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The lensing of gravitational waves (GWs) occurs when GWs experience local gravitational potential. In the

weak lensing regime, it has been reported that a simple consistency relation holds between the variances of the

magnification and phase modulation. In this paper, we present two additional consistency relations between the

averages and variances of the weakly lensed GW signals in wave optics. We demonstrate that these consistency

relations are derived as the weak lensing limit of the full-order relations for the averages of the amplification

factor and its absolute square. These full-order relations appear to originate from energy conservation and the

Shapiro time delay, and they are demonstrated to hold irrespective of the matter distribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

The direct detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from bi-

nary black holes [1] and the detection of background GWs [2]

has marked the onset of the GW astronomy era. With ongo-

ing and the expectation of future discoveries in the coming

decade, our understanding of the Universe is set to reach new

depths [3].1

Gravitational lensing, which has been extensively studied

in the context of light [4, 5], also occurs in GWs [6, 7]. Al-

though the detection of lensed GW signals has not been re-

ported to date, experimental efforts are underway to search

for its evidence [8]. On the theoretical front, the lensing of

GWs has been an active research subject. For example, grav-

itational lensing of GWs can enhance the amplitude of GWs,

thereby causing the high tail for the redshifted mass distribu-

tion of black hole binaries [9, 10]. Note that there are dis-

tinct differences between the lensing of light and that of GWs,

which is primarily due to the much longer wavelength of GWs.

These differences give rise to the wave optics effect, primar-

ily interference and diffraction, which can be used to extract

complementary information about the lensing objects [11–14].

Specifically, lensing in wave optics is frequency dependent

and involves a complex-valued quantity, i.e., the amplification

factor, while in geometric optics, lensing effects arise simply

due to light following the null geodesics in the curved space-

time. Thus, measuring the amplification factor across a wide

range of frequencies enables us to study the additional prop-

erties of lensing objects that cannot be captured in geometric

optics.

In the weak lensing regime, the lensing of GWs is insen-

sitive to structures smaller than the Fresnel scale [15, 16].

This feature can be exploited to probe the small-scale matter

density fluctuations corresponding to the Fresnel scale of de-

tectable GWs [16–18]. If the observed GWs are enhanced due

to strong lensing, the weak lensing signals superimposed on

them would also be enhanced and more easily discerned [19].

Weak lensing is based on the Born approximation and its pre-

cision is investigated by including the post-Born corrections

[20]. There, it is shown that the averages of the magnifica-

tion and phase modulation become biased once the post-Born

corrections are included.

In these weak lensing studies of GWs, it has been demon-

strated that the variances of the magnification and phase modu-

lation satisfy a universal and very simple relation [21]. While

its physical meaning was not identified at the time, this re-

lation provides a nontrivial connection between the real and

imaginary parts of the amplification factor (thus, the consis-

tency relation) and holds irrespective of the shape of the mat-

ter power spectrum. In addition, another consistency relation

for the real and imaginary parts of the amplification factor, i.e.,

the GW version of the Kramers-Kroning relation, has been re-

ported [22].

In this paper, we demonstrated the existence of two addi-

tional consistency relations for the averages and variances of

the magnification and phase modulation. In doing so, we re-

view the weak lensing of GWs in wave optics and show that

the averages of the magnification and phase modulation are

nonzero at the level of the post-Born approximation. Then,

we explain how the additional consistency relations hold and

argue that these relations as well as the relation derived by [21]

can be understood as the weak lensing limit of more compre-

hensive relations that hold to infinite order in the gravitational

potential. Importantly, one relation emerges as a consequence

of the energy conservation law of GWs, and the second ad-

ditional relation and a previously reported relation (Eq. (3.5))

are attributed to the Shapiro time delay. Interpreting lensing

as a consequence of the Shapiro time delay appears to provide

a physical explanation for the question raised by [21].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section

II, the weak lensing of GWs is reviewed and the key quanti-

ties (i.e., the averages and variances of the magnification and

phase modulation) are derived. In section III, the existence of

two additional consistency relations is demonstrated and their

physical meaning (energy conservation and the Shapiro time

delay) as well as their significance in observations is discussed.

Section IV concludes the paper. Throughout this paper, we

take c = 1 and ~ = 1.

II. WEAK LENSING OF GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

In most astronomical situations, perturbations to the rele-

vant metric due to the presence of matter clumps are small,

and the space-time metric is given as follows:

ds2
= − (1 + 2Φ) dt2

+ (1 − 2Φ) dx2, (2.1)

where Φ is the Newtonian gravitational potential. In this case,

the wave equation for the amplitude of GWs φ can be ex-

pressed as follows:

∇2φ − (1 − 4Φ)
∂2φ

∂t2
= 0, (2.2)
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where we assume that Φ varies very slowly with time and ig-

nore its time derivative. The derivation of this equation is pred-

icated on certain assumptions, including the consideration of

a small gravitational potential |Φ| ≪ 1 and omission of polar-

ization effects, as well as the assumption that the typical cur-

vature radius induced byΦ is much larger than the wavelength

of GWs. While the detail is beyond the scope of this paper, a

rigorous derivation of the wave equation can be found in the

literature [13, 23, 24]. Note that the expansion of the Universe

is ignored in both Eqs. (2.1) and (2.2). However, the inclusion

of the expansion does not change these equations once t and x

are replaced with the conformal time and comoving distance

with an associated redefinition of GWs due to attenuation of

their amplitude as φ→ φ/a [25].

