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Abstract: We develop a novel way to probe subgalactic-scale matter distribution

with diffractive lensing on gravitational waves. Five-year observations from Ein-

stein Telescope and DECIGO are expected to probe k = 105 ∼ 108Mpc−1 down

to P (k) = 10−16 ∼ 10−14Mpc3 level. These results can be interpreted in terms of

primordial black holes in the range MPBH ≳ 10−3M⊙ down to fPBH = 10−6 level, or

QCD axion minihalos in the range ma = 10−3 ∼ 10−12 eV. A key result of the paper

is the approximate relation between the scale k and the gravitational wave frequency

f , derived in an ensemble of ‘multi-lensing’ events. This relation enables direct

measurement of the power spectrum at specific scales, with sensitivities character-

ized by model-independent kernels δP (k). Additionally, we delineate the statistical

properties of ‘multi-lensing’ based on the ‘Fresnel number’ NF . When NF ≳ O(1),

the statistical significance can be approximately calculated by Variance of lensing

effects, which is directly related to the power spectrum among other moments of

matter distribution.
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1 Introduction

Dark matter remains one of the biggest mysteries in the universe. Although its

evidences are clear from cosmic microwave background (CMB) and galaxy rotation

curves among many others, various searches of dark matter via direct, indirect, col-

lider, and astrophysical probes all have failed to discover them. One of the regimes

that have not been probed well is subgalactic-scale structures of dark matter. There

are many possibilities that allow abundant such structures, such as primordial black

holes or axion minihalos among many others. There are also many scenarios that

suppress small-scale structures, such as long freestreaming length and self-interaction

of dark matter. The search of subgalactic-scale structures is challenging basically be-

cause their gravitational effects are tiny and they are not bright.

Only recently, various theoretical proposals have been put forward to probe this

subgalactic regime, e.g. using dark structures’ gravitational perturbations on star

kinematics [1–5], and lensing on lights from pulsars [6–8], supernova [9], bursts of

radios and gamma-rays [10–16], nearby stars [17–22], caustic crossing [23, 24], and

lensing on gravitational waves (GWs) [25–32]. They are expected to be sensitive to

a wide range of subgalactic scales from k ∼ 10Mpc−1 down to asteroid masses (M ∼
10−16M⊙). Spectral distortions of CMB can also probe up to k ∼ 104Mpc−1 [33].

Many small-scale probes rely on detecting single event with tiny effects that dark

matter structures may exert on precisely measured probes. But statistical variance

as a signal of randomness of small-scale overdensities (such as location, mass and

size) have also been proposed [13, 27, 29, 34]. In most cases, however, the scale of

structures has to be inferred from best-fit or model-dependent analysis, not directly

measured.

In this paper, we advocate that GW diffractive lensing is a powerful probe of

subgalactic-scale structures, which also provide with approximate measurement of

scales. The main properties that allow these are: (1) chirping GWs from binary

mergers have characteristic frequency spectrum, (2) diffractive lensing is frequency-

dependent, (3) the observable lensing effect on the GW is not mere amplification

but the frequency-dependence of amplification, and (4) lastly but very importantly,

the observable with GW frequency f is most sensitive to a particular scale given by

the Fresnel scale (as a function of f) [35]. We build upon a pioneering work on this

subject [27] and our own development in [35].

To probe small-scale structures which typically exert only weak gravitational

effects, we statistically combine an ensemble of sub-critical GW events of lensing

(which by themselves cannot claim detection but are clean enough). The combination

not only simply increases the total significance (enabling the search that was not

possible with single strong event), but also makes it possible to semi-directly indicate
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the k-scale of the mass distribution corresponding to the frequency f . In other words,

statistical properties of GW lensing spectrum allow the measurement of small-scale

overdensity distributions in the corresponding k scale. The approximate relation

between f and k is one of the main results of this paper. Then it becomes clear

that ET and DECIGO (probing f = 10−1 ∼ 103 Hz) will be sensitive to k = 105 ∼
108Mpc−1.

Another critical effect to be accounted for is so called ‘multi-lensing’. By multi-

lensing, we mean to consider all lenses or general mass distributions along the prop-

agation. This is in contrast to usual previous studies of GW lensing, in which only

a single strong lens is considered. After all, we will quantify the improvement from

this consideration and delineate genuine events of multiple lensing.

To sum, all three effects are critical to probe subgalactic structures: frequency

dependences of lensing and detection, statistical combination of sub-critical events,

and possible multi-lensing along the line of sight. We discuss the relevance of each

physics in different regions of the dark matter parameter space.

This paper is organized as follow. Sec. 2 formulates multi-lensing with relevant

scales and statistical properties. Sec. 3 introduces the significance measure and the

Gaussianity of total significance. Sec. 4 introduces Monte-Carlo simulation methods.

We present sensitivities in Sec. 5, along with statistical properties of multi-lensing.

We summarize in Sec. 6.

2 Multi-lensing

Multi-lensing and Fresnel scales. The complex lensing amplification F (f) de-

fined as the ratio of lensed hL(f) and unlensed h0(f) waveforms

hL(f) = F (f)h0(f) (2.1)

is given by a 3d path integral, treating each GW polarization as an independent scalar

wave degree of freedom with Born approximation for weak gravitational potential [27,

36, 37],

F (f ;χs)− 1 ≡ η(f ;χs) (2.2)

≃ −4πif

∫
d3k

(2π)3

∫
dχlΦ̃(k)e

ik∥χl

(
exp

[
−i

χl(χs − χl)

4πfχs

|k⊥|2
]
− 1

)
≡

∫
d3k

(2π)3

∫ χs

0

dχl Φ̃(k)e
ik∥χlg(f ; k⊥, χl). (2.3)

η is the (reduced) lensing amplification, Φ̃(k) the (lens) gravitational potential in the

comoving Fourier space, and χs,l the comoving distances to the source and lenses.
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Figure 1: The observable lensing effect on the GW with frequency f is sensitive to

the shear (the radial variation of mass density) in the Fresnel shell (shaded), defined

with the Fresnel length rF (f, χl) (Eq. (2.5)). The lensing significance of one event

is its frequency integral, sweeping a range of shell and yielding the concept of the

Fresnel volume and Fresnel number (Eq. (3.2)), which will be critical to statisti-

cal properties of multi-lensing and validity of the Central Limit Theorem for total

likelihood; see Sec. 4.1 and 5.1. In this regime, the statistical Variance of GW ob-

servables is dominated by the power spectrum at a mid point χl ≃ χs

2
with k = k̄F ;

see Eq. (2.11).

Eq. (2.3) is our main technical equation that we use to calculate observables and

sensitivities. This general expression incorporates both multi-lensing along the line

of sight and frequency dependence of lensing (wave optics, or equivalently diffractive

lensing). In this work, it is important to take into account both physics.

Consider first diffractive lensing by a single lens – the major subject of GW

lensing so far. In this case, the 3-d integral is approximated by the 2d one on

the lens plane. The lensing effect on the GW can then be described in terms of the

enclosed mass density and its radial variation (called the shear γ(r)) around the radial

distance of the Fresnel length scale r = rF (f). Notably, the shear plays a central role

in GW diffractive lensing because the observable lensing effect of GW with frequency

f is the frequency dependence of F (f), namely η′(f) = dη(f)
d ln f

, not mere amplification,

which arises from the average shear around rF (f) [35, 38]. Consequently, observing

the lensing effect as a function of f is equivalent to measuring the shear distribution,

thereby enabling both lensing detection and mass distribution measurements.

