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ABSTRACT
Small-scale dark matter structures lighter than a billion solar masses are an important probe of primordial density fluctuations
and dark matter microphysics. Due to their lack of starlight emission, their only guaranteed signatures are gravitational in nature.
We report on results of a search for astrometric weak lensing by compact dark matter subhalos in the Milky Way with Gaia
DR3 data. Using a matched-filter analysis to look for correlated imprints of time-domain lensing on the proper motions of
background stars in the Magellanic Clouds, we exclude order-unity substructure fractions in halos with masses 𝑀𝑙 between
107 𝑀⊙ and 109 𝑀⊙ and sizes of one parsec or smaller. We forecast that a similar approach based on proper accelerations across
the entire sky with data from Gaia DR4 may be sensitive to substructure fractions of 𝑓𝑙 ≳ 10−3 in the much lower mass range of
10 𝑀⊙ ≲ 𝑀𝑙 ≲ 3×103 𝑀⊙ . We further propose an analogous technique for stacked star-star lensing events in the regime of large
impact parameters. Our first implementation is not yet sufficiently sensitive but serves as a useful diagnostic and calibration tool;
future data releases should enable average stellar mass measurements using this stacking method. �
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1 INTRODUCTION

The arrival of Gaia’s second data release (DR2) heralded a new era
in understanding the dynamics of the Milky Way (MW). The remark-
able size and precision of this astrometric data set allowed scientists
to pursue questions that had been previously unanswerable. As a
result, we have learned of new stellar streams Mateu et al. (2018);
Ibata et al. (2019, 2021); Li et al. (2022) and other galactic sub-
structure Belokurov et al. (2018); Helmi et al. (2018); Koppelman
et al. (2018); Myeong et al. (2018); Naidu et al. (2020). The ex-
tremely accurate astrometry of Gaia’s Early Data Release 3 (EDR3)
has revealed the 5 𝜇as/y global pattern in the proper motions of ex-
tragalactic sources imprinted by the acceleration of the Solar System
through aberration of light Gaia Collaboration et al. (2021), and has
produced the most accurate construction of the celestial reference
frame, based on 1.6 million quasar sources Klioner et al. (2022).
Additionally, the enhanced quality of the EDR3 astrometric data has
allowed for a comprehensive study of the distance and kinematic
properties of the Magellanic Clouds Luri et al. (2021) (geometrically
anchoring the cosmic distance ladder), as well as for the exploration
of the non-axisymmetric features of our own Galaxy Drimmel et al.
(2022).
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The idea of using gravitational microlensing to detect massive dark
structures in the Galactic halo, as introduced in Paczynski (1986),
prompted several groups to combine astrometric and photometric
measurements to search for dark compact halo objects Hog et al.
(1995); Miyamoto & Yoshii (1995); Walker (1995). Initially, photo-
metric methods were suggested as the principal discovery channel
for microlensing events Paczynski (1991); Griest et al. (1991); Mao
& Paczynski (1991), with notable exceptions suggesting the use of
astrometric data Dominik & Sahu (2000); Lu et al. (2016). The
launch of the Gaia mission in 2013 signaled the dawn of precision
astrometry and highlighted the prospects of astrometric probes in the
hunt for compact dark halo objects Belokurov & Evans (2002). The
promise of astrometric measurements with unprecedented precision
has since inspired the implementation of several astrometric lensing
techniques on Gaia data sets, aiming to identify the signatures of
dark matter subhalos in the MW Erickcek & Law (2011); Li et al.
(2012); Van Tilburg et al. (2018); Mondino et al. (2020); Vattis et al.
(2021); Mishra-Sharma (2022); Chen et al. (2023b). The analysis of
astrometric microlensing data has led to the successful determina-
tion of the masses of nearby dwarf stars Sahu et al. (2017); Zurlo
et al. (2018); McGill et al. (2023), and resulted in the first definitive
detection of an isolated stellar-mass black hole Lam et al. (2022a,b);
Sahu et al. (2022); Mróz et al. (2022).

One exciting possibility with astrometric measurements of extraor-
dinary precision is to explore the potential of time-domain astromet-
ric lensing in the study of gravitating bodies. As these objects move
across the sky, they can induce a time-dependent shift in the positions
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of background objects, yielding potentially observable effects. Van
Tilburg et al. (2018), hereafter Paper I, introduced different classes
of observables to look for nonluminous structures in the Milky Way,
solely via the time-varying astrometric imprints on background lu-
minous sources. Their detection strategies laid the groundwork for
halometry, creating a flexible framework to characterize the prop-
erties of a broad spectrum of DM substructures within the Galactic
halo. Capitalizing on one of these techniques to tease out subtle time-
domain astrometric lensing effects, Mondino et al. (2020), hereafter
Paper II, performed the first search for individual DM subhalos in the
MW, by implementing a matched-filter template of local lensing dis-
tortions to the proper motions of Magellanic Cloud stars in the Gaia
DR2 data. This proof-of-concept analysis constrained parsec-sized
(or smaller) lenses in the 107–108 𝑀⊙ mass range. Although this
technique exhibited sensitivity to more dilute subhalos, which could
have otherwise escaped detection with photometric lensing probes,
the results are currently statistics-limited. With increased observa-
tional periods and resolved systematics, the sensitivity of the search
is expected to improve steeply over time, with the capability to de-
liver parametric leaps in reach with data from ongoing and planned
astrometric surveys.

In this paper, we perform an improved search using proper motion
templates for lensing by DM subhalos on Gaia DR3 data follow-
ing Paper II, with the expected sensitivity enhancements borne out
in this data release. We also outline extensions of this technique to
parallax and acceleration templates; forecasts for the latter show ex-
ceptional promise for lighter subhalos, in the range 10 𝑀⊙–106 𝑀⊙ .
Since acceleration measurements are currently absent from the Gaia
archive, we demonstrate a method to extract them by combining data
from the DR2/DR3 releases; we will perform an acceleration tem-
plate analysis on this catalog in follow-up work. While the proper
motion template analysis presented in this paper will eventually hit
a noise floor from intrinsic stellar motion dispersion – at least on
the Magellanic Clouds (MCs) – the acceleration analysis is expected
to be statistics-limited for the foreseeable future, with even steeper
improvements expected after longer observation times.

We furthermore suggest that a stacked version of our template
methods can look for collective star-star lensing in the astrometric,
nontransient regime. To this end, we construct a catalog of optical
doubles of foreground and background stars at substantially different
line-of-sight distances, but at (accidentally) small angular separa-
tions. We execute the first star-star astrometric lensing analysis based
on proper motion templates, and do not (yet) find evidence for this
effect, in line with expectations. In the process, we identify several
potential biases and systematics in Gaia’s astrometric data for stellar
pairs at very close separations. The inclusion of stellar accelerations
in a future analysis of this type should yield a positive detection by
Gaia DR4, potentially establishing an estimator for the average mass
of the foreground stellar population, and serving as a calibrator for
the DM searches.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we investigate the
full potential of searches for DM substructure using template observ-
ables. We give a review of their definitions in section 2.1, estimate
current and future sensitivities in section 2.2, and present an updated
limit from Gaia DR3 data in section 2.3. In section 3, we describe
the new application of template observables to measure astrometric
lensing in a collection of optical doubles. We present a test statistic
that combines the three template observables in section 3.1, detail the
sample selection and data processing in section 3.2, and summarize
our findings in section 3.3. We conclude in section 4. Additionally,
we discuss possible improvements and limitations of our test statis-
tic for dark subhalo searches in appendix A, we compute for the

first time the lensing-induced parallax and define the corresponding
template observable in appendix B, and outline the extraction of ac-
celerations from DR2/DR3 data with an estimate of their uncertainty
in appendix C.

We publicly release our data analysis pipeline for the DM search
and the star-star lensing analysis, allowing their use by other groups
and on other astrometric data sets (not necessarily from Gaia). The
code used to obtain the results of this study is available on GitHub
� and a link below each figure () provides the Python code with
which it was generated. Associated data are publicly available at this
link.

2 DARK MATTER LENSING

Modern cosmology has cemented the role that Dark Matter (DM)
plays in shaping the properties and growth of structures in the Uni-
verse. While the particle nature of DM is unknown, it is determined
to be non-relativistic from 𝑧 ≲ 107 and onward, and to have scale-
invariant adiabatic perturbations, which grow under the influence of
gravity. These perturbations eventually form halos that merge hier-
archically, yielding a nearly scale-invariant spectrum of structures
with masses 𝑀halo ≳ 109 𝑀⊙ . Clustering on smaller scales is largely
unconstrained nonetheless. A variety of mechanisms – increased
primordial perturbations, phase transitions, attractive interactions or
dissipative dynamics – can lead to enhanced clustering at smaller
scales far beyond what is predicted in ΛCDM. The main obser-
vational challenge is to detect these low-mass subhalos, which are
entirely dark due to their lack of star formation or even baryonic
content, indirectly through their gravitational interactions. Proposed
detection methods (see Bechtol et al. (2022) for a recent overview)
include strong lensing Vegetti et al. (2010); Hezaveh et al. (2016);
Birrer et al. (2017), stellar streams Bonaca et al. (2019), lensing of
gravitational waves Dai et al. (2018), pulsar timing arrays Dror et al.
(2019); Ramani et al. (2020), and time-domain astrometric weak
lensing (Paper I). In this work, we focus on the last method.

As dark subhalos move across the celestial sphere, the apparent lo-
cations of background luminous objects will undergo time-dependent
shifts due to weak gravitational lensing. Specifically, the proper mo-
tion, acceleration, and parallax of the foreground subhalo will imprint
correlated lensing-induced shifts to the proper motion, acceleration,
and parallax of any background objects in the angular vicinity of the
lens. While the lensing-induced motion of any individual background
source is impossible to detect in the large-impact-parameter regime
(at small impact parameters, searches for astrometric transients can
be powerful Chen et al. (2023b)), the collective, correlated lensing-
induced motions have a characteristic pattern that can be teased out
statistically on multiple sources through a “template” analysis. These
template observables are matched filters to the lensing effects on the
background linear motion, linear acceleration, and parallax.

Previous works have considered microlensing effects over multiple
background sources. For example, Gaudi & Bloom (2005) investi-
gated the possibility of detecting outer solar system objects using
astrometric microlensing induced by the lens parallax motion, while
Di Stefano (2008) suggested to look for nearby and fast-moving
lenses through a combination of photometric and astrometric lens-
ing effects on multiple stars. Both works considered lenses that span
large angles on the sky during the observation time, while here we fo-
cus on the regime of small relative changes in the lens-source impact
parameters, where “template” observables can be defined.
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Astrometric Weak Lensing Constraints on DM substructure 3

2.1 Template observables

Template observables are designed to search for local, correlated
astrometric weak lensing effects induced by extended dark lenses on
multiple luminous sources. Proper motion and angular acceleration
templates were first introduced in Paper I and an optimized version
of the proper motion template was used in Paper II to search for
DM-induced signals on Magellanic Clouds stars from Gaia’s second
data release (DR2). Since template observables are the main focus
of this work, we summarize here the relevant existing results.

In the weak lensing regime, the lens-source angular separation is
much larger than the Einstein radius of the lens and one image of the
source is completely resolved. In this case, a gravitational lens 𝑙 with
mass 𝑀𝑙 which appears to be near a background luminous source 𝑖

induces an apparent angular deflection to the source’s true position
on the plane perpendicular to the line of sight,

Δ𝜽𝑖 = −4𝐺𝑀𝑙

𝑐2𝑟𝑙

𝑀𝑙 (𝛽𝑙𝑖)
𝛽𝑙𝑖/𝛽𝑙

�̂�𝑙𝑖 , (1)

where 𝐺 is Newton’s gravitational constant, 𝑐 the speed of light, and
𝑟𝑙 the physical size of the lens. We also define the angular size 𝛽𝑙 ≡
𝑟𝑙/𝐷𝑙 of the lens. The angular separation (impact parameter) between
the source and the lens is denoted as 𝜷𝑙𝑖 ≡ 𝜽𝑙 − 𝜽𝑖 . The function
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽𝑙𝑖) ≡ 𝑀𝑙 (𝛽𝑙𝑖)/𝑀𝑙 is the normalized lens mass enclosed within
the impact parameter, and we assume the source distance to be much
larger than the lens distance 𝐷𝑙 .

