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Strong-lensing rates of massive black hole binaries in LISA
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Similarly to electromagnetic (EM) signals, gravitational lensing by intervening galaxies can also affect gravi-
tational waves (GWs). In this paper, we estimate the strong-lensing rate of massive black hole mergers observed
with LISA. Given the uncertainties in the source populations as well as in the population of galaxies at high
redshift, we consider: six different source population models, including light and heavy seeds, as well as three
lens population models, including redshift-independent and redshift-dependent evolution properties. Among all
the scenarios explored, the expected number of strong lensed events detected in a 4-year observation time in
LISA ranges between 0.13-231 with most of them having two (one) images detectable in the heavy (light) seed
scenarios. The event numbers obtained correspond to 0.2% — 0.9% of all detected unlensed events. Out of all
the detectable strong-lensed events, up to 61% (in the light-seed scenario) and 1% (in the heavy-seed scenario)
of them are above the detectability threshold solely due to strong lensing effects and would otherwise be un-
detectable. For detectable pairs of strong-lensed events by galaxy lenses, we also find between 72% — 81% of

them to have time delays from 1 week to 1 year.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) offer a unique opportunity to
probe the universe, as they travel largely unimpeded over cos-
mological distances. In particular, with nearly 100 detections
by LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) collaboration [1] and thou-
sands more expected in coming years [2], GWs provide an
untapped resource for dark matter studies.

Similarly to electromagnetic (EM) signals, gravitational
lensing by intervening dark matter halos can magnify GWs,
potentially allowing detection at even higher redshifts. If the
source, lens and observer are highly aligned, signals suffer
from strong-lensing effects, in which multiple (de)magnified
and time-delayed images from the same source are received
by the observer [3]. In the case of GWs, the joint analysis of
such multiple images is expected to considerably improve the
estimation of source sky localization [4] and open the possibil-
ity of multi-messenger studies with EM follow-ups (see recent
reviews in [5, 6]). Applications of strong-lensed GW events
include cosmography measurements [7-9], tests of gravity
and dark matter tests [10-18]. In addition, the long wave-
length of GWs can further suffer from wave-optics lensing
effects whenever the characteristic size of the lens becomes
comparable to or larger than the GW wavelength. In the case
of LISA, these effects are expected to become relevant when
the lens is a low-mass dark matter halo, with characteristic
lens masses < 108M,, (and associated virial masses of order
<10'M) [19]. These wave-optics effects have been studied
in LISA [19-23], although they will not be considered here,
and hence we will focus on lenses with masses over 103M.,.

Furthermore, we emphasize that lensing is an inevitable
cosmological effect and if not accounted for, it can lead to
biases in inferred binary parameters and population studies.
On the one hand, weak and strong lensing would affect the
inferred distance and source black hole mass [24-26], with
strong lensing additionally changing the inferred number of
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sources in a population study as well as possibly inducing
phase changes confused with modified gravity [14]. On the
other hand, wave optics induces frequency-dependent distor-
tions in the phase and amplitude that could potentially bias
various binary parameters [27], and even create biases towards
modified gravity [28-30].

For current ground-based GW detectors, a search of lens-
ing on GW events was performed in [31, 32], showing no evi-
dence for strong lensing to date. Nonetheless, in the next years
the first GW strong lensed events are expected [33, 34]. Fur-
thermore, with the advent of next-generation GW detectors,
such as Cosmic Explorer [35] and Einstein Telescope [36],
lensed GW events will become commonplace. About a hun-
dred of strongly gravitationally lensed GW events could be
detected per year in the next decade [37, 38].

For space-based GW detectors, the Laser Interferometer
Space Antenna (LISA) [39] is set to begin construction in
2025, and will detect GWs from massive black hole binaries
(MBHBS) up to redshift z ~ 20. While the population proper-
ties and detection rates of MBHBs are not entirely known, the
high-redshift reach of LISA suggest promising lensed events.
Forecasts on wave optics lensing caused by low-mass dark
matter halos have been performed, with a detection of up to
8 events in 4 years [40]. In addition, initial work on estimat-
ing the strong lensing rate of LISA was performed in [41],
where it was concluded that a few strong lensed events would
be detectable in a 5-year mission.

In this paper, we update and build up on the estimations
performed in [41] over a decade ago. In particular, we con-
sider the latest simulations of MBHBs in [42-46], including
heavy and light seeds as initial mass functions at high redshift.
Due to the unknown properties and evolutions of MBHBs, we
consider six different source population models, which are
found to lead between 73-37,979 unlensed detectable events
in a 4-year observation window time. We calculate the strong-
lensed event rate in a 4-year mission and we analyze how
many events would have single or double images detectable.
Since LISA sources can be detectable up to redshift z ~ 20
and galaxy population properties are not known at such high
redshifts, we consider three different galaxy lens population
models with different redshift evolutions. Overall, we find the
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strong-lensing detectable event rate to range between 0.13-
231 events in 4 years. Note that this range is wider, and the
upper limit much higher than the one obtained previously in
[41]. Most of this uncertainty comes from the source popula-
tion models, whereas the different galaxy lens models cause
variations of about 40% in the calculated rates. All the results
are available in detail in [47].

As shown in previous studies [31, 32, 37, 48, 49], the incor-
poration of priors on time-delay distributions of images can be
an important ingredient to confidently identify strong-lensed
events. For this reason, here we also include an analysis on
time delays of the strong-lensed events expected in LISA.
Here we find between 72%-81% of the detectable strong-
lensed events to have time delays between 1 week to 1 year,
depending on the source and lens population model.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we revisit
the strong lensing framework, including the models of MB-
HBs sources and galaxy lens populations used. In Sec. III we
describe the unlensed event rates and their expected signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) in 4 years, for the different MBHBs source
models. In Sec. IV we present the main results regarding the
statistical properties of strong-lensed events, including their
detection rates, SNRs, and time delay distributions. Finally,
in Sec. V we summarize our results and discuss their future
impact. Whenever necessary, cosmological quantities will be
calculated using the best-fit Planck 2018 cosmological param-
eters [50].