We can apply this intuition to the case of multi-lensing, or lensing integrated

along the line of sight calculated by Eq. (2.3). As illustrated in Fig. 1, the observable

lensing effect on GW with f is approximately sensitive to shears in the Fresnel shell

region (defined by rF (f, χl))

η′(f) ∼
∫

dχl γ(rF (f, χl)). (2.4)

As with the shear, this measures the radial variation of density in the shell region as
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well as the average density enclosed by the shell.

However, unlike the single-lens case, the observable with f is not sensitive to

a single scale rF (f), but an integration of various scales rF (f, χl) along the line of

sight. Fortunately, we find that statistical properties of lensing effect, for example

the variance Var(η′(f)) in an ensemble of GW events is dominated by r̄F (f) ≡
rF (f, χl = χs/2) around a mid point. Precisely speaking, this is derived in the

k-space; the Variance is dominated by the matter power at k ≃ k̄F ≡ π/r̄F

kF (f, χl) ≡ π

rF (f, χl)
=

√
2π3f

χeff

, (2.5)

k̄F (f) ≡ kF (f, χl = χs/2) ≃ 5.06× 106Mpc−1

(
χs

Gpc

)−1/2(
f

Hz

)1/2

. (2.6)

Here, χeff = χl(χs − χl)/χs is the effective lensing distance.

Statistics of η′, dominated by k ≃ k̄F . The statistical properties of lensing

effects are critical elements of this work. η′ varies event-by-event, and its statistical

properties encode information of matter distributions at relevant scales.

For example, the statistical Variances of η and η′ (among other statistical mo-

ments) are analytically related to the power spectrum (more precisely k2P (k) in

ln k-space) as follow

Var(η) = ⟨η(f)η(f)∗⟩ (2.7)

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3
d3k′

(2π)3

∫ χs

0

dχldχ
′
l

〈
Φ̃(k)∗Φ̃(k′)

〉
ei(k∥χl−k′∥χ

′
l)g(f ; k⊥, χl)g

∗(f ; k′
⊥, χ

′
l)

=

∫
d3k

(2π)3

∫
dχldχ

′
lPΦ(k)e

ik∥(χl−χ′
l)g(f ; k⊥, χl)g

∗(f ; k⊥, χ
′
l)

≃ χ3
s

60π
(4πGρ̄)2

∫
d ln k⊥ · 960π

2f 2

k4
⊥χ

2
s

∫ χs

0

dχl

χs

a(χl)
−2k2

⊥P (k⊥)

[
1− cos

(
χl(χs − χl)

4πfχs

k2
⊥

)]
≡ χ3

s

60π
(4πGρ̄)2

∫
d ln k⊥ k2

⊥P (k⊥)z=0 · G0(ln k⊥, ln k̄F (f)), (2.8)

where
〈
Φ̃∗Φ̃

〉
= (2π)3δ(k−k′)PΦ(k), PΦ(k) = (4πGρ̄a−1/k2)2P (k), and the Limber’s

approximation
∫ k∥

2π
eik∥(χ−χ′)f(k) ≃ δ(χ− χ′)f(k⊥) are used. In the last line, all χl-

dependencies, including the scale factor a(χ) and redshift z, are absorbed into G0,

and after all G0 is dominated by χl ≃ χs/2 (hence, by k ≃ k̄F ) as shown below and

in Appendix A; so the subscript z = 0 appears only in this equation. We will also

drop the ⊥ symbol and denote k⊥ by k. See [27] for related calculations.
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Figure 2: (Left): G1(k), the kernel for the GW observable Var(η′) in Eq. (2.9),

receives contributions from all k ≳ k̄F (f) for given f (blue); the observable is the

enclosed mass density variation within r ≃ rF (f). Practically, differentiated over

a finite frequency width, the kernel is peaked at k ∼ k̄F (green), further illustrated

in the right panel. This implies that the intuition of single-lens diffraction in the

r-space can be similarly applied to multi-lensing in the k-space.

The Variance of observable lensing effect, η′, is similarly given by (again k⊥ → k)

Var

(
dη(f)

d ln f

)
≃ χ3

s

2π

∫
d ln k k2P (k)

∫ χs

0

dχl

(
4πGρ̄

a

)2 ∣∣∣∣dg(f ; k, χl)

d ln f

∣∣∣∣2
≡ χ3

s

60π
(4πGρ̄)2

∫
d ln k k2P (k)z=0 · G1(ln k, ln k̄F (f)). (2.9)

The kernel is dimensionless and normalized as
∫
d ln k G1(ln k) ∼ O(1). Both statis-

tical Variances of η and η′ are related to
∫

d ln k k2P (k), which can be understood

as 2d polar integration of power.

We emphasize that the Variance may not directly yield detection sensitivities

since higher moments of potentials and η′ distributions may all be needed. Through-

out this paper, we discuss why Variances are particularly relevant and when they are

most useful.

In any case, Eq. (2.9) provides powerful insight. As shown in Fig. 2 left, the

kernel G1(f, ln k) is sharply peaked at k ∼ k̄F (f) (Eq. (2.6)), which is the effective

Fresnel scale corresponding to f evaluated at χl = χs/2,

G1(f, ln k, χl) ∼ δ(ln k − ln k̄F (f)). (2.10)

Note that it is k̄F (f), not kF (f, χl), as an effective result of χl integral included in

the definition of G1. In general, no unique Fresnel scale exists in multi-lensing unlike

the single-lens case, but this powerful property selects out a single scale k ∼ k̄F .

More discussions on Fig. 2 are given in the side remarks below.
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Put in another way, this approximate property has two useful meanings:

• As in the single-lens case, the Fresnel scale kF (f, χl) dominates lensing contri-

bution to f among all k, for the given χl.

• χl ≃ χs/2 (hence k ≃ k̄F ) dominates the statistical properties of lensing among

all χl and kF (f, χl). Thus, k = k̄F (f) = kF (f, χl = χs/2) is a useful parameter

characterizing statistical properties of multi-lensing.

In all, the lensing effect on the GW with f is dominated by the power at the

corresponding k̄F (f) as

Var

(
dη(f)

d ln f

)
∼ O(1) · χ3

s

60π
(4πGρ̄)2k̄2

FP (k̄F )

∼ 2.97× 10−9

(
χs

1Gpc

)3(
k̄2
FP (k̄F )

1Mpc

)
. (2.11)

An ensemble of GW lensed events is most sensitive to the matter distribution at k̄F .

In a sense, this is in accord with diffractive lensing by a single (diffuse) lens, in which

the lensing effect with f is determined dominantly by the mass density at distance

r ≃ rF = k−1
F from the lens center.

Side remarks on G0 and G1. Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9) are exact relations, not only

for wave-optical diffraction but also for geometrical optics, and not only for multi-

lensing but also for single-lensing. So we would like to make some general remarks,

encompassing these regimes.

