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The recent detection of gravitational waves (GWs) by pulsar timing array (PTA) collaborations
spurred a variety of questions regarding the origin of the signal and the properties of its sources.
The amplitude of a GW background produced by inspiralling supermassive black holes (SMBHs)
can be predicted in a relatively robust manner from the present-day merged remnants, observed
as single SMBHs at the centers of galaxies, but falls short of the signal measured by PTAs by a
significant amount, requiring equal mass mergers, extremely short delay times, and no accretion
in order to achieve a modest consistency. In this work, we revisit NANOGrav’s 15-yr data set
and reassess the aforementioned discrepancy using the full spectral information captured by PTA
data. As previously noted in the literature, the discrete number of point sources contributing to the
background may lead to deviations in the observed spectrum relative to the average (h2

c ∝ f−4/3)
due to Poisson fluctuations, providing additional information about the source population beyond
the background amplitude. We derive a simple expression for the characteristic strain distribution
given a SMBH model, which is generally applicable regardless of the method used to model the
black hole population. We then refit the NANOGrav free spectrum using a minimal model based
on the local mass function, showing that the current GW measurement requires roughly ∼ 10 times
more black holes than suggested by local observations and disfavors mass functions dominated by
few very heavy sources, with the typical mass that contributes to the background ≲ 1010M⊙. Given
the range of SMBH models found to be consistent with the isotropic background, we address what
is the typical number sources that would be individually detectable, given the current sensitivity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Low-frequency gravitational wave measurements
through pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) represent a new
window into a largely unexplored part of the Uni-
verse. The recent first detection [1–4] of a stochastic
gravitational-wave background (SGWB) has prompted
the question of whether the observed signal is consistent
with expectations based on a wealth of simulations
and electromagnetic observations of supermassive black
holes [5–10]. Given the current GW measurements, an
emerging consensus appears to be that the observed
signal is relatively high compared to predictions, with
most (e.g. Refs. [5] and [7]) suggesting a high but
consistent value for the observed SGWB when compared
to supermassive black hole (SMBH) models.

A variety of methods have been employed to model the
SGWB produced by inspiralling SMBHs [11–14]. Most
models that are currently compared to PTA observations
are based on quantifying the merger rate density of halos
or galaxies over cosmic history. This can be achieved
via self-consistent predictions of the merger rate from N-
body simulations (see, e.g., Refs. [15–17]) or based on the
extended Press-Schechter formalism [14, 18]. Another
option is a more empirical route of parametrizing the
galaxy mass function and various relevant properties that
determine the associated SMBH merger history (such as
the time delay, pair fraction, etc.) and fitting them to
available observations [19–21].
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As noted by Ref. [13], the amplitude of the SGWB
produced by merging black holes can be directly related
to the mass function of the remnant population today.
Using local scaling relations between supermassive black
holes combined with galaxy catalogs, Ref. [10] showed
that the resulting SGWB falls short of the measured
background by a significant amount, requiring multiple
merger events at very low redshifts, with equal mass
companions, and with negligible accretion to achieve the
central value reported by the NANOGrav collaboration
(with equivalent results found by EPTA+InPTA and
PPTA).

While Ref. [10] focused on the power law fit assuming
a fixed index consistent with the mean spectrum pre-
dicted for a SMBH population [13], here we explore the
full spectral information. We describe the total charac-
teristic strain in each frequency bin captured by a given
PTA as the sum of the GW emission from each discrete
source (h2

s), which can lead to deviations in the spec-
trum relative to the mean due to Poisson fluctuations in
a given realization of the observed GW sky [14, 22]. That

is, given a set of model parameters θ⃗ that describes the

merger of SMBHBs, there is a distribution p(h2
c(f)|θ⃗) of

the observed GWB and we present an analytical predic-
tion of this distribution.

