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Despite decades of research, the existence of asteroid-mass primordial black holes (PBHs) remains
almost completely unconstrained and thus could still comprise the totality of dark matter (DM).
In this paper, we show that standard searches for continuous gravitational waves – long-lived,
quasi-monochromatic signals – could detect extreme mass-ratio inspirals of asteroid-mass PBHs in
orbit around a stellar-mass companion using future gravitational-wave (GW) data from Einstein
Telescope (ET) and the Neutron Star Extreme Matter Observatory (NEMO). We evaluate the
robustness of our projected constraints against the eccentricity of the binary, the choice of the mass
of the primary object, and the GW frequency range that we analyze. Furthermore, to determine
whether there could be ways to detect asteroid-mass PBHs using current GW data, we quantify
the impact of changes in current techniques on the sensitivity towards asteroid-mass PBHs. We
show that methods that allow for signals with increased and more complicated frequency drifts over
time could obtain much more stringent constraints now than those derived from standard techniques,
though at slightly larger computational cost, potentially constraining the fraction of DM that certain
asteroid-mass PBHs could compose to be less than one with current detectors.

I. INTRODUCTION

The primordial black hole (PBH) hypothesis may ex-
plain a variety of puzzling cosmological observations, in-
cluding the purported existence of DM [1, 2], LIGO,
Virgo and KAGRA binary black hole mergers [3–16],
excess microlensing events [17], the missing satellite prob-
lem [18], and anisotropies in the cosmic microwave back-
ground [19], without introducing physics beyond the
standard model [20]. PBHs could have formed from over-
densities in the very early in the universe with masses
spanning almost 20 orders of magnitude [21]:

MPBH ∼ 106M⊙

(
t

s

)
, (1)

where t is the time from the Big Bang that PBHs formed.
Such a wide mass range motivates the need to consider a
variety of PBH formation mechanisms and experiments
to detect the presence of such objects.

If PBHs exist, they could compose a fraction or the
totality of dark matter (DM). While the fraction of DM
that PBHs could compose, fPBH, has been heavily con-
strained across a wide parameter space, one particular
regime, asteroid-mass ( 10−16M⊙ ≲ MPBH ≲ 10−12M⊙)
PBHs, has been able to evade almost all constraints. In
this regime, PBHs would be too heavy to avoid evapo-
rating, but too light to amplify the flux from stars that
they lens to a high-enough level detectable by microlens-
ing experiments. In particular, if PBHs have masses of
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≲ 10−10M⊙, their Schwarzschild radii are approximately
equal to, or less than, the wavelength of the light that is
being lensed [22], resulting in a strong suppression of the
amplification induced by the lens [23]1.
The inability to obtain constraints in this mass regime

motivates the need to consider alternative ways of prob-
ing asteroid-mass PBHs.
One promising avenue could be to search for femtolens-

ing of seconds-long gamma ray bursts (GRBs) [28]. In
femtolensing, light rays from a GRB would traverse dif-
ferent path-lengths around the PBH lens and thus re-
sult in an interference pattern [29]. In particular, a
lack of observed femtolensing events of GRBs observed
by Fermi has led to constraints on fPBH ≲ 0.1 be-
tween ∼ [10−16, 10−14]M⊙ [30], although the assumption
of point-mass GRB sources has been questioned: if the
GRB source has a finite size, photons would be emitted
from different locations on the source, which would all
follow different paths as they bend around the lens, po-
tentially masking any oscillations visible in the energy
spectrum [29]. Additionally, the large sizes of GRBs rel-
ative to the lensing mass in the lensing plane make most
unsuitable for such searches, relaxing most projected con-
straints [31]. Thus, observations of small-size GRBs are
needed to produce realistic constraints in the asteroid-
mass regime.
Another avenue could be to look at microlensing of

1 In principle, the Hyper Suprime-Cam (HSC) experiment [24, 25]
can probe fPBH ≲ 1 for lensing masses down to 10−12M⊙ [26],
although if the light source has a larger size than assumed in
[27], the constraints are almost completely relaxed between ∼
[10−12, 10−11]M⊙ [27].
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light from x-ray pulsars by asteroid-mass PBH lenses, be-
cause (1) wave-optics effects are negligible for MPBH ≳
10−13M⊙ [28], and (2) pulsars are compact objects,
which reduces the impact of finite-source size on the
lensing of light compared to using extended sources of
light [32]. While it is not currently possible to constrain
PBHs using RXTE [33], future observations with eXTP
[34] may constrain fPBH ≲ 1 between ∼ [few ×10−16,
few ×10−13]M⊙ [35], reaching at best fPBH ≃ 0.1 at
2× 10−15M⊙ (see Fig. 5 of [35]).

Even if exTP could obtain such constraints in
the future, a key mass regime still remains uncon-
strained that spans almost an order of magnitude, ∼
[10−13, 10−12]M⊙, which lies in between the exTP and
Subaru/HSC constraints. One possible probe of this
mass regime lies in attempting to detect GWs from very
slowly inspiraling extreme mass-ratio binaries, consist-
ing of an ordinary compact object with a mass O(M⊙)
and a significantly lighter asteroid-mass compact object,
i.e. a PBH. Such so-called extreme-mass ratio inspi-
rals (EMRIs) are usually considered in the context of
future spaced-based GW detectors, in which an ordi-
nary compact object of O(M⊙) inspirals around and then
plunges into a supermassive black hole [36], though oth-
ers have considered so-called “mini-EMRI” systems, com-
posed of O(1 − 10)M⊙ ordinary compact object with a
planetary-mass exotic compact object orbiting around it,
that would be visible in current ground-based detectors
[37].