The lensing effect is commonly described in terms of the

amplification factor, which is defined as the ratio of the lensed

waveform to the unlensed waveform in the frequency domain,

i.e., F(ω) ≡ φ̃(ω)/φ̃0(ω). Under the assumption that the typi-

cal wavelength of GWs is much smaller than the spatial varia-

tion of F(ω), Eq. (2.2) is rewritten as follows:

i
∂F

∂χ
+

1

2ωχ2
∇2
θF = 2ωΦF. (2.3)

In this expression, the coordinates (χ, θ) are chosen such that

the source of the GWs is located at the origin, where χ and

θ represent the distance from the source and the angular co-

ordinate, respectively. Note that the solution to this equation

is generally nonlinear in Φ even though |Φ| ≪ 1 is assumed.

This is because the effect of the higher-order terms in Φ in

Eq. (2.3) appears equivalently as the higher order terms in

O(Φωχs), where χs is the distance from the source to the ob-

server, and this is not necessarily small even if Φ ≪ 1. Physi-

cally, this implies that the phase change of GWs during prop-

agation from the source to the observer becomes significant

and leads to complex nonlinear interference effects. For this

reason, it is necessary to compute this equation to full order in

Φ to obtain the comprehensive lensing effects.

On the other hand, in the context of weak lensing, it is as-

sumed that Φ is sufficiently small that the expansion of F in

Φ up to first order provides a reasonable estimate of the true

value of the amplification factor. This approximation (i.e.,

the Born approximation) is primarily used to probe the small-

scale power spectrum [16, 17]. In the Born approximation,

the real and imaginary parts of the amplification factor are de-

fined as the magnification K and phase modulation S , which

are functions of the GW frequencyω, the line of sight comov-

ing distance χs to the source, and the angular coordinate θ

perpendicular to the line of sight. In this definition, K is re-

lated to the absolute value of F, and S is interpreted as the

argument of F.

Following the Born approximation, a systematic scheme

to handle post-Born corrections was formulated by [20],

which introduced a new definition of S and K as F(ω) ≡
eK(ω)eiS (ω)+iω∆ts . Here, ω∆ts is a shift of the phase due to the

Shapiro time delay and is separated from S (ω) as the Shapiro

time delay is not directly observable. In the post-Born ap-

proximation, K and S are computed to second order in Φ as

follows:

S (1)
= − 2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ













cos













W(χ, χs)∇2
θ

2ω













− 1













Φ, (2.4)

S (2)
= − 2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ

χ2

∫ χ

0

dχ1

∫ χ

0

dχ2

[

cos

[

(W∇)(2)

2ω

]

− 1

]

(∇θ1Φ1 · ∇θ2Φ2), (2.5)

K(1)
=2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ sin













W(χ, χs)∇2
θ

2ω













Φ, (2.6)

K(2)
=2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ

χ2

∫ χ

0

dχ1

∫ χ

0

dχ2 sin

[

(W∇)(2)

2ω

]

(∇θ1Φ1 · ∇θ2Φ2), (2.7)

where Φ1(2) = Φ(χ1(2), θ),W(χ, χs) = 1/χ − 1/χs and,

(W∇)(2)
=W(χ, χs)∇2

θ12 +W(χ1, χ)∇2
θ1 +W(χ2, χ)∇2

θ2. (2.8)

In addition, the Shapiro time delay is given in the same man-

ner up to second order as follows:

∆t(1)
s = − 2

∫ χs

0

Φdχ, (2.9)

∆t(2)
s = − 2

∫ χs

0

dχ

χ2

∫ χ

0

dχ1

∫ χ

0

dχ2∇θ1Φ1 · ∇θ2Φ2. (2.10)

Note that the derivatives are taken with respect to θ with the

operator ∇2
θ12

acting on both Φ1 and Φ2, while ∇θ1(2) only acts

on Φ1(2). In addition, the integral is taken along the straight

line connecting the source and observer. In these expressions,

the first order terms S (1) and K(1) are the Born approximation,

where K(1) reduces to the linear order convergence κ in geo-

metric optics in the high-frequency limit.

