
MNRAS 000, 1–10 (2023) Preprint 10 January 2024 Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.0

An insight into chromatic behaviour of jitter in pulsars and its modelling:
A case study of PSR J0437−4715

A. D. Kulkarni,1,2★ R. M. Shannon,1,2 D. J. Reardon,1,2 M. T. Miles,1,2 M. Bailes,1,2 M. Shamohammadi,1,2
1Centre for Astrophysics and Supercomputing, Swinburne University of Technology, PO Box 218, Hawthorn, VIC 3122, Australia
2ARC Centre of Excellence for Gravitational Wave Discovery (OzGrav), Mail H29, Swinburne University of Technology, PO Box 218,
Hawthorn, VIC 3122, Australia

Accepted XXX. Received YYY; in original form ZZZ

ABSTRACT
Pulse-to-pulse profile shape variations introduce correlations in pulsar times of arrival (TOAs) across radio frequency measured
at the same observational epoch. This leads to a broadband noise in excess of radiometer noise, which is termed pulse jitter noise.
The presence of jitter noise limits the achievable timing precision and decreases the sensitivity of pulsar-timing data sets to signals
of interest such as nanohertz-frequency gravitational waves. Current white noise models used in pulsar timing analyses attempt
to account for this, assuming complete correlation of uncertainties through the arrival times collected in a unique observation
and no frequency dependence of jitter (which corresponds to a rank-one covariance matrix). However, previous studies show that
the brightest millisecond pulsar at decimetre wavelengths, PSR J0437−4715, shows decorrelation and frequency dependence
of jitter noise. Here we present a detailed study of the decorrelation of jitter noise in PSR J0437−4715 and implement a new
technique to model it. We show that the rate of decorrelation due to jitter can be expressed as a power-law in frequency. We
analyse the covariance matrix associated with the jitter noise process and find that a higher-rank-approximation is essential to
account for the decorrelation and to account for frequency dependence of jitter noise. We show that the use of this novel method
significantly improves the estimation of other chromatic noise parameters such as dispersion measure variations. However, we
find no significant improvement in errors and estimation of other timing model parameters suggesting that current methods are
not biased for other parameters, for this pulsar due to this misspecification. We show that pulse energy variations show a similar
decorrelation to the jitter noise, indicating a common origin for both observables.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Pulsar timing, which has developed over more than five decades , is
a sophisticated tool for tracking the rotational phase of a pulsar. Pul-
sars, owing to their highly stable rotation periodicities, are excellent
clocks. The technique of pulsar timing has been successfully used
in tests of General Relativity (e.g. Taylor & Weisberg 1982; Kramer
et al. 2021), studying the properties of turbulent interstellar medium
(ISM) (e.g. Cordes et al. 1990), and studying the interiors of some of
the highest-density objects in the Universe (e.g. Demorest et al. 2010;
Antoniadis et al. 2013). One of the most sought-after applications
of pulsar timing is the detection of a stochastic gravitational wave
background (GWB), of which the most probable source is thought
to be the cosmic history of inspiralling supermassive black-hole bi-
naries (Foster & Backer 1990; Rajagopal & Romani 1995). With
this as a primary goal, Pulsar Timing Arrays (PTAs) time a group
of millisecond period pulsars (MSPs) spread across the sky. The
presence of a GWB is expected to induce a common red noise pro-
cess with spatial correlations among the pulsars (Hellings & Downs
1983). The three major PTAs, viz. the European Pulsar Timing Array
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(EPTA; Desvignes et al. 2016), the North American Nanohertz Ob-
servatory for Gravitational Waves (NANOGrav; McLaughlin 2013)
and the Parkes Pulsar Timing Array (PPTA; Manchester 2008) have
been timing MSPs for almost two decades. These groups along with
the Indian Pulsar Timing Array (InPTA; Tarafdar et al. 2022) are
also working together in a joint collaboration, the International Pul-
sar Timing Array, to search for GWB in the combined data (IPTA;
McLaughlin & The International Pulsar Timing Array Team 2022).
The MeerKAT Pulsar Timing Array (MPTA; Miles et al. 2023) is an
emerging PTA that is also contributing to the IPTA GWB searches.
Recently, multiple PTAs in their latest data release have reported
a strong evidence for a statistically similar signal and marginal to
strong evidence for a spatially correlated signature conforming to
Hellings-Downs relation in their data set. A consistent characterstic
strain amplitude of 𝐴yr ∼ 2.4 × 10−15 has been reported by PTAs
(Agazie et al. 2023; Antoniadis et al. 2023; Reardon et al. 2023), as-
suming a strain spectrum of the form ℎ𝑐 ( 𝑓 ) = 𝐴yr ( 𝑓 /1 yr−1)2/3. For
a confident detection of a GWB it is important that all the significant
noise processes are accurately modelled.

It has been known since the discovery of pulsars that although
the average pulse profile of most pulsars are stable, the individual
pulses differ in shape and amplitude both with time and frequency. In
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frequency, some of the variation can be ascribed to external factors
such as turbulence in the ISM, which causes increased pulse scatter
broadening at lower frequencies (e.g. Williamson 1974). In time,
much of the variation is intrinsic to the pulsar, and can contain clues
to the radio emission mechanism in the pulsar magnetosphere. This
phenomenon is commonly referred to as "jitter". Studies of pulse
jitter initially focused on slow pulsars (𝑃 ∼ 1 s), for which individual
pulses are often higher in signal to noise (S/N) and hence easier to
study (e.g. Cordes & Downs 1985). However, it is now known that
MSPs also exhibit jitter (Osłowski et al. 2011; Shannon et al. 2014;
Lam et al. 2019).