We consider solely the inspiral portion of EMRI sys-
tems, specifically at frequencies at which the GW signal
appears to be almost monochromatic and ever-lasting.
Thus, the signal falls into the category of “continuous
waves” (CWs), for which extensive method development
has taken place over the last few decades within and out-
side of the LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA collaborations [38–
43]. However, by only analyzing the inspiral portion of
the lifetime of the EMRI system, we pay a price in sensi-
tivity: while searches for merging black holes reach could
reach out to at least Gpc, we could, at best, detect sys-
tems at the scale of the Galaxy, O(kpc) [44]. Despite the
small distance reach of GW searches to such systems,
we are still able to project stringent constraints in the
asteroid-mass PBH regime.

In this paper, we make a number of considerations
regarding the prospects for detection of asteroid-mass
PBHs using CW search techniques. While previous works
have made specific choices of m1,m2 and ignored eccen-
tricity in the context of current CW searches [44, 45],
and have not yet been able constrain fPBH ≤ 1, we now
generalize our thinking to see how constraints on the frac-
tion of DM that PBHs could compose change as a func-
tion of (1) GW detector choice, (2) CW search param-

eters (TFFT, ḟmax, etc.), (3) source parameters (m1,m2,
eccentricity), and (4) GW frequency bands that are ana-
lyzed. Our considerations indicate that searches for CWs
can make significant contributions to constraining the
asteroid-mass PBH regime, especially if some analysis

methods are tuned to consider PBH EMRIs, and even if
no changes are made to existing analysis methods.

II. SIGNAL MODEL

Two compact objects in orbit around their center of
mass will emit GWs as they approach each other. Equat-
ing the orbital energy loss with GW power, we can obtain
the rate of change of the frequency over time, i.e. the
spin-up ḟ , in the quasi-Newtonian limit (i.e. far from
merger) [46]:

ḟgw =
96

5
π8/3

(
GM
c3

)5/3

f11/3
gw ≡ kf11/3

gw

≃ 9.83× 10−11 Hz/s

(
M

10−6M⊙

)5/3(
fgw

50 Hz

)11/3

,

(2)

where M ≡ (m1m2)
3/5

(m1+m2)1/5
is the chirp mass of the system,

fgw is the GW frequency, c is the speed of light, and G
is Newton’s gravitational constant.
To obtain the signal frequency evolution fgw(t) over

time, we integrate Eq. (2) with respect to time t:

fgw(t) = f0

[
1− 8

3
kf

8/3
0 (t− t0)

]− 3
8

, (3)

where t0 is a reference time for the GW frequency f0.
In most of this paper, we consider systems far from

merger with sufficiently low M ≲ 10−5M⊙, which means
we can binomially expand Eq. (3), which corresponds to

ḟgw(t− t0) ≪ f0:

f = f0 + ḟgw(t− t0). (4)

Our model for GWs from inspiraling systems is thus a
sinusoid whose frequency slowly varies over time.
The amplitude h0(t) of the GW signal also evolves with

time [46]:

h0(t) =
4

d

(
GM
c2

)5/3(
πfgw(t)

c

)2/3

≃ 1.61× 10−25

(
1 pc

d

)(
M

10−6M⊙

)5/3(
fgw

50 Hz

)2/3

,

(5)

where d is the luminosity distance to the source.
Inverting Eq. (3), we can also write down an expression

for the time the signal spends between two frequencies:

∆t = −3

8

f
−8/3
gw − f

−8/3
0

k
, (6)
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which, in the limit that fgw → fisco, where fisco is the
frequency at the innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO),
and fisco ≫ f0, determines the time to merger tmerg

tmerg ≃ 5

256

(
1

πf0

)8/3(
c3

GM

)5/3

≃ 6000 years

(
50 Hz

f0

)8/3(
10−6M⊙

M

)5/3

. (7)

III. SEARCHES FOR CONTINUOUS WAVES

A. Background

Multiple groups search for CWs emitted from any-
where in the sky [45, 47]. The parameter space has

four dimensions: f, ḟ , α, δ, where α, δ refer to the sky
position of the source. Despite such a simplistic signal
model, these searches cannot be performed fully coher-
ently, since each sky position has to be targeted individ-
ually, and the computational cost of such analyses scales
with T 6

obs [48]. This means that semi-coherent CW search
techniques must be employed, which divide the data into
smaller chunks of length TFFT ≪ Tobs, in order to both
save computational costs (∝ T 2

obsT
4
FFT now) and to in-

crease robustness against theoretical uncertainties in the
GW search (e.g. phase coherence could be lost over such
long observation times). Computational limitations also

require that a fixed range of ḟ be searched over, since the
number of points in the ḟ grid scales with T 4

FFT [48].
When searches for CWs do not find a significant candi-

date, upper limits on the minimum detectable GW am-
plitude are produced, usually averaged over the sky but
not always [45, 49], as a function of frequency. These lim-
its are derived either through injecting fake signals and
recovering them with a particular method, or through
analytic / data-driven procedures that encapsulate the
properties of the noise while producing conservative con-
straints with respect to those that could have been ob-
tained through injections [45, 50–53]. An example set of
sky-averaged synthetic upper limits that we would obtain
on the GW amplitude h0,min using the ET power spectral
density is shown Fig. 1, which will be the starting point
for our calculations of projected constraints on PBHs.