(1) In principle, G1 is a heaviside θ(k − k̄F ) while G0 is an opposite heaviside

θ(k̄F −k); see Fig. 2 and Fig. 11 in Appendix A. G1 measures the variation of enclosed

density, so only large k modes contribute (red and green modes in the Fig. 2 right).

On the other hand, G0 measures the total enclosed density (Gauss’ theorem), so

only small k modes contribute (blue modes). These two are consistent with each

other, and these are realized by mathematical properties of
∫
dχl|g|2 and

∫
dχl|g′|2

in Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9).

(2) However, practically, it might be more appropriate to differentiate G1 over a

small finite frequency width ∆f . The observable is then sensitive to the change of

mass density by rF (f+∆f) → rF (f), hence to only those modes (green) that roughly

fit the thickness of the annulus formed by the radii. Therefore, for ∆f/f ∼ O(1),

the kernel G1 asymptotes to a peaked function, as shown in the left panel in Fig. 2.

(3) The frequency f appears only inside g and g′ functions. This is one reason

why only properties of G0,1 were relevant above. It also makes the overall k2P (k)

dependence (which appears outside G0,1) same in Var(η) and Var(η′) as well as same
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in wave-optics and geometrical-optics regimes. These were also obtained in [27] for

Var(η′) in diffractive lensing and in [13] for Var(η) in geometrical-optics lensing.

3 Likelihood function, and its Gaussianity

Gaussianity of ln Λ and Fresnel number. An important statistical property in

this work is the probability distribution of the total log-likelihood of lensing

lnΛ =
∑

i∈ events

⟨ln Λi⟩. (3.1)

It determines detection sensitivities; we judge that detection is possible if the prob-

ability for lnΛ to exceed the critical value lnΛc = 3 is greater than 90%. Thus, ln Λ

probability distribution (not a single value) needs to be simulated.

In particular, the (non-)Gaussianity of lnΛ distribution matters, for two reasons:

• If Gaussian, the Variance of η′ in Eq. (2.9) can directly determine detection

sensitivities (as will be discussed in Eq. (3.11)). Otherwise, ln Λ distributions

must be obtained by Monte-Carlo event simulations, as we will do.

• The Gaussianity is closely related to other critical properties of multi-lensing:

the importance of sub-critical events (having lnΛi < ln Λc), and importance of

multiple lenses along the line of sight. See Sec. 5.1.

The total ln Λ distribution can be Gaussian even though individual lnΛi may

not be. This is guaranteed by the Central Limit Theorem (CLT), if the number of

individual contributions added is large enough; each lens and event are independent.

The effective number of contributions for the CLT of lnΛ can be quantified by “the

Fresnel number” NF (illustrated in Fig. 1):

NF ≡
∑

i∈ events

Number of lenses within the Fresnel volume. (3.2)

This counts the number of lenses in the Fresnel volume (the 3d region bounded by

the Fresnel shell), summed over whole events in the dataset. Thus, NF counts only

those lenses that induce sizable diffractive lensing, in the whole event set. We will

demonstrate in Sec. 5.1 that NF ≳ 1 indeed is an important boundary for the validity

of the CLT and Gaussianity of lnΛ, as well as other properties of multi-lensing.

Of course, NF and the Fresnel volume depend on the frequency, but this criteria

approximately holds by using f = f0, the frequency at which SNR contribution is

maximal for the majority of events.
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Likelihood function. The lensing likelihood of each event i is expanded as

⟨ln Λi⟩ ≃ ln Λi
0 + lnΛi

2. (3.3)

The likelihood that we calculate is the one averaged over a noise ensemble (denoted

by ⟨·⟩), without simulating individual noise. The first term lnΛi
0 is the widely used

leading result (independent on individual noise), while the second term lnΛi
2 includes

leading degradation due to event-by-event noise variance. We then introduce event

selections based on SNRi and lnΛi
2/ ln Λ

i
0.

Leading ln Λi
0. Each event yields lensing likelihood lnΛi measured by the log

of Bayes factor

lnΛi = −1

2
(d− hL,BF |d− hL,BF ) +

1

2
(d− h0,BF |d− h0,BF ), (3.4)

where the best-fits by lensed and unlensed templates are compared. Data, d(f) =

hL(f)+n(f), consists of lensed signal and random noise with spectral density Sn(f).

(·|·) is the usual inner product (a|b) ≡ 4Re
∫
d ln f a∗(f)b(f)/Sn(f), and ⟨·⟩ is the

average under noise ensemble.

The Bayesian definition converges to the frequentist one, under noise ensemble

average (⟨O(n)⟩ = 0, or (n|h)/(h|h) ≪ 1) [25, 26, 28]

⟨ln Λi⟩ ≃ ln Λi
0 ≡ ⟨ln Λi

O(n0)⟩ =
1

2
(hL − h0,BF |hL − h0,BF ), (3.5)

lnΛi
1 ≡ ⟨ln Λi

O(n1)⟩ = 0. (3.6)

This frequentist result can also be thought of as the chi-square measure of the un-

lensed best-fit. The convergence means that on average lensed templates fit the

lensing signal well; we know that the signal is generated by lensing, not by other

effects.

After the best-fit by unlensed waveforms h0,template = A0h0 e
iϕ0 ei2πftc with fitting

parameters {A0, ϕ0, tc}, this can be further approximated as [35]

ln Λi
0 ≃ (η′h0|η′h0) ∼ SNR2

i

∣∣∣∣dηi(f0)d ln f

∣∣∣∣2 . (3.7)

First of all, the fact that lnΛi is determined by η′(f) significance shows that the

observable effect is only frequency-dependent lensing effect; for example, the overall

amplification will not be readily discerned from source distance variation.

Secondly, this is the contribution of order ∼ O(SNR2
i ) arising at O(n0). For

the usual case of single event detection, this contribution is good enough since each

signal is sufficiently strong. But in our case of multi-lensing, we also sum relatively

weak signals, so subleading corrections shall be considered carefully.
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Subleading ln Λi
2. These are contributions that arise at ⟨O(n2)⟩, due to individ-

ual variation of noise. There are two types of corrections. The first is the systematic

bias of the best-fit; and the second is the individual error by noise variation added

in quadrature over all events. The latter is statistical, whose mean is zero, hence

can be improved with the amount of dataset as usual. So we do not include them

in our work. However, the former is the correction to ⟨ln Λ⟩ so that this cannot be

improved simply by increasing dataset.

The systematic bias turns out to arise from tc best-fit; while same effects from

A0, ϕ0 best-fits turn out to vanish. For example from A0 best-fit, ⟨O(n2)⟩ contribu-
tions read

lnΛ2 ≡ ⟨ln ΛO(n2)⟩ ∋
〈
(n|hL)

2

(hL|hL)
− 1

2

(n|hL)
2

(hL|hL)
− (n|h0)

2

(h0|h0)
+

1

2

(n|h0)
2

(h0|h0)

〉
= 0, (3.8)

which vanishes due to ⟨(n|a)(b|n)⟩ = (b|a). Such corrections from ϕ0 best-fit also

vanish in the same way. This is because the bias of the A0, ϕ0 best-fits is same in

lensed best-fit and unlensed best-fit, resulting in no change of lensing significance.