As is common in the context of weak lensing in geometric

optics, the lensing signals are treated as random variables and

the averages 〈· · ·〉 of these quantities are considered. Using

the power spectrum of the gravitational potential Φ combined

with the Limber approximation, it is shown that, the following

is satisfied for arbitrary functions F(y) and G(y) of the two-

dimensional vector y:
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〈F(∇θ1)Φ1G(∇θ2)Φ2〉 = δD(χ1 − χ2)

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

F(iχ1k⊥)G(−iχ1k⊥)PΦ(k⊥, χ1). (2.11)

With this relation and Eqs. (2.4)–(2.7), we obtain

〈S 〉 =2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ

χ2

∫ χ

0

dχ1χ
2
1

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

k2
⊥

(

1 − cos

[

(χ − χ1)χ1

χω
k2
⊥

])

PΦ(k⊥, χ1), (2.12)

〈K〉 = − 2ω

∫ χs

0

dχ

χ2

∫ χ

0

dχ1χ
2
1

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

k2
⊥ sin

[

(χ − χ1)χ1

χω
k2
⊥

]

PΦ(k⊥, χ1), (2.13)

for the averages, and, we obtain the following:

〈S 2〉 =4ω2

∫ χs

0

dχ

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

[

1 − cos

(

(χs − χ)χ
2χsω

k2
⊥

)]2

PΦ(k⊥, χ), (2.14)

〈K2〉 =4ω2

∫ χs

0

dχ

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

sin2

[

(χs − χ)χ
2χsω

k2
⊥

]

PΦ(k⊥, χ), (2.15)

〈S K〉 = − 4ω2

∫ χs

0

dχ

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

sin

[

(χs − χ)χ
2χsω

k2
⊥

] (

1 − cos

[

(χs − χ)χ
2χsω

k2
⊥

])

PΦ(k⊥, χ), (2.16)

for the variances and the correlation between S and K.

In these expressions, the scale at which the argument of the

trigonometric functions becomes order unity provides a rough

scale at which GWs are particularly sensitive. This particular

scale is referred to as the Fresnel scale rF =
√

χ(χs − χ)/χsω.

In the context of lensing of GWs, the Fresnel scale is ex-

pressed as follows [15, 16]:

rF ∼ 120pc

(

f

mHz

)−1/2 [

χ(χs − χ)/χs

10Gpc

]1/2

, (2.17)

where f = ω/2π. The Fresnel scale varies with the GW

frequency ω; thus, measuring the frequency dependence of

〈S 2〉,〈K2〉, 〈S K〉,〈S 〉, and 〈K〉 is expected to be a unique

probe for density fluctuations at scales as small as k ≃ 106 −

108Mpc−1 for f = 10 − 1000 Hz [16, 17, 20]. Since the

frequency dependence becomes relevant in the following dis-

cussion, the notations S ω and Kω are used to indicate the

frequency dependence of each lensing signal (e.g., 〈S ω〉 =
〈S (ω)〉).

III. CONSISTENCY RELATIONS

The expressions for the averages (Eqs. (2.12) and (2.13))

can be simplified by exchanging the order of the integral as
∫ χs

0
dχ

∫ χ

0
dχ1 →

∫ χs

0
dχ1

∫ χs

χ1
dχ. Then it is straightforward to

obtain the following:

〈S ω〉 =2ω2

∫ χs

0

dχ1

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

{(

(χs − χ1)χ1

χsω
k2
⊥

)

− sin

(

(χs − χ1)χ1

χsω
k2
⊥

)}

PΦ(k⊥, χ1), (3.1)

〈Kω〉 = − 4ω2

∫ χs

0

dχ1

∫

d2k⊥
(2π)2

sin2

[

(χs − χ1)χ1

2χsω
k2
⊥

]

PΦ(k⊥, χ1). (3.2)

By comparing these expressions with Eqs.(2.14)–(2.16), we

can readily find that the following consistency relations,

which are accurate up to second order in Φ:

〈K2
ω〉 + 〈Kω〉 =0, (3.3)

〈S ω〉 −
1

2
〈S 2ω〉 = − 〈S ωKω〉 . (3.4)

Note that, to the best of our knowledge, these consistency re-

lations have not been previously reported. These relations in-

volve the averages of S and K, which vanish in the Born ap-

proximation and only appear at the level of the post-Born ap-

proximation. The discovery of these relations was possible by

considering the post-Born approximation within the wave op-

tics framework. In addition, the consistency relations derived

here can provide new insight into an existing consistency rela-

tion derived by [21], which is explicitly expressed as follows:

〈S 2
ω〉 + 〈K2

ω〉 = 〈K2
2ω〉 . (3.5)

We observe that this consistency relation can be merged with

Eq. (3.4) as a single consistency relation for a complex-valued

quantity using Eq. (3.3). By combining Eqs. (3.4) and (3.5),

we obtain the following equivalent consistency relation:

〈Kω + iS ω〉 −
1

2
〈K2ω + iS 2ω〉 = −

1

2

〈

(Kω + iS ω)2
〉

. (3.6)

In the following, we demonstrate that these relations can be
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derived as the weak lensing limit of more general relations

that are accurate to full-order in Φ. In particular, we demon-

strate that the consistency relation (3.3) arises from the energy

conservation of GWs. A similar relation for the convergence

κ (〈κ2〉 = −2 〈κ〉) [26, 27] is derived under the photon number

conservation in geometric optics [28]; however, the discussion

based on energy conservation is more general because it in-

cludes both geometric and wave optics. On the other hand, the

consistency relations (3.4) and (3.5) appear to be attributed to

the Shapiro time delay, which is discussed in the subsection

III C.