B. Limitations of current searches and constraints
on asteroid-mass PBHs

In practice, when performing an all-sky search, pref-
erence is usually given to negative values of ḟ , since the
proposed targets of such searches, lumpy isolated neu-
tron stars, should be spinning down, and thus |ḟ | ≲ 10−9

Hz/s. The maximum positive ḟ searched for limits the
extent to which we can use Eq. (4) to approximate

FIG. 1. Synthetic upper limits obtained using Eq. (8) in each
1 Hz band using an ET sensitivity curve and the following
analysis parameters: TFFT = 1.5 days; Tobs = 1 year; Γ =
0.95, CRthr = 5, and θthr = 2.5 .

Eq. (3). Thus, efforts to constrain PBH abundance can-
not typically leverage upper limits at frequencies above
∼ 100 Hz (see Fig. 1 of [44]), unless M is sufficiently
small, which, unfortunately, implies smaller h0 (Eq. (5)).
Furthermore, even though in principle PBH abundance
for EMRI systems using results from CW searches can
be constrained, Refs. [44, 45] do not yet account for ec-
centricity of such binaries, and how that would impact
the constraints, which we will do in Section VI.

IV. METHODOLOGY

Following [44, 54, 55], we compute the sensitivity to
inspiraling PBH binaries obtainable with semi-coherent
techniques. In our case, we use a formula to compute the
sensitivity of the frequency-Hough (a pattern recognition
technique used in all-sky searches [56]) towards quasi-
monochromatic sources that are sinusoidal within each
TFFT:

h0,min ≃ Λ

√
Sn(fgw)

T
1/2
FFTT

1/2
obs

≃ 5.37× 10−27

(
1.5 days

TFFT

)1/4(
1 year

Tobs

)1/4

×
(

Sn(fgw = 50 Hz)

3.58× 10−49 Hz−1

)1/2(
Λ

12.81

)
(8)

where Λ = 12.81 for reasonable choices of analysis pa-
rameters for the frequency-Hough (see Appendix A).
Combining Eq. (8) and Eq. (5), we can obtain an ex-

pression for the luminosity distance reach to PBH inspi-
rals:
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d(f) =
1

Λ

√
T

1/2
FFTT

1/2
obs

Sn(f)

(
GM
c2

)5/3(
πfgw(t)

c

)2/3

≃ 30 pc

(
1.5 days

TFFT

)−1/4(
1 year

Tobs

)−1/4

×
(

Sn(f = 50 Hz)

3.58× 10−49 Hz−1

)−1/2(
Λ

12.81

)−1

×
(

M
10−6M⊙

)5/3(
fgw

50 Hz

)2/3

(9)

After computing the luminosity distance reach, we can
write down the space-time volume ⟨V T ⟩:

⟨V T ⟩ = 4

3
πd(fgw)

3T, (10)

where the brackets indicate the expectation value of the
space-time volume. One part of this equation is the Eu-
clidean volume of a sphere, since we do not need to con-
sider any cosmological effects for nearby sources. The
other piece, T , is: T =max(Tobs,∆T ). ∆T is the time
spent by the binary system in a given frequency range
[f, f + δf ]:

∆T =
5

256
π−8/3

(
c3

GM

)5/3 [
f−8/3
gw − (fgw + δf)−8/3

]
≈ 310 years

(
10−6M⊙

M

)5/3(
δf

1 Hz

)(
fgw

50 Hz

)−11/3

(11)

where δf is the spacing in frequency at which we eval-
uate d(f). Note that we consider this formulation of T
because the source durations tend to greatly exceed the
observation time, so we are sensitive, in one particular
frequency bin, to multiple sources emitting GWs before
and/or during Tobs [44, 55]. Now, the number of binaries
detectable at a given frequency is:

Nbin = ⟨V T ⟩R, (12)

where R is the formation rate density of binary PBHs.
Summing over all possible binaries detected at each fre-
quency

N tot
bin =

∑
i

Nbin(fi) . (13)

and solving for R, assuming no detection (N tot
bin < 1), we

arrive at

R =
3

4π

(∑
i

⟨V T ⟩ (fi)

)−1

. (14)

We can equate the rate densities in Eq. (14) to analytic
models for formation rate densities of PBHs in the case
of asymmetric-mass ratio binaries, with m2 ≪ m1:

R = 5.28× 10−7 kpc−3yr−1fsupf(m1)f(m2)

×
(

m1

M⊙

)−32/37(
m2

m1

)−34/37

(fPBH)
53/37

, (15)

where fsup is suppression factor induced by the presence
of nearby PBHs that could break up binaries, and f(m1)
and f(m2) are the mass functions of the primary and
secondary components of the binary, respectively.
To remain agnostic against particular PBH mass func-

tions and possible rate suppression factors fsup, we quote

all constraints in terms of an effective fraction f̃ :

f̃ ≡ fPBH [fsupf(m1)f(m2)]
37/53

, (16)

It is important to note that CW searches will be sensi-
tive only to M, which is a particular combination of m1

and m2. Thus, when we interpret synthetic upper limits
in terms of constraints on f̃ , we are free to pick m2 to be
in the asteroid-mass range as long as m1 is sufficiently
heavy to obtain the same M. Of course, such EMRI sys-
tems may have high eccentricities, which we consider as
well in the following sections.