Crucially, the jitter in pulsars appears to manifest as a temporally
uncorrelated random variation in pulsar timing signals. The random
effect due to jitter is not accounted for in the standard algorithms for
pulse time of arrival (TOA) measurement. Arrival times are usually
estimated using the matched-filtering approach, which determines a
best-fitting value of phase difference 𝜙 causing a time delay of 𝑡𝜙
by matching the averaged pulse profile 𝑃(𝑡) to a scaled version of a
template 𝑂 (𝑡) in the presence of a zero mean Gaussian radiometer
noise 𝑁 (𝑡) ∼ N (0, 𝜎2) with variance 𝜎2 and baseline offset 𝐵

(Taylor 1992) :

𝑃(𝑡) = 𝑎𝑂 (𝑡 − 𝑡𝜙) + 𝐵 + 𝑁 (𝑡) (1)

The radiometer noise imposes a fundamental source of uncertainty
in pulsar timing, which scales as

𝜎toa ∝
TSys
Aeff

(𝜏𝑁pΔ 𝑓 )−
1
2 , (2)

where Tsys is the system temperature of the receiver, Aeff is the effec-
tive area of the telescope, 𝜏 is the integration time, 𝑁p is the number
of polarisations and Δ 𝑓 is the bandwidth over which the TOA was
measured. Due to the phenomenon of jitter, the finite time averaged
pulse profile 𝑃(𝑡) differs slightly from the template 𝑂 (𝑡) (Helfand
et al. 1975; Jenet et al. 1998). This difference varies stochastically
at a single pulse timescale giving rise to an additional source of
uncertainty in the TOA estimation process that is not accounted for
in the formal arrival-time uncertainty from the fit. The excess un-
certainty is referred to as "jitter noise" and it is usually modelled
to add in quadrature (NANOGrav Collaboration et al. 2015) to the
uncertainties expected due to the radiometer term.

An effective way to increase sensitivity to gravitational waves is to
time a larger number of pulsars each with higher precision (Siemens
et al. 2013). For this reason PTAs continue to increase the size of their
array as it is appropriate. The need of improving precision motivates
undertaking PTA experiments on more sensitive radio telescopes.
The forthcoming Square Kilometer Array (SKA) is such a facil-
ity. Due to its increased collecting area and low Tsys, the SKA is
expected to have higher ‘timing potential’ which is suggestive of
as much as seven times improvement in the timing precision com-
pared to other telescopes (Lazio 2013). The SKA precursor telescope
MeerKAT already benefits from having a larger collecting area and
lower Tsys ∼ 18K (Bailes et al. 2020a) than Murriyang (Tsys ∼ 22K),
the 64-m Parkes radio telescope (Hobbs et al. 2020). Because of its
location and observing efficiency, the MPTA is able to regularly ob-
serve 89 MSPs with declination 𝛿 < +30◦ (Miles et al. 2023). With
4 years of data the MPTA is expected to contribute significantly
to the international effort of GWB detection (Spiewak et al. 2022;
McLaughlin & The International Pulsar Timing Array Team 2022).

However, when pulsars are observed in the high signal to noise
(SNR) regime, jitter noise dominates and limits the achievable pre-
cision (Osłowski et al. 2011; Shannon et al. 2014; Lam et al. 2019).
This provides motivation for a better understanding of the jitter phe-

nomenon and developing better models to account for it. Cordes &
Shannon (2010) related the strength of jitter noise to the profile pulse
width and introduced the jitter parameter 𝑓𝐽 . Later using Parkes ob-
servations, Shannon et al. (2014) confirmed that pulsars with jitter
noise showed pulse-pulse shape variability and that the jitter noise
in pulsar scales as 1/

√
𝑛 where 𝑛 is the total number of pulses in-

tegrated. Thus in the literature, the jitter noise is usually reported
by assuming one hour of integration. Further, using the NANOGrav
12.5 year data set Lam et al. (2019) have found radio frequency
dependence in the strength of jitter noise from many pulsars. Later
Parthasarathy et al. (2021a) studied single pulse variability of jitter
dominated millisecond pulsars and reported varying levels of jitter
noise in their sample with values as high as 100 ns with one hour of
integration.

While jitter noise is thought to be related to single pulse phase
variations modulated by pulse intensities, there have been only a few
joint studies of the two phenomena. This is due to the small sample of
MSPs for which individual pulses can be detected and the high data
rates necessary to record high time resolution observations necessary
to temporally resolve the pulses.

The brightest MSP and the subject of our work, PSR J0437−4715,
has been studied in the most detail (Liu et al. 2012; Osłowski et al.
2014). A few other MSPs have also had significant single-pulse stud-
ies. For example, PSR J1713+0747 was observed to show amplitude
dependence of pulse times of arrival (Shannon & Cordes 2012). Later
a similar effect was also reported by Parthasarathy et al. (2021a) for
PSR J1909-3744. Further, Parthasarathy et al. (2021a) also detected
evidence of fluence variability in the pulses of J1909−3744, which
they ascribed to pulse nulling. In a following study of the single pulses
emitted by J1909−3744, Miles et al. (2022) determined this was in
fact a mode-changing phenomenon and showed improvement in the
timing precision when only considering the more energetic mode.
Study of single pulses has also led to new techniques of improving
timing precision. Recently, Nathan et al. (2023) have explored the
use of a dynamic pulse fitting technique to improve the precision of
timing in a mode changing pulsar.