A. Ensemble average

The main results presented above, i.e., Eqs. (3.3) and (3.4),

are based on the computation of the average 〈· · ·〉 without pay-

ing particular attention to its meaning. However, it is impor-

tant to revisit the meaning of the average to ensure a precise

understanding of its implications, particularly in relation to

the energy conservation law. In addition, it is also essential

for determining how the average should be practically taken

in future experimental settings.

The average considered to this point in this paper is referred

to as the ensemble average [29, 30], which hypothetically as-

sumes the existence of multiple universes, each with different

matter density configurations. In this scenario, we can com-

pute the lensing signal X(χs, θ) (e.g., S ,K in wave optics and

κ, γ in geometric optics) by considering the GW(or light) sig-

nals from the same source at a fixed distance χs in each realiza-

tion. Note that since X describes the lensing effect, it does not

depend on the physical property of the source. The ensemble

average is then obtained by taking the average value of X over

the ensemble of universes. This is the original meaning of

the ensemble average that we implicitly assumed in the previ-

ous discussion. In cosmology, it is presumed that the universe

is statistically homogeneous and isotropic, meaning that the

average of all realizations of universes is homogeneous and

isotropic, even if each individual realization is not necessarily

so. This implies that the spatial derivative of X with respect

to the true location of the source always vanishes; thus, we

obtain the following:

∇θ 〈X(θ)〉 = 0. (3.7)

However, in reality, we only have access to a single realiza-

tion of the universe, thereby making the true ensemble aver-

age unattainable. Therefore, it becomes necessary to replace

the ensemble average with a statistically computable averag-

ing process. In a statistically homogeneous and isotropic uni-

verse, one can find that the ensemble average is approximated

by the average over the observers which represents the mean

value of X measured by a number of observers uniformly pop-

ulated on the surface of a sphere with radius χs surrounding a

single source. This allows us to rewrite 〈X(θ)〉 as follows:

〈X〉 = 1

4π

∫

X(θ)dΩ, (3.8)

where θ is the location of the observers on the surface of a

sphere with radius χs surrounding the source.

However, we can only observe the source from the Earth;

thus, it remains unfeasible to directly compute the average

over the observers. In practice, 〈X〉 is taken as the average

over the sources, which represents the mean value of X com-

puted from various sources located at the same fixed distance

χs. It is obtained by simply summing all lensing signals X

from the sources at χs and dividing the sum by the number

of the sources. As long as each individual source is fully re-

solved, the average over the sources can be identified as the

ensemble average. In our context, we focus on a GW sig-

nal from binary systems where each individual source can be

identified; thus, the ensemble averages of the lensing signals

derived in the previous section (〈S 2〉 , 〈K2〉, etc.) should be

taken as the average over the sources.

It is important to emphasize that 〈X〉, which, as discussed

above, should not be confused with the average over the ap-

parent directions of the sources within the framework of geo-

metric optics. The average over the directions is another ap-

proach commonly used in cosmology to compute the average

of X [31, 32] and is computed in a practical manner by divid-

ing the celestial sphere into small patches with equal area and

averaging X over these patches.

The difference between the average over the sources and the

average over the directions may seem subtle and indeed can

be disregarded within the Born approximation (i.e., the first-

order approximation of X). However, when the higher-order

terms are taken into account, making the distinction between

these two becomes crucial, and failure to do so results in erro-

neous outcomes [27, 33].

B. Energy conservation

Before delving into the main discussion, it is important to

consider the meaning of the energy of GWs. Although defin-

ing the energy of GWs is not as simple as the case of electro-

magnetic waves, it is still possible to assign energy to GWs

as a conserved quantity when there is a clear separation of

scales [34]. In the context of gravitational lensing, there are

two types of metric perturbations: the gravitational potential

Φ due to the presence of matter inhomogeneity and the metric

perturbation caused by the GWs themselves. Here we assume

that the wavelength of GWs is much shorter than the typical

curvature radius of the gravitational potential; thus, the metric

perturbation associated with GWs can be separated from the

background metric. As a result, we can treat GWs as a classi-

cal field just like any other fields living in an inhomogeneous

universe described in Eq. (2.1). This approach enables us to

identify a conserved quantity corresponding to the energy of

GWs [25].

With this in mind, we can observe that Eq. (2.2) is essen-

tially a wave equation with the lensing effect included as an

interaction between GWs and the gravitational potential Φ.

Thus, it can be rewritten as follows:

∂

∂t

(

1

2
(∇φ)2

+
1

2
φ̇2 − 2Φφ̇2

)

= −∇ · (−φ̇∇φ). (3.9)

Now, let us consider the volume integral over the region V

whose surface is denoted as S . Here, since the energy of

GWs in a certain region is given by Eq. (A7), we can con-

nect Eq. (3.9) with the energy conservation law by taking the

time average of Eq. (3.9)2 in addition to the spatial integral.