V. PROJECTED CONSTRAINTS

ET will provide unprecedented low-frequency sensitiv-
ity to GWs, enabling us to see much longer signals arising
from the inspirals of two compact objects than currently
possible with LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA. Furthermore,
the sensitivity across all frequencies will increase by ap-
proximately an order of magnitude, enabling numerous
detections of binary black hole and binary neutron star
mergers [57, 58].
It is thus worth asking to what extent ET will be

able to detect asteroid-mass PBHs that could form in
a binary system. Following the methodology outlined in
Section IV, and considering a range of possible EMRI
systems, we compute the expected luminosity distance
reach and constraints on f̃ , as shown in Fig. 2(a). We
have selected the maximum distance reach possible for
each system to plot here, that is, selecting the particular
frequency at which the distance reach is maximum. Addi-
tionally, we have assumed ḟmax < 10−9 Hz/s, which was
used in [45], and a frequency evolution given by Eq. (4).
Though we make these plots in terms of m1 and m2, the
distance reach depends primarily on M, which is con-
stant along the diagonal lines in these plots. When com-
puting f̃ , however, we use the contributions for EMRI
systems inspiraling at all frequencies, not just the maxi-
mum one, as implied by Eq. (14). We evaluate the impact

of the range of frequencies chosen on the f̃ constraint in
Section VI.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2. Using Eq. (9) and the ET power spectral density curve, we have computed the expected luminosity distance reach (left)

and f̃ (right) as a function of m1 and m2, enforcing the criteria that ḟ ≤ ḟmax = 10−9 Hz/s and that the linear approximation in

Eq. (4) holds. We have only plotted points in which f̃ < 1, and have assumed that the eccentricity is negligible, an assumption
that will be relaxed later in Section VI.

VI. ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS

Here, we consider what changes current and future
CW analyses could make to enhance their sensitivity to
asteroid-mass PBHs.

A. Varying ḟmax

A major limitation of CW searches to probe asteroid-
mass PBHs is the linear signal model (Eq. (11)) and the

ḟmax considered. These two criteria are linked: systems
with chirp masses above a critical value will require us
to use second- or third-order terms in Eq. (4) to model
them correctly. Furthermore, even among systems that
do follow Eq. (4), ḟmax prevents higher frequencies from
contributing to the sum in Eq. (14), which, as we will

argue, degrades the constraint on f̃ .
We thus ask the question: if CW searches retain the

signal model in Eq. (4) but could increase ḟmax, how

would the ability to constrain f̃ change in ET? We pro-
vide an answer to this question in Fig. 3. These plots
show that for 10−9 Hz/s ≤ ḟmax ≤ 10−7 Hz/s does not
alter the sensitivity much, since the linearity condition
in Eq. (4) is violated. Thus, if we remove both the lin-

earity condition and ḟmax, which would, in practice, re-
quire asteroid-mass PBHs to be searched for with dif-
ferent methods [59–61], we find orders of magnitude im-

provement in the constraint on f̃ . We will evaluate the
suitability of these different methods to probe asteroid-
mass PBHs in Section VID.

B. Impact of eccentricity

Since we are considering binary black holes with such
extreme mass ratios, we should evaluate to what extent
our results are valid if these systems are eccentric. To
begin, we evaluate the impact of eccentricity on the PN0
ḟ term (Eq. (2)) [46]:

ḟecc = ḟgwg(ϵ) (17)

g(ϵ) =
(
1− ϵ2

)−7/2
(
1 +

73

24
ϵ2 +

37

96
ϵ4
)

(18)

where g(ϵ) is a function arising from considering GW
emission in a quasi-elliptical orbit of two masses, and ϵ
is the eccentricity of the system.
In contrast to matched filtering, CW methods do not

require phase coherence across the signal duration, but
only within each TFFT. Thus, if the spin-up induced by
the eccentricity does not shift the signal frequency by
more than one frequency bin in each TFFT, CW methods
would be sensitive to eccentric systems up to some value
of eccentricity. In other words, we need to ensure the
following condition is met

ḟeccTFFT ≤ 1

TFFT
(19)

so that Eq. (4) is valid across the whole Tobs.
How eccentric inspiraling systems are depends on how

they formed [62–64]. Additionally, only limited models
exist for eccentricity evolution as a function of time [65].
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(a) (b)

FIG. 3. Left: Varying the maximum spin-up to which CW searches are sensitive results in different constraints on f̃ . Current
searches consider ḟmax = 10−9 Hz/s. We can see that smaller ḟ indicates not only a poorer sensitivity at small m2, but also

cannot reach higher values of m2, since the signal will spin up to values higher than ḟmax during Tobs. The degradation in
sensitivity of smaller ḟmax occurs because signals at higher frequencies cannot contribute to the sum in Eq. (14), since the

signal would either take on ḟ ≥ ḟmax, and/or the GW frequency evolution cannot be described by Eq. (4) anymore. Right: A

comparison showing how much the constraints would improve if no ḟmax existed, that is, if the signal could be searched for at
arbitrarily high ḟ with a frequency evolution following Eq. (3). In both plots, we have set δf = 1 Hz, which represents the
approximate spacing in upper limits that is obtained through injections in CW searches [45].

We thus assume the “worst-case” scenario in which the
eccentricity is constant throughout the orbit, thus caus-
ing the maximum shift in ḟ . In Fig. 4, we show the
impact of eccentricity on the projected constraints for f̃
for m1 = 2.5M⊙ using the ET sensitivity curve. We fol-
low the procedure outlined in Section IV to obtain the
distance reached and thus the constraint on f̃ .
In Fig. 4, we notice that as the eccentricity increases,

the maximum m2 probable with CW methods decreases.
This is because ḟecc becomes too large and thus the con-
dition in Eq. (19) is no longer satisfied. Furthermore,

we see a general weakening of the constraint on f̃ as we
increase eccentricity, since the systems with higher fre-
quencies no longer contribute to the sum because the
condition in Eq. (19) is more easily violated at high fre-
quencies even though it is met at low frequencies.