To do so, we follow the literature on the confusion limit
(unresolved background) of point sources first developed
in the context of radio observations [23, 24] and subse-
quently adapted into studies across the electromagnetic
spectrum (see, e.g., [25–27]). We recast the description of
the characteristic strain distribution in terms of a “lumi-
nosity function” for GW emitters dN/dh2

s (perhaps more
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accurately called a flux, but we use the term luminos-
ity function throughout). We then present an analytical
description of the characteristic strain distribution as a
function of frequency, given a SMBH model, which only
depends on its luminosity function. The resulting distri-
bution is identical to the standard Monte Carlo approach
adopted throughout the literature (e.g. [14, 15]), but can
be computed directly. We emphasize that, while we em-
ploy one particular approach for estimating the SMBH
merger rate and therefore the GW luminosity function,

the method we present for computing p(h2
c(f)|θ⃗) is gen-

eral. For instance, if a simulation-based approach is pre-
ferred, one need only measure dN/dh2

s from the simula-

tions and p(h2
c(f)|θ⃗) can be computed in the same man-

ner.

We then use the model outlined above to fit
NANOGrav’s 15 yr free-spectrum posterior [1, 28]. Our
results are consistent with earlier work presented in
Ref. [10], finding that a higher black hole abundance or
higher masses are required to fit the NANOGrav data,
in tension with estimates of the present-day SMBH mass
function derived from local scaling relations and galaxy
catalogs. However, the addition of spectral informa-
tion disfavors models in which a small number of bright
sources dominate (i.e. in which the typical mass that
contributes to the background is large). This conclu-
sion is primarily driven by the fact that for backgrounds
dominated by an extremely small number of very massive
sources, deviations in the spectrum away from the aver-
age power law (h2

c ∝ f−4/3) begin to impact the lowest
frequencies captured by the data set.

We also emphasize that the results presented in this
work are somewhat consistent with those from the
NANOGrav and EPTA+InPTA collaborations [5, 7],
which also find a relatively high amplitude for the GWB,
captured through a preference for a high amplitude of
the galaxy stellar mass function or normalization of the
merger rate density, a time delay posterior peaked at 0,
and a slight preference for models in which the typical
number of sources is large (e.g. mild preference for low
scatter in the scaling relation). The analysis shown in

this work accounts for the full distribution p(h2
c(f)|θ⃗),

while Ref. [5] assumes a Gaussian centered on the me-
dian of h2

c , while Ref. [7] assumes a deterministic model.
However, this is unlikely to lead to a significant differ-
ence in conclusions, since the distribution only becomes
appreciably non-Gaussian in the regime of low number of
sources. Conversely, we only include a relatively simple
astrophysical model, ignoring binary interactions with
its environment and accretion. However, the former will
only significantly affect the lowest frequencies and, since
we follow the approach from Ref. [13] which anchors the
SGWB prediction on the present-day black hole remnant
population, the inclusion of accretion can only reduce the
predicted background, exacerbating the aforementioned
discrepancy.

Sufficiently loud sources are expected to be individu-

ally detectable [29–32]. We therefore investigate what
a high amplitude GWB implies for the detectability of
individual sources given the current sensitivity reported
by Ref. [33]. Given the region of parameter space that
satisfies the isotropic background measurement, we ask:
what is the probability that a point source should have
been detected? While the answer depends on the un-
known redshift distribution of sources, we show that an
upper limit can always be derived. We show that the
maximum average number of sources (across all frequen-
cies) consistent at a 3σ CL with the GWB measurement
is N̄ ∼ 0.1, while for a SMBH mass function consistent
with local estimates and a redshift distribution consis-
tent with simulations, we find that N̄ ∼ 10−3. Hence,
while the non-detection of an individual source does not
currently add any information regarding the SMBH dis-
tribution, we conclude that improving the measurement
of the frequency dependence of the GWB may determine
whether a single source detection is likely in the near
future or not.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we re-

view the standard calculation of the mean characteristic
strain spectrum from the local black hole remnant pop-
ulation. In Sec. III A, we present the derivation of the
distribution of characteristic strains and a discussion re-
garding the impact of the typical number of sources that
contribute to the background, as well as the changes in-
duced by multiple merger events. Sec. IV shows the 15-yr
NANOGrav spectrum to be fit and the main results are
presented in Sec. V, with a discussion regarding both the
isotropic background fit and its implications for individ-
ual source detection. We conclude in Sec. VI.