While techniques have been developed to study and mitigate tem-
poral variability attributed to pulse jitter, there have been fewer in-
vestigations into the spectral impact of pulse-shape variations. PSR
J0437−4715 is the nearest and brightest MSP, which is timed reg-
ularly by PTAs, and is highly jitter dominated. This makes it the
best candidate for such a study. For this pulsar, Parthasarathy et al.
(2021a) have measured the jitter noise to be 50 ns with one hour of
integration. Although Osłowski et al. (2011) showed a high corre-
lation between TOAs calculated at frequencies within a bandwidth
of 250MHz, later wide-band studies have identified decorrelation in
jitter when TOAs were separated by a larger fractional bandwidth.
This was shown to occur in observations separated by 2 GHz using
the Parkes radio telescope (Shannon et al. 2014). Parthasarathy et al.
(2021a) additionally reported that the variance of the jitter noise in
J0437−4715 has a frequency dependence with higher variance at
lower frequencies. In addition, jitter in MeerKAT L- band observa-
tions was seen to be decorrelating across a bandwidth of 856MHz
(Parthasarathy et al. 2021a). A similar effect has been identified in
PSR J1713+0747 (Lam et al. 2016).

While searching for a spatially correlated GWB signal, PTA ex-
periments are required to accurately account for additional stochastic
signals. Jitter noise is no exception; it is included as a white (tempo-
rally uncorrelated) noise parameter, termed ECORR in most pulsar-
timing software. This parameter was first introduced by NANOGrav
Collaboration et al. (2015) to incorporate temporally uncorrelated
but spectrally correlated errors. Importantly, the ECORR model as-
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sumes that the noise is completely correlated across radio frequencies
and does not have any frequency dependence. Previous work on PSR
J0437−4715 has shown that both these assumptions are not valid.
Apart from that, the ECORR parameter has also been observed to
have a larger amplitude than predicted from jitter noise (Lam et al.
2016) suggesting inaccuracy or misspecification in its modelling.
Although the jitter decorrelation is likely to be of less importance
when the data are taken in a relatively narrow bandwidth, PTAs are
shifting towards use of ultra wideband receivers. For example, the
current data release of the PPTA (Zic et al. 2023) has used the newly
installed Ultra Wideband Low (UWL; Hobbs et al. 2020) receiver,
which has a wide frequency coverage from ∼700 MHz to 4000 MHz.
As next-generation telescopes such as FAST and the SKA become
operational, more pulsars are expected to be sufficiently bright for
the single pulse studies and for their jitter noise characterisation (Liu
et al. 2011; Osłowski et al. 2011). From this point of view, a more
complete white-noise model with an accurate description of jitter
noise is needed, as model inaccuracies would leave an impact on
PTA accuracy and precision.

Motivated by this challenge, we have studied in detail the decor-
relation of jitter noise in J0437−4715 and have constructed a con-
solidated model which accounts for the decorrelation and frequency
dependence. We show that the unmodelled frequency dependence
in white noise biases other chromatic processes such as long term
dispersion measure (DM) variations. Section 2, 3 together describe
the data reduction process for our analysis. Section 4 describes re-
sults in detail. Section 5 describes our method of incorporating the
decorrelation in the PTA noise analysis.

2 DATA REDUCTION

The decorrelation in jitter noise becomes increasingly clear by
analysing TOAs measured with wider frequency separations and
greater sensitivity. MeerKAT is one of the best existing telescopes
for such studies. The array is located in the Great Karoo region of
South Africa and the telescope site is relatively free of radio fre-
quency interference (RFI). The L-band receiver of MeerKAT has a
low system temperature TSys of ∼ 18K, a gain of 3 K Jy−1 with a
usable bandwidth of ≈ 780 MHz centred at 1283 MHz (Bailes et al.
2020b). Thus to perform the wideband study of jitter we worked
primarily with the data from MeerKAT L-band receiver.

Our MeerKAT data were 4 minutes in duration with a frequency
spanning from 856 to 1712 MHz, and was recorded on MJD 59718
in raw voltage format as a part of MeerTime program (Bailes et al.
2016). The data were first polarization and flux calibrated in the
correlator and then written to disk. The DSPSR (van Straten & Bailes
2011) software package was used to coherently dedisperse and detect
∼ 44,000 single pulses from this observation. These single pulse
data products contained 1024 frequency channels across the entire
bandwidth and 1024 bins of phase resolution. To avoid the filter
roll-off of the receiver, 96 channels were removed (48 from each
band edge), reducing the number of channels to 928. A median
smoothed difference algorithm of the tool paz from the software
package psrchive (Hotan et al. 2004) was used to excise RFI. Finally
the data were frequency averaged into 32 frequency channels.