In general, the impact parameter changes over time due to the
relative motion of the lens, the observer, and the source – 𝜷𝑙𝑖 =

𝜷𝑙𝑖 (𝑡) – leading to a time-varying lensing angular deflection, which
results into an apparent motion of the background source. When the
relative change in impact parameter over the total observation time
is small, |Δ𝜷𝑙𝑖 | ≪ |𝜷𝑙𝑖 |, the time-dependent lensing correction can
be extracted through a series expansion of Eq. (1). The dominant
contribution to the time-dependent impact parameter comes from
the linear proper motion 𝝁𝑙 of the lens with 3D physical velocity v
and line-of-sight direction D̂𝑙 , parametrized as:

𝜷𝑙𝑖 (𝑡) = 𝜷0
𝑙𝑖
+ 𝝁𝑙 𝑡, 𝝁𝑙 ≡

𝑣𝑙⊥
𝐷𝑙

[v̂𝑙 − D̂𝑙 (D̂𝑙 · v̂𝑙)] ≡
v𝑙⊥
𝐷𝑙

, (2)

with 𝑡 = 0 corresponding to the time of closest approach, at angular
impact parameter 𝜷𝑙𝑖 = 𝜷0

𝑙𝑖
. For 𝜇𝑙𝜏 ≪ 𝛽0

𝑙𝑖
over the observation time

𝜏, the leading-order effect is then a lens-induced proper motion

Δ𝝁𝑙𝑖 =
4𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇𝑙

𝑐2𝛽2
𝑙
𝐷𝑙

�̃�(𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷𝑙𝑖 , �̂�𝑙), (3)

with a dipole-like profile:

�̃�(𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷, �̂�𝑙) ≡
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽2/𝛽2

𝑙

[
2�̂�( �̂� · �̂�𝑙) − �̂�𝑙

]
−
𝜕𝛽𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽/𝛽2

𝑙

�̂�( �̂� · �̂�𝑙). (4)

The next-to-leading order correction is a lens-induced angular accel-
eration

Δ𝜶𝑙𝑖 =
8𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇

2
𝑙

𝑐2𝛽3
𝑙
𝐷𝑙

�̃�(𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷𝑙𝑖 , �̂�𝑙). (5)

with a quadrupole-like profile

�̃�(𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷, �̂�𝑙) =
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽3/𝛽3

𝑙

[
2�̂�𝑙

(
�̂� · �̂�𝑙

)
+ �̂�

(
1 − 4( �̂� · �̂�𝑙)2

)]
−

𝜕𝛽𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽2/𝛽3

𝑙

[
�̂�𝑙 ( �̂� · �̂�𝑙) +

1
2
�̂�
(
1 − 5( �̂� · �̂�𝑙)2

)]
−

𝜕2
𝛽
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)

𝛽/𝛽3
𝑙

1
2
�̂�( �̂� · �̂�𝑙)2. (6)

For a given lens mass distribution 𝑀 , the two-dimensional spatial
profiles of the time-domain lensing distortions, �̃� and �̃�, depend
only on the position 𝜷, the characteristic angular scale 𝛽𝑙 , and the
velocity direction �̂�𝑙 .

The universal nature of the lensing distortion patterns from Eqs. (4)
and (6) allows us to define the template observablesT𝜇 andT𝛼, which
quantify the overlap between the measured proper motions {𝝁𝑖} and
accelerations {𝜶𝑖}, respectively, of a field of stars with the expected
distribution in the presence of a lensing signal. For a candidate lens
at location 𝜽 𝑡 , with angular size 𝛽𝑡 , and velocity direction �̂�𝑡 , we
define

T𝜇 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 , �̂�𝑡 ) ≡
∑︁
𝑖

𝝁𝑖 · �̃�(𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 − 𝜽𝑖 , �̂�𝑡 )
𝜎2
𝜇,𝑖

(7)

N2
𝜇 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 , �̂�𝑡 ) ≡

∑︁
𝑖

| �̃�(𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 − 𝜽𝑖 , �̂�𝑡 ) |2

𝜎2
𝜇,𝑖

, (8)

for stars at locations {𝜽𝑖} in the surroundings of 𝜽 𝑡 with measured
proper motion variance 𝜎𝜇,𝑖 . We also introduce the convenient nor-
malization factorN𝜇 . Analogous statistics T𝛼 andN𝛼 can be defined
for lensing-induced accelerations.

If the mean motions of the background sources are zero (or sub-
tracted) and the errors are Gaussian and uncorrelated, maximizing T
is equivalent to maximizing the log-likelihood ratio of the hypothesis
of a local signal (i.e. the presence of a lens in a given location with
corresponding angular scale, and velocity direction) versus that of
the null hypothesis. When searching for a population of dark lenses
in front of a stellar target, the lens properties are usually unknown
and need to be marginalized over, requiring a refined version of the T
test statistic, such as the global test statistic R introduced in Paper II,
utilized in the DR3 analysis in Sec. 2.3, and discussed in appendix A.
Nevertheless, the local template from Eq. (7) still captures the rel-
evant features and its simple expression provides an easy analytic
estimate of the local signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and thus the best
stellar targets in the search for a lensing signal from a dark subhalo.

By construction, the lens-induced angular acceleration in Eq. (5)
is a subleading contribution to the lensing correction, and one could
naively think that the proper motion signal always dominates. How-
ever, the sensitivity of each observable strongly depends on the prop-
erties of the measured luminous sources and is ultimately limited by
the intrinsic variance of the stellar motions. We will compare the sen-
sitivity of proper motion and acceleration templates to compact dark
lenses and show their complementarity to cover different regions of
the parameter space in section 2.2.

Other types of lensing corrections can arise from a lens motion
which is different from the linear motion considered so far. For ex-
ample, the source-lens impact parameter also changes over time due
to parallax, as 𝜷𝑙𝑖 (𝑡) ≃ 𝜛𝑙 (cos𝜔𝑡, sin 𝛿ecl sin𝜔𝑡), where 𝜛𝑙 is the
lens parallax, 𝜔 ≃ 2𝜋/y is the orbital angular velocity, and 𝛿ecl is
the ecliptic latitude of the lens – neglecting the background source’s
parallax and assuming for simplicity that the observer moves in a cir-
cular orbit. Expanding the angular shift in Eq. (1) for 𝜛𝑙 ≪ 𝛽0

𝑙𝑖
, the

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2023)
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lens-induced parallax of the luminous source can be obtained and the
corresponding template observable can be defined. The derivation of
this anomalous parallax contribution and estimates for the sensi-
tivity of the parallax template observable, compared to the proper
motion template, are presented in appendix B. When the astrometric
measurements are statistically limited, T𝜇 is typically more sensitive
than T𝜛 , as the total distance travelled by a dark lens with velocity
𝑣𝑙 ∼ 10−3𝑐 is usually much larger than the parallax displacement
of one AU, especially over multi-year observations. However, when
the proper motion dispersion is limited by the intrinsic stellar mo-
tion, T𝜇 and T𝜛 can have comparable sensitivities (see appendix B).
For other types of lenses, such as outer Solar System planets, which
move slowly with respect to the observer, the anomalous parallax is
the dominant effect Gaudi & Bloom (2005); Paper I.

We conclude this section by highlighting the difference between
the lensing regime in which the template approximation is valid
and where a different treatment is needed. As pointed out earlier,
template observables correctly capture the astrometric lensing
corrections when the arc on the sky spanned by the lens motion
during the survey is smaller than the impact parameter 𝛽𝑙𝑖 . For
lenses with a finite characteristic size 𝛽𝑙 = 𝑟𝑙/𝐷𝑙 , the SNR for the
lensing-induced proper motion is maximized at 𝛽𝑙𝑖 ∼ 𝛽𝑙 , unless
the lens has a very cuspy inner profile (see Sec. 2 of Paper I) or
is effectively point-like, i.e. when 𝛽𝑙 is smaller than the typical
star-star separation, which for Gaia is ≳ 0.7′′ Fabricius et al. (2021).
Therefore, the template searches in this work are designed for lenses
with 𝑟𝑙 ≳ 0.003 pc (𝑣𝑙⊥/10−3𝑐) (𝜏/10 y) for the proper motion
and acceleration effects, and 𝑟𝑙 > AU for anomalous parallax.
When this condition is not satisfied, e.g. for very compact, cuspy,
or fast-moving lenses, the astrometric lensing effect manifests as a
transient perturbation to the trajectory of individual (or multiple)
stars that can be searched for using other observables, referred to as
mono-blips (or multi-blips) in Paper I – see Chen et al. (2023b) for
a projection of the mono-blip observable in (mock) Gaia DR4 data.

2.2 Sensitivity estimates and projections

Proper motion and acceleration template searches in current and up-
coming Gaia data can be sensitive to signals from Galactic compact
dark lenses, thus probing parts of previously unexplored parameter
space of dark matter substructure. For the sensitivity forecasts, we
briefly review here the estimates of the local SNR for the template
observables and refer the reader to Sec. 4.2 of Paper I for a more
extensive derivation.

The observed stellar population is assumed to have zero or sub-
tracted background motion and uncorrelated Gaussian noise, such
that ⟨T ⟩noise = 0 and ⟨T 2⟩noise = N2. On a field of background stars
with angular number density Σ0, one expects that N2 ∼ Σ0𝛽

2
𝑙
/𝜎2

𝜇,𝛼

up to an O(1) numerical factor that depends on the characteristic
lens density profile. For a template that perfectly matches the true
lens properties, ⟨T ⟩signal = 𝐶𝜇,𝛼N2, where𝐶𝜇 = 4𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇𝑙/𝑐2𝛽2

𝑙
𝐷𝑙

and 𝐶𝛼 = 8𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇
2
𝑙
/𝑐2𝛽3

𝑙
𝐷𝑙 . Therefore, the SNR for the template

observable is

SNRT =
𝐶𝜇,𝛼

√
Σ0𝛽𝑙

𝜎𝜇,𝛼
=


4𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇𝑙
𝑐2𝛽𝑙𝐷𝑙

√
Σ0
𝜎𝜇

for 𝜇,
8𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜇

2
𝑙

𝑐2𝛽2
𝑙
𝐷𝑙

√
Σ0
𝜎𝛼

for 𝛼.
(9)

This expression makes evident the fact that the proper motion and
acceleration observables are the two leading terms in the Taylor
expansion in 𝜇𝑙/𝛽𝑙 = 𝑣𝑙⊥/𝑟𝑙 of the time-domain lensing signal. The
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Figure 1. Sensitivity projections for proper motion and angular acceleration
templates in the parameter space of lens fractional abundance 𝑓𝑙 = 𝜌𝑙/𝜌DM
versus mass 𝑀𝑙 . All curves correspond to local SNRT = 1 (optimistically
ignoring the look-elsewhere effect), with the signal-to-noise ratio given in
Eq. (9), taking 𝑣𝑙⊥ = 208 km/s and the smallest lens distance from Eq. (10).
The proper motion template (blue contours) is evaluated for the minimum
lens size given in Eq. (11) (solid) and a fixed value of 𝑟𝑙 = 1 pc (dash-dotted),
using the LMC as stellar target (Σ0 = 5 × 108 rad−2, ΔΩ = 0.02 rad2, 𝜎𝜇 =

0.2 mas/y, 𝐷stars = 50 kpc). The acceleration template (red contours) is
evaluated for the minimum lens size using Galactic Disk stars (Σ0 = 4.5 ×
109 rad−2, ΔΩ = 0.2 rad2, 𝐷stars = 3 kpc), taking 𝜎𝛼7 = 4.5 𝜇as/y2 (solid)
and 𝜎𝛼Δ𝜃

= 300 𝜇as/y2(dotted) – assuming per-epoch positional accuracy
of 200 𝜇as.

SNR in Eq. (9) is dominated by the most massive, fastest, nearby,
and compact lens in the parameter combinations shown.