2 The time average is defined as 〈A〉t = (1/T )
∫ t+T

t
dt′A(t′) for an arbitrary

time-dependent quantity A(t). Note that 〈A〉t is still a function of time.
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Then, Eq. (3.9) can be rewritten as follows:

dE

dt
= − 1

16πG

∫ t+T

t

dt′

T

∫

S

dSn · (−φ̇∇φ), (3.10)

where n is a unit normal vector at each point on S and T is a

range of time average, which is taken sufficiently longer than

the period of GWs. From this expression, it is clear that the

left-hand side represents the average rate at which the total en-

ergy in the region V varies, and the right-hand side represents

the average energy flow going into V . Thus, when the sign of

the right-hand side is flipped, it is interpreted as the the energy

going out from V .

Suppose the GW source is at the origin of the coordinate

and φ is the superposition of the different frequency modes:

φ(x, t) =

∫

dω

2π

eiωχ−iωt

χ
h(ω)F(ω,x), (3.11)

where h(ω) is the Fourier transform of the original waveform.

Next, we consider a sphere with the radius χ. By taking the

volume integral over this region and the time average, we ob-

tain the following:

∫ T+t

t

dt′

T

∫

S

dSn · (−φ̇∇φ) = 1

T

∫

dω

2π
ω2|h(ω)|2

∫

dΩF(ω)F∗(ω), (3.12)

where Ω is a solid angle. Therefore, we obtain the following:

dE

dt
= − 1

16πGT

∫

dω

2π
ω2|h(ω)|2

∫

dΩF(ω)F∗(ω). (3.13)

When the GW source is completely confined in the region V

and there are no objects in V that absorb or produce GWs, then

the right-hand side, especially
∫

dΩF(ω)F∗(ω), becomes in-

dependent of the radius of a sphere χ surrounding the source.

In addition, the left-hand side is independent of the matter dis-

tribution in the region V assuming that the gravitational po-

tential does not significantly change over time; thus, the right-

hand side is also not subject to this dependence. Given that

F = 1 when there are no lensing effects,
∫

dΩFF∗ needs to be

normalized as follows:

1 =
1

4π

∫

dΩFF∗. (3.14)

The right-hand side is the average of FF∗ over the observers,

and it is identical to both the ensemble average and the average

over the sources; thus, we obtain the following relation for the

average of the absolute square of F:

〈FF∗〉 = 1. (3.15)

In our notation, the magnification K and the phase modulation

S are defined as F = eK+iS+iω∆ts , which allows us to rewrite

the energy conservation condition as
〈

e2K
〉

= 1. In a weak

lensing regime, K is sufficiently smaller than unity and the

Taylor expansion of e2K up to second order in K provides

e2K
= 1 + 2K + 2K2

+ O(K3). From this expression, it is

clear that, up to second order in Φ,
〈

K2
〉

+ 〈K〉=0 needs to

hold. One noteworthy aspect of the relation 〈FF∗〉 = 1 is its

generality. It is the full-order result and does not assume any

specific distribution of matter.

C. Average of amplification factor

In the following, we explain a more general way to derive

the consistency relations (3.4) and (3.5). The physical inter-

pretation of these relations may not be as clear as the consis-

tency relation associated with energy conservation; however,

they can still be derived from a more general, full-order con-

dition, similar to how 〈K〉 = − 〈K2〉 is directly derived from

〈FF∗〉 = 1.

By observing Eq. (2.3), it is clear that the expression takes

the same form as the Schrödinger equation with time-varying

mass. Therefore it is possible to obtain the formal solution to

this equation using the path integral method, as presented by

[23]:

F(ω, χs, θs) =

∫

D[θ(χ)] exp

[

i

∫ χs

0

(

1

2
ωχ2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

dθ(χ)

dχ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

− 2ωΦ(χ, θ(χ))

)

dχ

]

, (3.16)

where the normalization factor is absorbed in D[θ(χ)] and is

determined to satisfy F = 1 when Φ = 0. Now, we consider

taking the ensemble average of this expression. When the en-

semble average is taken, the only random variable that appears

in this expression is Φ. Thus, 〈F〉 is given as follows:

〈F〉 =
∫

D[θ(χ)] exp

[

i
1

2
ω

∫ χs

0

χ2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

dθ(χ)

dχ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dχ

]

〈

e−2iω
∫ χs

0
Φ(χ,θ(χ))dχ

〉

. (3.17)
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Here, the computation of the n point correlation func-

tion 〈Φ(χ1, θ(χ1)) · · ·Φ(χn, θ(χn))〉 is required to obtain
〈

exp
[

−2iω
∫ χs

0
Φ(χ, θ(χ))dχ

]〉

. By considering the spa-

tial homogeneity and the assumption that the potential Φ

evaluated at different χ is uncorrelated (the Limber ap-

proximation), we obtain
〈

exp
[

−2iω
∫ χs

0
Φ(χ, θ(χ))dχ

]〉

=
〈

exp
[

−2iω
∫ χs

0
Φ(χ, θs)dχ

]〉

3. Then, 〈F〉 is further simplified

as follows:

〈F(χs, θs)〉 =
〈

exp

(

−2iω

∫ χs

0

Φ(χ, θs)dχ

)〉

=

〈

eiω∆t
(1)
s

〉

.