We complemented our MeerKAT observations with a 4 minutes
observation recorded with Murriyang on MJD 59791 using the UWL
receiving system, which has a 3300 MHz bandwidth spanning 732
to 4032 MHz. These data were recorded in pulsar search mode and
were further processed using DSPSR to dedisperse and generate
single pulse data products. After cleaning RFI, the data were flux

and polarization calibrated by the psrchive program pac using a
fluxcal file and a noise diode observation which was recorded along
with the pulsar data. Single pulses were then saved with 64 frequency
channels and 1024 phase bins.

Jitter is a single pulse phenomenon. Recording single pulses al-
lows us to study the evolution of jitter noise and its decorrelation
as we integrate a higher number of pulses. To understand this effect
we generated data sets containing progressive number of pulses inte-
grated, starting from 4 pulses per integration, up to 1024 pulses per
integration with steps of powers of two. This pulsar shows a consider-
able amount of frequency evolution in its pulse profile, as it broadens
towards lower frequencies. Since our data from both telescopes have
a wide bandwidth, using a frequency averaged template for generat-
ing TOAs may introduce systematic biases in the TOA estimation.
Thus to keep our analysis free from this confusion, we used a fre-
quency dependent 2D template (also called a portrait) of this pulsar
produced using the software PulsePortraiture (Pennucci 2019).
Finally the sub-banded TOAs were calculated for each data set using
the psrchive command pat. Before finalising the TOA data sets, we
used tempo2’s plk plugin (Hobbs et al. 2006) to visually assess the
quality of data. TOAs from some frequency channels were found to
be affected by RFI and were manually deleted from the data set.

Finally to test the main outcome of our analysis, we also used a
MeerKAT four-year pulsar timing data set collected as the part of
MPTA program. These data were recorded at the L-band using the
PTUSE backend (Bailes et al. 2020b) and comprised integrations of
∼ 256 seconds at each epoch. The data were coherently de-dispersed
and calibrated using the custom pipeline meerpipe. The RFI excision
was performed using the program meerguard which is a modified
version of coastguard (Lazarus et al. 2016). These data were fre-
quency averaged to 16 channels across the L-band and the TOAs
were generated using the psrchive utility pat. These data were used
to compare the performance of the new jitter noise model developed
during the present work against the existing jitter noise model.

3 METHODOLOGY

We started our analysis with the 4 minutes duration high time res-
olution data sets comprising observations of increasing integrations
from both the telescopes. The first step was to produce residuals by
subtracting the best known timing model from the observed TOAs. A
long-term timing ephemeris was used which was based on that from
the first data release of MPTA (Miles et al. 2023). We used tempo2
to obtain residuals by fitting for DM and pulse period to the entire 4
minutes data set. For this fit all the binary parameters were held fixed
as more precise measurements were obtained previously by PPTA
(D.Reardon et al. in preparation). The resultant residuals were saved
to disk for further analysis. The covariance matrix of these output
residuals contains contribution from the radiometer term as well as
jitter term. The jitter contribution can be identified using relation

𝜎TOA
2 = 𝜎S/N

2 + 𝜎j
2, (3)

where 𝜎TOA
2 represents the observed covariance in the residuals,

𝜎S/N
2 represents the contribution because of the radiometer noise in

the receiver, 𝜎j
2 represents the contribution due to jitter noise. The

covariance matrix is a crucial diagnostic in analysing any stochastic
signal. We based the majority of our analysis on the jitter covariance
matrix of data sets of increasing integration. In order to estimate the
𝜎S/N

2, we performed simulations using plugins available in tempo2.
First we generated ideal TOAs based on our best timing model by
using the formIdeal plugin. Then a Gaussian noise was added to
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the ideal TOAs, such that the simulated uncertainties matched those
due to radiometer noise. This was done using the addGaussian, and
createRealisation plugins. The covariance matrix of these ideal
TOAs is diagonal and must be subtracted from the covariance matrix
of the residuals to obtain the jitter covariance matrix. This method
was previously shown to accurately measure the level of jitter noise
by Parthasarathy et al. (2021b) We performed this operation on all
our data sets and then the resultant matrices were used for further
analysis which is described in detail in section 4.1.

The stochastic nature of the residual profiles, which are the differ-
ence between our template and the true pulse profile, gives rise to
jitter noise in pulsars. This implies that any characteristic behaviour
of jitter noise inferred from TOAs should be directly traceable to the
residual profiles themselves. As such, we also analysed the profile
residuals to relate the decorrelation to the pulse energy variations.
We performed this analysis by using the energy statistic computed in
the units of signal to noise ratio which is given as

𝑆/𝑁 =

∑Nwindow
i=1 (𝐴i − 𝐵)√︁

Nwindow𝜎off

on the profile residuals. Here 𝐴i is the intensity at ith bin in the
residual profile, 𝐵 is average intensity of off pulse region, 𝜎off is
rms in the off-pulse region. Nwindow is the number of bins summed
together.

Before computing the energies we first de-dispersed the entire data
set with the DM obtained from a fit performed using tempo2 in order
to remove excess dispersion induced contributions to the residual
profiles. We then obtained the phase-aligned and scaled frequency-
dependent version of the template by fitting the original template
to the frequency dependent profile averaged over entire observa-
tion. Then the scaled template was subtracted from the single pulse
profiles to obtain residual profiles. Using these residual profiles, a
two-dimensional array containing energies in the residual profiles as
a function of frequency was computed. The energies thus calculated
had zero mean value and they contained contributions from pulse
shape variations and the inherent noise in the telescope. To sub-
tract the latter, energies were computed in the off-pulse region using
the same relation. Finally, the covariance matrices were constructed
as described earlier from these energies and were used for further
analysis.