II. FRAMEWORK

In this paper, we will analyze a lensing scenario illustrated
in Fig. 1. A binary black hole is the source, which is located
at an angular diameter distances Dg from the observer. The
source is displaced by an angle 6 and quantified by a dimen-
sionless impact parameter y with respect to the optical axis
(observer-lens line). This parameter will determine if the sys-
tem is in the regime of weak or strong lensing. In addition,
the lens will be considered to be typically a galaxy, located at
an angular diameter distance Dy from the observer. Multiple
images can be observed from a single source, each one taking
a different trajectory and probing a different region of the lens
gravitational potential. As a result, each image suffers from
a different time delay and magnification. In the case of GWs
from binary systems, the signal has a coherent phase and the
multiple images will also have a different constant phase shift
[51, 52]. Nonetheless, for the purpose of estimating lensing
rates, these phase shifts will not be relevant and will be ig-
nored here.

A. Source Population

Since there is still uncertainty as to what is the formation
channel of MBHs in the universe, results from semi-analytic
simulations of different formation channels are considered,
following the improvements of the original work in [42] de-
noted as K+16 [43, 44], and B+20 [45, 46].
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FIG. 1: Lensing configuration of a MBHB source located at
an angular diameter distance Dg from the LISA detector,
with a dimensionless impact parameter y, which suffers from
strong lensing by a galaxy at an angular diameter distance Dy,
from the detector. The signal can take two trajectories from
the source to the detector, as indicated by the dotted lines,
which results in two GW signals being detected with
different amplitudes and arrival times.

We will consider two high-redshift seeds leading to MB-
HBs in quasi-circular orbits: a light-seed model (denoted as
LS/poplll), where massive BHs are assumed to form at high
redshift (z > 15 —20) in the mass range 10* — 10°M,, from
the collapse of heavy Pop III stars in the most metal-poor
dark matter halos; and a heavy-seed model in which most of
the mass in a protogalactic disk collapses into a supermassive
star or a quasi-star leaving behind a BH in the mass range
10* — 10°M., at redshifts z ~ 8 — 15 (denoted as HS/Q3).

Various specific models for both seeds are available, which
mainly differ in the time delay considered between the MBHB
merger and their host galaxy mergers. As previously con-
cluded in [46, 53] recent Pulsar Timing Array (PTA) obser-
vations, large delays at separations of hundreds of pc are dis-
favored and MBHBs merge efficiently after galaxy mergers.
Therefore, we will only consider models with no delay or
medium time delays in agreement with PTA data: (i) “Q3-nod
(K+16)”, “HS-nod-noSN (B+20)”, “HS-nod-SN (B+20)” and
“HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20)” which assume MBHs bina-
ries to form with no delay from a galaxy merger; (ii) “PoplIIl-
d (K+16)” and “Q3-d (K+16)” which account for some de-
lays between the MBHB and the galaxy merger such as stel-
lar hardening, MBH triple interactions, and planetary-like mi-
gration. Here, the labels “SN” and “noSN” indicate models
that do and do not account for the effect of supernova (SN)
feedback on the growth of nuclear gas reservoir, respectively.
Models at finite and extrapolated infinite resolution are pub-
licly available!. Here we use the infinite resolution simu-
lations, except for the HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20) model,
whose finite resolution predictions agree with PTA measure-
ments [46]. Notice that the previous LISA strong lensing esti-
mates in [41] used older source population simulations devel-
oped in [54-56].

As shown in Eq. (8), the lensing probability increases with
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FIG. 2: Intrinsic merger rate distribution of MBHBs in 4
years as a function of total mass M (top) and redshift
z(bottom), for different source population models.

redshift, therefore one of the main properties that will deter-
mine the percentage of detectable strong-lensing events will
be the redshift distribution of the populations.

Fig. 2 shows the total mass and redshift distribution of all
the populations considered here. Regarding the mass, we can
see that the light-seed simulation (in orange) peaks in lower
masses than the heavy-seed simulations, as expected. Regard-
ing the redshift distribution, both light-seed and heavy-seed
models have a wide redshift range up to z = 20, with only the
Q3-d (K+16) model showing preference to lower redshifts due
to the delays in binary mergers. Importantly, the simulations
from B+20 show higher rates for sources at redshift z > 15,
which suggests a higher rate of strong lensed events, as we
confirm here.

B. Lens Population

We first model lensing caused by individual galaxies, which
are the most common lenses. We will assume their radial
mass profile to be axially symmetric. In particular, a common
model is that of a singular isothermal sphere (SIS) density pro-
file, which has been shown to provide a good approximation
when estimating lensing probabilities [57]. In this case, the ra-
dial density profile is characterized by the velocity dispersion,
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All SIS lenses will always form two images, (+) and (-), each
one with the following (de)magnifications
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where y = 6;/6f is the dimensionless impact parameter, de-
fined as the observed angular position of the source 6; with
respect to the optical axis (see Fig. 1), and normalized by the
angular Einstein radius 6g
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We see that if y > 1 the two images are only slightly (de)-
magnified which is the weak lensing regime, and if y < 1 both
images can be greatly magnified which is the strong lensing
regime. Predicting other image multiplicities, such as four or
five images, requires different lens mass profiles.

As we can see in Eq. (2), the magnifications depend on the
location of the source, which is assumed to have a cumulative
probability distribution” of the form

p(y) <7, 4)

describing a uniform radial location in the 2D source plane.
While the bulk of lensed events will correspond to those of
weak lensing, since we are interested in strong lensing, we
will focus on cases where y € [0, 1].

