it is appropriate to consider the finite size of
even our most compact sources.

Extended sources can be significantly magnified if their angular
size (\𝑆) is comparable to the Einstein angle of the lens (\𝐸 ). As
shown by Schneider et al. (1992), the maximum magnification (`max)
from an extended source is given by,

`max =

√
4 + 𝑟2

𝑟
, (C2)

where 𝑟 = \𝑆/\𝐸 . If these two angles are equal (𝑟 = 1) then
`max ≈ 2.24, dropping approximately linearly with 𝑟 . Using this
equivalence, we can determine the mass of clumps, below which
only small magnifications will be observed,

𝑀lens = 𝜌𝑐𝑟 ,0𝑑
3
𝐻

𝐴

𝐷2
𝑠

{
2
3
𝐷𝑑𝐷𝑠

˜𝐷𝑑𝑠

}
. (C3)

Uniform mass distributions with clump masses that are then below
both 𝑀beam and 𝑀lens will have clumps both numerous within the
beam and able to affect only a low maximum magnification of the
source. Such distributions will be largely indistinguishable from a
smooth matter distribution.
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The linear density field associated with a uniform distribution of
clumps has a vanishing shear due to matter outside the beam (Naka-
mura 1997). As such, for 𝑀𝑐 � min[𝑀lens, 𝑀beam] the assumptions
of the ZKDR distance model are satisfied and we can calculate 𝐷𝐴

for a beam without clumps using the method of Kayser et al. (1997)
(i.e. 𝐷𝐴 = 𝐷[ , with 𝑓 = [). We then expect a source averaged mag-

nification with respect to the empty beam 〈`〉 =
𝐷2

[

𝐷2
1

and the most
likely line of sight to a source to be characterised by 𝐷[ .

In the left panel of Fig. C1 we visualise the range of clump masses
which should and should not be considered smooth by plotting 𝑀beam
(full lines) and 𝑀lens (dotted lines) for various sources. We have used
the canonical source sizes for SN Ia, GRBs and FRBs (100 AU, 104

km and 10 km, respectively) to calculate each criteria. Additionally,
for the calculation of 𝑀lens we assume that 𝐷𝑑𝑠 = 𝐷𝑑 as this will
capture the region of lens geometry with the highest contribution to
the lensing optical depth (Turner et al. 1984).

As expected from the similarity of equations (C1) and (C3), the
value of each criteria is relatively similar over the vast range of
masses we are considering. For each source 𝑀beam is shown to be
the dominating criteria over much of the redshift space of interest.
Our interest is restricted to source redshifts 1.0 < 𝑧𝑆 < 3.0 as the
difference between 𝐷0 and 𝐷1 for 𝑧 < 1 is small as per Fig. A1 and
we expect few sources to be observed at higher redshifts.

We note that a caveat of this model is that as the convergence of the
beam fluctuates with 𝑁 , the apparent angular size of the source will
also fluctuate. This leads to changes in both the beam’s volume and
consequently in 𝑁 . We do not account for this second order effect,
however qualitatively the resulting change to 𝑁 will be in the same
direction as the original fluctuation. This will cause an increase to the
standard deviation of the distribution of 𝑁 and therefore an increase
in the level of inhomogeneity. By neglecting this second order effect
our conclusions on the mass range of inhomogeneities each source
is sensitive to will be conservative.

Any objects having masses in the stellar range constitute inho-
mogeneities for SN Ia, GRBs and FRBs, as can be seen from Fig
C1 (left), and for that reason a large population of such objects is
already excluded by the SN Ia data (Helbig 2015). Visible stars them-
selves amount to only a small fraction of the average matter density,
Ωstars/ΩMatter ∼ 0.01 (Fukugita & Peebles 2004), and a uniformly
distributed population at this low level would not have a substantial
effect on the angular diameter distances; this case would be well
approximated by the [ = 1 calculations shown in Figure 3. In fact
visible stars are far from uniformly distributed; they are concentrated
in the central regions of galaxies and so can play a major role as
gravitational lenses on some particular lines-of-sight, but have little
influence on the background geometry.

The shaded region in Fig. C1 (left) corresponds to the range of
PBH masses which could theoretically still constitute 100 % of our
Universe’s dark matter. Notably, this region lies well below 𝑀beam for
SN Ia, meaning that current observational constraints are insensitive
to PBHs in the asteroid to sub-lunar range. Conversely, the region lies
far above 𝑀beam for FRBs, with a majority being far above 𝑀beam
for GRBs as well. Thus, if dark matter were comprised mostly of
PBHs in the unconstrained range, 𝐷𝐴 for FRBs and GRBs would be
affected. This suggests that compact cosmological transient such as
FRBs and GRBs could provide a new way to constrain dark matter
in this unexplored range.