In both of the above mentioned analyses we do not consider the
effect of interstellar scintillation from the ISM as the scintillation
time scale for PSR J0437-4715 is ∼ 40 minutes (Reardon et al.
2020). Our observations span a much shorter timescale of 4 minutes.
Additionally our sub-banded data have a bandwidth of ∼ 25 MHz;
while the scintillation bandwidth Δ𝜈𝑑 at the L band centre frequency
was calculated to be ∼ 160 MHz from the reference value reported
by Reardon et al. (2020)

4 RESULTS

We present our analysis in three parts. We first analyse the jitter
covariance matrices. We then obtain an empirical relation to char-
acterise the rate of decorrelation. Finally we extend our study by
performing the spectral analysis on the jitter covariance matrix and
use it to improve the white noise modelling.

4.1 Analysis of jitter covariance matrix

When considering timing covariances, we identified that integrating
to a higher number of pulses preserves the overall form of the co-

variance matrix. However, the absolute values of covariance scale
as

√
𝑛 for all frequencies, as expected for a white-noise process . To

illustrate this, a covariance matrix with the 32-pulse integrated data
set is shown in Fig. 1. It can be seen from the matrix that the diago-
nal elements (variance at each sub-band) drops monotonically. This
shows that the jitter noise has a frequency dependence. This was also
reported by Parthasarathy et al. (2021b) and Shannon et al. (2014)
for this pulsar and by Lam et al. (2019) for pulsars in NANOGrav
12.5 year data set. Secondly the decrease in covariance values as
one departs from the diagonal along a row/column has a similar
trend regardless of the frequency. This trend becomes clear when the
correlation coefficients at any two frequencies are computed using
equation 4.

𝜌( 𝑓𝑎 , 𝑓𝑏) =
𝑐𝑜𝑣( 𝑓𝑎 , 𝑓𝑏)√︁

𝑐𝑜𝑣( 𝑓𝑎 , 𝑓𝑎)𝑐𝑜𝑣( 𝑓𝑏 , 𝑓𝑏)
(4)

The previously observed de-correlation in the jitter noise was once
again confirmed in this analysis. Moreover a pattern was seen when
the logarithm of correlation coefficient is plotted against the loga-
rithm of ratio of two frequencies ( 𝑓𝑎 , 𝑓𝑏) as shown in Fig. 2a. It
can be seen that regardless of values of 𝑓𝑎 and 𝑓𝑏 , the correlation
coefficient can be described by an arc. This demonstrates the inherent
self similarity of the de-correlation. The arc can be modelled as a
power-law function:

𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝜌( 𝑓𝑎 , 𝑓𝑏)) = 𝛽

��������𝑙𝑜𝑔 (
𝑓𝑎

𝑓𝑏

)��������𝛼 , (5)

where 𝛼 and 𝛽 are parameters with best-fitting values as 𝛼 =

1.82±0.01 and 𝛽 = −2.13±0.04. Fig 2a also confirms that averaging
pulses does not have any significant effect on structure or curvature
of the arc. The observed arc suggests that TOAs separated by span of
775MHz at MeerKAT L-band have a correlation coefficient of just
0.67. Fig 3 from Parthasarathy et al. (2021b) shows the Spearman
correlation coefficient calculated on 8-sec integrated data and the
value can be seen to be lower than what we report. We attribute the
difference to the type of correlation coefficient reported. We find a
consistent value of 0.5 ±0.2 when measuring the Spearman corre-
lation coefficient on our 1024 pulse integrated data for frequencies
maximally separated in our data set. The presence of a correlation arc
is also confirmed in the data collected using Parkes UWL receiver.
Fig 2b shows the comparison between the data obtained from the two
telescopes.

A further mathematically rigorous analysis was performed by find-
ing the singular value decomposition (SVD) of the covariance matrix
obtained using data from MeerKAT L-band receiver. SVD is a power-
ful method which decomposes a matrix into several rank-1 matrices.
In the case of symmetric matrix J, such as a covariance matrix, the
SVD can be expressed as

𝐽 = 𝑄Λ𝑄𝑇 =

 ®𝑞0 . . . ®𝑞𝑛


𝜆0

. . .

𝜆𝑛




®𝑞0
𝑇

.

.

.

®𝑞𝑛𝑇


= 𝜆0 ®𝑞0 ®𝑞0

𝑇 + · · · + 𝜆𝑛 ®𝑞𝑛 ®𝑞𝑛𝑇

(6)

Where 𝜆0 ≥ 𝜆1 · · · ≥ 𝜆𝑛 are eigenvalues of the matrix 𝐽 in increasing
order of their magnitude and ®𝑞0 . . . ®𝑞𝑛 are corresponding orthonor-
mal eigenvectors. The relative magnitudes of eigenvalues indicate
the importance of the corresponding eigenvectors in constructing
the original matrix 𝐽. Fig. 3 shows the fractional contribution of
the eigenvalues to the jitter covariance matrix. All the eigenvalues
above the second (𝜆1) contribute negligibly, so we do not consider
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Figure 1. Jitter covariance matrix obtained after subtracting the radiometer
noise contribution from 32 pulses integrated L-band data from MeerKAT.

them. Thus the jitter covariance matrix can be approximated to be
𝐽 ≈ 𝜆0 ®𝑞0 ®𝑞0

𝑇 + 𝜆1 ®𝑞1 ®𝑞1
𝑇 .