We emphasize that different lens mass profiles could also be
considered to improve the modeling of galaxy mass as func-
tion of radius. In particular, going beyond axially symmet-
ric lenses can help include realistic effects of tidal fields and
produce more than two images, as in the singular isothermal
ellipsoid (SIE) lenses considered in previous similar studies
[37, 48, 58, 59]. Other possibilities that can also produce more
than two images are empirical mass profiles with shallower
cores such as the Navarro-Frenk-White (NFW) model [60], as
considered in some wave-optics lensing studies [21, 23, 61].
Nonetheless, as shown in [57], an SIS assumption does pro-
vide reasonable lensing probabilities, although differences in
parameter estimation of individual lensed GWs are expected
to vary between different mass profiles. A more exhaustive
exploration of different lens mass profiles and the production
of more images will be left for future work.

In the case of SIS lenses, the time delay between the two
images is given by [3]
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2 We quote the cumulative distribution since this is used to sample y by per-
forming a uniform inverse sampling.



where z; is the redshift of the lens.

The main quantity characterizing the probability of strong
lensing is the optical depth 7, which is defined as the frac-
tion of the celestial sphere that is gravitationally lensed, and
interpreted as the probability of a given source to be strongly
lensed. This optical depth only depends on the lens popula-
tion, including the number density of lenses, and their cross
sections. In general, T can be calculated as [3]:

d’>t  dn(o,z1) cdt 3
= J)—(1 * 6
dz do do Scr(G’ZL,ZS)dZL( +ZL) , (6)

where dn/dc is the comoving number density distribution
of SIS lenses (characterized solely by the velocity dispersion
and lens redshift), S, is the lens cross section which in the
strong lensing regime it is given by the area of the Einstein
radius S¢; = ﬂD%(zL)Gé(O',zL,zx). In addition, we have as-
sumed the lens distribution to be uniform in comoving vol-
ume leading to the scaling factors (1 4 z7)*(cdt/dz;) with
cdt/dz;, = c/[H(zp)(1 +z1)]-

1. Redshift-independent lenses

Based on low-redshift observations of galaxy populations,
it is customary to consider the galaxy population distribution
to be independent of redshift [33, 37, 48, 62-65]. In that
case, by matching the number density of galaxies and their
(redshift-independent) velocity dispersions to the SDSS DR6
population of all types of galaxies®, [62] found a velocity dis-
persion distribution following a modified Schechter function
of the following form

$(0)= 9.0 (Gjo)aexp [— (G"O)ﬁ] b

(N
with mean values ¢, o = 2.099 x 10_2(h/0.7)3Mpc_3, Ox0 =
113.78km/s, ¢ = 0.94 and B = 1.85%.

Eq. (7) can be used to calculate the strong lensing optical
depth of SIS lenses in Eq. (6) to obtain

3
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where F is a dimensionless normalization factor and D,(z)
is the comoving distance from the source at redshift z;. The
value of F is found to be F = 4.89 x 10~* when using Eq.
(7). Notice that this value is slightly lower than that one used

@
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3 While early-type galaxies dominate strong lensing events due to their
higher masses, late-type galaxies can make non-negligible contributions
of up to 15% of events [66], and thus a general approach should include all
types of galaxies.

4 Note that different works have measured these parameters, obtaining some-
what different values depending on the data set and methodology. A com-
monly used set in previous GW lensing analyses comes from SDSS DRS
for early-type galaxies in [67] but here we use the subsequent study in [62].

in previous GW studies [33, 65], and hence we agree with
the simulation-based analysis in [57] which found previously
used values to be too high.

In addition, the modeling of the lens population also en-
codes their redshift distributions. Following [48], for a given
source at z;, the lens redshift z; follows a distribution

p(r)=307(1-r)?% 0<r<l )
where r = D.(z1,)/D.(zs). This expression comes from us-
ing Eq. (7) to obtain the optical depth per lensing redshift,
dt/dz; = [do(d?*t/dzido), which is found to follow the
distribution in Eq. (9) for SIS lenses. This distribution in-
cludes the effect of the lenses being distributed uniformly in
comoving volume in addition to the lenses cross section distri-
bution, which is known to be largest when the lens in neither
close to the source nor to the observer. Indeed, the mode of
the distribution (9) is at » = 0.5. Based in this, a high-redshift
LISA source, say at z; = 20, would have a mostly likely lens
at z; ~ 2. Lenses are generally expected to lie at considerably
lower redshifts than the sources but still lie beyond z > 1.

2. Redshift-dependent lenses

Even though the previous model of redshift-independent
velocity dispersion is justified by galaxy observations at red-
shift z < 1.5, they are still applied to higher redshifts. In-
deed, this method has been used to estimate the strong lensing
rate of GW events for next-generation ground-based detectors
[33, 37, 58, 64] such as Einstein Telescope (ET) [36] and Cos-
mic Explorer (CE) [35], which are expected to observe events
up to redshift z; ~ 10.

In the case of LISA, MBHBs can be observed up to z; ~ 20
(see Fig. 2) and thus it might be important to include redshift
evolutions in the lens population modeling to perform realistic
estimations. The previous LISA strong lensing rate analysis
in [41] considered both a redshift-independent and a redshift-
dependent population model.

A common parametric redshift-dependent model of lens
populations used in the literature [68—71] has a velocity dis-
persion function of the same form as Eq. (7) but with evolving
¢, and O, as:

9:(2) = ¢ 0(1+2)",

where v, and v, are two constant parameters characterizing
the redshift evolution. From here on, this will be referred to as
the z-dependent model 1. In particular, by studying a sample
of over 150 strong lensing events (caused by early-type galaxy
lenses) with sources up to redshift 3.5, [70] obtained median
values

0.(z) = 0. 0(1+2)", (10

Vo= —1.18, v, =0.18. (11)

The LISA study in [41] considered the redshift evolution
in Eq. (10) based on the simulation study in [68], where
the best-fit parameters where found to be v, = —0.229 and
v, = —0.01, but here we will use the observation-based val-
ues in Eq. (11).