II. AVERAGE CHARACTERISTIC STRAIN

While standard in the literature, we will restate the
usual expression for the stochastic gravitational-wave
background produced by a collection of inspiralling SMB-
HBs [11, 13], which can be written as the sum of the
emission from all binaries. As argued in Ref. [13], the
black hole merger rate density can be directly related to
the present-day (z = 0) remnant single black hole mass
function ϕ. The average characteristic strain spectrum
in the Universe is therefore given by

h2
c(f) =

4G

πf2
⟨(1 + z)−1/3⟩

∫
dM Mϕ(M)⟨ϵ⟩(M), (1)

where ϕ is a function of total mass M , and we have de-
fined the redshift and mass ratio averages

⟨(1 + z)−1/3⟩ =
∫

dz
pz(z)

(1 + z)1/3
(2)

and

⟨ϵ⟩(M) =

∫
dq pq(q)ϵ(M, q), (3)
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FIG. 1. Contribution to the characteristic strain squared per
logarithmic black hole mass. Each kernel corresponds to a
different model for the mass function and the peak mass is
defined as the peak of the kernel, shown in the vertical lines.

where ϵ ≡ η
3
(GMπf)2/3

c2 is a GW efficiency parameter,

η = q/(1 + q)2 is the symmetric mass ratio, and f the
observed GW frequency. The mean characteristic strain
h2
c receives most of its contribution from a characteristic

mass Mpeak, as shown by the mass kernel in Fig. 1.
As in Ref. [10], we choose the following parametriza-

tions for the redshift and mass-ratio distribution func-
tions

pz(z) = zγe−z/z∗ , and pq(q) = qδ, (4)

with fiducial values of γ = 0.5, z∗ = 0.3, and δ = −1,
an assumed minimum value of qmin = 0.1, and where
both functions are then normalized to unity. These fidu-
cial values are chosen in order to roughly reproduce the
simulation-based results presented in Ref. [16] (see dis-
cussion in Ref. [10]).

The single supermassive black hole mass function ϕ at
z = 0 can be estimated from local scaling relations that
relate the black hole mass to the properties X of the host
galaxy, i.e.

log10 M = a• + b• log10 X. (5)

This scaling relation can then be combined with galaxy
catalogs which measure the number density of galaxies
as a function of the property X, where we adopt the
velocity dispersion as our fiducial proxy for SMBH mass.
The velocity dispersion function (VDF) is parameterized
as

ϕ(σ)dσ = ϕ∗

(
σ

σ∗

)α
e−(σ/σ∗)

β

Γ(α/β)
β
dσ

σ
. (6)

In the presence of scatter between black hole mass and
galaxy property, we compute the SMBH mass function
as

ϕ(M) =

∫
dσ

p(log10 M | log10 σ)
M log(10)

ϕ(σ), (7)

where we assume p to be log-normal

p(log10M | log10 σ) =
1√
2πϵ0

× exp

[
−1

2

(
log10 M − a• − b• log10 σ

ϵ0

)2
]
.

(8)

Similarly to Ref. [10], we choose a fiducial velocity dis-
persion function consistent with the measurement from
Ref. [34] from SDSS, fit to all galaxies with σ > 125km
s−1, which leads to measured parameter values of ϕ∗ =
(2.61 ± 0.16) × 10−2Mpc−3, σ∗ = 159.6 ± 1.5 km s−1,
α = 0.41 ± 0.02, and β = 2.59 ± 0.04. For the scal-
ing relation, we use X = σ/200km s−1 in Eq. 5 and
the M − σ relation from Ref. [35], which corresponds to
a• = 8.32 ± 0.05, b• = 5.64 ± 0.32, and ϵ0 = 0.38. As
demonstrated in Ref. [10], the particular choice of BH
mass proxy (whether the velocity dispersion or the stel-
lar mass) for the scaling relation, or the galaxy survey
used does not change the gravitational wave prediction
in an appreciable way.