(3.18)

This is a surprisingly simple relation that is accurate to full-

order. Here, F is written as F = eK(ω)eiS (ω)+iω∆ts ; thus, this

expression can be formally expanded in Φ as follows:

1 + 〈K + S + ω∆ts〉 +
1

2

〈

(K + iS + iω∆ts)
2
〉

+ O(Φ3) =1 − ω
2

2

〈

(∆t(1)
s )2

〉

+ O(Φ3). (3.19)

From this relation and Eqs. (2.4)–(2.10), we obtain the follow-

ing expression up to second order in Φ:

〈Kω + iS ω〉 −
1

2
〈K2ω + iS 2ω〉 = −

1

2

〈

(Kω + iS ω)2
〉

. (3.20)

This is nothing more than Eqs. (3.4) and Eq. (3.5). In addition,

the expressions of the consistency relations (3.4) and (3.5) are

based partly on the Limber approximation, which was not as-

sumed in the derivation of the consistency relation associated

with energy conservation.

A notable difference between the consistency relations (3.4)

and (3.5) and the one related to energy conservation (3.3) is

that Eqs. (3.4) and (3.5) establish a nontrivial connection be-

tween the real and imaginary parts of the amplification factor

(i.e., magnification K and the phase modulation S in weak

lensing). Here, we propose that this non-trivial relation arises

from the Shapiro time delay. As observed in Eq. (3.16), the

amplification factor F is obtained by the superposition of all

waves traveling along various possible paths. Since the pres-

ence of the gravitational potential in a particular region only

induces a phase shift to the GWs passing through that area,

the resulting F undergoes changes in both the magnification

and the phase modulation. However, these changes are only

due to constructive and destructive interference. Thus, it is ex-

pected that there is a nontrivial connection between the mag-

nification and the phase modulation, and it appears that this

connection becomes apparent in the form of the consistency

relations when the average is taken 4.

To obtain a more intuitive understanding of this nontrivial

connection between the real and imaginary parts of F, we pro-

vide a simple toy model that demonstrates this effect. Sup-

pose two GWs with the same amplitude travel along differ-

ent paths of equal length and arrive at the location of an ob-

server. Without any lensing objects, the amplification factor

is F = 1. However, if one of the GWs passes through a re-

gion with nonzero gravitational potential Φ that extends over

a length ∆χ, the resulting amplification factor can be written

as follows:

F(ω) = eKω+iS ω =
1

2

(

1 + e−2iω∆χΦ
)

. (3.21)

From this amplification factor, we obtain the expressions for

the magnification Kω and phase modulation S ω:

Kω =
1

2
ln

(

1 + cos (2ω∆χΦ)

2

)

, (3.22)

S ω = − tan−1

(

sin (2ω∆χΦ)

1 + cos (2ω∆χΦ)

)

. (3.23)

By expanding these expressions up to second order in Φ, we

can verify the following:

Kω + iS ω −
1

2
(K2ω + iS 2ω) = − 1

2
(Kω + iS ω)2

+ O(Φ3).

(3.24)

This relation is identical to Eq. (3.20) with the only difference

being the absence of the averaging process. Therefore, it is

reasonable to conclude that the Shapiro time delay is respon-

sible for the origin of the consistency relation Eq. (3.20).

Before concluding this section, let us comment on the mod-

ification of the consistency relations in a particular example:

massive graviton. The derivation of the consistency relations

Eq. (3.20) is based on the assumption that gravitons are mass-

less; thus, the inclusion of the mass term in the wave equation

slightly modifies the consistency relations. When the mass of

a graviton m is considered, the wave equation for the amplifi-

cation factor F is rewritten as follows:

i
∂F

∂χ
+

1

2ωχ2
∇2
θF = 2ωΦF +

m2

2ω
F. (3.25)

This expression indicates that a newly defined function F′ =

Fe
im2χs

2ω = eK+i(S+
m2χs

2ω
)+iω∆ts satisfies the equation for a mass-

less graviton (2.3). As we have shown above, the magnifi-

cation and phase modulation for a massless graviton satisfy

Eq. (3.20), and in this case, the corresponding magnification

and phase modulation are Kω and S ω +
m2χs

2ω
; thus, the mod-

ified version of the consistency relation when the mass of a

graviton is included is obtained by simply replacing S ω with

S ω +
m2χs

2ω
as follows:

3 Because 〈Φ(χ1,θ(χ1)) · · ·Φ(χn,θ(χn))〉 = δD(χ1 − χ2) · · · δD(χn−1 −
χn) 〈Φ(χ1,θ(χ1)) · · ·Φ(χ1,θ(χ1))〉⊥ = 〈Φ(χ1,θs) · · ·Φ(χ1,θs)〉, where

〈· · ·〉⊥ indicates the ensemble average on the plane perpendicular to the

line of sight.
4 The nontrivial relation between the real and the imaginary parts of the am-

plification factor has been reported by [22] where the relation arises from

the causality of GWs.
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〈

Kω + i

(

S ω +
m2χs

2ω

)〉

− 1

2

〈

K2ω + i

(

S 2ω +
m2χs

4ω

)〉

= − 1

2

〈(

Kω + i

(

S ω +
m2χs

2ω

))2〉

. (3.26)

This modified version of the consistency relation implies that

the deviation from Eq. (3.4) is of the order
m2χs

ω
while the de-

viation from Eq. (3.5) is of the order (
m2χs

ω
)2 when the mass

of a graviton is considered. Note that the consistency relation

originating from the energy conservation (i.e., 〈K〉 = − 〈K2〉
or 〈FF∗〉 = 〈e2K〉 = 1) is unchanged even when the mass of

a graviton is considered. This is because FF∗ = 〈e2K〉 = 1 is

unaffected even if we replace F with Fe
im2χs

2ω .