C. From which frequencies does the sensitivity
come?

Ironically, the restrictions on linearity in current CW
searches imply that lower-frequency signals will always
contribute to the sum, but they do not comprise a large
gain in sensitivity with respect to those at high frequen-
cies, thus motivating the need to attempt to detect sig-
nals at high frequencies and removing restrictions on
ḟmax and linearity. We thus study specifically which dis-

FIG. 4. ET. We vary the eccentricity and compute the ex-
pected constraint on f̃ for a fixed m1 = 2.5M⊙. Highly ec-
centric systems are much harder to constrain with standard
CW searches.

tance reaches, indexed by the GW frequencies in the sum
in Eq. (14), contribute the most to the rate density con-
straint. We show in Fig. 5(a) constraints on the rate den-
sity for particular choices of m1 and m2, assuming neg-
ligible eccentricity, a linear frequency evolution (Eq. (4))
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and ḟmax = 10−9 Hz/s. The way to intepret this plot is
as follows: at a given frequency, the sum over distance
reaches is taken from that frequency to the maximum one
in the plot. For example, for the red curve, at fmin ≃ 200
Hz, we sum the distance reaches from fmin ≃ 200 Hz to
fmax = 800 Hz. We notice immediately in the red curve
that going to frequencies below 200 Hz does not improve
the constraint on the rate density, indicating that the
constraint on f̃ does not get better by looking at lower
GW frequencies. We can see this behavior in each of
the curves on this plot, except that the “cut-off” fre-
quency below which it is no longer is useful to sum the
distance reaches in Eq. (14) decreases. This occurs be-
cause as m2 increases, for a fixed m1, M increases and
thus ḟ increases, indicating that, for higher frequencies,
the GW frequency evolution will deviate from Eq. (4).
We can see that for the highest value of m2, that sum-
ming the distance reaches at all available frequencies is
immensely helpful. Additionally, Fig. 5(b) shows the fre-
quency range [fmin, fmax] necessary to analyze to obtain
99% of the sensitivity on the rate density value, as a func-
tion ofm2. This plot is consistent with Fig. 5(a), showing
that for smaller values of m2, higher frequencies provide
the best sensitivity.

D. Changes to current CW searches

Based on the discussion in Section VIC, higher fre-
quencies provide most of the constraining power on the
rate density and f̃ . In Section VIA, we found that in-
creasing ḟmax relative to that which is used currently
(ḟmax = 10−9 Hz/s) and searching for signals that evolve

linearly does not alter the projected constraint on f̃
(Fig. 3(a)), but relaxing the linearity condition could
provide orders of magnitude tightening of the constrains
on f̃ (Fig. 3(b)). We thus ask to what extent current
CW searches could constrain asteroid-mass PBHs if these
conditions on ḟmax and linearity are loosened, and what
kinds of methods would be necessary to actually search
for these systems.

As an example of what could be achieved in the pre-
vious observing run of advanced LIGO, Virgo and KA-
GRA (O3), we show in Fig. 6 how the constraints on f̃

in [45] would change if ḟmax = 10−9 Hz/s were increased
and if the linearity condition in Eq. (4) were relaxed. In

[45], δf = ḟmaxTobs
2, so the spacing in the O3 interpo-

lated upper limits changes when computing f̃ changes as
a function of ḟmax. Allowing ḟmax → 100ḟmax results in
weaker constraints on f̃ than both the magenta and blue
curves at certain masses. This occurs because, as shown
in Appendix B, there is a non-trivial dependence of f̃ on

2 This choice implies that, at each frequency at which an upper
limit is set, that the signal frequency cannot vary by more than
δf over the course of Tobs.

the spacing in frequency δf in the case of a flat power
spectral density, in which larger δf implies worse limits.
However, the actual dependence of f̃ on δf , i.e. when
including a frequency-dependent power spectral density
and conditions on linearity and ḟmax, result in a compli-
cated behavior of these constraints, shown in Fig. 6.
Fig. 6 implies that, even now, constraints of f̃ ≲ 1

could be obtained at masses below ∼ 10−10M⊙; how-
ever, relaxing the requirement in Eq. (4) and allowing

100ḟmax = 10−7 Hz/s has implications for the com-

putational cost of the search. Increasing ḟmax would
imply an increase in the size of the grid in ḟ that is
analyzed in CW searches. Currently, the step-size in
δḟ = 1/(TFFTTobs) ∼ 3 × 10−11 Hz/s at high frequen-
cies [45], where TFFT = 1024 s. To extend the positive

ḟ coverage to ḟmax = 10−8 Hz/s and ḟmax = 10−7 Hz/s
would require 3300 and 33000 points more to search over,
respectively, which is a 10x to 100x increase in the the
number of points in the current spin-down grid, which
are ∼ 320 negative values and ∼ 32 positive ones, at each
sky position. Such an increase in computational cost is
not currently feasible, since all-sky CW searches already
take 107 CPU core-hours [45, 53], and would not lead to

a powerful constraint on f̃ at current detector sensitivity
unless the linearity condition was relaxed, which would,
again, imply increased computational cost to consider f̈
or