Nonetheless, since observations are limited in redshift, it is
worth considering high-redshift lens models based on hydro-
dynamical numerical simulations. In [72] an analysis of dark
matter halos in the Illustris simulation [73] was performed to
fit the cumulative velocity dispersion function up to z = 6.
From their fitted formulas one can obtain the velocity disper-
sion function ¢y,4(0,z) and update the distribution ¢(o) in
Eq. (7) to include a redshift evolution as [74]:

¢hyd(o-7z)
¢hyd(07 0) ’

where the expression for ¢,,;(0,z) is provided in Appendix
B 1. From here on, this model will be referred to as the z-
dependent model 2. As discussed in [75] this model may un-
derestimate the number of galaxies at high redshifts, so here
we consider it a conservative model. This is also confirmed
in Appendix B 1, where we show a comparison of velocity
dispersion functions of the three models considered, and the
z-dependent model 2 is shown to have orders of magnitude
lower number densities at redshift z = 6.

For simplicity, we will continue assuming that galaxies fol-
low an SIS mass distributions at high redshift (even though
this is not expected to be accurate). On the one hand, for the
z-dependent model 1 in Eq. (10), the lens redshift distribution
function when the source is at z; is given by:

¢(0,2) =¢(0) (12)
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where again r = D.(z1.)/D.(z;). This expression is equivalent
to Eq. (9) when v,, = v, = 0 and the sampled parameter is r
instead of z;.

In addition, we find the optical depth to be given by:
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On the other hand, for the z-dependent model 2 in Eq. (12),
the lens redshift distribution function when the source is at zg
is given by:

p(zrlzg) o< (1 +2zz
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which must be calculated numerically so we choose a relevant
range of (Opin, Omax) = (1,10°)km/s>. The optical depth is
then given by:
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5 We emphasize that the dependency of the results on this exact range of
velocity dispersions is very weak, as long as the range covers most of the
weight distribution of the function 6*¢ (o, z7).

We note that Eq. (16) is the general formula for the optical
depth for SIS lenses. For the previous two models, integra-
tions in ¢ and/or z were performed analytically and that is
why the expressions look different in Egs. (8) and (14).

C. Lensing Comparisons

In this section, we perform a comparison between the three
galaxy lens population models described in Sec. II B. Fig. 3
shows the optical depths obtained in the three models: z-
independent (see Eq. (8)), z-dependent 1 (see Eq. (14)), and
z-dependent 2 (see Eq. (16)).
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FIG. 3: Optical depth as function of source redshift, for the
three lens population models: z-independent, z-dependent
model 1, and z-dependent model 2.

From here we can see that, by construction, they are the
same for low redshifts, but they differ at high redshifts. At
z =20, the z-dependent model 1 gives the lowest optical depth
of 4.39 x 103, whereas the z-dependent model 2 and the z-
independent model give 5.33 x 103 and 7.38 x 103, respec-
tively.

In addition, Fig. 4 shows the comparison on the lens red-
shift distributions in the three lens models (solid lines), to-
gether with the lensed source distribution (dashed lines). For
concreteness, here we show the case when the lensed source
population follows the Q3-nod (K+16) distribution, but other
populations exhibit similar trends. Notice that the lensed
source distribution shown here is obtained taking the intrinsic
one in Fig. 2 and multiplied appropriately by the optical depth,
for each one of the three lens models. The three models pro-
vided very similar lensed source distributions, but differences
in the lens distributions are noticeable.

In particular, in the lens models with redshift evolution,
we find the lenses to be at slightly lower redshifts, with the
z-dependent model 2 being the one with less high-redshift
lenses. In particular, in the z-independent lens model we find
26% of the events to have z; < 1 and 81% with z;, < 3. In the
z-dependent model 1, we find 33% and 87% of events with
7z < 1 and z;, < 3, respectively. In the z-dependent model 2,
we find 34% and 92% of events with z; < 1 and z; < 3, re-
spectively. Analogous lensing percentages for all source mod-



els are provided in Appendix B 2.
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FIG. 4: Redshift distributions of lenses z;, and lensed sources
5 for the population Q3-nod (K+16).

We emphasize that these results describe the intrinsic pop-
ulation of lensed sources and lenses, not the observed ones.
However, as we will see in Sec. III, in the heavy-seed source
models almost all events are detectable by LISA, and only in
the light-seed source model the detection rate is low. In prac-
tice, this means that Fig. 4 can be considered to also represent
the detectable population of lensed sources and lenses for the
Q3-nod (K+16) case.

III. UNLENSED EVENT RATES

We start by first assessing the detectability of GW events
without lensing effects. For this, we use the source popula-
tion models discussed in Sec. II A, which provide distribution
probabilities of the MBHBs in redshift, masses, and spins.
Given these values of intrinsic parameters, we model GW sig-
nals using the 1isabeta package [76, 77], which incorporates
the time-delay interferometry (TDI) channels [78] A, E and
T, and the noise power spectrum follows the SciRDv1 model
[79]. We will also model the signal with the IMRPhenomHM
waveform model which includes higher angular harmonics
[80]. This waveform describes quasi-circular non-precessing
binary systems and needs an additional 6 extrinsic parameters
to be specified: inclination angle, two angles for sky loca-
tion, coalescence phase, polarization angle, and coalescence
time. We randomize these extrinsic parameters and assess the
detectability of GW events by calculating their mean signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) p in a 4-year observation window. More
details on this procedure are provided in Appendix A. We will
set a detectability threshold of average SNR of p > 8.