The SVD analysis was not performed on the covariance matrix
obtained from the Parkes UWL. Due to the lower sensitivity of the
UWL relative to the MeerKAT L-band, the data at higher frequen-
cies have greater contribution from radiometer noise compared to
jitter noise. The Parkes radio telescope site is more affected by RFI
(especially across the broad band of the UWL receiver). The RFI can
be missed by the filtering tools and can result in detection of higher
significant eigenvalues.

Historically, the jitter noise in pulsars is assumed to be fully corre-
lated across the band. As such its covariance matrix can be modelled
as a rank-1 matrix J = ECORR2uuT. In this case, ECORR2 is the
only non-zero eigenvalue which parameterises the jitter noise and
®𝑢 = (1 . . . 1)𝑇 is the only eigenvector. However PSR J0437−4715
exhibits jitter covariance matrix of rank-2 as there are at least 2
significant eigenvalues. The matrices produced by individual eigen-
vectors ®𝑞𝑖 ®𝑞𝑖𝑇 are rank-1 each and hence show full correlation just
on their own, however the de-correlation seen in Fig 2a arises due
to addition of contributions from each of these components. The use
of ®𝑢 = (1, . . . , 1)𝑇 as the only eigenvector in the original rank-1
definition implies no frequency dependence of jitter noise in pulsars.
However as shown in Fig 3, the eigenvectors of J0437−4715 do have
a modest frequency dependence in ®𝑞0 and a stronger frequency de-
pendence in ®𝑞1. The confidence intervals on the eigenvectors of 3
were estimated by the method of bootstrapping from the 32 pulses
integrated data set (Efron 1979).

4.2 Decorrelation in pulse energy variations

The aim of this part of our work is to relate the observed decorrelation
in TOAs to the profile residuals as a function of frequency. We do this
by computing the covariance matrix of the energies in the single pulse
profile residuals according to the procedure described in section 3.
As this covariance matrix captures the energy variations of single
pulses, we refer to it as the energy covariance matrix. Similar to
jitter noise covariance matrix, decorrelation was also seen in this
observable. Fig 4 shows the covariance matrix and the correlation
arc plotted according to equation 4. It was noticed that the pulse
energy variations at certain frequency channels showed significantly
lower correlation than the trend followed by the data from rest of
the frequency channels. It is suspected that this was caused due to

weak RFI at those frequencies. Thus after excluding data from such
frequency channels, a power-law of equation 5 was fitted to the rest
of data. The best fitting values obtained were 𝛼 = 1.36 ± 0.03 and
𝛽 = −0.72+0.04

−0.03. It can be noticed that the degree of curvature of the
pulse energy decorrelation arc is less than that of jitter decorrelation
arc demonstrating that the pulse energies decorrelate to a lesser extent
than the arrival times calculated from the pulses. Following from the
jitter model given by Cordes & Shannon (2010), the jitter noise
is a result of variations in pulse shape modulated by variations in
intensity. Thus, it is reasonable that the pulse energy decorrelation
can only partially explain the jitter decorrelation. The remainder of
the decorrelation may be ascribed to the pulse width variations.

5 IMPLEMENTING A RANK-2 MODEL FOR JITTER
NOISE

In any parameter estimation problem, the precision and accuracy of
estimated model parameters requires a robust description of the sig-
nals and noise in the data. From this perspective, the decorrelation in
jitter noise needs to be appropriately accounted for in pulsar timing
analysis, in particular for GWB searches. The pre-fit timing residuals
®𝛿𝑡 of a pulsar contain contributions from deterministic and stochastic
signals. Variations in the timing model parameters give rise to de-
terministic signals, whereas the randomly varying signals like DM
variations, spin noise, stochastic gravitational waves and jitter noise
constitute the stochastic component. The post-fit residuals ®𝑟 can then
be written as

®𝑟 = ®𝛿𝑡 − T®𝑏, (7)

where T is the design matrix and ®𝑏 is the vector of model parameters.
The jitter noise can be handled in two different methods. In the first
method jitter is included in the overall white noise covariance matrix
N = ⟨®𝑟®𝑟𝑇 ⟩ of post-fit residuals. The matrix N becomes a block-
diagonal matrix and it is required to be inverted for calculating the
likelihood function. For a rank-1 jitter covariance matrix the inverse
can be computed using Shermon-Morrison formula (Taylor 2021).

The second method models jitter as a zero-mean Gaussian process
which is uncorrelated across different epochs but is correlated within
a given epoch. Under this framework jitter noise signal can be written
as

njitter = Uj, (8)

where U is jitter basis matrix of dimensions (𝑁toa × 𝑁epoch) con-
structed out of eigenvector ®𝑢. Here, ®𝑗 is a jitter vector of length 𝑁epoch
which is parameterised by a single parameter ECORR. The jitter ba-
sis matrix U is added to the design matrix T and the jitter vector ®𝑗
becomes a part of model parameters vector ®𝑏. Further description of
this methodology can be found in Taylor (2021).