The variation in 𝑣𝑙⊥ = 𝜇𝑙𝐷𝑙 is independent of the other lens prop-
erties and given by the DM virial velocity dispersion in the Galaxy
⟨𝑣𝑙⊥⟩ =

√︁
𝜋/2𝜎𝑣,DM, with 𝜎𝑣,DM ≃ 166 km/s. We assume the lens

population is distributed according to the Galactic density profile
𝜌𝑙 = 𝑓𝑙𝜌DM, where 𝑓𝑙 is the (constant) fraction in DM substructure
in halos of mass 𝑀𝑙 . The closest lens in front of a stellar target with
angular number density Σ0 is expected at a distance of

𝐷𝑙,min ≃
(

3𝑀𝑙

ΔΩ 𝜌𝑙

)1/3
, (10)

where 𝜌DM (and thus 𝜌𝑙) is approximated to be constant up to 𝐷𝑙,min.
The smallest lens size 𝑟𝑙,min allowed in the template regime is fixed
by the lens displacement over the observational time 𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏 = 𝜇𝑙𝐷𝑙𝜏

(see section 2.1). However, the sensitivity will not improve further
for lenses that are effectively point-like, i.e. when their angular size is
smaller than the typical angular separation ∼ 1/

√
𝜋Σ0 of background

sources. Therefore,

𝑟𝑙,min = max
{
𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏,

1
√
𝜋Σ0

𝐷𝑙,min

}
. (11)

In Fig. 1 we show SNR = 1 sensitivity projections for proper
motion and angular acceleration templates for 10 years of Gaia ob-
servations, using the above values of 𝐷𝑙,min and 𝑟𝑙,min in Eq. (9).
The sensitivity depends on the proper motion and acceleration dis-
persions, 𝜎𝜇 and 𝜎𝛼, of the observed stellar populations. If these
were only instrumentally limited, 𝑁obs observations with individ-
ual position uncertainty 𝜎𝛿𝜃 would result in 𝜎𝜇 ∼ 𝜎𝛿𝜃/(𝜏

√
𝑁obs)

and 𝜎𝛼 ∼ 𝜎𝛿𝜃/(𝜏2√𝑁obs); we estimate the numerical factors of this
parametric dependence in appendix C. In this case, SNRT𝛼/SNRT𝜇 =
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𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏/𝑟𝑙 < 1, i.e. the proper motion template would always perform
better, as expected, since it is the leading-order effect when 𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏 < 𝑟𝑙 .
The instrumental precision for most of the stars observed by Gaia
is already below the intrinsic proper motion dispersion, or will be
so by the end of the mission. On the other hand, a measurement
of angular accelerations by Gaia would only be statistically limited
because the intrinsic accelerations — from the Galactic potential,
wide binary companions, or exoplanets — are typically far below
the survey’s sensitivity on an individual distant star, and are uncorre-
lated among nearby stars (a relatively small fraction of nearby and/or
bright stars do have detectable intrinsic accelerations from binary
companions Halbwachs et al. (2023); Penoyre et al. (2022); Ranalli
et al. (2018)). Consequently, we see in Fig. 1 that acceleration tem-
plates offer the best prospects for measuring a compact DM subhalo
lensing signal throughout a large portion of the parameter space,
particularly for masses below ∼ 106 𝑀⊙ .

For each observable, we consider the best stellar target, i.e. the one
that maximizes the figure of merit

√
Σ0/𝜎𝜇,𝛼. The best performance

is obtained by a T𝜇 search on the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC)
and a T𝛼 search on Galactic Disk stars. An additional advantage
of using angular accelerations is the possibility of using a larger
star sample, spanning a wider portion of the sky, while minimizing
intrinsic proper motion dispersion requires choosing stars that are
further away (but still in a dense field). The SNR scaling obtained
above breaks down at large lens masses, when Poisson fluctuations of
the number of lenses in the field of view (FOV) become important.
For our sensitivity projections of Fig. 1, we require more than 3
lenses in front of the stellar target.

Currently, angular accelerations for sources observed by Gaia are
not directly available. The optimal way to measure the acceleration is
to include it as an additional parameter to the astrometric fit. However,
before the full time series of Gaia’s observations become available
with DR4, an indirect measurement of accelerations can be obtained
by combining position and proper motion measurements at different
times from the DR2 and DR3 catalogs. In appendix C, we outline
a method to construct such an acceleration catalog together with an
estimate of the expected statistical uncertainty. The implementation
of this method and a careful investigation of the systematics involved
is left to future work Chen et al. (2023a). Applying a template search
for DM lensing effects on this catalog would already produce inter-
esting results, as shown in Fig. 1, where we refer to the expected
uncertainty on the derived acceleration as 𝜎𝛼Δ𝜃

, while 𝜎𝛼7 refers to
the statistically-limited uncertainty from a 7-parameter astrometric
fit. The possible applications of an acceleration catalog for Gaia’s
sources of course go beyond DM searches with astrometric weak
lensing and include measuring collective star-star lensing effects
(see section 3), mapping out the Milky Way potential Buschmann
et al. (2021), and searching for ultra-low frequency gravitational
waves Pyne et al. (1996); Book & Flanagan (2011); Klioner (2018).

2.3 Search for Dark Matter Substructure with Gaia DR3

The proper motion template observable described in the previous
sections has already been successfully applied to Gaia DR2 data
to search for lensing signals induced by galactic DM subhalos on
MCs stars in Paper II. Here we repeat the same analysis with the
improved astrometry of Gaia DR3 Lindegren et al. (2021); Luri
et al. (2021). We closely follow the procedure described in Paper
II; we only briefly review it here and refer the reader to the original
paper for more details.

Firstly, the Gaia archive is queried for stars with G magnitude
measurements and parallaxes consistent with zero at 5𝜎. By

implementing the following selections, we choose stars that are
located within a 5◦ radius from the center of the Large Magellanic
Cloud (LMC),

SELECT * FROM gaiaedr3.gaia_source
WHERE 1=CONTAINS(POINT(’ICRS’,ra,dec),
CIRCLE(’ICRS’,81.28,-69.78,5)) AND
parallax/parallax_error < 5 AND
phot_g_mean_mag > 0

and within a 4◦ radius from the center of the Small Magel-
lanic Cloud (SMC),

SELECT * FROM gaiaedr3.gaia_source
WHERE 1=CONTAINS(POINT(’ICRS’,ra,dec),
CIRCLE(’ICRS’,12.80,-73.15,4)) AND
parallax/parallax_error < 5 AND
phot_g_mean_mag > 0.

To remove the globular clusters NGC 104 (47 Tuc) and NGC
362 from the SMC’s foreground, we impose additional cuts on the
stellar proper motions, so that |𝜇𝛼∗ − 0.685 mas/y| < 2 mas/y and
|𝜇𝛿 + 1.230 mas/y| < 2 mas/y.

Secondly, the data are cleaned in two steps:

(i) The background mean proper motion field computed with a
Gaussian distance kernel of radius 0.1◦ is subtracted from the stars’
proper motion; the smoothed angular number density map is com-
puted with a Gaussian distance kernel of radius 0.1◦ and overdense
pixels of about 0.014◦ are removed if their density is 2.5 times larger
than the average to reduce contamination from star clusters; proper
motion outliers at more than 5𝜎 are removed and the following
additional cuts on the parallax and the quality of the astrometric fit
are imposed Lindegren et al. (2021): parallax/parallax_error
< 2, ruwe < 1.4, ipd_gof_harmonic_amplitude < 0.4,
ipd_frac_multi_peak < 40, ipd_frac_odd_win < 40.

(ii) The background mean proper motion field computed with
a Gaussian distance kernel of radius 0.06◦ is subtracted and proper
motion outliers at more than 3𝜎 are removed, repeating the procedure
3 times; the effective proper motion dispersion as a function of the
stars’ G magnitude and distance from the center of each cloud are
computed using G magnitude bins of size 0.1 and radial bins of size
1◦ to group the stars.

The optimized global test statistic R from Eq. (9) in Paper II, ob-
tained by maximizing the likelihood ratio of the signal hypothesis
over background, is evaluated on the end products of the proce-
dure described in (ii). The same clean data are also used as in-
put for the data-driven noise + signal simulations as described in
Paper II. The processing step in (ii) is performed on the simulated
data, before the evaluation of the test statistic. For each simula-
tion, we fix the lens population parameters {𝑀𝑙 , 𝑟𝑙 , 𝑓𝑙 ≡ 𝜌𝑙/𝜌DM},
where 𝜌DM is the Milky Way DM halo density profile, which
we model as an NFW profile 𝜌DM = 4𝜌𝑠/[(𝑟/𝑟𝑠) (1 + 𝑟/𝑟𝑠)2]
with scale radius 𝑟𝑠 = 18 kpc and density at the scale radius of
𝜌𝑠 = 0.003 𝑀⊙/pc3.1 The distribution of the test statistic from 150

1 This treatment is conservative, as the DM density towards the LMC may be
enhanced by up to a factor of 2 due to tidal gravitational interactions Garavito-
Camargo et al. (2019, 2021). Furthermore, the LMC will likely have carried
its own subhalos in the MW, further increasing dark substructure. Hence,
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Figure 2. Limits and projected sensitivity on the fraction of dark compact
lenses 𝑓𝑙 with mass 𝑀𝑙 and characteristic size 𝑟𝑙 = 1 pc from the proper
motion template analysis on MC stars. The solid blue (red) line shows the
90% (50%) CL limit from the analysis on Gaia DR3 data, while the dash-
dotted lines correspond to the previously obtained results from Paper II. In
light gray we show the SNRT𝜇 = 1 curves, where SNRT𝜇 is given in Eq. (9),
𝐷𝑙 = 𝐷𝑙,min from Eq. (10), 𝑟𝑙 = 1 pc, Σ0 = 5 × 108 rad−2, ΔΩ = 0.02 rad2,
and 𝑣𝑙⊥ = 208 km/s. The proper motion dispersion 𝜎𝜇 is fixed to 1.75
mas/y to anchor the SNRT𝜇 = 1 line to the 50% CL DR2 limit, scaled by
a factor of 0.5 to obtain the statistics-limited optimistic DR3 improvement
(see Eq. (12)), and fixed to an intrinsic dispersion of 0.2 mas/y for the EOM
projections. Differently from Fig. 1, here an estimate of the look-elsewhere
effect is included in the analytic projections by anchoring the DR2 line to the
observed limit and taking into account the LMC average effective dispersion
of 1.54 mas/y in DR2 (see Fig. 4)

simulations per point is then compared to the observed value in the
data and the parameter space point is excluded at 90%(50%) CL if
Rdata (𝑀𝑙 , 𝑟𝑙 , 𝑓𝑙) < R90% (50%)

sim (𝑀𝑙 , 𝑟𝑙 , 𝑓𝑙).
Following the procedure described above, we can exclude the pres-

ence of dark lenses in front of the MCs. The results are shown in
the parameter space of fractional lens abundance 𝑓𝑙 versus lens mass
𝑀𝑙 , for compact lenses (𝑟𝑙 = 1 pc) in Fig. 2 and point-like lenses
(𝑟𝑙 = 10−3 pc) in Fig. 3. We compare the updated limits obtained
with the analysis on Gaia DR3 stars with the ones obtained with the
analysis on Gaia DR2. The improvement in the constraints comes
from the expected improvement on the stellar proper motion mea-
surements due to the longer observation time,

𝜎DR3
𝜇 ≃

(
22 months
34 months

)3/2
𝜎DR2
𝜇 ≃ 0.5 𝜎DR2

𝜇 . (12)

As shown in Fig. 4, this improvement is borne out in Gaia’s reported
error 𝜎𝜇,Gaia ≡ ⟨𝜎2

𝜇,𝑖
⟩1/2 for all the stars in the LMC. However,

the relevant quantity for the proper motion template evaluation is
the effective proper motion dispersion 𝜎𝜇,eff ≡ ⟨(𝜇𝑖 − 𝜇mean)2⟩1/2

observed in the stellar population, which improves by a factor of 2
only for stars with 19 ≲ 𝐺 ≲ 20. The dispersion at lower and higher
G magnitude values appears not to be statistics-limited and therefore
has a somewhat less favorable scaling with time.