But such bias of tc best-fit do not cancel between lensed and unlensed best-fits; see

Appendix B for technical expressions. We include this correction in our final results.

ln Λ2 is of order ∼ O(SNR0) (albeit some range of variation numerically) as can

be deduced from each term in Eq. (3.8), so this can even be larger than lnΛ0, which

was ∼ O(SNR2). This will invalidate the expansion Eq. (3.3). We introduce event

selections that discard such events.

Event selection. If ln Λ2 is not negligible, not only is significance degraded

but more importantly the expansion Eq. (3.3) becomes unreliable; higher-order noise

contributions cannot be reliably ignored then. Thus, we select only events with small

ln Λi
2

SNRi > 8, ln Λi
0 ≥ ln Λi

2. (3.9)

The first condition is required for the detection of GW itself, let alone lensing effects.

Why variance? The total significance can be statistically related to the Vari-

ance of η′ and hence to the power spectrum

⟨ln Λ⟩ =
∑
i

〈
ln Λi

〉
≃

∑
i

ln Λi
0 ∼

∑
i

SNR2
i

∣∣∣∣ dηi
d ln f

∣∣∣∣2 (3.10)

≃ SNR2 · Var
(

dη

d ln f

)
∝ k̄2

FP (k̄F ). (3.11)

The second line is valid if NF is large so that the CLT applies to η′; see Sec. 4.1

and Fig. 3. This is of course intimately related to the Gaussianity of total ln Λ; see

Sec. 5.1. If not Gaussian, again higher moments of η′ distribution matter so that the
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second line is not valid. In the first line we have used Eq. (3.7), and in the second line

we have used that SNR2
i and η′i are independent with statistical mean SNR2 and 0,

respectively. The last approximation in terms of k̄F is the useful property discussed

in Sec. 2.

Eq. (3.11) shows that the Variance of η′ can determine detection sensitivities.

It is directly proportional to the lnΛ mean value. And the width of lnΛ Gaussian

distribution becomes narrower as more events are added. Thus, the Variance alone

becomes the most critical property determining lnΛ distributions, hence detection

sensitivities.

4 Monte-Carlo simulation

4.1 Event generation

We use two Monte-Carlo event simulations for lnΛi distributions. One is based on

a Gaussian probability distribution of gravitational potential Φ̃(k) (given by power

P (k)), while the other on a random spatial distribution of point lenses. We validate

our methods in the case where Gaussianity is expected to hold. We use following

cosmological parameters: h = 0.6766, ρ̄0 = 1.27× 1011M⊙/Mpc3, Ωm = 0.3097 [39].

Method 1. The gravitational potential Φ̃(k) is assumed to follow a Gaussian

probability distribution without higher-order moments, according to

⟨ Φ̃(k)Φ̃∗(k′) ⟩ = (2π)3PΦ(k) δ
3(k − k′), (4.1)

where PΦ(k) = (4πGρ̄a−1/k2)
2
P (k). For each event, random Φ̃(k) is generated, and

ηi(f) is calculated according to Eq. (2.3) (more precisely, Eq. (4.3)).

For the sake of numerical simulation, we discretize ka with the lattice size ∆k,

and obtain a discrete set of values Φ̃(ka) according to

⟨ Φ̃(ka)Φ̃
∗(kb) ⟩ = (2π)3PΦ(k)

δab
∆k3

. (4.2)

Each Φ̃(ka) is independent, even between the nearest neighbors. So the 1/∆k3 factor

accounts for the statistical variance of stochastic functions in the discrete space. This

is important because smooth functions can be approximated by the values at nearby

discrete points, while stochastic functions cannot be. As a result, the integral formula

for ηi in Eq. (2.3) becomes a discrete summation over Φ̃(ka) (sampled by Eq. (4.2))

η(f ;χs) ≃
∑

a∈ lattice

(
∆k

2π

)3

Φ̃(ka)

∫ χs

0

dχ eik∥χ g(f ;ka, χ). (4.3)

– 11 –



10−2 10−1 100 101 102 103 104

f [Hz]

10−9

10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

〈η
∗ η
〉

(M
eth

od 1)

(Method 2)

MPBH =102M�
fPBH =10−4

10M�, 10−3

NF = 1 NF = 1

zs = 1
Ne = 104

Formula

10−2 10−1 100 101 102 103 104

f [Hz]

10−8

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

〈η
′∗
η
′ 〉

∆ ln f = 0.28

Figure 3: The Variance of η (left) and η′ (right) simulated by Method 1 (red),

Method 2 (blue, orange), and calculated by Eq. (2.8) (dashed). Method 1 always

predicts Gaussian distributions, agreeing with Eq. (2.8). Method 2 deviates from

these in the high-frequency regime delineated by NF ≲ 1; two results of Method

2 having the same power and different NF deviate at respective frequencies. See

Sec. 4.1 and 5.1. Also shown is one example realization by Method 1.

In general, however, matter distributions are not solely described by two-point

correlations, but higher moments may well be non-vanishing. Simulating such general

mass distributions is one motivation for the second Method.

Method 2. In this method, the potential field Φ̃(k) is simulated from a random

spatial distribution of discrete lenses. This method is more general and correct than

Method 1, but is computationally resource consuming. So we use this method only

for PBH point-lens, in which the Gaussianity issue is most relevant.

The random spatial distribution of point lenses has two-point correlation given

by the constant shot-noise power P (k)1

P (k)PBH =
f 2
PBH

nPBH

. (4.4)

The power is not needed in this method, but can be used to compare with Method

1. In general, random distributions have higher moments as well. But still, GW

observables from Method 2 can agree with those from Method 1, as will be discussed

thoroughly.

η′ ensembles from Method 1 versus 2. The statistical variance of GW

observable η′, calculated from an ensemble of events generated by Method 1 and 2, are

compared in Fig. 3. The η′ distribution reflects that of Φ̃(k), from Eq. (4.3). Thus,

the distribution is always Gaussian in Method 1, while not generally in Method 2.

But the figure shows that the distribution from Method 2 also resembles the Gaussian

1We ignore possible PBH structures, such as isocurvature fluctuations and PBH halos.
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Figure 4: Sensitivity curves Sn(f) for Einstein Telescope [40, 41] and DECIGO [42].

Also shown are example waveforms from equal-mass binary mergers. The upper

horizontal axis shows k̄F (f) (with z = 1) corresponding to f on the lower horizontal.

case in the parameter space characterized by large NF ≳ 1. This is because CLT

applies to the ensemble of η′ generated by Method 2, when there are enough number

of elements that affect η′ sizably.

The relevance of NF is further supported by the two cases of Method 2 shown in

the figure. The two cases have the same power (P ∝ fPBHMPBH) but different MPBH

and number densities. Thus, NF ∝ fPBH/MPBH is different. Consequently, the two

cases exhibit Gaussianity in different regimes, delineated by respective NF ∼ 1.

We emphasize that the statistical results from Method 2 depend on the spa-

tial variation of overdensities, not on the mass density itself. This means that our

observable is determined by the variance of overdensities, as characterized by the

power. For instance, increasing the PBH number density n, while keeping the total

mass density ρ constant eventually leads to zero power with a uniform distribution,

since P ∝ ρ/n. Instead, Method 2 approaches to Method 1 if the power is kept

constant while n increases (and ρ varies too). Only cases with the same power can

be reasonably compared in our study, as they are the ones that induce the same

observables.