...
f terms in Eq. (4). However, searching at a specific

point in the sky, e.g. the Galactic Center, would be fea-
sible, since the current “directed” searches towards par-
ticular sky positions have orders of magnitude less com-
putational cost than the all-sky ones, since the Doppler
shift induced by the relative motion of the earth with re-
spect to the source can be corrected for before doing the
analysis [66].
It is thus worth asking if other methods could be used

to achieve the constraints given by the black curve now,
that is to search for signals that do not strictly follow
Eq. (4). Such methods, which are termed tCW meth-
ods, search directly for Eq. (3), and thus are sensitive to

arbitrarily high values of ḟ .
As an example, we evaluate the computational cost

of the Generalized frequency-Hough, a particular tCW
method that finds curves in the time-frequency plane [53,
59, 67], at a fixed sky position, for TFFT = 8192 s. In this

method, a grid in k, instead of ḟ , is constructed, and the
loop over each point in this grid constitutes the greatest
computational cost of the search.
The spacing in the grid dk in our case is [67]:

dk ≈ 11

3

(
k

TFFTfgw

)
(20)

and varies between [kmin, kmax], where kmin = ḟmin/fmax

and kmax = ḟmax/fmin. The number of points in the k
grid is therefore a function of both the specified f and
ḟ range. Furthermore, instead of frequency, there is an-
other grid that has spacing dx:
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(a) (b)

FIG. 5. ET sensitivity curve. m1 = 2.5M⊙. Left: Accumulated rate density constraint as a function at which frequency we
begin to sum the distance reaches in Eq. (14) up to a maximum given by the right-most frequency on each curve. Right:
the frequency band to analyze to obtain 99% of the optimal rate density constraint as a function of m2, where the “optimal”
constraint would arise if we sum distance reaches over the full frequency range.

FIG. 6. How the constraint on f̃ obtained in [45] would change
if various conditions of CW searches were relaxed.

dx =
8

3

1

TFFTf
11/3
gw

(21)

which ranges from xmin = 1/f
8/3
max and xmax = 1/f

8/3
min.

In Fig. 7, we show how the number of points in
each grid changes as a function of each 5-Hz frequency
band analyzed. In total, knowing that each x/k point
takes about 50µs [59] to evaluate with the Generalized
frequency-Hough (though this time is likely to decrease

FIG. 7. The number of points in the two grids, x and k, that
relate to fgw and ḟ , respectively, that would be required to
search over using the Generalized frequency-Hough. We con-
sider frequency bands of 5 Hz, a spin-up range of [10−9, 10−7]
Hz/s, and TFFT = 8192 s [45], since we restrict ourselves low
frequencies (< 100 Hz) to facilitate direct comparisons with
Fig. 5 and because the computational cost increases with fgw.

by an order of magnitude or even more3), we calculate
that a search using the Generalized frequency-Hough at
one sky position would take ∼ 2.8×104 core-hours on one

3 Private correspondence with Lorenzo Pierini
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FIG. 8. Distance reach as a function of frequency for the
“ḟ = 100ḟmax, no linear approximation” case shown in Fig. 6
(solid black curve in that figure), restricted to showing a few

values of m2 (different colors) for which f̃ ≲ 1 in O3.

Quad-Core Intel Core i7. Such a search of one sky posi-
tion is orders of magnitude cheaper than those presented
in [45].

We can also evaluate how many sky points, Nsky, would
be present at low frequencies in order to actually perform
an “all-sky search” for such asteroid-mass PBH systems
using data from current detectors. Here, we focus fgw <
200 because for the values of m2 in Fig. 6 at which we
would hope to have a constraint on f̃ in current detector
data, these low frequencies contribute the most to the
sum in Eq. (14), as shown in Fig. 8 and demonstrated
earlier in Fig. 5(b), and because Nsky scales with the
square of the frequency and TFFT:

Nsky ≃ 4πT 2
FFTf

2 v
2
orb

c2
(22)

where vorb is the velocity of earth around the solar-system
barycenter. We plot the number of sky points as a func-
tion of frequency in Fig. 9 for TFFT = 8192 s and for
TFFT = 1.5 days. With the expected improvement in
the Generalized frequency-Hough of about a factor of 10,
searching up to ∼ 200 Hz would require ∼ 2.8×108 core-
hours, which is a little more than current all-sky searches
up to 2048 Hz cost. If we decrease the maximum fre-
quency range to, say, 100 Hz, we would obtain roughly
a factor of ∼ 3 − 4 decrease in computational cost, and
still be sensitive to asteroid-mass PBHs.

VII. SENSITIVITY OF NEMO TO
ASTEROID-MASS PBHS

High-frequency gravitational-wave (HFGW) detectors
may deliver exquisite sensitivity in frequency ranges cur-

FIG. 9. Number of sky points as a function of GW frequency
for two choices of TFFT. The green curve corresponds to the
TFFT used in current all-sky searches for CWs, while the blue
curve is drawn with a much longer TFFT that we expect to
use in the ET era.

rently lacking by current and proposed ground-based de-
tectors [68]. In terms of inspiraling PBHs, at such fre-
quencies, the system will be extremely close to merger,
and thus the purely CW approach discussed in Section III
would break down. However, searches for “transient
CWs” have been shown to be able to track rapid fre-
quency variations of such inspiraling systems over time
[52–54, 59–61], and even in the case of “mini-EMRI” sys-
tems [37]. While such searches, and also matched filtering
ones, have not yet evolved to handle completely eccentric
waveforms, it is worth considering how well such EMRI
systems could be constrained in future HFGW detectors,
in order to motivate the further development of these
techniques.

NEMO is a planned high-frequency GW detector that
plans to deliver exquisite sensitivity in the 2-4 kHz regime
to increase the detection prospects of neutron star merg-
ers, and is comparable to the sensitivities of ET and
Cosmic Explorer. For our purposes, however, such high-
frequency sensitivity simply implies that we could detect
PBH inspirals that are closer to merger than those we
have considered in Section V.