In Figs. 2 and 3, the observed DR2 and DR3 limits on dark lenses

upper limits on 𝑓𝑙 that are larger than unity (but less than 2 or 3) in our
conservative model can be physical.
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intrinsic (gray) proper motion dispersion as a function of stellar G magnitude
for the LMC. The thick lines correspond to Gaia DR3 data, while the thin
lines for 𝜎𝜇,eff and 𝜎𝜇,Gaia correspond to Gaia DR2 data rescaled by a factor
of 0.5 that corresponds to the expected statistical improvement with time (see
Eq. (12)).

are compared with the optimistic improvement expected for statistics-
limited proper motion variance, using the SNR scaling derived in
section 2.2. The expected statistic-limited improvement on the frac-
tional abundance of the dark lenses is

𝑓𝑙 ∝
{
𝜎3
𝜇 ∝ 𝑡−9/2 fixed 𝑟𝑙 (Fig. 2)

𝜎
3/2
𝜇 ∝ 𝑡−9/4 𝑟𝑙,min (Fig. 3)

. (13)

The projected sensitivity for Gaia’s end of the mission (EOM)
results is also shown, assuming that the effective dispersion will
be completely dominated by the MCs’ intrinsic proper motion
𝜎𝜇,eff = 𝜎𝜇,intrinsic ≃ 0.2 mas/y.

The global template test statistic R used in the analysis above re-
lies on the strongest signal produced by an individual lens in front of
the stellar target. In appendix A we discuss a possible generalization
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that includes multiple lenses and show how it is not expected to im-
prove over current results – with our conservative treatment for noise
modeling – because the signal decreases faster than the noise for
subleading lenses (due to the look-elsewhere effect). Further inves-
tigation of an optimal test statistic that leverages on multiple lenses
while also not being hurt by strong look-elsewhere effects go beyond
the scope of this work.

Several other gravitational probes of massive compact objects
which make up all or a fraction of the DM abundance have been
investigated in the literature. The most well-studied candidates are
primordial black holes (PBHs), which are strongly constrained in
the mass range 106–109 M⊙ (see for example Carr et al. (2021);
Bird et al. (2023)). Some of the existing bounds that would rule
out all the parameter space of Fig. 3 for point-like lense only apply
specifically to PBHs; these are effects that rely on accretion, such
as CMB spectral distortions and anisotropies Ricotti et al. (2008);
Ali-Haïmoud & Kamionkowski (2017) and direct X-ray observa-
tions Inoue & Kusenko (2017). Dynamical effects on the MW Xu
& Ostriker (1994), globular clusters Moore (1993); Brandt (2016),
dwarf galaxies Lu et al. (2021); Takhistov et al. (2022)2, and wide
binaries Yoo et al. (2004); Quinn et al. (2009) would probably also be
induced by the most compact dark lenses considered here; however
in order to derive robust constraints from these effects, dedicated
galactic simulations and direct comparison to data are required to
obtain reliable constraints from dynamical friction and heating ef-
fects induced by compact (but finite size) subhalos Arvanitaki et al.
(2020). PBHs constraints based on the induced formation of cosmic
structure incompatible with LSS Carr & Silk (2018) and Lyman-𝛼
forest observations Murgia et al. (2019) are model dependent, as
they are sensitive to the cosmic history and formation time of the
subhalos. Finally, traditional photometric microlensing surveys rule
out ultracompact lenses with masses below about 103 𝑀⊙ Blaineau
et al. (2022), which are lighter than the ones considered here, and
furthermore require much smaller subhalo scale radii (smaller than
their Einstein radii) for the strong-lensing signal to be unsuppressed.

3 STAR-STAR LENSING

The previous section expounded on a blind search for astrometric
lensing effects from dark subhalos, lenses whose properties are, at
best, only known at the population level. We now consider a different
kind of lens target: isolated stars in the Gaia catalog that, by chance,
happen to be angularly close to other, more distant stars. We will refer
to such resolvable optical doubles as pairs of foreground and back-
ground stars. In this case, most properties of the lens – its location,
velocity, and distance – are known, except its mass. The measurement
of lensing corrections induced in the motion of the background stars
can therefore be used for directly inferring the mass of the foreground
(lens) star. The possibility of a mass measurement for individual stel-
lar lenses through astrometric microlensing has been investigated in
Boden et al. (1998); Delplancke et al. (2001); Kains et al. (2017);
Rybicki et al. (2018). Different predictions for the expected number
of close encounters that would produce a microlensing event mea-
surable by Gaia have been forecast by Klüter et al. (2018); McGill
et al. (2020); Luberto et al. (2022) and a precision better than 15%
in the mass measurement is expected for a dozen events Klüter et al.
(2020).

2 Notice that typically the dominant PBHs gas heating mechanisms in dwarf
galaxies are related to accretion, and not dynamical friction.

We suggest a complementary approach, which aims at detecting
collective weak lensing distortions for a large number of stellar pairs
at wider angular separations, where the lensing event is not a transient
on typical survey time scales. The cumulative effect from multiple
star-star lensing corrections can be captured using our template ob-
servables and searched for in existing and upcoming astrometric data
sets, including those of Gaia.

To gain intuition on the sensitivity of current and future data,
we can estimate the SNR within some approximations. The signal
is dominated by optical doubles at the smallest observable angular
separation 𝛽min, and with the lens at the smallest possible distance
𝐷𝑙,min. However, the template regime only applies for 𝐷𝑙,min𝛽min >

𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏. The best-case scenario is thus at the saturation of this lower
bound. We can stack all of the star-star lensing events and compute
collective test statistics T★

𝜇 and T★
𝛼 to arrive at SNRs analogous to

those in Eq. (9):

SNRT★
𝜇

=
8𝜋𝐺𝑀⊙

√
𝑣𝑙⊥Σ0𝑛𝑙

𝜎𝜇
√
𝜏𝛽min

≃ 1.3
3 mas/y

𝜎𝜇

√︄
𝑣𝑙⊥

10−3𝑐

Σ0
8 × 107

𝑛𝑙

0.1 pc−3
0.7′′
𝛽min

34 months
𝜏

,

(14)

SNRT★
𝛼
=

8𝜋𝐺𝑀⊙
√︁

2𝑣𝑙⊥Σ0𝑛𝑙

𝜎𝛼𝜏
√︁

3𝜏𝛽min

≃ 1.1
mas/y2

𝜎𝛼

√︄
𝑣𝑙⊥

10−3𝑐

Σ0
8 × 107

𝑛𝑙

0.1 pc−3
0.7′′
𝛽min

(
34 months

𝜏

)3
,

(15)

for the proper motion and the acceleration templates, respectively.
In the above, we have assumed solar-mass lenses with a constant
number density 𝑛𝑙 up to 𝐷𝑙,min – about a few hundred pc – and a
uniform angular number density Σ0 of distant background stars. The
smallest star-star separation is limited by Gaia’s completeness to be
𝛽min ∼ 0.7′′ Fabricius et al. (2021).

From Eq. (14), we see that a star-star lensing detection using
proper motion templates on Gaia DR3 data is challenging. If the
proper motion dispersion of background stars were statistically lim-
ited, it would scale as 𝜎𝜇 ∝ 𝜏−3/2 and the sensitivity would improve
linearly with time. However, from the analysis presented in the next
sections, we find that 𝜎𝜇 is most likely already limited by the in-
trinsic stellar motion and will not decrease with time. On the other
hand, a near-future detection using angular acceleration templates
looks promising. In Eq. (15), we used the dispersion expected for
accelerations inferred from the combination of Gaia DR2 and DR3
observations (see appendix C). However, a dedicated 7-parameter
astrometric fit including angular accelerations could lead to:

𝜎𝛼 ≃ 25 𝜇as/y2
(

66 months
𝜏

)5/2
, (16)

SNRT★
𝛼
≃ 17

𝜏

66 months
, (17)

where we used a per-epoch positional accuracy of 250 𝜇as, reflecting
Gaia’s astrometric performances on stars with magnitude 𝐺 = 17;
for fainter stars with 𝐺 = 19, the sensitivity worsens by about a
factor of 3.6. Effectively, we predict that Gaia DR4 should produce
a high-SNR measurement of collective star-star lensing. Given the
scaling with observation time, our approach may lead to meaningful
mass measurements at the population level (for isolated stars) by the
end of the Gaia mission (𝜏 ∼ 10 y) if instrumental systematics are
kept at bay.
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In the following, we first describe how template observables can
be easily adapted to search for star-star time-domain gravitational
lensing signals. We then present an analysis applying proper motion
templates on a sample of foreground-background stars selected from
the Gaia DR3 catalog. As expected, a detection is not yet possible,
but our implementation of the analysis pipeline provides insights on
the sensitivity to the signal beyond the estimates of Eq. (14), identi-
fies parts of phase space with systematic effects, and sets the stage for
a future detection using stellar accelerations. The technique would
enable a measurement of a weighted population average mass for
the foreground stars, instead of individual masses. With sufficient
sensitivity, the star-lenses could be grouped in classes of stars with
similar properties, as inferred from photometric and spectroscopic
information, to obtain average mass measurements of more homo-
geneous populations. Finally, template analyses of star-star lensing
serve as a valuable calibration for searches of dark lenses that rely
on similar techniques (section 2).

3.1 Combined template observables

Consider a pair of accidentally-close, but resolvable, stars on the sky
at different line-of-sight distances: the foreground star, 𝑙, will act as a
gravitational lens on the background star, 𝑠, inducing the same time-
domain astrometric lensing effects as described in section 2.1. In this
case, the lens is point-like, with 𝑀𝑙 (𝛽) = 1 in Eqs. (1)-(6), and known
distance, position and velocity. For each foreground-background pair,
the signal is too small to be detected individually, but we can add
up the contributions from many such pairs 𝑝 with angular separation
𝛽𝑙𝑠 < 𝛽max, where the maximum separation taken to be 𝛽max = 3′′3.
We define the star-star proper motion template observable and its
normalization as:

T★
𝜇 =

∑︁
𝑝

(𝝁𝑝
𝑠 )𝑇 · (Σ𝑝

𝜇,𝑠)−1 · Δ𝝁𝑝

𝑙𝑠
,

N★
𝜇 =

√︄∑︁
𝑝

(
Δ𝝁

𝑝

𝑙𝑠

)𝑇
·
(
Σ
𝑝
𝜇,𝑠

)−1
· Δ𝝁𝑝

𝑙𝑠
, (18)

where 𝝁
𝑝
𝑠 and Σ

𝑝
𝜇,𝑠 are the proper motion and proper motion covari-

ance matrix of the background star in the pair 𝑝. Notice that a single
foreground star could be lensing multiple background stars and so
appear in multiple pairs in Eq. (18). We define the lensing distortion
as the one produced by a lens of one solar mass,

Δ𝝁𝑙𝑠 =

(
1 − 𝐷𝑙

𝐷𝑠

)
4𝐺𝑀⊙𝜇𝑙𝑠

𝑐2𝐷𝑙

2�̂�𝑙𝑠 ( �̂�𝑙𝑠 · �̂�𝑙𝑠) − �̂�𝑙𝑠

𝛽2
𝑙𝑠

, (19)

where 𝜷𝑙𝑠 = 𝜽𝑙 − 𝜽𝑠 , 𝝁𝑙𝑠 = 𝝁𝑙 − 𝝁𝑠 , and 𝐷𝑠 (𝑙) denotes the distance
to the source (lens). Similar template observables can be defined for
the acceleration and parallax, T★

𝛼 and T★
𝜛 . The three templates can

be combined in a single test statistic

T★
all = T★

𝜇 + T★
𝜛 + T★

𝛼 (20)

N★
all =

√︃
(N★

𝜇 )2 + (N★
𝜛 )2 + (N★

𝛼 )2. (21)

The expected signal-to-noise ratio for the star-star lensing signal is
SNRT★ = ⟨𝑚𝑙⟩N★

all, where ⟨𝑚𝑙⟩ is an average lens mass in solar
mass units. An estimator for the average stellar mass is thus:

⟨𝑚𝑙⟩ =
T★

all
(N★

all)
2 . (22)

3 This choice is arbitrary but of little consequence, since the signal decreases
quadratically with increasing impact parameter.