III. CHARACTERISTIC STRAIN
DISTRIBUTION

A. Distribution Function

The result presented in the previous section is an ac-
curate description of the mean characteristic strain spec-
trum in the Universe as seen by an observer today. The
observed GWB, however, is produced by a discrete pop-
ulation of SMBHBs, which can be understood as a single
realization of the underlying distribution of characteris-
tic strains and may differ substantially from the mean.
The total characteristic strain is given by the sum over
all sources, labelled s, such that in each frequency bin we
have that

h2
t (f) =

∑
s

h2
s(f). (9)

We will assume that sources are distributed according to
a luminosity function dN

dh2
s
, and the dependence on the

frequency is suppressed for simplicity, but we stress that
the quantities discussed correspond to values within a
discrete frequency bin. More explicitly, the luminosity
function is dN

dh2
s
(f) =

∫
∆f

dN
dh2

sd log f ≈ ∆f
f

dN
dh2

sd log f . In

terms of this luminosity function, the average number of
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sources N̄ and average power h̄2
t are given by:

N̄ =

∫
dh2

s

dN

dh2
s

h̄2
t =

∫
dh2

s

dN

dh2
s

h2
s.

(10)

The mean characteristic strain in Eq. 1 is therefore h2
c =

h̄2
t .
Following the literature on the confusion limit, the

probability distribution of characteristic strains h2
t can

be written as the probability PPoiss(Ns|N̄) of there being
Ns sources and the probability P (h2

t |Ns) that those Ns

sources produce an aggregate spectrum h2
t , summed over

all values of Ns. That is,

P (h2
t ) =

∞∑
Ns=0

PPoiss(Ns|N̄)P (h2
t |Ns). (11)

For the case of Ns = 0, the probability is of course given
by P (h2

t |Ns = 0) = δD(h2
t ). If there is only one source,

we can compute the probability in terms of the luminosity
function

P (h2
t |Ns = 1) =

1

N̄

dN

dh2
s

, (12)

and, since h2
t is a sum of the power of each source which

are assumed to be independent, P (h2
t |Ns) is equal to Ns

convolutions of P (h2
t |Ns = 1) with itself. This therefore

suggests that Eq. 11 can be more conveniently computed
in the Fourier domain. Taking the Fourier transform of
the distribution of h2

t , we find

P̂ (ω) =

∞∑
Ns=0

P (Ns|N̄)P̂ (ω|Ns), (13)

where P̂ (ω|Ns) is the Fourier transform of P (h2
t |Ns). The

Ns convolutions of P (h2
t |Ns = 1) can now be written

as the Fourier transform of this distribution to the Ns

power, i.e.

P̂ (ω|Ns) = [P̂ (ω|Ns = 1)]Ns . (14)

Substituting this result into Eq. 13 leads to the more
convenient expression

P̂ (ω) =e−N̄
∞∑

Ns=0

[N̄ P̂ (ω|Ns = 1)]Ns

Ns!

= exp
{
N̄ P̂ (ω|Ns = 1)− N̄

}
≡ exp[u(ω)]

(15)

where

Re[u(ω)] =

∫
dh2

s

dN

dh2
s

(cos(ωh2
s)− 1) (16)

Im[u(ω)] =

∫
dh2

s

dN

dh2
s

sin(ωh2
s). (17)

The probability distribution for h2
t can then be recovered

by taking the inverse Fourier transform of the expression
above

P (h2
t ) =

∫
dω eiωh2

t P̂ (ω). (18)