The intrinsic astrophysical and detectable number of events
in 4 years are quoted in Table I. These estimations are in
agreement with previous studies, e.g. [46]. From these re-
sults we see that light-seed models tend to predict a lower
fraction of detectable events than heavy-seed models, due to
their lower mass distributions [81]. From Table I we obtain
for heavy-seed models a detection fraction always over 96%,

while in the light seed model PoplII-d (K+16) it is about 23%.

[Source Model [Intrinsic|Detected |
Poplll-d (K+16) 1,410 321
Q3-d (K+16) 74 73
Q3-nod (K+16) 657 650
HS-nod-noSN (B+20) 39,364 | 37,979
HS-nod-SN (B+20) 36,790 | 35,510
HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20)| 9,407 9,075

TABLE I: Average number of intrinsic and unlensed detected
events, for each simulation of population mergers, in a 4-year
LISA mission.

In Fig. 5 we show the mean SNR distribution of the intrinsic
population of events in 1 year of LISA observing time, for the
simulations PoplII-d (K+16) and Q3-nod (K+16) as examples.
Here we see that most light-seed events become undetectable,
while 90% of the detectable events have 8 < p < 100. In the
Q3-nod (K+16) model we see that most events are detectable
with 24% of them having 8 < p < 100, and 76% of them with
p > 107 due to the higher masses. In the other heavy-seed
source models we find the fraction of detectable events with
8 < p < 100 to be: 3.9% for Q3-d (K+16), 58% for HS-nod-
noSN (B+20), 58% for HS-nod-SN (B+20), and 63% for HS-
nod-SN-high-accr (B+20).
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FIG. 5: Intrinsic events for PopllI-d (K+16) and Q3-nod
(K+16) simulations in 1 year, as function of total mass M and
source redshift z;. Colors indicate the expected mean SNR,
with grey dots showing the undetectable events.

IV. LENSED EVENT RATES
A. Event Number

In this section, we show the results on the number of strong-
lensed events. In order to calculate this, we take the astrophys-
ical population distribution and weigh it appropriately, as a
function of redshift, by the lensing optical depths 7(zg) shown
in Fig. 3. The number of intrinsic strongly lensed events in a
4-year LISA mission are provided in Table II.

Here we see that the number of lensed events in 4 years can
have a wide range: between 0.14 (approximately one every 30



[Source Model [z-indep [z-dep 1]z-dep 2|

PopllI-d (K+16) 6.9 44 5.7
Q3-d (K+16) 0.20 0.14 0.19
Q3-nod (K+16) 2.9 1.9 2.4
HS-nod-noSN (B+20) 231 143 181
HS-nod-SN (B+20) 216 133 169
HS-nod-SN-high-acer (B+20)| 51 32 41

TABLE II: Number of intrinsic strongly lensed events in a
4-year LISA mission.

years) and 231 (approximately one every week). As expected,
the z-independent lens model generally predicts more lensed
events than the two z-dependent lens models, due to its higher
number of high-redshift lenses. Then, the z-dependent model
2 predicts more lensed events than the z-dependent model
1, due to the former having slightly higher optical depth, as
shown in Fig. 3. Nonetheless, the predictions of the three
lens models are comparable, with fractional differences on the
event rates of up to 38%. Since the optical depth is around
T~ 1073 —-1072 for Zs 2, 1, the rates obtained in Table II are
about a factor 1073 — 10~2 lower than the intrinsic unlensed
event rates presented in Table I.

From the intrinsically lensed population distributions, we
mock the detectability of the two strong-lensed images in 4
years. In particular, we take 5,000 events with intrinsic param-
eters (my,my,z,a1,az), and for each one of them we perform
100 realizations of lensing by sampling the impact parame-
ter from Eq. (4). In each realization, we calculate the SNR
associated to each one of the strong-lensed images as:

P+ =VUur()ps p-=+VH-(y)p (17)

where p is the unlensed mean SNR (as discussed in Sec. I1I),
and the magnifications are in Eq. (2). In each of the 100
realizations we calculate the number of events with: only 1
detectable image, 2 detectable images, and events that went
above threshold due to strong lensing and would be otherwise
undetectable (i.e. boosted).

In Table III we show the mean values across the 100 realiza-
tions for the three number of events obtained, after rescaling
the 5,000 sampled lensed events to the appropriate intrinsic
lensed events in 4 years (see Table II). As a consequence, the
numbers quoted in Table III provide the mean expectation of
the number of detectable strong-lensed events in 4 years, for
the different source and lens population scenarios considered
in this paper. From Table III the total number of lensed events
can be calculated as the sum of the second and third columns.

From Table III we see that the three different lens mod-
els provide comparable results, with fractional differences in
the predicted event rates of up to nearly 40%. When compar-
ing Table IIT with Table II we find that in the Pop-III (K+16)
source model many intrinsically lensed events are not de-
tectable, with about 40% of them being detectable, whereas
for the heavy-seed source models roughly 99% of the intrinsi-
cally lensed events are detectable.