D. Application

Generally, consistency relations have the potential to serve

as a means to verify the reliability of the lensing signal ob-

tained from observational data [21, 22]. By confirming the

satisfaction of the consistency relations, we can independently

confirm the correctness of the observed lensing signals, en-

abling us to use them as probes for small-scale matter density

fluctuations. In addition, satisfaction of the consistency rela-

tions will confirm the validity of the general relativistic formu-

lation of the lensing signals. Conversely, any deviation from

the consistency relations serves as a warning sign that the es-

timation of S and K may have not been performed correctly,

which prevents incorrect results from being inferred from un-

reliable data. While the primary objective of this paper is to

present the new consistency relations and discuss their phys-

ical implications, it is worth providing a rough estimate of

how well the presented consistency relations are satisfied un-

der more realistic scenarios.

Therefore, we consider the feasibility of confirming the

consistency relations following a similar method presented

in [20, 21]. In practical situations, the average 〈· · ·〉 is taken

as the average over the sources, which requires a number of

GWs from various sources, e.g., binary black holes located

at a fixed redshift. However, in principle, it is impossible to

collect a sufficient number of lensing signals from the sources

with exactly the same redshift zs; thus, it is necessary to rede-

fine the average by allowing the inclusion of signals whose

redshift falls within a range zs − ∆z < z < zs + ∆z. The

redshift dependence of the lensing signal X(= S ,K) suggests

that the observed variance at zs + ∆z is roughly given by

〈X(zs + ∆z)2〉 = 〈X(zs)
2〉 (1+O(∆z)) [16, 17, 20]. With this in

mind, we define the estimators EA and EB as

EA(ω) =
1

N

∑

i

(K2
i (ω, zi) + Ki(ω, zi)), (3.27)

EB(ω) =
1

N

∑

i

(

S i(ω, zi) −
1

2
S (2ω, zi) + S i(ω, zi)Ki(ω, zi)

)

,

(3.28)

where Ki and S i are assumed to contain independent Gaussian

noise ni with zero mean and variance 1/SNR2, where SNR is

the signal-to-noise ratio of the detectors for a particular fre-

quency of GWs. In addition, the products of the signals, e.g.,

K2
i
(ω, zi) and S i(ω, zi)Ki(ω, zi), are assumed to be computed

using the two values obtained from different detectors with in-

dependent noise. Under this assumption, we can immediately

obtain 〈EA〉 = 〈EB〉 = 0. Furthermore, under the assump-

tions of weak lensing, small ∆z (〈X(zs + ∆z)2〉 ∼ 〈X(zs)
2〉),

and |K|, |S | < 1/SNR, we obtain, 〈E2
A
〉1/2 ∼ 〈E2

B
〉1/2 ∼ 1

SNR
1√
N

,

which provides the estimated fluctuations in EA and EB.

The number of GW events expected to be observed per year

within a redshift range 2.9 < zs < 3 can be estimated as

N ∼ 103 under the assumption that the merger rate at zs = 3

is R = 20 Gpc−3yr−1 [35]. In the SNR = 50 case, 1

SNR
√

N
∼

6 × 10−4. Since
√

〈K2〉 ∼ O(10−2) and
√

〈S 2〉 ∼ O(10−3)

at zs ∼ 3 and f ∼ 1 Hz, in this scenario, the consistency rela-

tion (3.3) can be confirmed with an accuracy of approximately

O(1)% of 〈K〉 , 〈K2〉, and the consistency relation (3.4) can be

confirmed with an accuracy of up to O(10)% of 〈S 〉 , 〈S K〉.
Note that the value of the merger rate R used here is an esti-

mated value at a fiducial redshift z = 0.2 (rather than z = 3).

Since R is expected to take a larger value at higher redshift,

the number of GW events we estimated might be moderately

underestimated. Thus, in reality, the consistency relation can

be even more tightly confirmed.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigated the lensing of GWs with a

particular focus on consistency relations. In addition to the

previously reported consistency relation [21], we have identi-

fied two additional consistency relations (3.3) and (3.4) that

are accurate in the weak lensing regime by directly comput-

ing the magnification K and phase modulation S . We have

demonstrated that Eq. (3.3) arises from the conservation of

energy in GWs by demonstrating that Eq. (3.3) is derived as

the weak lensing limit of 〈FF∗〉 = 1. In fact, 〈FF∗〉 = 1 holds

to full order in Φ regardless of the shape or the correlation

of the matter clumps. In addition, we have shown that the

other consistency relations (3.4) and (3.5) can be also derived

as the weak lensing limit of the average of the amplification

factor 〈F〉 = 〈e−2iω
∫ χs

0
Φdχ〉, which is also accurate to full or-

der in Φ. The analysis presented in this paper indicates that

the consistency relations (3.4) and (3.5) appear to arise from

the Shapiro time delay, which locally alters the phase of GWs.