C2 Diffraction Limitations

As suggested by several authots Oguri (2019); Jow et al. (2020)
wave effects may also be important to the lensing of FRBs. In the
context of our previous two constraints given by equations (C1) and
(C3), considering physical optics will have two effects: it will set a
minimum probed volume corresponding to the Fresnel scale, and it
will set a maximum amplification as described below.

Under wave optics, radiation from the source will sample a trans-
verse area corresponding to the Fresnel scale. Hence, the volume
probed by a source cannot be smaller than the Fresnel zone inte-
grated over the line of sight. Using this volume we can recalculate
𝑀beam as

𝑀beam = 𝜌𝑐𝑟 ,0 _𝑑
2
𝐻

{
Ω𝑐

∫ ˜𝐷𝑑𝑠𝐷𝑑

𝐷𝑠

(1 + 𝑧)2
𝐸 (𝑧) 𝑑𝑧

}
(C4)

where _ is the wavelength of the radiation.
Diffraction around a lens will also set the maximum amplification8

we can observe from a lens’ magnification. When the Schwarzschild
radius is equivalent to the wavelength of the emitted radiation the
maximum amplification will be 𝐼max ≈ 3.28 (Nakamura 1997). As
we did earlier for extended sources we can use this as a fiducial point
and calculate the mass below which diffraction will significantly
restrict amplification,

𝑀lens =
𝑐2_

8𝜋𝐺
. (C5)

Just as for our previous constraints, clump mass 𝑀𝑐 �
min[𝑀beam, 𝑀lens] will be numerous within the Fresnel volume and
have low maximum magnifications allowing their distribution to be
effectively treated as smooth for the purpose of calculating distance
measures.

The right panel of Fig. C1 shows the 𝑀beam (full lines) and 𝑀lens
(dotted lines) criteria calculated for a range of representative wave-
lengths for the prompt emission from each of the sources in the left
panel (500 nm = optical = SN Ia, 0.3Å= gamma-ray = GRB, 21
cm = radio = FRB). Between the two limits we can see that in the
redshift range of interest 𝑀beam � 𝑀lens. Consequently, for these
redshifts it is sufficient to say that if the uniformly distributed clumps
are numerous within the Fresnel volume then they may be treated
as a smooth distribution of matter. Comparing the results between
panels we can see that the mass limits calculated in the geometric
optics limit dominate over their physical optics counterparts for both
SN Ia and GRBs, i.e. small inhomogeneities will be smoothed over
by the source sizes before wave effects become important. For FRBs
however, diffraction will smooth over inhomogeneities far larger than
what could be probed on the basis of their source size alone. This
leaves only a narrow range of possible inhomogeneites they could
probe that are not already ruled out from SN Ia observations.

However, despite their curtailed potential in the radio, the re-
sults obtained for FRBs in the geometric optics case further moti-
vate multi-wavelength observations of FRBs. Observations of the so
called Galactic FRB have shown coincident x-ray emission with the
prompt radio burst (Ridnaia et al. 2021; The CHIME/FRB Collab-
oration 2020). Such a high frequency counterpart would drastically
reduce the diffraction limit associated with FRB observations at 21

8 We note that amplification here refers directly to wave amplitude rather
than magnification which is defined with respect to the angular size of the
image
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Figure C1. 𝑀beam and 𝑀lens limits to clump mass plotted with full and dotted lines respectively. For 𝑀𝑐 � min[𝑀beam, 𝑀lens ] the mass will appear
inhomogeneous and 𝐷[ will describe the most likely line of sight to a source. For 𝑀𝑐 � min[𝑀beam, 𝑀lens ] the mass will appear homogeneous and all
lines of sight will be described by 𝐷1. Left: Constraints are calculated in the limit of geometric optics for source size representing SN Ia (100 AU), GRBs
(104 km) and FRBs (10 km), using equations (C1) and (C3). The shaded region gives the range of PBH masses that are observationally unconstrained Right:
Limits are calculated considering physical optics for wavelengths representing SN Ia, GRBs and FRBs, using equations (C4) and (C5). A mass distribution may
be considered smooth if 𝑀𝑐 � min[𝑀beam, 𝑀lens ] for either of the geometric or wave optics limits, hence wave optics will be the dominant limit for FRBs
observed at radio frequencies.

cm, allowing FRBs to probe a similar range of inhomogeneities as
GRBs.