The rates quoted in Table III range between 0.13 — 231 in
4 years, and this upper bound is much higher compared to

z-independent lens model

Source Model [1 Detected |2 Detected| Boosted
PoplII-d (K+16) 1.9 0.95 1.7
Q3-d (K+16) 1.1x1073] 019 [24x1077
Q3-nod (K+16) 0.084 2.8 0.013
HS-nod-noSN (B+20) 21 210 2.5
HS-nod-SN (B+20) 18 196 1.8
HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20) 4.7 46 0.41

(a) Lensed events for z-independent lens model.

z-dependent lens model 1

Source Model [1 Detected |2 Detected| Boosted
Poplll-d (K+16) 12 0.62 1.0
Q3-d (K+16) 69x107%] 013 [1.4x107%
Q3-nod (K+16) 0.052 18 [3.7x1073
HS-nod-noSN (B+20) 13 129 1.5
HS-n0d-SN (B+20) 11 21 1
HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20) 2.9 29 0.30

(b) Lensed events for z-dependent lens model 1.

z-dependent lens model 2
[1 Detected |2 Detected| Boosted

Source Model

PoplIl-d (K+16) 1.6 0.80 1.4
Q3-d (K+16) 1.0x1073] 0.18 [2.1x107°7
Q3-nod (K+16) 0.071 23 82x1073
HS-nod-noSN (B+20) 16 164 1.6
HS-nod-SN (B+20) 14 154 L5
HS-nod-SN-high-accr (B+20) 3.8 37 0.39

(c) Lensed events for z-dependent lens model 2.

TABLE III: Mean number of strongly lensed events: with
only 1 detectable image (2nd column), with 2 detectable
images (3rd column), and those that went above threshold
due to lensing or “boosted” (4th column), in a 4-year LISA
mission.

the previous result obtained in [41], where up to 4 strong-
lensed events in a 5-year LISA mission where predicted. This
difference mainly lies on the wider range of source models
considered in this paper. The event numbers obtained here
correspond to 0.2% — 0.9% of all unlensed detectable events
(see Table I), depending on the source and lens model. Even
though in these tables we only quote the mean, we have con-
firmed that the dispersion across the 100 realizations of these
event rates is at least one order of magnitude smaller than the
mean.

In Table III we also present the expected mean number of
boosted events. In the Pop-III (K+16) source model, among
all the detectable lensed events, the fraction of boosted events
can be as high as 60%, whereas in the heavy-seed source mod-
els the boosted events represent a small fraction of detectable
lensed events, reaching up to 1%. These results are expected
due to the different mass distributions between light-seed and
heavy-seed models.

Finally, in Fig. 6 we show the mean SNR of the two im-
ages, for the HS-nod-noSN (B+20) source model in 4 years,
in the z-independent lens model. We illustrate this case be-
cause it yields the highest overall number of lensed events.



In pentagons we see the SNR of the events that have two de-
tectable images, and in triangles we show those with only one
detectable image (the (+) image). The color scheme describes
the expected mean SNR, with gray showing undetectable im-
ages.
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FIG. 6: Lensed events for the HS-nod-noSN (B+20) source
model, in 4 years, for the z-independent lens model, and their
expected strong-lensed mean SNR p (on the left) and p_
(on the right). The events are shown as function of their
redshift and total mass.

We see that due to strong lensing, the first image (+) always
has higher SNR than the second image (-). In particular, for
the case shown in Fig. 6, 27% of the first images have p > 102,
compared to the 60% of second images. Notice that in the
heavy-seed source models the two images of lensed events
are typically detectable, with at most 10% of cases having a
missed second image. On the contrary, the light-seed source
model predicts nearly two times more observed lensed events
with only the first image detectable compared to the case with
both images. Here, we find that about 40% of the missed sec-
ond images may still have SNR between 5 and 8. Therefore,
mitigation strategies to solve this problem can be taken since
follow-up analyses of sub-threshold events can be performed
[31, 32, 82]. In addition, the prediction that second images
lead to a 7/2 phase shift and, as a consequence, possible dis-
tortions when higher-angular modes are relevant [52] in the
GW waveform (as is the case for LISA) will also help find
second images.

B. Time Delays

Previous studies [31, 32, 37, 48, 49] for ground-based GW
detectors have shown that information on time-delay distri-
butions of images can be used to confidently identify strong-
lensed GW events, and distinguish them from apparently sim-
ilar events from different sources. For this reason, here we
include an analysis on time delays of the strong-lensed events
expected in LISA.

We consider the same 5,000 intrinsic lensed events with pa-
rameters (mj,my,zs,a1,ay) used in the previous subsection
IV A. For each event, we sample both the redshift and ve-
locity dispersion of the lens and calculate Ar in Eq. (5), to
produce a time delay probability distribution of intrinsically

lensed events. For the lens redshift z;, we draw samples from
the redshift distributions in Egs. (9), (13) and (15) described
in Sec. II B. For the lens velocity dispersion, we draw samples
from 0'4¢(0',ZL), using Egs. (7), (10) and (12).

Fig. 7 shows the time delay distribution for the example
of HS-nod-noSN (B+20) source population, for the three lens
models. As observed, the peak is of a few months, but the
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FIG. 7: Probability distribution of the time delays between
the two lensed images, for the HS-nod-noSN (B+20) source
model, in the three lens scenarios with their KDE fits.

three lens models can predict different tails for very short
(< 1 week) or very long (> 1 yr) time delays. For this source
model, in the range of 1 week < Ar < 1 year, we find 81%
of events in the z-independent lens model, 74% in the z-
dependent 1 model, and 78% in the z-dependent 2 model.

Other heavy-seed models provide qualitatively similar re-
sults as Fig. 7. We recall that this result describes the time
delay of the intrinsically lensed events but, as discussed previ-
ously, heavy-seed models predict about 99% of lensed events
to be detectable so the result shown here translates directly to
the detectable events. This is not the case of the light-seed
PopllI-d (K+16) model, where only 40% of lensed events are
detectable. For this reason, in Fig. 8 we compare the time de-
lay distribution of the intrinsic (solid lines) versus detectable
(dashed lines) lensed events. In this case, we only considered
lensed events where both images are detectable.