Assuming a rough power spectral density value of
Sn(f) = 10−48 strain/Hz and a frequency range of

[1000,2500] Hz, we calculate the constraint on f̃ that
would arise from a future analysis of NEMO data. We
compute the projected constraints following the formal-
ism presented in Section IV; however, because the GW
signals become more transient-like and less CW-like as
m2 increases, we actually compute the distance reach us-
ing Eq. 32 in [59]. Unfortunately, we only achieve f̃ ≲ 1
for m2 ≳ 10−8M⊙ – see Fig. 10(a). Thus, we also com-
pute the projected sensitivity assuming that we can use
matched filtering. In this case, we calculate compute the



10

luminosity distance reached following [46]:

d =
2

5

√
5

6

c

π2/3

(
GM
c3

)5/6
(∫ fmax

fmin

df
f−7/3

Sn(f)

)1/2

ρ

(23)
which, when evaluated in the case of Sn(f) ∼ constant:

d ≃ 3.87 kpc

(
8

ρ

)(
M

10−5M⊙

)5/6(
1000 Hz

fmin

)2/3

×

(
1− (fmin/fmax)

4/3

7.053× 10−1

)(
10−48 Hz−1

Sn(f)

)
(24)

In Fig. 10(b), we show this projected constraint for differ-
ent choices of m1. In the m1 = 0.1M⊙ curve, we observe
a “kink” around m2 ≃ 10−10M⊙, which indicates a sort-
of transition between when the signal duration exceeds
the observation time, and when the signal becomes more
“transient-like”. In practical terms, summing the contri-
butions to the rate densities from different frequencies,
outlined in Section IV, does not produce as competitive
constraints as simply calculating the rate density in the
Euclidean way:

R =
3.0

⟨V T ⟩
(25)

⟨V T ⟩ = 4

3
πd3maxTobs, (26)

where dmax = maxf [d(f)] and represents the system with
a given M sweeping from fmin to fmax with a duration
given by Eq. (6): ∆t < Tobs, i.e. a “transient-like” signal,
not a CW.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have shown that CW and tCW
searches could constrain the existence of asteroid-mass
PBHs in EMRI systems currently and with future GW
detectors. In the mass regime in which our projected con-
straints overlap with those from microlensing, our results
provide complementary ways of probing PBHs that could
have formed in binary systems, instead of isolated ones.
Additionally, in the so-called “asteroid-mass” regime, our
results indicate that GW detectors would provide the
first-ever stringent constraints on the fraction of DM that
PBHs could compose. We note that we have parameter-
ized our constraints in terms of f̃ in order to remain
model-agnostic, and therefore in order to directly and
fairly compare with the fPBH limits that arise from mi-
crolensing experiments or theoretical considerations, we
would have to know exactly which assumptions are made
on the PBH mass functions and formation mechanisms.

In addition to providing projected constraints, we have
evaluated how these constraints would change if we al-
low the binaries to take on nonzero eccentricities, if we

change the maximum ḟ up to which is searched, and if
we relax the requirement that the GW signal be quasi-
monochromatic. Our results show that eccentricity plays
a major role in affecting our constraints, and that incor-
porating it into an analysis may be necessary to achieve
the best possible constraints. Furthermore, we determine
which GW frequencies we should analyze as a function
of the PBH mass m2 in order to determine where most
of the constraining power lies. We find that higher- fre-
quencies for very small m2 values contains most of the
constraining power, while lower frequencies are neces-
sary for heavier m2, since the requirement on ḟmax pro-
hibits higher frequencies from contributing to the sum in
Eq. (14). This study has implications for all-sky searches
for PBH inspirals: in fact, we could envision a search in
which higher frequencies are prioritized for smaller sys-
tems, while lower frequencies are analyzed for heavier
ones, instead of blindly searching for all systems at all
frequencies. Such a scheme could reduce the computa-
tional burden of an all-sky search for PBH inspirals.
Our results show that CW search techniques, exactly

as they are, could provide stringent constraints on f̃ in
the ET (3G) era of GW detectors. Furthermore, if tCW
methods are used now, they could provide tight con-
straints on f̃ using O3 and subsequent observing runs of
advanced LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA, highlighting both
the short-term and long-term impact of CW searches for
asteroid-mass PBHs.

Appendix A: Additional equations

We provide here more information about Eq. (8), in
particular the parameter Λ that encapsulates particu-
lar analysis choices made in a real search for quasi-
monochromatic GWs. It can be written as [56]

Λ = 4.02

(
p0(1− p0)

θ2thrp
2
1

)1/4

×
√
CRthr −

√
2erfc−1(2Γ)

p0 = e−θthr − e−2θthr +
1

3
e−3θthr

p1 = e−θthr − 2e−2θthr + e−3θthr (A1)

where, typically, θthr is the threshold to determine which
time-frequency pixels in the equalized power spectrogram
are important, Γ is the chosen confidence level, and CRthr

is a threshold on a detection statistic called the critical
ratio, which corresponds to the number of standard devi-
ations a particular outlier is away from the mean. When
θthr = 2.5, Γ = 0.95 and CRthr=5, Λ = 12.81.