The software package enterprise (Ellis et al. 2020) is a Bayesian
parameter estimation code that is commonly used by PTAs for noise
modelling and searches for nanohertz-frequency gravitational waves.
It uses the rank-1 definition of jitter noise for all pulsars. It is clear
from the analysis in sec 4.1 that for PSR J0437−4715 both the eigen-
values along with their corresponding eigenvectors should be in-
cluded in the white noise model and sampled during searches to
improve the results.

In order to understand the importance of using a rank-2 model,
we modified the current rank-1 jitter implementation in enterprise.
When jitter is included as part of the white noise covariance ma-
trix, the key modification involves using the generalised Sherman-
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(a) (b)

Figure 2. Panel a: Jitter correlation coefficients plotted for the data containing increasing amount of single pulses integrated. Self similarity in the decorrelation
mechanism can be inferred as the arc does not depend explicitly on the values of frequencies 𝑓𝑎 and 𝑓𝑏 . The black solid line shows the Power-law fit with
parameter values 𝛼 = 1.82 ± 0.01 and 𝛽 = −2.13 ± 0.04. Panel b: Comparison of correlation arcs obtained from MeerKAT and Parkes data: The Parkes data
show a wide scatter due to its low signal to noise ratio per unit bandwidth.

Figure 3. Output of singular value decomposition of jitter covariance matrix.
Main panel: shows the relative strengths of eigenvalues in ascending order.
Inset panel: shows the frequency dependence of eigenvectors ®𝑞0 and ®𝑞1. We
performed bootstrapping to obtain the uncertainties on the eigenvectors. The
shaded region represents the 95% confidence region.

Morrison-Woodbury formula for a rank-k perturbation for matrix
inversions

(𝐴 +𝑈𝑉𝑇 )−1 = 𝐴−1 − 𝐴−1𝑈 (𝐼 +𝑉𝑇 𝐴−1𝑈)−1𝑉𝑇 𝐴−1, (9)

For rank-2 perturbation, 𝐴 is the diagonal matrix of radiometer noise

contribution and 𝑈 =

 ®𝑞0 ®𝑞1

 and 𝑉𝑇 =

[
®𝑞0
𝑇

®𝑞1
𝑇

]
are the ma-

trices containing first two eigenvectors obtained from SVD analysis.
The rank-2 model of jitter can also be thought in terms of two indepen-
dent Gaussian processes each arising from one of the two significant
eigenvectors 𝑞0 and 𝑞1. And the the final jitter noise signal can be

expressed as

njitter = Uq0 jq0 + Uq1 jq1 , (10)

where Uq0 and Uq1 are (𝑁toa × 𝑁epoch) matrices constructed out of
eigenvector ®𝑞0 and ®𝑞1 with their corresponding jitter vectors in ®𝑗𝑞0 ,
®𝑗𝑞1 . Like the rank-1 case, both jitter vectors can be parameterised by
𝜆0 and 𝜆1. Use of both the eigenvectors in the model accounts for the
decorrelation in the data. Similarly, as the eigenvectors themselves
have a frequency dependence, using them also models the frequency
dependence of jitter noise.

We then sampled the parameters 𝜆0 and 𝜆1 along with other model
parameters. We initially tested the modified jitter implementation on
the same data set which was used to obtain SVD. We selected the prior
distribution for the parameters 𝜆0 and 𝜆1 to be uniform in logarithmic
amplitude. As these data have 4 minute duration, we searched only for
white noise parameters. We checked the consistency of results by first
sampling the parameter space using PTMCMCSampler (Ellis & van
Haasteren 2017) to run Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) and
also using Bilby (Ashton et al. 2019) which used a nested sampler
‘Dynesty’ to measure the posterior distribution of model parameters.
We compared models by calculating Bayes factor from the evidence
values reported by Bilby for each model. Fig 5a and 5b compare
the posteriors obtained by using original rank-1 model and with the
new rank-2 model. The value of parameter EFAC is significantly
lower in rank-2 case. Moreover the rank-2 model is favoured over
the rank-1 model with a large log Bayes factor of 𝑙𝑛ℬ = 1064. This
demonstrates that the rank-2 model better describes the white noise
in J0437−4715.

We then tested the new jitter implementation with a MeerKAT
4 year timing data of J0437−4715. For this test, we searched for
the chromatic red noise arising due to long term DM variations.
Because of turbulence in the interstellar medium between Earth and
the pulsar, the total electron content along the line of sight varies
significantly over a timescale of a few years (You et al. 2007). This
causes perturbation in the TOAs which can be modelled as a Gaussian
process. The signal due to DM variations can be expressed as

®𝑛𝐷𝑀 = FDM ®𝑎𝐷𝑀 , (11)
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(a) (b)

Figure 4. Panel a: Energy covariance matrix obtained from 32 pulse integration data. Panel b: Correlation arc obtained from the energies in residual profiles.
The blue stars represent the correlation points at all frequency pairs. The orange stars are correlations obtained after excluding energies at some frequencies.
The black solid line shows the power-law fit to the orange stars with parameter values 𝛼 = 1.36 ± 0.03 and 𝛽 = −0.72+0.04

−0.03.