If an estimator of the foreground star mass is available, i.e. as es-
timated from photometry or spectroscopy, it can be included as an
additional weight in the lens-induced distortion of Eqs. (19)4.

The Gaia catalog contains several millions of accidentally-close
foreground-background pairs as defined in this work. Below, we
describe our selection of the data sample and present an analysis
with the proper motion template observable. We do not include the
angular acceleration, due to the lack of acceleration measurements
for now, nor the parallax template, due to the challenges in subtracting
the background (see section 3.3 for further details). Once a catalog
of angular accelerations is built, it will be straightforward to extend
our analysis to include the acceleration template.

3.2 Data sample and background subtraction

To compute the above star-star lensing template, we create a catalog of
optical doubles within Gaia DR35. Any of these accidental doubles
consists of a foreground star – the lens 𝑙 – and a background star –
the source 𝑠. Specifically, we searched for all stellar pairs satisfying
the two conditions |𝜷𝑙𝑠 | < 𝛽max and 𝜛𝑙 −𝜛𝑠 > 𝑛𝜎

√︃
𝜎2
𝜛𝑙

+ 𝜎2
𝜛𝑠

. In
other words, we selected stars within 𝛽max = 3′′ from each other on
the celestial sphere, but at significantly different line-of-sight distance
(at significance of 𝑛𝜎 = 2), thereby reducing the contamination from
binary stars and incorrectly-tagged pairs.

With those criteria, we identified about 61 million optical dou-
bles. In the following sections, we describe a procedure whereby
we further select stellar pairs within the original sample to ensure
quality of the astrometric fit, reduce contamination from incorrectly-
classified pairs, subtract the mean proper motion from the population
of background stars, and remove proper motion outliers. After apply-
ing these additional selection cuts, we retain a clean sample of about
11.4 million optical doubles that will be used to evaluate the lensing
template. A sky density map of the selected stellar pairs is shown in
Fig. 5.

3.2.1 Quality and distance cuts

To ensure a high quality of the astrometric data used in our anal-
ysis, we require the goodness-of-fit statistic RUWE to be < 1.4 Lin-
degren et al. (2021). Furthermore, since for most of Gaia’s stars
the inverse parallax is a poor estimate of the distance due to large
fractional uncertainties, we make use of the probabilistic stellar dis-
tances estimated in Bailer-Jones et al. (2021) to further ensure that
foreground sources are indeed in front of their background coun-
terparts – in addition to the parallax selection described above.
Bailer-Jones et al. (2021) provides two types of distances: geomet-
ric, combining parallax together with a direction-dependent prior
on distance, and photogeometric, which additionally uses color and
apparent magnitude measurements. We use their geometric dis-
tances, since accidental doubles occur in dense regions of the sky so
their color might be incorrectly estimated. We impose the condition
𝑑𝑠 − 𝑑𝑙 > 𝑛𝜎

√︃
𝜎2
𝑙,86th + 𝜎2

𝑠,14th, where 𝑑𝑙 (𝑠) is the posterior median
of the geometric distance of the lens (source), and 𝜎𝑙,86th and 𝜎𝑠,14th

4 Gaia DR3 uses BP/RP spectra to derive astrophysical parameters, including
stellar masses, for 140 million sources Creevey et al. (2023). We discuss the
the effect of including such measurements on our template observable in
section 3.3.2.
5 The analysis was performed on stars from EDR3, but the results would not
change on DR3 data, since the astrometric solution is unchanged.
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Figure 5. Angular number density of foreground stars in the sample of optical doubles selected from Gaia’s DR3 on a pixel size of about 0.45 deg in Galactic
coordinates. The visible large-scale structure is caused by extinction dropping the background source density in the optical wavelengths. (left) Sample of 15.1
million pairs after the cuts on RUWE and stellar distances described in section 3.2.1. (right) Sample of 11.7 million pairs after the background subtraction and
proper motion outlier removal described in section 3.2.2; the visible spatial features are due to the spatial HEALPix pixelation on a scale of about 3.7 deg during
the background subtraction and subsequent removal of stars falling in “sparse” bins (see the main text for further details).

denote the difference between the posterior median and the 86th and
14th percentiles for the lens and the source, respectively. The qual-
ity and distance cuts heavily reduce the size of our original sample,
leaving about 25% of the original stellar pairs6.

3.2.2 Background motion subtraction and outliers removal

In order to avoid spurious signals contributing to the the proper mo-
tion template of Eq. (18), we should make sure thatT★

𝜇 vanishes in the
absence of a real lensing signal. In the limit of background stars uni-
formly distributed around the lenses, we expect that ⟨T★

𝜇 ⟩noise = 0,
owing to the parity symmetry of the dipole pattern of the lens-induced
distortion Δ𝝁𝑙𝑠 of Eq. (19). This remains true even with a preferred
lens velocity direction, ⟨�̂�𝑙𝑠⟩ ≠ 0, and a nonzero background star
motion, ⟨𝝁𝑝

𝑠 ⟩ ≠ 0, with averages taken over all pairs 𝑝. However, we
find that the background stars are not distributed isotropically, but
more background stars are observed in specific directions, particu-
larly at small lens-source angular separation, as shown in the upper
row of Fig. 6 in equatorial, ecliptic, and galactic coordinates. The
anisotropy does not seem to be (strongly) related to the foreground
star’s proper motion direction, as shown in the bottom left panel of
Fig. 6, while the bottom right panel shows the distribution of the
lenses’ proper motion. We suspect that the most likely (and plausi-
ble) candidate for this anisotropy in number density can be attributed
to Gaia’s scanning law pattern.

In order to mitigate the effect of the observed anisotropy, we sub-
tract the mean motion of the background stars, which ensures that
⟨T★

𝜇 ⟩noise = 0 irrespective of the background stars’ distribution. To
do so, we bin the background stars in a 4-dimensional histogram
based on their on-sky position, G magnitude, angular separation
from their foreground counterpart, and inferred geometric distance.
For the spatial pixelation, we use the nested HEALPix7 scheme at
level 4 Zonca et al. (2019); Górski et al. (2005), corresponding to
a resolution of approximately 3.7 deg. In G magnitude and angular
separation, the bin sizes are chosen to be 1 and 0.3′′, respectively.
Finally, due to the large uncertainties on the stars’ distances, we use

6 Improved parallax inferences in future data releases will reduce the impact
of the distance selection cut, yielding a larger effective pair catalog and thus
potentially a faster improvement with integration time 𝜏, as compared to the
estimates in Eqs. (14), (15), and (17).
7 http://healpix.sourceforge.net

a probabilistic bin assignment in 4 logarithmically-spaced bins be-
tween 1 and 10 kpc (plus 2 additional bins for stars falling below and
above this range); since Bailer-Jones et al. (2021) do not provide the
full posterior distribution, we crudely model it as a Gaussian centered
on the median, and with standard deviation (𝜎𝑙,86th + 𝜎𝑠,14th)/2. To
ensure that we can reliably estimate the statistics in each bin, we
only retain stars with at least 80% of their probability support in
bins with a threshold count of 30 stars. The removal of stars falling
in “sparse” bins results in the reduction of the sample with spatial
features due to the HEALPix pixelation, as shown in the right panel
of Fig. 5. In each bin, we compute the proper motion mean �̄� and
the effective proper motion dispersion covariance matrix Σ𝜇 . Outlier
stars with proper motion 𝝁 too far from the mean �̄� – those with
(𝝁− �̄�) ·Σ−1

𝜇 · (𝝁− �̄�)𝑇 > 9 – are removed. Since the lensing signal
is not expected to induce any such large deviation on individual stars,
this cleaning ensures the removal of spurious fast-moving stars while
retaining most of the signal. This procedure is iteratively repeated
10 times, with only about 0.01% of outliers identified in the last
iteration.

The final sample with the subtracted proper motion mean and
the effective proper motion covariance can be used to compute the
template of Eq. (18). Altogether, about 77% of the remaining stellar
pairs survive the aforementioned cleaning procedure. We compare
the estimated effective proper motion dispersion to the instrumental
errors reported by Gaia as a function of the background stars’ G
magnitude and angular separation from their foreground counterpart
in Fig. 7. The observed dispersion of the stellar population is much
larger than the error reported by Gaia and nearly independent of G
magnitude, showing that for the majority of the background stars
in our sample the instrumental precision is well below the intrinsic
proper motion dispersion, as expected. The right panel of Fig. 7
shows that background stars which are closer to their foreground
counterpart are more poorly measured and have larger dispersion,
since they are observed in crowded regions; on the other hand, for
angular separations ≳ 1.5′′ the distributions are nearly flat. In the
next section, we report results of the proper motion template analysis
on the clean sample of optical double stars.

3.3 Results and outlook

3.3.1 Unweighted proper motion template

The computation of the proper motion template from Eq. (18) on the
cleaned sample of about 11.7 million stellar pairs leads to the results

MNRAS 000, 1–17 (2023)
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Figure 6. (Top row) Number density of background stars around their lens counterpart in equatorial (left), ecliptic (center), and galactic (right) coordinates. For
all stellar pairs, the lens is at the origin, and the black arrow in the left panel points in the direction of the average lens velocity over all pairs. The number of
background stars decreases significantly below ∼ 1.5′′ and it is not uniformly distributed. (Bottom left) Number density of background stars around their lens
counterpart as a function of the parallel and perpendicular components of the angular impact parameter with respect to the lens velocity direction where, for
all stellar pairs, the lens is at the origin; in this plane, all the lens velocities are directed along the positive horizontal axis and the anisotropy is not visible,
suggesting that it is not related to the lens velocity direction. (Bottom right) Distribution of the proper motions of the star-lenses.
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Figure 7. Proper motion dispersion of the background stars in the final sample of optical doubles stars in Gaia’s EDR3, after quality and distance cuts,
background motion subtraction and outlier removal (see sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2). (left) Histograms of the number of stars per G magnitude bin (gray), average
proper motion error reported by Gaia (blue), and average effective dispersion of the stars’ proper motion in each bin (red). (right) Same as the left panel, but as
a function of the background-foreground stellar angular separation. For both the effective and the Gaia error, the total proper motion variance is computed as
𝜎2
𝜇 ≡ 𝜎2

𝜇𝛼
+ 𝜎2

𝜇𝛿
+ 2𝜌𝜇𝛼𝜇𝛿

𝜎𝜇𝛼 𝜎𝜇𝛿
, where 𝜌𝜇𝛼𝜇𝛿

is the correlation between the proper motion in the 𝛼 and 𝛿 directions.
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Matched-filter T★
𝜇 N★

𝜇 T★
𝜇 /N★

𝜇 ⟨𝑚𝑙 ⟩ [𝑀⊙ ]

Dipole 1.25 0.34 3.75 11
Dipole (90◦) 0.31 0.36 0.86 -
Monopole 0.74 0.34 2.16 -

Quadrupole -0.05 0.34 -0.14 -

Table 1. Proper motion template evaluated on the sample of 11.7 million
cleaned Gaia DR3 optical doubles. The first row corresponds to the signal
channel, where the observed background stars’ proper motion are matched
filtered with the lensing-induced dipole profile, while the other rows corre-
spond to control channels, where no signal is expected. In each case, the
template, its normalization (expected SNR) and their ratio (observed SNR)
are reported. For the signal channel, the measured average lens mass is also
indicated.

shown in Tab. 1. All stellar lenses are equally weighted with unit
Solar mass. In addition to the signal channel, which computes the
overlap of the background stars’ proper motion with the lens-induced
dipole profile, we consider three control channels: a dipole profile
rotated by 90◦, a monopole profile Δ𝝁𝑙𝑠 ∝ �̂�𝑙𝑠 , and a quadrupole
profile Δ𝝁𝑙𝑠 ∝ 2�̂�𝑙𝑠

(
�̂�𝑙𝑠 · �̂�𝑙𝑠

)
+ �̂�𝑙𝑠

(
1 − 4( �̂�𝑙𝑠 · �̂�𝑙𝑠)2

)
, all with

the same radial scaling as the signal dipole channel. The expected
SNR is similar in all channels and below unity, as expected, about a
factor of 4 smaller than our naive estimate of Eq. (14).