From here, we can see that the intrinsic time delay dis-
tribution of this light-seed model is qualitatively similar to
that of the heavy-seed model in Fig. 7, with peaks of a few
months. Nonetheless, the detectable distributions have sup-
port for smaller time delays due to the fact that detectable
sources have lower redshift, and thus produce lower time de-
lays. The peaks of the intrinsic versus detected distributions
shift by 3.5 x 10° s (or 5.8 weeks) in the z-independent lens
model, 6.9 x 10° s (or 11.4 weeks) in the z-dependent 1 model,
and 3.6 x 10° s (or 6 weeks) in the z-dependent 2 model.
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FIG. 8: Probability distribution of the time delays between
the two images of the intrinsic (solid lines) vs detectable
(dashed lines) lensed events, for the Poplll-d (K+16) source
model, in the three lens scenarios with their KDE fits.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have conducted a comprehensive analy-
sis of the expected strong gravitational lensing rates for mas-
sive black hole binary (MBHB) mergers detectable by LISA
over a 4-year mission duration. The detection of strong-lensed
events could allow for improved parameter estimations to per-
form tests of gravity and dark matter, as well as improving
sky localization and thus opening the possibility for multi-
messenger studies with EM follow-ups. The results obtained
here provide a significant expansion of previous estimates. We
incorporate the latest MBHB population models and consider
the unique challenges posed by LISA’s high-redshift detection
capabilities extending to redshift z ~ 20. In particular, we ana-
lyzed six different MBHB source models in combination with
three different high-z galaxy lens models.

We find that the expected number of detectable strong-
lensed MBHB events ranges from 0.13 to 231 events over
4 years, depending on the source population model and lens
population assumptions. This wide range reflects the sub-
stantial uncertainties in both the formation channels and evo-
Iutions of MBHBs. These predicted lensed event rates cor-
respond to 0.2% to 0.9% of all unlensed detectable MBHB
mergers, establishing strong lensing as a rare but scientifically
valuable phenomenon for LISA observations.

The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of these lensed events can
be as high as 10*, with the light-seed source population model
producing generally lower SNRs and thus predicting the miss
of second lensed images, whereas heavy-seed source popu-
lation models generally predict higher SNRs and hence two
lensed images being detectable most of the time. Due to this
difference in the SNRs for the light and heavy seeds, we also
find that up to 60% of detectable lensed events in light-seed
scenario (and about 1% in heavy-seed scenarios) would be
“boosted” above the detection threshold solely due to lens-
ing magnification, representing events that would otherwise
remain undetectable.

In addition, our analysis of three galaxy lens population
models—one redshift-independent and two redshift-dependent
evolutionary scenarios—reveals that lens evolution introduces
variations of approximately 40% in the predicted event rates.
The most common scenario considered previously in the lit-
erature is the redshift-independent one, which generally pre-
dicts the highest rates due to its assumption of constant galaxy
number densities at all redshifts.

In addition, we performed an analysis on the expected time
delays between two lensed images, as this may be used for fu-
ture detectability studies to improve confidence in the lensing
hypothesis between a pair of events. Across different heavy-
seed source and lens models, we find between 72%-81% of
lensed events to have a time delay between 1 week and 1 yr,
peaking typically at several months. In the light-seed source
population model, the time delays are lower since their lower
masses cause these sources to be at lower redshift in order to
be detectable.

While the largest uncertainties in the type of analysis per-
formed in this paper will remain to be the MBHBs popu-
lations, we have made several simplifying assumptions that
warrant future investigation. The adoption of singular isother-
mal sphere lens models, while computationally tractable, ne-
glects the complexity of real galaxy mass distributions. More
sophisticated lens models, such as singular isothermal ellip-
soids, would produce four-image configurations and allow us
to improve our rate predictions.

Additionally, our detectability assessment relies on sky-
averaged SNRs without fully accounting for the temporal sep-
aration and different sky locations of multiple images. De-
tailed simulations incorporating these effects, along with re-
alistic noise realizations and data analysis procedures, would
refine our predictions.

The substantial uncertainties in both source and lens pop-
ulations highlighted in this work underscore the importance
of continued theoretical and observational efforts to better un-
derstand MBHB formation channels and galaxy evolution at
high redshift. Future gravitational wave observations, partic-
ularly from Pulsar Timing Arrays and eventually LISA itself,
will shed further light on these uncertainties.

Various plots for the population models not shown explic-
itly in this paper can be found in [47].
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Appendix A: Unlensed Detectable Events

This section describes our procedure for calculating the
mean unlensed signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of gravitational
wave events detectable by LISA. Our analysis uses the
IMRPhenomHM waveform model, which describes non-
precessing binary black holes with aligned or anti-aligned



spins and includes higher-order angular modes.

Each gravitational wave event is characterized by 11 pa-
rameters. On the one hand, we have 5 intrinsic parameters
(m1,my,z,a1,az) describing the masses, redshift, and spins
of the BHs, which are drawn from the semi-analytical source
models described in Section II A. On the other hand, we have
6 extrinsic parameters describing the observation geometry
and timing, which are sampled as follows:

» Coalescence time f.: sampled uniformly between ¢, €
[0,4] yrs.
* Coalescence phase ¢.: sampled uniformly between ¢, €
[0,27].
* Inclination angle t and polarization angle y: sampled
isotropically in a sphere with y € [0,27] and 1 € [0, 7].
* Sky localization angles, ecliptic longitude A and lat-
itude B: sampled isotropically in a sphere with A €
[0,27] and B € [-m/2,+7/2].
We initially draw a sample of 10,000 intrinsic parameters,
from the raw distributions for the different source models (see
Fig. 2). For each set of intrinsic parameters, we generate
N = 100 random realizations of the extrinsic parameters and
calculate the corresponding optimal SNR values. Our SNR
calculations make two simplifying assumptions: we neglect
signal confusion from overlapping sources and assume noise-
less data. We compute the total SNR using the lisabeta
package, which combines contributions from all three LISA
TDI channels (A, E, and T).