The results presented in this work are obtained by numer-
ically computing the expressions above, but we provide
an in-depth discussion in App. A of analytical results
that we derive assuming power-law luminosity functions.
As we will show in the subsequent discussion in this Sec-
tion, the power-law approximation is a relatively good
one, but we nevertheless opt to include the full shape of
the luminosity function in the main results.
The only remaining quantity that must be computed

is the distribution of characteristic strains for a single
source. This can be directly derived from the comoving
number density of mergers, assuming that all SMBHs in
the PTA band are in circular orbits, evolving primar-
ily due to GW emission. Similarly to Ref. [14], we first
compute the total number of mergers per logarithmic fre-
quency and binary parameters

dN

dzdMdqd log f
=

dn

dzdMdq

dtr
d log fr

dz

dtr

dVc

dz
, (19)

where tr is the coordinate time in the source rest frame,
Vc is the comoving volume, and fr = (1 + z)f . The
frequency evolution is given by

d log fr
dtr

=
96π8/3

5

(
GM

c3

)5/3

ηf8/3
r , (20)

where

dz

dtr

dVc

dz
= (1 + z)H(z)

4πcχ2(z)

H(z)
, (21)

where χ is the comoving radial distance and H(z) the
Hubble parameter. The contribution of each binary to
the characteristic strain, averaged over inclination and
polarization angles, is then given by [36]

h̃2
s(M, q, z, f) =

32

5

(
GM

c2

)10/3

η2
(1 + z)4/3

χ2(z)

(
πf

c

)4/3
f

∆f
,

(22)
where ∆f = 1/Tobs and Tobs is the total observing time.
The number of sources per emitted GW amplitude

dN/ log h2
sd log f can be directly computed by changing

variables and integrating the number of sources over red-
shift and mass ratio. That is,

dN

d log h2
sd log f

=

∫
d logM

∫
dz

∫
dq δD(log h2

s − log h̃2
s)

× dN

d logMdqdzd log f

=

∫
d logM

∫
dz

∫
dq δD(log h2

s − log h̃2
s)

× dn

d logM
pz(z)pq(q)

dtr
d log fr

dz

dtr

dVc

dz
,

(23)
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FIG. 2. Number of sources per logarithmic characteristic
strain for individual sources. The top panel shows the dis-
tribution for frequencies corresponding roughly to frequencies
of (10yr)−1 and (yr)−1, in orange and blue lines, respectively.
The different line styles correspond to different values of peak
mass that contributes to the average characteristic strain, ob-
tained in practice by varying the scatter in the M−σ relation.
The bottom panel shows the power-law index of dN/dh2

s as a
function of h2

s for each frequency and mass function.

where h̃2
s ≡ h̃2

s(M, q, z, f) is the function given in equa-
tion 22. The required luminosity function is simply

dN
d log h2

s
(f) ≈ ∆f

f
dN

d log h2
sd log f . We can choose to do one

of the integrals using the Dirac delta function. It is con-
venient to do the integral over mass:

dN

d log h2
s

=

∫
dz

∫
dq

∣∣∣∣∂ logM

∂ log h2
s

∣∣∣∣ dn

d logM
pz(z)pq(q)

× dtr
d log fr

dz

dtr

dVc

dz

∆f

f
(24)

where
∣∣∂ logM/∂ log h2

s

∣∣ = 3/10 and one has to evalu-
ate the mass function at the mass obtained by solving
h̃2
s(M, q, z, f) = h2

s. The dependence on h2
s in the lumi-

nosity function comes only from the dependence of M on
h2
s.

We can understand the basic features of the the lumi-
nosity function by examining 24. We first note that the
dependence on the mass and mass ratio come through
h̃2
s(M, q, z, f) and dtr/d log fr which in both cases com-

bine through the chirp mass Mc = Mη3/5. Thus we can

do the integral over the mass ratio to obtain:

dn

d logMc
=

∫
logM

∫
dq δD(logMc − log(Mη3/5))

× pq(q)
dn

d logM
(25)

dN

d log h2
s

=

∫
dz

∣∣∣∣∂ logMc

∂ log h2
s

∣∣∣∣ dn

d logMc
pz(z)

× dtr
d log fr

dz

dtr

dVc

dz

∆f

f
. (26)

For the purpose of understanding the luminosity func-
tion, we can keep in mind that the shape of dn/d logMc

is basically the same as that of dn/d logM . The volume
factor in the integral is:

dVc

d log f
=

dtr
d log fr

dz

dtr

dVc

dz
∝ M−5/3

c f−8/3.