The dipole signal channel shows an excess of 3.75𝜎. However,
at this point, we caution against interpreting such measurement as a
positive detection – and attribute it to a potentially-resolvable sys-
tematic – for the following reasons. Taken at face value, the measured
value of T★

𝜇 corresponds to an average lens mass of 11 𝑀⊙ , which is
incredulously high given Gaia’s estimated astrophysical parameters,
as discussed below. Moreover, we further test the signal hypothesis
by evaluating the template on subsamples of the entire catalog of op-
tical doubles (see Fig. 8), in which the pairs are binned according to
the foreground and background distances (left and middle panel) and
their angular impact parameter (right panel). The expected scaling of
N★

𝜇 with 𝐷𝑙 and 𝛽𝑙𝑠 is borne out in the data. The peaks in T★
𝜇 /N★

𝜇

occur in bins with the smallest SNR, contrary to the expectation from
a real signal. We conclude that the large T★

𝜇 value reported in Tab. 1
is most likely due to a systematic effect that has not been properly
removed by our cleaning procedure and that is more pronounced in
bins with poor statistics. The middle panel of Fig. 8 reveals how the
anomalously-large T★

𝜇 value is mostly due to optical doubles where
the lens is further than about 300 pc, where the SNR is below 0.07.
This justifies removing pairs with 𝐷𝑙 > 300 pc from our sample,
reducing the size to about 0.814 million stellar pairs that retain most
of the sensitivity. As shown in Tab. 2, the value of N★

𝜇 is almost
unchanged and the measured T★

𝜇 does not show a significant fluc-
tuation, as expected for the (statistical-)background-only hypothesis.
The removal of distant lenses is also justified by the sensitivity esti-
mates discussed above (see Eq. (14)), which showed how the SNR is
maximized by lenses at 𝐷𝑙 ≃ 𝑣𝑙𝑠𝜏/𝛽min ≃ 270 pc, for 𝑣𝑙𝑠 ≃ 10−3𝑐,
𝜏 = 3 y, and 𝛽min = 0.7′′.

Recently McGill et al. (2020) pointed out that a significant fraction
of microlensing events predicted in Gaia DR2 were spurious events,
where the background source candidate turned out to be either a du-
plicate detection or a binary companion of the lens. The issue was
found to mostly affect bright sources with no 5D astrometric solution.
We believe it is unlikely that a similar spurious contamination affects
our sample of lens-source pairs for the following reasons. First, by
construction, we only select background sources with proper motion
measurement and we additionally require high quality of the astro-

Matched-filter T★
𝜇 N★

𝜇 T★
𝜇 /N★

𝜇 ⟨𝑚𝑙 ⟩ [𝑀⊙ ]

Dipole 0.2 0.33 0.61 1.9
Dipole (90◦) 0.26 0.36 0.73 -
Monopole 0.39 0.33 1.2 -

Quadrupole -0.06 0.34 -0.17 -

Table 2. Same as Tab. 1 but for a sample of 814 thousand cleaned Gaia DR3
optical doubles with lenses closer than 300 pc to the observer.

metric solution, together with significant difference in the measured
parallaxes and distances in each pair (see Sec. 3.2.1). These require-
ments ensure that the majority of the pairs are genuine sources that
are widely separated along the line of sight. Nevertheless, we per-
formed sanity checks on the distribution of source-lens difference
in magnitude and color, following the procedure adopted by McGill
et al. (2020), and found no anomalous clustering of photometrically
identical pairs, particularly for the not-super-faint sources that were
identified as problematic in the microlensing events. Based on these
results, we are confident that the sample of about 814 thousand pairs
that drives the sensitivity to the astrometric lensing signal is reliable.

3.3.2 Alternative templates

Gaia DR3 provides astrophysical parameters from BP/RP and RVS
spectra for nearly 0.5 million sources Creevey et al. (2023), Foues-
neau et al. (2023), Delchambre et al. (2023), including an inferred
mass for 128 million stars. In principle, the mass estimate for the
foreground stars in our sample – or a proxy for the mass, such as the
luminosity or the effective temperature – can be used as an additional
weight for the lensing correction in the template of Eq. (18). From
our sample of 11.7 million clean pairs, around 2 million lenses have
an estimated mass. The SNR of this subsample (weighting all the
lenses equally with a mass of 𝑀⊙) is reduced by a factor of 0.13
with respect to the full sample, which is 3 times worse than the naive
scaling with

√︁
𝑁pairs. This is likely due to the fact that inferring astro-

physical parameters is harder in crowded regions, where the lensing
signal is maximized. If we include the inferred mass as weights, we
get N★

𝜇 = 0.03 instead of N★
𝜇 = 0.046 with unit weights, a reduction

that is expected given the lenses’ median mass of 0.89 𝑀⊙ .
Given the reduced sensitivity, we refrain from using astrophysical

parameters at this point. This is further justified by the well known
issue of Gaia’s photometry in crowded regions: the mean source
photometry is more likely to be blended with other sources in all
or some of the observation epochs, possibly having a significant
effect on the estimated photometry Riello et al. (2021). In future
data releases, the effect of crowding on the spectra will be mitigated,
opening up the possibility of reliably using astrophysical parameters
for stars with an accidentally-close pair that can induce a lensing
signal.

The time-varying lensing effects induced by the foreground stars
could also manifest as an induced parallax in the background stars that
can be captured by an appropriate template observable, as discussed
in Sec. 2.1 and worked out in detail in appendix B. We did not
include it in our current analysis due to the challenges encountered
when modeling and subtracting the background, which is crucial
to remove large systematic errors. Differently from the stellar proper
motions, the distribution of observed parallaxes is very different from
a Gaussian distribution and highly skewed. This makes it difficult
to subtract the mean background parallax and model the effective
dispersion, which are needed in order to evaluate the significance
of the observed value of T★

𝜛/N★
𝜛 . Since the parallax template is
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Figure 8. (left) Expected SNR, N★
𝜇 , for the star-star proper motion template on the clean sample of 11.7 million pairs as a function of lens and source distance.

(center) Same as the left panel but for the observed T★
𝜇 /N★

𝜇 . The region with 𝐷𝑙 < 300 pc contains most of the sensitivity and shows the smallest fluctuations
in T★

𝜇 /N★
𝜇 ; for 𝐷𝑙 > 300 pc we observe high positive fluctuations around 𝐷𝑠 ≃ 7 kpc which are most likely due to a systematic error that has not been removed

by the cleaning procedure. (right) Expected SNR, N★
𝜇 (thick blue, left axis), and observed SNR, T★

𝜇 /N★
𝜇 (red, right axis), as function of the lens-source angular

separation 𝛽ls. The thin blue line denotes the expected scaling of the SNR as
√︁
𝑁pairs/(𝛽𝑙𝑠𝜎𝜇,eff ) and is arbitrarily normalized to approximately match the bins

with the largest SNR. Here 𝑁pairs and 𝜎𝜇,eff denote the total number of pairs and the effective dispersion averaged over all the background stars in each bin.

expected to be less sensitive than the proper motion template (or
at most comparable) and the signal is currently below the detection
threshold, we leave further studies of the parallax background to
future work.

4 CONCLUSIONS

The precision astrometry provided by Gaia has opened several win-
dows for understanding the dark matter that makes up the Milky Way
halo. Aside from singular astrometric microlensing events, the preci-
sion of Gaia allows one to consider aggregate statistical observables
as well.

One class of such observables is the matched-filter or template
observable to look for correlated motions or accelerations of back-
ground stars induced by foreground lenses (Paper I). Here, while
individual stars may not provide a signal above noise levels, fitting
a combination of luminous sources can yield a signal, or provide
constraints. The first search using these techniques was performed
by Paper II, finding no signal as expected, even assuming all of the
dark matter was in the form of such objects.

In this work, we have extended those analyses using DR3, placing
limits on dense subhalos with scale radii of 1 pc and 10−3 pc, with
constraints on order-unity fractions of the dark matter in such objects
down to halo masses of 2 × 107 𝑀⊙ and 106 𝑀⊙ , respectively. Such
limits can yet improve by an order of magnitude or more in future
Gaia data releases before intrinsic stellar proper motion dispersion
limits further improvement.

We have also applied the velocity template to star-star pairs. While
astrometric lensing by individual stars is too weak to generate a de-
tectable signal on a companion star, it is possible that by aggregating
the signals from many stars, we may see this effect. We have created a
catalog of 61 million optical doubles, from which we have extracted
a cleaned subsample of 11.7 million, with 814 thousand pairs in our
expected signal region. As expected, we find no excess in our main
signal region, while we find a small excess correlation (inconsistent
with a real signal) in the full cleaned sample. The origin of the latter
spurious fluctuation remains unknown, but intrinsic correlation of
stellar motions may play some role. While we do not expect velocity
templates to provide a measurement of masses given the intrinsic
dispersion of stellar motions, acceleration templates should be able

to detect a signal and perhaps serve as a tool to measure properties
of stars.

Going beyond velocity templates, we have further extended the
matched-filter approach to accelerations and parallax. While accel-
erations were previously noted as a possible template in Paper I, no
sensitivity analyses were performed. We have forecast the sensitivity
of acceleration templates and found they can be a powerful probe in
the range of 1 𝑀⊙ − 107 𝑀⊙ . While Gaia does not provide accel-
eration data at this time, one can extract accelerations analytically
using a combination of DR2 and DR3 data. We have forecast the
sensitivity for this approach and find that even this could provide
interesting limits on dark halos in the mass range 103 𝑀⊙ − 107 𝑀⊙ .

We have also studied for the first time the time-dependent lensing
effect arising from the parallax motion of the intervening lens. The
parallax motion of the lens can induce an anomalous parallax motion
on a lensed object, yielding motions that have annual periodicity,
but can, in general, be quite different from true parallax. As these
motions are not currently included in Gaia’s astrometric solution, we
develop a template that extracts the component of parallax that would
be found when fitting to conventional parallax. The test statistic from
this template does not improve as rapidly with time as velocity or
acceleration (both of which naturally improve from the extended time
baseline, alone) and thus is not expected to be a significant contributor
to limits or discovery in the future. However, such an effect could
be useful in looking for “outlier” velocities and accelerations as
suggested in Paper I, distinguishing them from non-lens sources of
motion.

In summary, it is clear that template observables of time-domain
lensing are approaching an exciting era, where measured velocities
and accelerations will probe regions of parameter space for dark halos
that are otherwise unexplored. In addition, there is the possibility to
measure this effect in large sets of star-star pairs in the near future.
Anomalous parallax may prove a useful tool in future analyses as
Gaia continues to provide subtle insights into the nature of the dark
matter in the Milky Way.
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APPENDIX A: TEST STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE LENSES

The global test statistic R used in the analysis of section 2.3 takes
into account only the dominant contribution to the signal, coming
from the lensing distortion induced by the lens that is closest to the
observer – see Eq. (9). Typically, however, there will be many more
lenses in front of the stellar target that are further away and therefore
produce a progressively weaker – but possibly still detectable – sig-
nal. In this appendix, we consider a generalization of the test statistic
that accounts for such subleading contributions in the limit that the
lenses in the FOV are sparse, i.e. non overlapping. In particular, we
would like to compare the sensitivity of the single-lens observable
used so far with a more general multi-lens observable. The results
presented below show how the adopted test statistic already has the
best sensitivity compared to the simplest multi-lens generalization,
assuming our conservative treatment from the main text. The main
reason is that we do not attempt to model the noise faithfully over the
entire region, and (in our signal simulations) only look at contribu-
tions to the test statistic around actual lenses. Further optimizations
towards better noise models and multi-lens statistics are left to future
work.