4.2 GW waveforms, sources, and detectors

For chirping waveforms, we include inspiral, merger, and ringdown phases. The

merger and ringdown phases are also relevant albeit short, because they lead to non-

negligible SNR as well as non-trivial frequency dependences. We use IMRPhenomA

waveform template [43]. It is a phenomenological model for non-spinning binary

mergers, which is simple and optimistic.
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The waveform at the leading order is

h(f) = ApA(f)A0e
i(2πft0c+ϕ0

c+Ψ(f)), (4.5)

with A(f) containing the chirping evolution in inspiral, merger, and ringdown phases

A(f) =


Ainsp(f) f < fmerg (inspiral)

A(fmerg)
(

f
fmerg

)−2/3

fmerg < f < fring (merger)

A(fring)
σ2
f/4

(f−fring)2+σ2
f/4

fring < f < fcut (ringdown)

, (4.6)

where

Ainsp(f) =

√
5

96

M5/6f−7/6π−2/3

Ds

. (4.7)

Ds is the luminosity distance to the source. Ap factor includes polarization angle,

binary inclination, and detector orientation dependences. For simplicity, we set Ap =

1. The detailed expressions for fmerg, ring, cut and σf are collected in [43].

For the population of binary black holes, we consider three parameters: MBBH,

ηBBH, and zBBH. The distribution of the source frame total mass (MBBH) and the

symmetric mass ratio (ηBBH) are taken from [44]. Binary black holes are assumed to

be uniformly distributed in the comoving coordinate up to the redshift zBBH = 10.

The total merger rate is normalized to R0 = 28.3Gpc−3yr−1.

We use Einstein Telescope (ET) and DECIGO as benchmark missions. The

power spectral density Sn(f) for each detector is shown in Fig. 4. The frequency f =

f0 from which SNR contribution is largest is f0 ≃ 40 and 0.15 Hz, respectively; we

sometime use this f0 for quick estimation. Using f0 in Eq. (2.6), one can expect that

ET and DECIGO will be sensitive to structures at subgalactic scales k = O(0.01−
10) pc−1.

5 Sensitivities on models of small-scale structure

We present final sensitivities on PBHs, axion minihalos, and general power spectrum.

Model power spectra, k2P (k) relevant to the Variances, are shown in Fig. 5. Along

with PBH results, we also scrutinize statistical properties of multi-lensing: Gaus-

sianity of lnΛ, importance of sub-critical events, and importance of multiple lenses

along the line of sight.

5.1 PBH, and statistical properties of multi-lensing

The presence of PBHs can contribute in several ways to the power spectrum, e.g.

via their shot noise at short scale and their clustering affecting CDM halos at mid
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Figure 5: Model power spectra k2P (k) at z = 0 for cold dark matter CDM (dashed),

PBHs with 0.1M⊙ (dot-dashed), and axion minihalos from isocurvature perturba-

tions (solid). See text for model parameters. The frequency f on the upper horizontal

axis corresponds to k on the lower horizontal by the relation k = k̄F (f) (Eq. (2.6)).

scale [27, 45–47]. In this paper, we consider only the shot noise contribution as it

dominates in the subgalactic scale k = 105 ∼ 108Mpc−1 under our consideration.

As introduced in Sec. 4.1, we simulate PBH lenses using two methods: Gaus-

sian two-point correlation of potentials (Method 1) and random spatial distribution

(Method 2). The two-point correlation for the random distribution is given by the

constant shot noise

PPBH =
f 2
PBH

nPBH

. (5.1)

Sensitivities on PBH. Fig. 6 shows the final sensitivities on the PBH abun-

dance fPBH or on the constant power PPBH, from 5-year observations with ET or

DECIGO. Our results with multi-lensing are shown as solid lines (lnΛ > 3 with 90%

confidence), which is interpolated between the results of Method 1 and 2 as will be

detailed. For comparison, we also show previous projections of single strong-lensing

event (one event with lnΛi ≥ 3) [25, 28]2.

Our multi-lensing results are strong in the range MPBH = 10−4 ∼ 102M⊙ or in

k = 106 ∼ 108Mpc−1; the k-dependence will be clearer in other models discussed in

next subsections. The results can significantly improve projections of single strong-

lensing event [25] consistently with [29] (LIGO-Virgo O3 have started to put con-

straints [30, 31]) and existing lensing constraints (currently constraining fPBH ≲ 10−1

for our mass range) from microlensing observations of nearby stars [19–21], caustic

2Our reproduction here is slightly stronger than the result in [28] since we also consider merger

and ringdown phases in the waveform, which contribute sizable SNR and frequency dependence.
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Figure 6: Sensitivities on PBHs from 5-year observations with ET (left) and

DECIGO (right), in terms of the abundance fPBH (upper) or constant power

P = f 2
PBH/nPBH (lower). Our final results are red-solid lines, interpolated between

Method 1 and 2; see text for detail. For comparison we also show projections of

single strong-lensing event (green-dashed). Also shown are contours of PPBH, NF ,

and the vertical mark at rE = rF (f0).

crossing of stars [23], and type Ia supernovae lensing [9]. The results are also com-

petitive with other proposed statistical searches of fast-radio-burst lensing [13].

Our results can be categorized into three regions, according to statistical prop-

erties of multi-lensing. First, let us denote the total number of GW events during a

given observation period by Ne. In the middle region with 1 ≲ NF ≲ Ne, the result

of Method 2 agrees with that of Method 1 so that the Gaussianity of lnΛ is achieved.

As alluded, NF can be interpreted as counting the effective number of additions in

lnΛ =
∑

i ln Λ
i, determining the validity of CLT for lnΛ. In the rightmost region

with NF ≲ 1, the Gaussianity is not expected, so Method 2 should be correct. Here,

Method 2 rather asymptotes to the result of single strong event. In the leftmost
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parameters are fixed for simplicity.

region with NF ≳ Ne, multiple lenses along the line of sight shall be relevant, on

average. Here, Method 1 shall be correct as it effectively accounts for all lenses by

potential simulation. Our final results interpolate these correct estimations in each

region. We discuss each region in detail.

NF ≲ 1: non-Gaussian ln Λ, and single strong event. In the rightmost

region with NF ≲ 1, the small NF means by definition that there is hardly a sizable

diffraction. Most events exhibit very small ln Λi, but in rare instances there can be

strong lensing if a point lens happens to lie near the line of sight. Such a distribution

of lensing strength lnΛi is highly non-local and non-Gaussian, as shown in Fig. 7;

although most events have small ηi, a long tail for large ηi with small probability

exists too.

Thus, the sensitivity is determined dominantly by those rare events with strong

lensing. This is exactly the previous proposals based on single strong-lensing event

(lnΛi > 3 with 90% confidence) [25]. Our multi-lensing estimate (Method 2) ap-

proximately agrees with it in this region. But it also improves slightly due to some

number of sub-critical events (lnΛi < 3 but sizable), which are not captured by single

event searches.