APPENDIX D: DERIVATIONS

D1 Differential Rates in a Smooth Universe

A small observed rate can be expressed using the event rate energy
function of the fast transient population Θ𝐸 as,

𝑑𝑅 = Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, a𝑒)𝑑𝐸 𝑑𝑉𝑐 (D1)

the comoving volume element is given by

𝑉𝑐 =
4
3
𝜋𝐷3

𝑐 (𝑧) (D2)

differentiating with respect to redshift gives

𝑑𝑉𝑐

𝑑𝑧
= 4𝜋𝐷2

𝑐 (𝑧)
𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
(D3)

Intrinsic spectral energy (𝐸a𝑒 ) is given by

𝐸a𝑒 = 4𝜋𝐷2
𝐿 (𝑧)

𝐹a

(1 + 𝑧)2
(D4)

where 𝐹a is the observed fluence of the transient at observation
frequency a, the factor of 1/(1 + 𝑧)2 accounts for bandwidth com-
pression by cosmological redshift as well as the dilation of the bursts
duration in time, differentiating with respect to observed fluence and
holding redshift constant gives us

𝜕𝐸a𝑒

𝜕𝐹a
= 4𝜋𝐷2

𝐿 (𝑧)
1

(1 + 𝑧)2
(D5)

putting these components into a integration over redshift transforms
our partial differential equation into a full differential equation, yield-
ing

𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹a
=

∫
𝑑𝑧 16𝜋2𝐷2

𝐿 (𝑧)𝐷
2
𝑐 (𝑧)

1
(1 + 𝑧)3

𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, a𝑒)

(D6)

where a𝑒 can be expressed as a𝑒 = (1 + 𝑧)a, sampling from the
emission frequency region of the energy function as opposed to the
observation frequency implicitly handles the required k-correction.
The additional factor of 1/(1 + 𝑧) accounts for the redshift of the
burst rate itself.

𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹a
=

∫
𝑑𝑧 16𝜋2𝐷2

𝐿 (𝑧)𝐷
2
𝑐 (𝑧)

1
(1 + 𝑧)3

𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, (1 + 𝑧)a)

(D7)
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D2 Differential Rates in a Clumpy Universe

Similarly to above, a small observed rate of fast trasnients can be ex-
pressed for an inhomogeneous universe using the event rate energy
function of the transient population and the probability of magnifi-
cation by a factor ` from gravitational lensing as,

𝑑𝑅 = 𝑝(`, 𝑧)Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, a𝑒)𝑑𝐸 𝑑𝑉𝑐 (D8)

the comoving volume element is given by

𝑉𝑐 =
4
3
𝜋𝐷3

𝑐 (𝑧) (D9)

differentiating with respect to redshift gives

𝑑𝑉𝑐

𝑑𝑧
= 4𝜋𝐷2

𝑐 (𝑧)
𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
(D10)

Intrinsic spectral energy (𝐸a𝑒 ) is given by

𝐸a𝑒 = 4𝜋(𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2)2 𝐹a

`(1 + 𝑧)2
(D11)

where 𝐹a is the observed fluence of the transient at observation fre-
quency a, 𝐷[ (1+𝑧)2 is the luminosity distance in an inhomogeneous
universe with a smooth matter fraction [ and the factor of 1/(1 + 𝑧)2
accounts for bandwidth compression by cosmological redshift as
well as the dilation of the bursts duration in time. Differentiating
with respect to observed fluence and holding redshift constant gives
us
𝜕𝐸a𝑒

𝜕𝐹a
= 4𝜋(𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2)2 1

`(1 + 𝑧)2
(D12)

putting these components into a integration over redshift transforms
our partial differential equation into a full differential equation, yield-
ing

𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹a
=

∫
𝑑𝑧16𝜋2 (𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2)2𝐷2

𝑐 (𝑧)
1

(1 + 𝑧)3
𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
(D13)

×
∫

𝑑`
1
`
𝑝(`, 𝑧)Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, a𝑒) (D14)

where a𝑒 can be expressed as a𝑒 = (1 + 𝑧)a, sampling from the
emission frequency region of the energy function as opposed to the
observation frequency implicitly handles the required k-correction.
The additional factor of 1/(1 + 𝑧) accounts for the redshift of the
burst rate itself.
𝑑𝑅

𝑑𝐹a
=

∫
𝑑𝑧16𝜋2 (𝐷[ (1 + 𝑧)2)2)𝐷2

𝑐 (𝑧)
1

(1 + 𝑧)3
𝑑𝐷𝑐

𝑑𝑧
(D15)

×
∫

𝑑`
1
`
𝑝(`, 𝑧)Θ𝐸 (𝐸a𝑒 , 𝑧, (1 + 𝑧)a) (D16)

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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