We start by recalling the definition of the global test statistic R ob-
tained from maximizing the likelihood ratio of the signal hypothesis
over the background-only hypothesis assuming Gaussian uncorre-
lated proper motion noise, and retaining only the strongest signal

from the lens that is closest to the observer:8

R(𝑀𝑙 , 𝑟𝑙 , 𝑓𝑙 |{𝝁𝑖}) =

sup
𝜽𝑡 ,𝛽𝑡

[
ln

𝜌𝑙 (𝜽 𝑡 , 𝑟𝑙/𝛽𝑡 )
𝛽4
𝑡

+
𝐶2𝜎2

𝑣N2
(
T2

N2 − 𝑣2
0

𝜎2
𝑣

)
+ 2𝐶T · v0

2(1 + 𝐶2𝜎2
𝑣N2)

]
, (A1)

where 𝐶 = 4𝐺𝑀𝑙/(𝑐2𝑟2
𝑙
), 𝑣0 is the magnitude of the observer

velocity projected along the line of sight, and 𝜎𝑣 is the variance
of the lens velocity Gaussian distribution. In the expression above
T ≡

{
T𝜇 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 , �̂�),T𝜇 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 , �̂�)

}
and T 2 ≡ |T |2. The SNR of the

above test statistic can be estimated analytically within some sim-
plifying assumptions. To this end, we neglect marginalization over
𝛽𝑡

9, and work in the limit of a uniform field of stars Σ0/𝜎𝜇 = const.
A crucial difference between the global observable R and the local
template T is the marginalization over the unknown lens location
𝜽 𝑡 . In other words, R approximately gives the largest of the many
T values resulting from scanning over the stellar target’s solid angle
ΔΩ in a 2D grid with a lattice constant approximately equal to 𝛽𝑡 .
The number of independent “trials” is thus

𝑁trials ≃
ΔΩ

𝛽2
𝑡

≃ 105 ΔΩ

(10◦)2

(
100′′

𝛽𝑡

)2
, (A2)

where the above numerical values are typical for the LMC analysis.
In the presence of a visible lensing signal, the largest T is obtained
at the location of the lens. In the absence of a signal, the global
test statistic is instead given by the largest statistical fluctuation in
𝑁trials samples of a random variable. Therefore, while ⟨T ⟩noise = 0,
the typical R does not vanish for noise only. Because of this look-
elsewhere effect, the single-lens observable will turn out to be more
sensitive than the multi-lens one, as we show below.

It is straightforward to generalize the R test statistic to include the
contribution from 𝑛𝑙 lenses in front of the stellar target in the limit
that they do not overlap, i.e. when ΔΩ ≫ 𝑛𝑙𝛽

2
𝑡 ,

Rmulti−lens = ln
𝑟

3𝑛𝑙
𝑙

𝑛𝑙!𝑀
𝑛𝑙
𝑙

− ⟨𝑁𝑙⟩ +
𝑛𝑙∑︁
𝑡=1

R𝑡 , (A3)

where ⟨𝑁𝑙⟩ =
∫

d3𝑟 𝜌𝑙 (𝑟)/𝑀𝑙 is the average number of lenses in
the FOV and R𝑡 denotes the quantity in Eq. (A1). For 𝑡 > 1, the
maximum over 𝜽 𝑡 can be obtained excluding a region of a few 𝛽𝑡 s
from the maxima found for lenses from 1 to 𝑡 − 1. For a population
of lenses distributed with an approximately constant galactic density
profile, the distance to the 𝑡-th lens scales as 𝐷𝑡 = 𝑡1/3𝐷1, where
𝐷1 is the distance to the closest lens given by Eq. (10). We neglect
marginalization over the templates’ angular size and assume that they
can be fixed by following the lens distance scaling, 𝛽𝑡 = 𝛽1/𝑡1/3.
Accounting for multiple lenses introduces the additional parameter
𝑛𝑙 in the likelihood (A3). For simplicity, here we fix 𝑛𝑙 = ⟨𝑁𝑙⟩. We
can now estimate the SNR of the test statistic working in two limiting
cases: 𝑣0 ≫ 𝜎𝑣 , i.e. when all the lenses have the same velocity v0,
and 𝜎𝑣 ≫ 𝑣0, i.e. when the lenses’ velocities are uncorrelated.

Fixed lens velocity (𝑣0 ≫ 𝜎𝑣): in this case Eq. (A1) reduces to

R𝑣0≫𝜎𝑣

𝑡 ≃ 𝐶𝑣0 sup
𝜽𝑡

[
T𝑡 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 , v̂0)

]
+ const., (A4)

8 See the Supplemental Material of Paper II for its derivation.
9 The value of 𝛽𝑡 used for the analysis of a given parameter space point
(𝑀𝑙 , 𝑟𝑙 , 𝑓𝑙 ) is fixed to be approximately 𝛽𝑡,opt ≃ 𝑟𝑙/𝐷3, where 𝐷3 is the
distance from the observer within which there are at least 3 lenses, implicitly
defined as ΔΩ

∫ 𝐷3
0 d𝐷𝐷2𝜌𝑙 (𝐷)/𝑀𝑙 = 3.
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where only the term that depends on the data has been kept explicitly.
R𝑡 follows an extreme value distribution of the Gaussian variable
T𝑡 , which is approximately a Gumbel distribution for large 𝑁trials.
Therefore, the average expectation value over noise is

⟨R𝑣0≫𝜎𝑣

multi−lens⟩noise ≃ 𝐶𝑣0
∑︁
𝑡

𝑓 (𝑁trials − 𝑡)N𝑡 + const., (A5)

where

𝑓 (𝑁) =
√

2
[
(1 − 𝛾) erf−1

(
1 − 2

𝑁

)
+ 𝛾 erf−1

(
1 − 2

𝑒𝑁

)]
≃ (1 − 𝛾)

√︄
ln

𝑁

ln 𝑁
+ 𝛾

√︄
2 + ln

𝑁

2 + ln 𝑁
, (A6)

𝛾 is the Euler constant, erf−1 is the inverse error function and 𝑁 ≡
𝑁2/(2𝜋). On the other hand, in the presence of a lensing signal

⟨R𝑣0≫𝜎𝑣

multi−lens⟩sign ≃ 𝐶2𝑣2
0

∑︁
𝑡

N2
𝑡 + const. (A7)

We can then estimate the SNR using also the variance
⟨(R𝑣0≫𝜎𝑣

multi−lens)
2⟩ = 𝐶2𝑣2

0
∑

𝑡 N2
𝑡 . The requirement of SNR > 1 is

equivalent to

𝐶𝑣0N >
1√︃∑
𝑡 𝑡

−2/3
+
∑

𝑡 𝑓 (𝑁trials − 𝑡)𝑡−1/3∑
𝑡 𝑡

−2/3 , (A8)

where N corresponds to the closest lens and the lens distance scaling
has been used to replace N𝑡 = N 𝑡−1/3. The first term on the right-
hand side of Eq. (A8) is the improvement factor in sensitivity that one
would expect naively when adding up the signal from multiple lenses.
However, due to the look-elsewhere effect, there is an additional
contribution from the second term which increases with the number
of lenses due to the weak scaling of the function 𝑓 . Overall, the
condition above requires a stronger signal than the detection of an
individual lens

𝐶𝑣0N > 1 + 𝑓 (𝑁trials) ≃ 1 + 4.4
𝑓 (𝑁trials)
𝑓 (105)

(A9)

Uncorrelated lenses’ velocities (𝜎𝑣 ≫ 𝑣0): in this case the global
test statistic reduces to

R𝜎𝑣≫𝑣0 ≃ 1
2

sup
𝜽𝑡

[
T 2

N2

]
+ const., (A10)

assuming 1 + 𝐶2𝜎2
𝑣N2 ≃ 𝐶2𝜎2

𝑣N2 in the denominator of Eq. (A1).
For noise, T 2/N2 follows a 𝜒2-distribution with 2 degrees of free-
dom, so the average extreme value from 𝑁trials is

⟨R𝜎𝑣≫𝑣0
multi−lens⟩noise ≃

∑︁
𝑡

[𝛾 + ln (𝑁trials − 𝑡)] + const. (A11)

On the other hand, when there is a lensing signal, we will obtain the
templates evaluated at the location of the lenses

⟨R𝜎𝑣≫𝑣0
multi−lens⟩sign ≃

∑︁
𝑡

[
𝐶2⟨𝑣𝑙⊥⟩2N2

𝑡

2
+ 1

]
+ const., (A12)

where we can use ⟨𝑣𝑙⊥⟩ =
√︁
𝜋/2𝜎𝑣 . In this case the variance is

simply one and the condition SNR > 1 is met when

𝐶⟨𝑣𝑙⊥⟩N >

√︄
2
[

1∑
𝑡 𝑡

−2/3 − (1 − 𝛾)⟨𝑁𝑙⟩∑
𝑡 𝑡

−2/3 +
∑

𝑡 ln (𝑁trials − 𝑡)∑
𝑡 𝑡

−2/3

]
,

(A13)

where again N corresponds to the closest lens and we used N𝑡 =

N 𝑡−1/3. The first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (A8) gives the
improvement expected without the look-elsewhere effect. However,
due to the weak scaling of the last term, the right-hand side of the
equation above increases with the number of lenses. Therefore, it
is more convenient to include only the closest lens which can be
detected if

𝐶⟨𝑣𝑙⊥⟩N >
√︁

2 (𝛾 + ln 𝑁trials) ≃ 4.9
√︁
𝛾 + ln 𝑁trials√︁
𝛾 + ln 105

. (A14)

The results above show that adding up the contribution from mul-
tiple, non-overlapping lenses in front of the stellar target does not
improve the sensitivity of our analysis. This holds true in both of the
limiting cases considered, and we therefore expect it to be a general
result for any value of the parameters of the lens velocity distribution,
𝑣0 and 𝜎𝑣 . The worst sensitivity of the test statistic in Eq. (A3) is
due to the large number of tentative lens locations that need to be
scanned over, which decreases weakly with each additional lens since
𝑁trial ≫ ⟨𝑁𝑙⟩. The results presented here are no longer valid when
the number of lenses becomes so large that they start overlapping and
𝑁trial ∼ ⟨𝑁𝑙⟩. In this latter regime, lensing effects are more easily
distinguishable using observables which are different from the tem-
plates considered in this work, and leverage global correlations in the
proper motion or acceleration fields, as described in Mishra-Sharma
et al. (2020).

APPENDIX B: ANOMALOUS PARALLAX

In addition to the astrometric lensing corrections described in sec-
tion 2.1, which are due to the linear motion of the lens, the paral-
lax displacement of the lens with respect to the observer induces a
parallax-like lensing effect that can also be captured by a template
observable applied to a field of background sources. Here we derive
the expression of this anomalous parallax and compare its sensitivity
to the proper motion template described in the main text.

We neglect the intrinsic parallax of the sources, and consider
only the change in relative position due to the lens parallax 𝜛𝑙 .
For simplicity, we model the lens parallax motion assuming that the
observer moves in a circular orbit with angular velocity 𝜔 ≃ 2𝜋/y.
The time-varying contribution to the source-lens impact parameter
is then

𝜷𝜛
𝑙𝑖
(𝑡) ≃ 𝜛𝑙 {cos𝜔𝑡, sin 𝛿ecl sin𝜔𝑡} ≡ 𝜛𝑙�̂�𝑙 , (B1)

where 𝛿ecl is the ecliptic latitude of the lens.10 Expanding the lensing
angular deflection of Eq. (1) in the template approximation, 𝜛𝑙 ≪
𝛽0
𝑙𝑖

, the leading-order time-dependent correction to the background
source position is

Δ𝜽𝑖 (𝑡) = −4𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜛𝑙

𝑟𝑙𝛽𝑙

{
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽2/𝛽2

𝑙

[
�̂�
𝜛
𝑙𝑖 (𝑡) − 2( �̂� · �̂�𝜛

𝑙𝑖 (𝑡)) �̂�
]
+

𝜕𝛽𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽/𝛽2

𝑙

( �̂� · �̂�𝜛
𝑙𝑖 (𝑡)) �̂�

}
. (B2)

For observational times longer than a year, this periodic motion
is partially captured by the astrometric fit as a contribution to the
source’s parallax Δ𝜛𝑙𝑖 . Since source and lens are at small angular
separations, the source parallax motion will be approximately mod-
elled as Δ𝜛𝑙𝑖�̂�𝑙 and the value of Δ𝜛𝑙𝑖 that is inferred from the fit

10 Notice that with this definition �̂�𝑙 is a unit vector only at the ecliptic poles
𝛿ecl = ±𝜋/2.
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can be found by minimizing |Δ𝜽𝑙𝑖 (𝑡) −Δ𝜛𝑙𝑖�̂�𝑙 |2 and averaging over
one period. The resulting lens-induced anomalous parallax is