The strong lensing is still possible even with NF ≲ 1 because in this region the

Einstein radius rE (characterizing the probability for geometrical-optics lensing) is

larger than rF ; recall that the condition for geometrical-optics lensing is rF ≲ rE,

equivalent to f−1 ≳ 2GMPBH [35]. NF ∼ 1 is approximately equivalent to rE ∼
r̄F (f0), as indicated by the vertical line in Fig. 6. It is because requiring one strong
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Method 2 successively converge to Method 1. lnΛ2 affects Method 2 more sizably in

NF ≳ Ne, while Method 1 rather mildly and universally. MBBH = 15M⊙ and zs = 1

are fixed, for simplicity.

event Ner
2
E · constant ∼ 1 is similar to NF ∼ Ner

2
F · constant ∼ 1.

That NF ∼ 1 being a boundary for both single-event dominance and non-

Gaussianity of lnΛ is understood. And this also validates the assumption of pre-

vious studies in NF ≲ 1 that only a single lens within around the Einstein radius is

relevant, rarely.

NF ≳ 1: Gaussian ln Λ, and many sub-critical events. In this region, the

results of Method 1 and 2 agree, so the total lnΛ distribution is Gaussian even from

Method 2. The sensitivity is determined by a sum of several sub-critical events with

lnΛi < 3, but it does not depend on any particular single event. An ensemble of lnΛ

lacks extreme values and remains close to the mean value. Since the mean of lnΛ

does not differ much between Method 1 and 2 (Fig. 7), the sensitivities derived from

both methods agree.

For NF ≳ 1, the CLT guarantees the Gaussianity of lnΛ, even though individual

lnΛi is not (Fig. 7). A related interpretation of NF was supported by Fig. 3, in which

the Gaussianity of η′ ensemble was achieved for NF ≳ 1 even though individual η′i
does not follow Gaussian distributions. Since lnΛi is approximately determined by

η′i, the same Gaussianity will be achieved similarly.

This region is where our multi-lensing can improve projections of single strong

event by most. However, it is interesting to note that even with NF ≳ 1 each event

still experiences one or no lens within the Fresnel volume, on average.
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NF ≳ Ne: Multiple lenses, and ln Λ2 effect. Genuine “multi” lensing events

are, as shown in Fig. 8, relevant to very large NF ≳ Ne, in which on average more

than one lenses are relevant in each event. In this region, Method 1 effectively ac-

counts for all lenses by random potential simulation, while in Method 2 all relevant

independent contributions of multiple lenses shall be added. Fig. 8 shows the conver-

gence of Method 2 results toward the Method 1 as more number of lenses are added.

Practically, it is challenging to add all discrete lenses in Method 2. Thus, we take

the result of Method 1 as our final result in this region.

In this region, many number of sub-critical events sum up to yield sensitivities.

Since each lensing signal is weak, lnΛ2 effect must be considered. As the right panel

of Fig. 8 shows, the effect of lnΛ2 on Method 2 is most prominent in this region,

degrading sensitivities. But the effect on Method 1 is universal and rather mild in all

three regions. So adding more discrete lenses in Method 2 is also critical to reduce

lnΛ2 effect in this region, which is another reason to use Method 1 in this region.

5.2 Sensitivities on axion minihalos

We now obtain sensitivities on the axion in the scenario where isocurvature fluctua-

tions lead to minihalos. Following standard axion cosmology, quantum fluctuations

on the axion field during inflation become isocurvature density fluctuations after the

axion field begins to oscillate as the Hubble time scale 1/H falls below the axion

Compton time scale 1/ma. Once re-entering horizon, isocurvature fluctuations can

evolve to form minihalos. Referring to [24, 49] for details, we take the following

simple model of minihalo power spectrum in this work, which can also be used with

more realistic shape of power.

In our simplified approach, the axion isocurvature power spectrum is approxi-

mated by a white-noise power spectrum [24, 48, 49]

P (k) = Θ(k0 − k)
24π2

5k3
0

(
D+(z)

D+(zi)

)2(
1 + zeq
1 + zi

)2

, (5.2)

where the CDM growth factor D+(z) ≃ 1/(1 + z) valid for z ≲ 10 cancels the

arbitrary zi dependence. Here, k0 = a(t0)H(t0) is the cutoff on the scale, which is

the comoving horizon at the time of axion oscillation 3H(t0) ≃ ma(t0). For useful

reference we use QCD axion mass with the temperature dependence taken from [49].

The total axion mass enclosed within the sphere with a radius π/k0 sets the mass

scale of minihalos

M0 = (4π/3)(π/k0)
3ρ̄a0, k0 ≃ 7.55× 106Mpc−1

(
10−8M⊙

M0

)1/3

. (5.3)

where ρ̄a0 is the today’s mean density of axions. We assume that all axions are in

the form of minihalos with the mass M0, and they constitute faxion mass fraction
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Figure 9: The sensitivity on QCD axion minihalos from 5-year observation with ET

(left) and DECIGO (right), in terms of the axion abundance faxion. The results based

on lnΛ0 + lnΛ2 (solid) as well as lnΛ0 (dashed) are shown. Method 1 is used since

Gaussianity is expected. On the upper horizontal axes, we also show corresponding

minihalo mass M0 and the peak scale k0.

of total dark matter. Once realistic mass functions of minihalos and the fraction of

axions in the form of minihalos are available, our baseline results can be corrected

in a straightforward way.

The power spectrum is shown in Fig. 5. The quantity that determines the

statistical properties of lensing is k2P (k). Notably, this exhibits a maximum at

k ≃ k0. Although realistic effects will smoothen the peak, the characteristic maximal

nature around k ≃ k0 will remain.

We simulate GW events using Method 1, assuming Gaussian potential fluctu-

ations. This is a good approximation in this case (unlike some PBH cases). Since

minihalos in the scale of interest are significantly lighter than the Solar mass, the

mean Fresnel numbers of each event, NF/Ne ∼ 109 (10−8M⊙/M0) faxion for ET and

NF/Ne ∼ 1012 (10−8M⊙/M0) faxion for DECIGO, are sufficiently large to assume

Gaussian statistics. Thus, the power spectrum is all we need to obtain sensitivities.

The effect of lnΛ2 will be mild as discussed.

Fig. 9 presents sensitivities on axion minihalos. ET is most sensitive to M0 ∼
10−8M⊙ or ma ∼ 10−5 eV, potentially down to faxion ∼ 10−3 with 5-year observa-

tions. These minihalos have k0 ∼ 107Mpc−1 (Eq. (5.3)), to which ET’s f0 ≃ 40 Hz
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is most sensitive, according to the statistical properties of lensing (Eq. (2.6)). DE-

CIGO, detecting about 100 times smaller frequencies, will be sensitive to 10 times

larger scales (or 1000 times heavier minihalos).

5.3 Sensitivities on general power spectrum

We present some model-independent results that can be used to obtain sensitivities

on particular models. Although GW observables in Eq. (2.9) are calculated by the

convolution of power at various scales and distances, their statistical properties were

dominated by a single scale k̄F (f) for given f . This property could in principle be

used to directly measure P (k) from the observable at f ; this opportunity is analogous

to scanning the mass profile ρ(r) of a single lens with the frequency spectrum of single

GW diffraction event, based on the intuition portrayed in Sec. 2.