From the N SNR calculations for each intrinsic parameter
set (my,mp,z,a1,az), we count Ny, cases that exceed our de-
tectability threshold of p > 8. This gives us a detection prob-
ability Ny, /N as a function of the intrinsic parameters, which
we use to reweight the raw distributions from the population
simulations. Figure 9 illustrates the resulting detectable event
distribution over 4 years for the PoplIl-d (K+16) simulation,
as an example. In the heavy-seed models, both intrinsic and
detected distributions are very similar, given that almost all
events are detected (see Table I).

We integrate the detection-weighted distributions to obtain
the total number of detectable events over 4 years, as summa-
rized in Table L.

Additionally, we calculate the mean SNR for each intrinsic
parameter combination by averaging over all N extrinsic pa-
rameter realizations, which is used in Fig. 5. Note that one
may also estimate the number of detectable events by setting
a detectability threshold of 8 on the mean SNR. This would
provide slightly different detection rates to the ones reported
in Table I, with less than 10% differences.

Appendix B: Lens Population

1. Velocity Dispersion Function

In this section, we describe in detail the lens population
properties in z-dependent model 2.

The cumulative dispersion function in [72] is fitted in log

10

Poplll — d (K + 16)

Intrinsic
102 3 Detected

103 107 107
M [Mo]

102.

101 J

X 4yr

100-

S

1071 J

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.012.515.0 17.520.0
ya

FIG. 9: Comparison of intrinsic vs unlensed detected
distribution in redshift and total mass of the PopllII-d (K+16)
source model, in a 4 year duration mission.

base-10 space as®

logn = a+ alog(c/c,) + Blog*(c/c,) — (/%) (B1)

where 7 is in units of Mpc ™3, and the galaxies studied had
0 > 63 km/s. The parameters a, &, 3, and o, are allowed to
evolve quadratically in redshift as:

azao+alz+02227
o= O(0+(X12+(X2Z2,
B=PBo+Biz+B2,

G, = 100N TR Ky, (B2)
The best-fit values obtained in [72] are

ao = 7.391498, a; = 5.729400, a» = —1.120552,
o = —6.86339338, o = —5.27327109, 0 = 1.10411386,
Bo = 2.85208259, B = 1.25569600, B, = —0.28663846,

T = 0.06703215, 71 = —0.04868317, y» = 0.00764841.
(B3)

6 Notice that [72] has typos and thus we follow their github publication in
https://github.com/ptorrey/torrey_cmf.


https://github.com/ptorrey/torrey_cmf

Since for strong lensing estimates we need the velocity dis-
persion function distribution, we take the derivative of n in
Eq. (B1) to obtain

‘Phyd(GaZ) = —dl = —g <O£—|—2ﬁ log(o /o) _elog(ﬁ/ﬁ*)) ,

do
(B4)

where n is the expression in Eq. (B1). This is the function
that will be used in Eq. (12). The factor that will determine
the redshift-evolution correction of the VDF will be given by
Phyd(0,2)/Pnya(0,0), which is shown in Fig. 10. As expected
from hierarchical galaxy evolution, at high redshift there are
more galaxies with low velocity dispersions than large veloc-
ity dispersions. The normalization at z = 0 has been included
to make this model match the SDSS catalog number density as
in Eq. (12), and to have a self-consistent comparison between
the three lens models.
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FIG. 10: Fractional evolution of the velocity dispersion
function in Eq. (12), at several redshifts, as a function of the
velocity dispersion ©.

A comparison of the three VDF models: z-independent, z-
dependent model 1 and z-dependent model 2 can be found in
Fig. 11. Recall that the z-independent model matches the two
z-dependent models at z = 0. As observed, at z = 1 the three
models are relatively similar to the z = 0 curve, but their dif-
ferences grow with redshift. At redshift z = 6 the z-dependent
model 2 predicts a orders of magnitude lower number density
for higher dispersion velocities, which may be underestimated
as suggested in [75]. Notice that while the z-dependent model
1 predicts a flatter distribution with redshift (i.e. more compa-
rable galaxy number density at low and small velocity disper-
sions), the z-dependent model 2 predicts a steeper distribution
with redshift (i.e. much higher galaxy number density at low
rather than high velocity dispersion). Thus, these two models
follow different galaxy population trends found in the litera-
ture.

Finally, we emphasize that the ¢(o,z) distributions shown
here describe the intrinsic galaxy population. Nonetheless,
the galaxy lens distribution will be given by 6*¢(c, z), which
incorporates the effect of the area of the Finstein radius, as
given in the optical depth in Eq. (16).
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FIG. 11: Comparison of velocity dispersion functions at
different redshifts, as a function of the velocity dispersion ©.
At z = 0 the three models are the same, by construction.

2. Lens Redshifts

The percentage of lenses below the redshifts thresholds 1, 3,
and 6 are shown in Table IV. We find the three lens population
models to have almost all events below z = 6, yet there is a
general trend that the z-dependent model 2 has more events at
lower redshifts, compared to the other two models.

[ Source Model  [Lens Model [z, < 1]z, <3z < 6]

z-ind 25 80 98
z-dep 1 29 84 98
z-dep 2 30 92 100

z-ind 36 92 100
z-dep 1 42 95 100
z-dep 2 42 97 100

z-ind 26 81 98
z-dep 1 33 87 99
z-dep 2 34 92 100

z-ind 22 75 96
z-dep 1 27 81 97
z-dep 2 28 89 100

z-ind 22 76 96
z-dep 1 21 74 95
z-dep 2 28 89 100

z-ind 23 77 96
z-dep 1 29 82 97
z-dep 2 30 90 100

Pop-III (K+16)

Q3-d (K+16)

Q3-nod (K+16)

HS-nod-noSN
(B+20)

HS-nod-SN (B+20)

HS-nod-SN-high-accr
(B+20)

TABLE IV: Simulation results showing distribution
percentages for different z thresholds.
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