Appendix B: Dependence of constraints on δf

We mentioned that the constraint on f̃ has some de-
pendence on the choice we make for δf in the context
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(a) (b)

FIG. 10. NEMO sensitivity between 1000 and 2500 Hz. The curves extend to different values of m2 because we have fixed
the chirp mass range to be [10−10, 10−4]M⊙, which, for different choices of m1, results in different values for m2. Left: CW
semi-coherent sensitivity. Right: matched-filter sensitivity. In the orange, green and red curves, we observe two “kinks”: one at
∼ 5× 10−12M⊙, and another at ∼ 10−10M⊙. The first kink occurs when the signal duration no longer exceeds the observation
time, i.e. it becomes more “transient-like”. In practical terms, summing the contributions to the rate densities from different
frequencies, outlined in Section IV, does not produce as competitive constraints as simply calculating the rate density in the
Euclidean way (Eq. (26)). The second kink separates two regimes of different slopes, and results because, for sufficiently light
m2, dmax occurs at a frequency between [fmin, fmax]. This happens because signals with these frequencies, in the span of Tobs,
would actually spin out of the [fmin, fmax] band analyzed. Thus, we limit the frequency that we allow to signal to spin up to to
fmax, which corresponds to them lasting shorter than Tobs. As m2 increases, the frequency that maximizes d(f) shifts to lower
and lower frequencies. When that frequency falls below 1000 Hz, we observe the second kink, and the slope changes, since after
the second kink, the maximum distance reach is always obtained by analyzing the full frequency range.

of the results from O3 show in Fig. 6. Here, we evalu-
ate how δf could affect the sensitivity of the search. We
note, however, that we consider a very simplified case
in which we have a flat noise power spectral density, in
order to arrive at a semi-analytical expression for the de-
tectable space-time volume ⟨V T ⟩, which then allows us

to constrain the rate density and f̃ .
We know that ⟨V T ⟩ depends on d3max and T :

⟨V T ⟩ = 4

3
πd(f)3T. (B1)

and we will work in the small δf limit, that is δf ≪ f .
We can write an abbreviated form of Eq. (5):

d(f) ∝ f2/3

T ∝ δff−11/3

V ∝ d(f)3 ∝ f2

⟨V T ⟩ ∝ δff−5/3 (B2)

We thus see how ⟨V T ⟩ depends on f and δf . Now, we
note that when we use Eq. (14), we are actually sum-
ming the distances at particular frequencies in steps of
δf , since, typically, the upper limits on h0,min are given

in steps of δf . In mathematical terms, this corresponds
to a summation of the form:

⟨V T ⟩tot =
∑

⟨V T ⟩ ∝ δf

N∑
n=0

f−5/3
n

∝ δf(f
−5/3
min + (fmin + δf)−5/3 + (fmin + 2δf)−5/3

(B3)

+ ...)

∝ δff
−5/3
min

N∑
n=0

(
1 + n

δf

fmin

)−5/3

(B4)

where N = (fmax−fmin)/δf is the number of frequencies
that we sum. As noted before, for simplicity, we have set
Sn(f) = constant, but its variation with frequency will
affect the sum in practice, and could be parameterized
as “weights” that affect each term in the sum.
This particular sum can in fact be represented in terms

of Hurwitz zeta functions:

N∑
n=0

(1 + nz)−5/3 = 1 +
ζ( 53 , 1 +

1
z )− ζ( 53 , N + 1

z + 1)

z5/3

(B5)
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where z = δf/fmin, and when applied to our case:

⟨V T ⟩tot =
5

96π2/3

1

Λ3

(
T

1/2
FFTT

1/2
obs

Sn

)3/2(
GM
c21/10

)10/3

δf−2/3

{(
δf

fmin

)5/3

+

[
ζ

(
5

3
, 1 +

fmin

δf

)
− ζ

(
5

3
, N +

fmin

δf
+ 1

)]}
(B6)

FIG. 11. Comparison of Eq. (B5) and Eq. (14), where in
Eq. (14), we have neglected the prefactors and divided out

the common frequency f
−5/3
min .

where we have dropped the f argument on Sn to indicate
that we have considered a flat noise spectral density.

We will fix fmin = 5 Hz and fmax = 2000 Hz, and
consider to what extent this formulation agrees with what
we actually do in Eq. (14), and how ⟨V T ⟩ depends on δf .
We show this comparison in Fig. 11, and conclude that
our theoretical formulation matches with the empirical
one.

We then compute the impact of δf on f̃ :

R ∝ ⟨V T ⟩−1
tot (B7)

f̃53/37 ∝ ⟨V T ⟩−1
tot (B8)

f̃ ∝ ⟨V T ⟩−37/53
tot (B9)

and show the ratio of f̃ to f̃min in Fig. 12.
From Eq. (B6) and from Fig. 11, we see a quite com-

plicated dependence on δf , and note that what we have
just derived above is theoretical, assuming a fixed noise
power spectral density. The real situation is more com-
plicated, and we cannot find a closed-form expression for
the sum, since, in the case of a varying power spectral
density, the sum on the left-hand side in Eq. (B5) takes
on frequency-dependent weights. Additionally, the the-
oretical formulation does not impose any restrictions on

FIG. 12. The increase in the constraint f̃ with respect to the
minimum f̃ attainable in this example with the smallest δf
spacing. Note that this figure assumes a flat power spectral
density and no restrictions on linearity or ḟmax. In practice,
the relative f̃ is much smaller.

linearity or on the maximum ḟ that a GW signal could
take, both of which affect the constraint on f̃ . However,
our theoretical results highlight that there is a depen-
dence on on the spacing in frequency δf of the upper
limits h0(f), which explains why, in Fig. 6, that chang-

ing ḟmax does not necessarily lead to better constraints
on f̃ .
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