As a function of redshift dVc/d log f peaks around red-
shift two but with our choice of pz, pzdVc/d log f peaks
at redshift about one. This is the redshift that deter-
mines the mapping between M and h2

s. A change in the
redshift shifts the relationship between the mass and h2

s:

log h2
s =

10

3
logMc + log

(1 + z)4/3

χ2(z)
+ constant.

Thus the luminosity function is a superposition of shifted
copies of the mass function, shifted by the redshift factor
log((1 + z)4/3/χ2(z)) weighted pzdVc/d log f . Both func-
tions of z peak at redshifts one to two and thus there is
a fairly tight relation between the strain and the mass
that contributes the most to that strain. The shape of
the luminosity function is roughly given by

dN

d log h2
s

∝ M−5/3
c

dn

d logMc
; Mc ∝ h3/5

s .

At low values of h2
s, corresponding to low masses,

the mass function is approximately constant so
dN/d log h2

s ∝ h−1
s .

The presence of a characteristic mass that most con-
tributes to the background Mpeak will lead to a corre-
sponding scale h2

s|peak on the luminosity function. If we
think of the luminosity function as a function of Mpeak,
the comoving density of the sources at that peak ϕ⋆ and
the frequency one concludes that the normalization of the
luminosity is a very strong function of both frequency and
Mpeak,

dN

d log h2
s

∝ ϕ⋆M
−5/3
peak f−11/3.

The location of this turn over in the luminosity function
also scales with Mpeak and the frequency as a result of
the dependence in 22

h2
s|peak ∝ M

10/3
peakf

7/3.
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FIG. 3. Kernel of the mean characteristic strain for different SMBH models on the left panel and their distributions on the
right, all shown for a frequency of f = 4× 10−9Hz. The dot on the left panel shows the point h2

s,1, defined in Eq. 33. The peak
of the distribution on the right panel can be estimated via Eq. 34 (shown in the thin vertical lines), and the integral of the
shaded region on the left panel corresponds exactly to the value of the peak. The thick vertical lines show the mean, computed
via the full integral of the kernel, showing that the smaller the number of sources that contribute to the background, the more
the mean is dominated by the bright (rare) tail of the distribution and differs from the peak of the distribution. We also
compare the numerical results presented in this work with the standard Monte Carlo approach, finding excellent agreement.

Similarly to the mass kernel shown in Fig. 1, we show the
characteristic strain kernel in the left panel of Fig. 3.

Fig. 2 shows the luminosity function of strain ampli-
tudes at different frequencies and for black hole mass
functions with different values of peak mass. The shape
of this function is clearly related to the shape of the black
hole mass function. Changes in the frequency and the
peak mass of the black hole mass function shift the lumi-
nosity function both vertically and horizontally, as dis-
cussed above. The bottom panel shows, in the notation
of App. A, the power-law index γ of the strain distribu-
tion dN/dh2

s. We also note that the strain amplitude at
which γ = −2 corresponds exactly to the point h2

s,peak,

since it the power-law index at which the integral of h2
t

transitions from being dominated by the upper limit to
the lower limit of the integral over strain.

The panel on the right of Fig. 3 shows the final dis-
tribution computed through the approach described in
this section and we compare it with the standard Monte
Carlo approach of sampling the mass, redshift, and mass
ratio distributions. In this case, the mean number of
sources within a bin is computed through Eq. 19 as

N̄ijkl = d4N
d log fdMdzdq∆ log fi∆Mj∆zk∆ql. Each of the

N sources within a given bin then produces a strain am-
plitude h2

ijkl ≡ h2
s(fi,Mj , zk, ql) (from Eq. 22), where N

is sampled from a Poisson distribution with mean N̄ijkl.
We therefore model the characteristic strain through

h2
c(fi) =

∑
jkl

Ppoiss(N, N̄ijkl)h
2
ijkl. (27)

Each of the distributions shown in Fig. 3 correspond to

1000 realizations of the equation above, demonstrating
excellent agreement between the standard Monte Carlo
approach and the analytical formulas presented in this
work.