If possible, the result would have been really the model-independent measure-

ment of power spectrum function (or small scale structures). But in practice, the

delta-function approximation by k ∼ k̄F (f) is not perfect, and a range of scales from

a range of source distances is mixed in an ensemble. So the measurement at f is not

solely contributed by P (k̄F (f)) but by a mild convolution of P (k) over some range

of k around k̄F (f) (with some reference redshift z = 1).

In this section, we provide those numbers δP (k) that can be used as a kernel of

the convolution over k. Once a particular model of P (k) is given, the sensitivity on

the model can be obtained by the following convolution

lnΛ ≃ ln Λc

∫
d ln k

P (k)

δP (k)
. (5.4)

This is valid if P (k) is not changing too rapidly with k. The Gaussianity or NF ≫ 1

also has to be assumed.

We obtain the numbers δP (k) as follow. Assume a constant value δP (k) of power

only in a narrow bin of the size ∆k/k = 1 around the given k. Find the value δP (k)

that yields lnΛ = lnΛc = 3.0. Method 1 has to be used, so that this result is valid

for Gaussian cases. The effect of lnΛ2 will be mild as discussed.

Fig. 10 presents these numbers δP (k), from 5-year observations with ET and

DECIGO. Again, this is not the final model-independent sensitivity, but only a kernel

as in Eq. (5.4). However, this is still very useful since G1 is a narrow function, so

that the sensitivity on k is dominated by δP (k).

Let us apply δP (k) results to PBHs and axion minihalos, as examples. Near

k = kET ≃ 107Mpc−1 to which ET is most sensitive, δP (k) ∼ 10−16Mpc3. With

extra O(1) factors in the convolution, this roughly agrees with the constant PBH

sensitivity shown in Fig. 6 in the Gaussian regimeMPBH ≲ 10−1M⊙. Axion minihalos
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Figure 10: δP (k) kernel for general sensitivities in Eq. (5.4), from 5-year obser-

vations with ET and DECIGO. One can convolute a given model P (k) with δP (k)

to obtain the sensitivity. ln Λ0 + lnΛ2 (solid) and lnΛ0 (dashed). For reference we

also show some power spectra for PBHs and QCD axion minihalos. On the upper

horizontal axis, we show the frequency by k = k̄F (f) at z = 1. f = f0 (vertical).

have power spectrum cut off at k ≲ k0, so only small enough halos with k0 ≳ kET
(M0 ≲ 10−7M⊙) will have non-negligible power probed by ET. This upper range

of M0 also roughly agrees with Fig. 9, again up to O(1) factors. Similarly, the best

sensitivity will be onM0 ∼ 10−8M⊙ having k0 ≃ kET (recall that the minihalo k2P (k)

is maximal at k ≃ k0), which also agrees with Fig. 9. Although the convolution

between model P (k) and δP (k) has to be made for correct calculation, such an

estimation based on peak values can be useful.

Our results on δP (k) can be compared with another similar proposal based

on the statistical variance of fast-radio-burst lensing [13]. Figure 4 therein shows

the best sensitivity k2δP (k) = 10−2 ∼ 10−6Mpc at k ∼ 108Mpc−1, and this is

comparable to our best sensitivities k2δP (k) = 10−1 ∼ 10−2Mpc at slightly smaller

k = 106 ∼ 107Mpc−1. The scale of best sensitivity, in our study is determined by the

relation k̄F (f0) in Eq. (2.6), while in that reference by year-long separated comparison

(vDM · (yr))−1 ∼ 108Mpc−1. Similarly, lower-frequency GWs can be tracked for year

long duration to yield (1) a probe of larger scales (pc ∼ kpc), and (2) accumulated

variances over the longer duration. We leave this for future study.
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6 Discussion

We have worked out multi-lensing on chirping GWs by sub-galactic scale matter

distributions. Through the relation Eq. (2.6), ET and DECIGO are expected to

be sensitive to k = 106 ∼ 108 and 105 ∼ 107Mpc−1 scale, respectively, with the

power down to P (k) = 10−16 and 10−14Mpc3 level at the peak scale from 5-year

observations. Applied to PBHs, which yield constant shot-noise P (k) larger than

CDM contributions in this range of k, the total abundance can be constrained by

fPBH ≲ 10−6 for MPBH = 1M⊙. Applied to QCD axion minihalos, the total abun-

dance can be constrained for ma = 10−7 ∼ 10−3 and 10−12 ∼ 10−4 eV respectively,

while assuming all axions are contained in minihalos. We have also obtained some

model-independent results δP (k), which can be combined with any given power P (k)

to yield the sensitivity on the model.

The main property that allowed to understand the rather complicated 3d integral

of lensing was the approximate property that statistical effects are dominated by a

single scale k ≃ k̄F (f0) = kF (f0, χl = χs/2) Eq. (2.6). The physics underlying this

property was discussed in Fig. 2, which turned out to be consistent with single-

lens intuitions that observable lensing effects are frequency dependencies induced by

the shear while the total amplification depends on the total enclosed mass. Having

characteristic waveforms, GW was ideal to utilize these physics.

We have introduced the ‘Fresnel number’ NF and shown that it is critical to

statistical properties of multi-lensing. First of all, NF ∼ 1, Ne delineated relative

importances of sub-critical events and multiple lenses in an event. In addition, if

the number density of dark structure is high, the total lensing likelihood is likely

to be a sum of many effective lens contributions (albeit weakly lensed), so that the

CLT guarantees that lnΛ follows a Gaussian distribution even though each lnΛi is far

from Gaussian. In this case, the sensitivity obtained by random spatial distribution of

lenses (Method 2) is same as the one obtained by Gaussian distribution of potentials

(Method 1). Consequently, the sensitivity is essentially determined by the power

spectrum among higher moments of overdensity distributions.

We have focused on relatively short final stage of inspiral and merger, with ET

and DECIGO. By tracking lower-frequency GWs for year-long duration, with LISA

for example, one may be able to probe larger (but still sub-galactic) scales, by also

utilizing statistical accumulation of lensing effects in a new way, i.e. accumulation of

(in)dependent lensing effects on a single GW over longer periods. We leave this for

future study.

Subgalactic scales remain as one of dark matter paradises, keeping its pristine

properties. We expect future GW missions to shed light on this regime of the uni-

verse.
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A Derivation of G0,1 kernels, dominated by χl ≃ χs/2

10−2 10−1 100 101 102

k/k̄F

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

G 0
(k
,k̄

F
)

Figure 11: The G0 kernel for Var(η(f)) at z = 0 (Eq. (A.2)). Since this Variance

should measure the total enclosed mass density by the Fresnel radius, all and only

modes k ≲ k̄F (f) contribute equally.

In Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9), we have defined the kernels G0,1 to absorb all χl dependent

factors. In this appendix, we show that the resulting kernels are dominated by

χl ≃ χs/2, which enables one of the main results of this paper: k ≃ k̄F in Eqs. (2.10)

and (2.11).