This leads to interference effects and poses the nontrivial con-

nection between K and S , which becomes evident when the

average is taken. Finally, we have demonstrated that these

consistency relations can be confirmed observationally given

that sufficient SNR∼ 50 is achieved. Thus, we expect that they

will provide independent verification of the correct observed

lensing signals and enable us to properly probe matter density

fluctuations at very small scales.
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Appendix A: Energy density of gravitational waves

Here, we provide a brief derivation of the energy density

of GWs propagating in curved spacetime characterized by

Eq. (2.1). When there is a clear separation between the met-

ric components due to the background gµν (typical variation

scale L) and highly oscillatory perturbations hµν (typical wave-

length λ), the total metric gµν is separated into two parts [36]:

gµν = gµν + hµν, (A1)

where gµν is given by Eq. (2.1). The Einstein equations Rµν −
1
2
gµνR = 8πGTµν are rewritten by expanding the Ricci tensor

as Rµν = Rµν + R
(1)
µν + R

(2)
µν + · · · where Rµν is the Ricci tensor

computed using gµν alone, and R
(n)
µν are the correction terms to

Rµν and are of the n-th order in hµν. Then, R
(1)
µν and R

(2)
µν are

explicitly given as follows:

R(1)
µν =

1

2

[

∇α∇µhνα + ∇
α∇νhµα − ∇

α∇αhµν − ∇µ∇νh
]

, (A2)

R(2)
µν =

1

2
g
ρσ
g
αβ

[

1

2
∇µhρα∇νhσβ + (∇ρhνα)(∇σhµβ − ∇βhµσ)

+ hρα(∇ν∇µhσβ + ∇β∇σhµν − ∇β∇νhµσ − ∇β∇µhνσ)

+(
1

2
∇αhρσ − ∇ρhασ)(∇νhµβ + ∇µhνβ − ∇βhµν)

]

, (A3)

where ∇µ is a covariant derivative with respect to the back-

ground metric gµν [25]. Up to quadratic order in hµν, we have

the Einstein equations for Rµν:

Rµν −
1

2
gµνR =8πG

(

T µν + tµν
)

, (A4)

where T µν is the energy-momentum tensor contributed by mat-

ter components, and it varies slowly with time and space, and

tµν is an effective energy-momentum tensor of GWs. In our

case, the derivative of background gravitational potential is

small compared to the derivative of GWs due to L ≫ λ. Un-

der this assumption and by ignoring the derivative of the back-

ground potential, the explicit expression of tµν up to relevant

order is given as [6, 34, 37]:

tµν = −
1

8πG

〈

R(2)
µν −

1

2
gµνR

(2)

〉

t,x

=
1

32πG

〈

g
αρ
g
βσ
∂µhαβ∂νhρσ −

1

2
gµνg

λη
g
αρ
g
βσ
∂λhαβ∂ηhρσ

〉

t,x

.

(A5)

Note that 〈· · ·〉t,x is a space-time average whose integral re-

gion is greater than the typical wavelength of GWs and much

smaller than the typical scale over which the background met-

ric varies. With this definition, it is possible to assign a gauge

invariant local energy of GWs. Now, we introduce the polar-

ization tensor eµν such that hµν = φeµν (eµνe
µν
= 2, e

µ
µ = 0) and

by setting eµν to a constant [6, 38], we obtain the following:

tµν =
1

16πG

〈

∂µφ∂νφ −
1

2
gµν∂λφ∂

λφ

〉

t,x

. (A6)

Using this notation, the total energy of GWs in volume V

averaged out over a certain period of time T , denoted as

〈· · ·〉t = (1/T )
∫ t+T

t
dt′(· · · ), is given by

E =

∫

〈t00〉t dV

=
1

16πG

∫ t+T

t

dt′

T

∫

dV

(

1

2
(∇φ)2

+
1

2
φ̇2 − 2Φφ̇2

)

. (A7)

By combining the conservation of energy ∂µt
µν
= 0, we obtain

the following:

∂0E = −
∫

∂i 〈t0i〉t dV

= − 1

16πG

∫ t+T

t

dt′

T

∫

S

dS ni ·
(

−φ̇∂iφ
)

. (A8)

Note that the space-time average 〈· · ·〉t,x is removed when

(1/T )
∫ t+T

t
dt′

∫

dV is taken. This expression is the same as

the one derived in section III using the wave equation (2.2).

Thus, the conserved quantity associated with Eq. (2.2) is prop-

erly considered as the energy of GWs.

Note that, only one degree of freedom associated with the

polarization of GWs is considered in this discussion. When

accounting for two polarization components (hµν = φ×e×µν +
φ+e+µν) and assuming that the polarization tensors e×µν and e+µν
are independent, the total energy of GWs is simply given by

the sum of the energy of the × mode E× and the + mode E+,

i.e., E = E× + E+.
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