B. Characteristic number of sources

Let us define the characteristic number of sources Nc

that contribute to the background at a given frequency
bin as

Nc(f) ≡
h2
c(f)

h2
s|peak(f)

, (28)

where h2
s|peak(f) is the strain of the sources at the peak of

the mass kernel of h2
c . Both the total characteristic strain

and the strain of a source have a simple scaling with the
parameters of the model. The background strain scales
as

h2
c(f) ∝ ϕ⋆M

5/3
peakf

−4/3, (29)

and the source strain

h2
s(f) ∝ M

10/3
peakf

7/3. (30)

The expressions above are slightly modified when chang-
ing the scatter in the scaling relation, which adds an ad-
ditional change in the width of the mass kernel. The
characteristic strain then scales with an additional factor
of e25/18ϵ

2
0 log2(10). The expressions above imply that the

characteristic number of sources is a very strong function
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of both frequency and peak mass

Nc ≈ 0.2×
(

ϕ⋆

2.6 10−2 Mpc−3

)(
Mpeak

1010M⊙

)−5/3

×
(

f

1/3 yr−1

)−11/3

.

(31)

Notice that for many values of the parameters, the
cross over between Nc ∼ 1 will happen in the middle
of the PTA band, which implies that the smallness of
the number of sources will produce a significant effect
in the predicted characteristic strain spectrum. Another

relevant scenario is to keep h2
c ∝ ϕ⋆M

5/3
peak fixed, since

it is the main quantity directly constrained by the PTA
data. In that case:

Nc ≈ 1×
(
hc(f = yr−1)

2.4× 10−15

)2(
Mpeak

1010M⊙

)−10/3

×
(

f

1/3 yr−1

)−11/3

.

(32)

This is a very strong function of Mpeak which will allow
us to constrain its value, contingent on the shape of the
frequency dependence of the spectrum.

We show in Fig. 3 the characteristic strain kernel for
different SMBH mass functions, computed by varying the
scatter in the scaling relation. The dot in the left panel
marks the point after which all contributions to its right
are expected to be produced by a single source. That is,
the value of h2

s,1 of that point is defined by∫ ∞

h2
s,1

dh2
s

dN

dh2
s

= 1, (33)

and therefore do not typically contribute to the mean
characteristic strain h2

c . The mean characteristic strain
up to the point h2

s,1 therefore corresponds to the most

likely characteristic strain value, i.e., the peak of p(h2
c),

which can be predicted as

h2
c,peak =

∫ h2
s,1

0

dh2
s

dN

dh2
s

h2
s. (34)

The peak of the distribution is therefore produced by
the large number of faint sources with brightness below
h2
s,1, and this estimate is identical to the estimate from

Ref. [14] when integrating over the chirp mass.

C. Merger history

In the preceding discussion, we assumed a scenario
in which only the most recent merger significantly con-
tributes to the SGWB. Here we explore the effect of mul-
tiple equal mass mergers on the characteristic strain dis-
tribution function as an upper limit of the SGWB predic-
tion. We recall that, as in Ref. [10], the impact of mul-
tiple mergers on the mean characteristic strain squared

is, at most, an increase by a factor of 2.7 relative to the
single merger scenario.
As in Ref. [10], we account for the redshift distribu-

tion of each previous merger pN+1 by fixing the redshift
distribution of the latest merger pN=1, given in Eq. 4,
and choosing a fixed time delay τ . Each redshift zN is
then mapped onto the redshift of the previous merger via
zN+1 = zN + ∆z(τ). Since all mergers are assumed to
be between equal mass partners, the mass function of a
previous merger can be found simply by