Δ𝜛𝑙𝑖 = −4𝐺𝑀𝑙𝜛𝑙

𝑟𝑙𝛽𝑙
�̃�𝑖 (𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷𝑙𝑖), (B3)

where here 𝜷𝑙𝑖 ≃ 𝜷0
𝑙𝑖

denotes to the zeroth-order impact parameter
and the spatial profile is

�̃�𝑖 (𝛽𝑙 , 𝜷) =
𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽2/𝛽2

𝑙

(cos 𝛿ecl)2

1 + (sin 𝛿ecl)2

(
2𝛽2

𝛿,ecl − 1
)

+
𝜕𝛽𝑀𝑙 (𝛽)
𝛽/𝛽2

𝑙

1 − (cos 𝛿ecl)2𝛽2
𝛿,ecl

1 + (sin 𝛿ecl)2 , (B4)

where 𝛽𝛿,ecl denotes the component along the ecliptic latitude of the
angular impact parameter unit vector. From the equation above, it is
clear that the anomalous parallax effect is maximized at the ecliptic
equator and suppressed at the poles. In analogy to the proper motion
and angular acceleration templates, the parallax test statistic T𝜛 and
its normalization N𝜛 can be defined as

T𝜛 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 ) =
∑︁
𝑖

𝜛𝑖�̃�𝑖 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜷𝑖𝑡 )
𝜎2
𝜛,𝑖

(B5)

N2
𝜛 (𝛽𝑡 , 𝜽 𝑡 ) =

∑︁
𝑖

�̃�2
𝑖
(𝛽𝑡 , 𝜷𝑖𝑡 )
𝜎2
𝜛,𝑖

, (B6)

where 𝜛𝑖 is the measured parallax of the i-th star and 𝜎𝜛,𝑖 the
parallax dispersion.

Following the signal-to-noise ratio derivation of section 2.2, we
can forecast the sensitivity of the parallax template using

SNRT𝜛 ≃ 4𝐺𝑀𝑙AU
𝑟𝑙𝐷𝑙

√
Σ0

𝜎𝜛
, (B7)

where we have replaced 𝜛𝑙 = AU/𝐷𝑙 and assumed the maximum
signal by taking sin 𝛿ecl = 0, for simplicity. We can compare this
with the SNR for the proper motion template

SNRT𝜛
SNRT𝜇

=
AU
𝑣𝑙⊥

𝜎𝜇

𝜎𝜛
. (B8)

When both the proper motion and the parallax uncertainties are
statistically limited, 𝜎𝜇 ∝ 𝜏−3/2 and 𝜎𝜛 ∝ 𝜏−1/2, and the above
ratio becomes AU/𝑣𝑙⊥𝜏 ∼ 10−3, for a lens velocity of 𝑣𝑙⊥ ∼ 10−3𝑐
and a survey duration of 𝜏 = 10 yr. When instead the astrometric
measurement can resolve the sources’ intrinsic proper motion and
parallax, 𝜎𝜇 ≃ 𝑣𝑖⊥/𝐷𝑖 and 𝜎𝜛 ≃ AU/𝐷𝑖 , and the above ratio
becomes 𝑣𝑖⊥/𝑣𝑙 , which is typically of O(1), unless we choose a
stellar target with intrinsic velocity dispersion much smaller than the
Milky Way’s virial velocity.

We conclude by noting that the lens parallax motion induces addi-
tional corrections to the 2D stellar motion, beyond the one captured
by the astrometric fit, given in equation (B3). These corrections – as
well as the angular acceleration of equation (5) – are not modeled
by a standard 5-parameter astrometric fit (like the one described in
Lindegren et al. (2012), and used by the Gaia collaboration). Such
an astrometric fit would then perform poorly on lensed luminous
sources, leading to large values of the 𝜒2. Unfortunately, there are
several competing effects that can degrade the quality of the astro-
metric solution, and sources with a bad fit are not uncommon in
the Gaia data Fabricius et al. (2021); Lindegren et al. (2021). It
is therefore hard to rely uniquely on the 𝜒2 observable to tease out
lensing effects. A more effective strategy would be to perform a dedi-
cated astrometric fit that includes additional parameters to model the

lensing-induced acceleration and anomalous parallax corrections.
This fit would presumably be computationally costly, but could be
applied selectively on sources that are good candidates for a lensing
event, i.e. in locations where there is a large proper motion template
and/or sources with a large 𝜒2 from the 5-parameter fit.

APPENDIX C: ACCELERATIONS FROM THE DR2-DR3
POSITION OFFSET

The astrometric solutions provided by the Gaia collaboration refer to
a certain astrometric epoch, chosen so as to minimize the correlations
between the position and proper motion fitting parameters Brown
et al. (2021). The reference epochs for DR2 and DR3 catalogs are
J2015.5 and J2016.0, respectively, and this offset of 0.5 y has to be
taken into account when comparing source positions between the
two releases.

Maps of the mean positional difference between the DR3 and DR2
Gaia catalogs – having corrected for the difference in epoch – reveal
discrepancies that begin at the sub-mas level fluctuating up to 2 mas,
and could be attributable to DR2 positional uncertainties Fabricius
et al. (2021). Since the astrometric solutions currently presented by
the Gaia collaboration do not capture the full range of dynamics
that may govern apparent stellar motions, these mismatches could
also encapsulate accelerations, including of lens-induced, apparent
accelerations in stars that have been fit only for parallax, position,
and proper motion.

Reconstructing angular accelerations for stars by combining their
astrometric measurements at different epochs was made possible
through the cross-calibration of the Hipparcos and Gaia catalogs
in Brandt (2018, 2021). The clear advantage in combining observa-
tions from these two missions is the long baseline of ∼ 24 y, while
the drawback is the limited number of available sources, just over
115, 000.

Lacking access to Gaia’s transit timing information for each
source, which would allow us to fit for nonlinear trajectories and
look for lens-induced accelerations, we present here the derivation
of an alternative estimator for calculating stellar accelerations {𝜶𝑖},
by leveraging the difference in epoch between different data releases.
By cross-matching the DR2 and DR3 Gaia datasets, we can leverage
the larger number of matched sources and create a catalog that can
serve as a look-up table for stellar accelerations, albeit potentially be-
ing limited by the shorter observational baseline of ∼ 0.5 y between
the two releases. A machine-learning algorithm that takes advantage
of this difference in Gaia’s observational timelines has generated
a catalog of nearby accelerating star candidates at high statistical
significance Whiting et al. (2023). We propose a complementary an-
alytic approach that can be used on all sources with a 5-parameter
astrometric solution.

We simplify Gaia’s astrometric fit by only considering the stars’
2D motion in the plane perpendicular to the line of sight. We further
assume uncorrelated uncertainties 𝜎𝛿𝜃 per individual observation
in both angular directions, and that the position of each source is
recorded at regular time intervals with frequency 𝑓 . Furthermore,
each source is observed for a total time 𝜏 and Gaia’s best-fit param-
eters {𝜃G, �̄�G, �̄�G} are given at the midpoint of the observations.
The astrometric fit will be the result of minimizing the following test
statistic

𝜒2 =

𝑓 𝜏∑︁
𝑖=0

[𝜃 (𝑡𝑖) − 𝜃𝐺 (𝜃G, �̄�G, �̄�G |𝑡𝑖)]2

𝜎2
𝛿𝜃

, (C1)
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where the stellar motion in either direction is modeled as

𝜃𝐺 (𝜃G, �̄�G, �̄�G |𝑡) = 𝜃G+ �̄�G
(
𝑡 − 𝜏

2

)
+�̄�G cos

[
2𝜋
𝑇

(
𝑡 − 𝜏

2

)]
, (C2)

and its true motion, in the presence of an angular acceleration �̄�, is

𝜃 (𝑡) = 𝜃 + �̄� 𝑡 + �̄�

2
𝑡2 + �̄� cos

(
2𝜋
𝑇

𝑡

)
, (C3)

where 𝑇 = 1 y. For sufficiently frequent observations over more than
one year, we can integrate Eq. (C1) over the total observation time
𝜏 and find the best-fit solution by minimizing the 𝜒2 with respect to
Gaia’s parameters. The solution allows us to write the true stellar
motion parameters in terms of {𝜃G, �̄�G, �̄�G} and �̄� as

𝜃 = 𝜃G − �̄�G
𝜏

2
+ �̄�

12
𝜏2 (C4)

�̄� = �̄�G − �̄�

2
𝜏. (C5)

�̄� = �̄�G − 𝛼𝑇2

2𝜋2 , (C6)

where the expressions have been further simplified by assuming that
𝜏 is an integer multiple of𝑇 . Due to the acceleration term, astrometric
fits performed over different observational periods – and therefore
at different reference epochs – will not give the same result for 𝜃G
and �̄�G. Since the left-hand-side of the equations above is fixed, the
acceleration can be expressed in terms of the DR2-DR3 positional
offset Δ𝜃23 = 𝜃𝐺2 − 𝜃𝐺3 and the measured proper motions as

�̄� =
12

𝜏2
3 − 𝜏2

2

(
Δ𝜃23 +

�̄�𝐺3𝜏3 − �̄�𝐺2𝜏2
2

)
. (C7)

Similarly, the acceleration could also be obtained from Eq. (C5) in
terms of the proper motion offset Δ�̄�23 = �̄�𝐺2 − �̄�𝐺3 ,

�̄� = −2
Δ�̄�23
𝜏3 − 𝜏2

. (C8)

By doing error propagation in equation (C7), we get

𝜎𝛼Δ𝜃
=

12
(𝜏2

3 − 𝜏2
2 )

√︄
𝜎2
𝜃2

+ 𝜎2
𝜃3

+
𝜏2

3𝜎
2
𝜇3

4
+
𝜏2

2𝜎
2
𝜇2

4
, (C9)

where 𝜎𝜃𝑖 (𝜎𝜇𝑖 ) denotes the angular position (proper motion) un-
certainty of data set 𝑖. The errors on the best-fit parameters of the
astrometric solution take the following form (Paper I)

𝜎𝜃 =
3𝜎𝛿𝜃

2
√︁
𝑓 𝜏

; 𝜎𝜇 =
2
√

3𝜎𝛿𝜃√︁
𝑓 𝜏3

, (C10)

which leads to,

𝜎𝛼Δ𝜃
=

6
√

21
𝜏3 − 𝜏2

𝜎𝛿𝜃√︁
𝑓 𝜏2𝜏3 (𝜏2 + 𝜏3)

≃ 300 𝜇as/y2
(

𝜎𝛿𝜃

200 𝜇as

)
, (C11)

for 𝜏2(3) = 22 (34) months and 𝑓 = 14 y−1. If the angular accelera-
tion were instead measured by performing a 7-parameter astrometric
fit for each source, the expected uncertainty would be given, in anal-
ogy to equation (C10), by

𝜎𝛼7 =
12

√
5𝜎𝛿𝜃√︁
𝑓 𝜏5

∼ 20 𝜇as/y2
(

𝜎𝛿𝜃

200 𝜇as

) (
66 months

𝜏

)5/2
. (C12)

The positional offset approach is worse than an acceleration-based
analysis by a factor of

𝜎𝛼Δ𝜃

𝜎𝛼7
=

1
2(𝜏3 − 𝜏2)

√︄
21
5

𝜏5

𝜏2𝜏3 (𝜏2 + 𝜏3)
≃
{

15 𝜏 = 5.5 y
66 𝜏 = 10 y

,

(C13)

where we forecast the results for a 7-parameter fit performed by us-
ing time-series observations for either the DR4 catalog, or the final
data release of the Gaia mission. Nevertheless, our method can be
applied on currently available data and does not present the compu-
tational challenges of a higher-parameter fit on the large number of
Gaia sources. As shown in Fig. 1, an acceleration template analysis
could already produce interesting results in the search for lensing
signals from dark compact lenses. We leave the construction of a
full DR2/DR3 acceleration catalog, including the study of potential
systematic uncertainties, and the development of the corresponding
template analysis to future work Chen et al. (2023a).

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