The G0 kernel is rewritten and shown in Fig. 11

G0(ln k, χs, f) =
960π2f 2

k4χ2
s

∫ χs

0

dχl

χs

a(χl)
−2

[
1− cos

(
χl(χs − χl)

4πfχs

k2

)]
(A.1)

=
15

π4

k̄4
F

k4

∫ 1

0

dx a(xχs)
−2

[
1− cos

(
2π2x(1− x)

k2

k̄2
F

)]
, (A.2)

where x = χl/χs is introduced for simplicity. We assumed that P (k) is independent

on the redshift, but any dependence simply multiplies the a(χl)
−2 factor and the

same conclusion follows easily.

For k ≲ k̄F , Eq. (A.2) is approximated as

G0 ≃ 15

π4

k̄4
F

k4

∫ 1

0

dx a−2

(
2π2x(1− x)

k2

k̄2
F

)2

(A.3)

=

∫ 1

0

dx
30x2(1− x)2

a(xχs)2
∼ 1

a(χs/2)2
. (A.4)

For k ≳ k̄F , only a saddle point of the cosine argument, x = 1/2, contributes to the

integral in Eq. (A.2). Thus, again, G0 ∼ a(χs/2)
−2. Again, any χl dependence of

power simply modifies the final functional form, but not the dominance by χl ≃ χs/2.
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As a result, up to the overall χl-dependent factors, G0 approximately becomes

a function only of k and k̄F , which turns out to be a Heaviside function (consistent

with Gauss’ theorem as discussed). Therefore,

G0(k, k̄F ) ≃ a(χs/2)
−2Θ(ln kF − ln k), (A.5)

Var(η) ∝
∫ k̄F

0

d ln k k2P (k). (A.6)

It directly indicates that the matter power spectrum contributes to the dispersion of

amplifications with k2P (k) per ln k for k < k̄F . In contrast, P (k) in k > k̄F does not

contribute to the dispersion.

G1 kernel is more complicated because finite width ∆ ln f is practically needed for

careful consideration of derivative (see Fig. 2). Similarly to Eq. (2.9) but including

∆ ln f carefully,

Var

(
∆η(f)

∆ ln f

)
≃ 1

2π

∫
d ln k k2P (k)

1

k4

∫ χs

0

dχ

(
4πGρ̄

a

)2 ∣∣∣∣∆g(f ; k, χ)

∆ ln f

∣∣∣∣2
≡ χ3

s

60π
(4πGρ̄)2

∫
d ln k k2P (k)G1(ln k, ln k̄F ,∆ ln f). (A.7)

We assume ∆ ln f ≲ 1 here. g is defined as

g(f ; k, χ) = −i4πf
[
e−iu − 1

]
, (A.8)

u =
χ(χs − χ)

4πfχs

k2 =

(
k

kF

)2
2π2χ(χs − χ)

χ2
s

. (A.9)

First, consider |u(f + ∆f) − u(f)| = u∆ ln f ≲ 1 regime, where ∆g
∆ln f

≃ dg
d ln f

holds well. ∣∣∣∣ dg

d ln f

∣∣∣∣2 = 32π2f 2

(
1− cosu− u sinu+

u2

2

)
, (A.10)

=

{
4π2f 2u4, if u ≪ π,

16π2f 2u2, if u ≫ π.
(A.11)

Applying Eq. (A.11) to Eq. (A.7), we obtain

G1 ≃ a(χs/2)
−2 ×

π4

21

(
k
k̄F

)4

, if k̄F ≫ k,

1, if k̄F ≪ k ≪ k̄F/∆ ln f 1/2.
(A.12)
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Now, consider u∆ ln f ≳ 1. In this regime, ∆g
∆ln f

≃ dg
d ln f

approximation does not

hold anymore.∣∣∣∣ ∆g

∆ ln f

∣∣∣∣2 ≃ 64π2f 2 sin
(
1
2
u∆ ln f

)
∆ ln f 2

, (A.13)

G1 ≃ 15/π4

a(χs/2)2∆ ln f 2

(
k

k̄F

)−4

, if k ≫ kF/∆ ln f 1/2. (A.14)

From Eqs. (A.12) and (A.14), by choosing proper ∆ ln f ∼ O(1) (as discussed in

Fig. 2) we can approximate G1 as a sharp function localized at k ≃ k̄F ,

G1 ∼ ln
[
∆ ln f− 1

2

]
δ(ln k − ln k̄F ). (A.15)

This concludes one of the main results of this paper: statistical lensing effects are

dominated by k ≃ k̄F .

B Formula for ln Λ

In this section, we present detailed formula for lnΛ0 and lnΛ2. Consider a lensed

GW wave data,

d = hL + n = h0(1 + η) + n, (B.1)

where h0 is an unlensed wave and F = 1+η is a lensing amplification. The detection

likelihood function for the data can be obtained by [35]

ln Λ =
1

2

(
ρ2mL − ρ2m0

)
, (B.2)

The matched filter SNRs for corresponding unlensed and lensed waveforms h = h0, hL

can be obtained by

ρ2m = max
h

[(d|d)− (d− h|d− h)] (B.3)

≃ 1

(h|h)

[
(d|h)2 + (d|ih)2 + {(d|h)(d|iωh)− (d|ih)(d|ωh)}2

(d|h)(d|ω2h)− (d|ωh)2 + (d|ih)(d|iω2h)− (d|iωh)2

]
(B.4)

where ω = 2πf . The expression is derived by fitting the lensed and unlensed template

waveforms hTL,0 = hL,0·Ac exp[iϕc+i2πftc] with three fitting parameters: Ac, ϕc, and

tc, through the maximization in ρ2mL,0. Each of three terms in Eq. B.4 corresponds

to the fitting of Ac, ϕc, and tc, respectively. When (n|h)/(h|h) ≲ 1, lnΛ can be

expanded in combinations of (n| · · ·h0,L).
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In this study, it is sufficient to consider only the noise ensemble average of lnΛ,

instead of individual lnΛ. The noise average of the leading term becomes

lnΛ0 = ⟨ln Λ⟩O(n0) =
1

2

(
ρ2mL − ρ2m0

)
d=dL

(B.5)

Since the linear terms become zero after taking average over the noise ensemble,

one may ignore it.

ln Λ1 = ⟨ln Λ⟩O(n1) = 0 (B.6)

The sub-leading contribution comes from the second order term,

lnΛ2 = ⟨ln Λ⟩O(n2) . (B.7)

By expanding Eq. (B.4) in n and gathering the O(n2) terms, lnΛ2 is obtained by

the following formula for h = h0,L,

ln Λ2 =
〈
R2

L

〉
−

〈
R2

0

〉
, (B.8)〈

R2
〉
= 1 +

1

2(h|h)D0

(ν1 − δ1τ |ν1 − δ1τ), (B.9)

D0 = (hL|h)(hL|w2h)− (hL|wh)2 + (hL|ih)(hL|iw2h)− (hL|iwh)2, (B.10)

ν1 = (hL|iwh)h− (hL|wh)ih+ (hL|h)iwh− (hL|ih)wh, (B.11)

δ1 = (hL|w2h)h+ (hL|iw2h)ih+ (hL|ih)iw2h+ (hL|h)w2h− 2(hL|iwh)iwh− 2(hL|wh)wh,
(B.12)

τ =
1

D0

[(hL|h)(hL|iwh)− (hL|ih)(hL|wh)] . (B.13)

In our final results, we use these expressions for lnΛ2.
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