(a) rank-1 model (b) rank-2 model

Figure 5. MeerKAT 4 min data: Posterior distribution of white noise parameters. Parameters 𝜆0 and 𝜆1 together define the jitter noise.

where FDM is the Fourier basis comprising sinusoidal terms and
®𝑎𝐷𝑀 are corresponding coefficients. As the spatial electron density
variations in the ISM are expected to follow the Kolmogorov turbu-
lence, the DM noise can be expressed as a power-law in fluctuation
frequency (Taylor 2021),

𝑃( 𝑓 ) =
𝐴2
𝐷𝑀

12𝜋2 ( 𝑓 /𝑦𝑟−1)−𝛾𝐷𝑀 𝑦𝑟3, (12)

where 𝐴2
𝐷𝑀

is the amplitude defining the strength of the signal, and
𝛾𝐷𝑀 is the spectral index which is predicted to be equal to 11/3. Usu-
ally during GWB searches, the coefficients ®𝑎𝐷𝑀 are marginalised

and only 𝐴2
𝐷𝑀

and 𝛾𝐷𝑀 are sampled (van Haasteren & Vallisneri
2014). Another important stochastic signal in pulsar timing is the
‘spin noise’, which is thought to arise due to irregularities in the spin
period of pulsars (Shannon & Cordes 2010). Similar to DM noise,
PTAs model spin noise as a Gaussian process with a power-law in
fluctuation frequency domain. In contrast to DM noise, spin noise
is frequency independent. We performed our tests with and without
spin noise in the overall noise model.

The main result from these tests is shown in Fig 6. It can be
seen that the use of rank-1 model for jitter gives a shallower spec-
tral index for the DM noise. In contrast the rank-2 model results in
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a measurement of 𝛾𝐷𝑀 that is more consistent with the expected
value. Further, we found that the rank-2 model is favoured over the
rank-1 model with a log Bayes factor of 𝑙𝑛ℬ = 40. We saw no
significant evidence to support the presence of spin noise for this
pulsar in our data set . It can be argued that since the rank-1 model
fails to capture any radio-frequency dependence, the DM noise term
is forced to absorb the small timescale radio-frequency dependence
in the data which makes the spectral index shallower. But the use
of rank-2 model which contains radio-frequency dependent eigen-
vectors ®𝑞0 and ®𝑞1, revives the higher spectral index for DM noise.
Our result re-emphasises the problem of model mis-specifications in
pulsar timing. The inference on deterministic model parameters of
a pulsar is known to be sensitive to the values of noise parameters
used in the least-squares linear-fit. To see if there were any differ-
ences the pulsar ephemeris, we used the Gaussian process method,
as described in equation 10, to incorporate the rank-2 jitter imple-
mentation in the pulsar timing software pint (Luo et al. 2021). We
then performed a generalised least-squares fit for astrometric and bi-
nary parameters. Simultaneously the post fit values of the DM noise
coefficients ®𝑎𝐷𝑀were obtained and were used to interpolate the DM
variation between the epochs of observation. Results of the fit showed
no significant difference in the values or uncertainties of astromet-
ric and binary parameters with the rank-2 model, however the time
realisation of the DM noise process was found to be smoother than
the rank-1 case. This follows directly from the steeper spectral index
for the DM noise in rank-2 model. Fig 7 shows the maximum like-
lihood DM noise realisation. This suggests that for the rank-1 case,
the leakage of frequency dependent short-term fluctuations into the
DM noise term would result in incorrect interpolations for the DM
variations.

5.1 Frequency dependence of jitter noise

The presence of more than one significant eigenvector in J0437−4715
is detectable mainly because of the high flux density of this pulsar
and the use of sensitive telescopes like MeerKAT. PSR J0437−4715
could be an exception in the wider pulsar population or it could
be a first indication of previously unknown physical processes in
pulsar magnetosphere which gives rise to a decorrelation of jitter
noise. The answer to this question will become clear in the future as
we move towards the use of more sensitive telescope receivers with
increased collecting area. However, for any other pulsar, even if a
single significant eigenvector remains, it can have notable frequency
dependence as seen in eigenvector 𝑞1. Using the NANOGrav 12.5
year data set, Lam et al. (2019) have performed a detailed study of
the frequency dependence of jitter noise in their sample and have
shown that 30 out of 48 pulsars are better described by a frequency
dependent description of jitter noise. However it is obvious that
the use of vector ®𝑢 in our jitter model will not be able to capture
any frequency dependence. This mis-specification in the model can
potentially bias our inference of other chromatic terms like DM
variation or the chromatic noise arising due to scattering in ISM,
which in turn can affect the inference of gravitational waves in a
combined search. Thus it is important that a more complete model
for jitter noise should be obtained for the next generation PTAs.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we have performed a detailed analysis of spectral de-
correlation of the jitter noise as observed in PSR J0437−4715. We
show that the decorrelation mechanism is self-similar and the rate of

decorrelation can be described using a power-law which depends on
the ratio of the frequencies of observation. By performing spectral
analysis on the jitter covariance matrix we show that the presence of
decorrelation implies that a higher rank-approximation of the jitter
covariance matrix is essential in pulsar timing applications. Further
if a pulsar shows an appreciable frequency dependence of jitter noise
then the current jitter noise model in gravitational wave searches is
inadequate to account for it. It is also shown that failing to account for
this frequency dependence biases the inference of other frequency
dependent terms in the model. The radio emission mechanism in
pulsars is a long standing problem in astronomy. The phenomenon
of jitter can be used as a probe to the magnetosphere of neutron
stars. The analysis, as presented in this work, on the future sensitive
measurements of jitter noise in other pulsars can help build more
precise models of pulsar radio emission mechanism.
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