ϕN (M) = 2N−1ϕ1(2
N−1M), (35)

where ϕ1 is given by Eq. 7. At each previous merger, the
luminosity function is boosted at the faint end and sup-
pressed at the bright tail, as shown in Fig. 12 in Appendix
B. In general, the effect of including multiple mergers on
the characteristic strain distribution function is an in-
creased contribution from a large number of faint sources.
This increases the amplitude of the background and the
characteristic number of sources, while decreasing the
peak mass and strain amplitude that most contributes.
A quantitative discussion of the changes to p(h2

c) in the
case of multiple instantaneous mergers is given in App. C.
The total luminosity function is therefore the sum of

the luminosity function of each layer. In order to com-
pute the characteristic strain distribution in the scenario
with multiple mergers, we therefore simply modify the lu-
minosity function and follow the same procedure outline
in Sec. III A.
We emphasize that we have implicitly assumed that

black holes do not accrete at all, which leads to an ex-
tremely conservative estimate — since our prediction is
anchored on the present-day black hole mass function,
including accretion would greatly diminish the contribu-
tion from previous mergers. To show this, suppose that
early in its inspiral (before entering the PTA band), ev-
ery binary had an initial mass that is a fraction κ of its
final mass. That is, if in the latest merger N = 1 a binary
had a total mass M , we assume that it accreted a mass
Macc = M(1 − κ) since its previous merger, such that
in the previous layer N = 2 we now have twice as many
binaries binaries each with total mass of M ′ = κM/2. In
this scenario, we now have that the series for the charac-
teristic strain is given by

h2
c,N = h2

c,1

( ∞∑
N=1

2−2(N−1)/3κ5(N−1)/3

)
, (36)

where we have neglected the possibility of accretion be-
tween the latest merger and the single black hole ob-
served today at z = 0. Hence, any amount of accreted
mass will diminish the series by an additional factor of
κ5/3. For instance, if the accreted mass is comparable to
the initial mass, say κ = 1/2, leads to h2

c,N = 1.25h2
c,1.

Hence, while there are proposed mechanisms that pref-
erentially lead to equal mass mergers due to differential
accretion [37–39], it is unlikely that the boost from mul-
tiple mergers would be significant in this scenario. We
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FIG. 4. Posterior distributions of the characteristic strain squared for the first 14 frequencies in the 15-yr NANOGrav [1, 28]
analysis. The dark grey violin plots on the right correspond to the HD correlated timing residuals, where a monopolar, dipolar,
and uncorrelated red noise components are simultaneously fit, while the lighter violins on the left result from an equivalent
analysis using an alternative dispersion measure model. The solid lines labelled x1 and x3 show examples of the median GWB
for models that fit the observed spectra within 1- and 3-σ confidence intervals. The dashed lines show the values of the 5 and

95% bounds of the model distribution p(log10 h
2
c |θ⃗).

also note that the most massive SMBHs are hosted by
massive elliptical galaxies with low-density centers. The
leading explanation for core formation is stellar scatter-
ing with the SMBHs after gas-poor mergers [40–42], also
disfavoring a scenario in which accretion plays a signifi-
cant role. In summary, the agreement between the PTA
measurement and local scaling relations requires a physi-
cal mechanism in which SMBHs merge extremely quickly,
while minimizing accretion, which is yet unknown.

IV. SGWB SPECTRUM

For each pulsar monitored by a PTA, a deterministic
timing model is constructed, which includes a variety of
terms that affect the arrival time of pulses. These in-
clude the spin period and its derivative, the effect of a
companion if the pulsar is in a binary system, the pulse
propagation in the interstellar medium, astrometric ef-
fects such as parallax, proper motions, among others.

The timing residuals δ⃗t are then defined as the difference
between the observed arrival times and the deterministic
model, which captures what are assumed to be red or
white stochastic processes. Evidence for a GWB is then
expected to arise as the variance of a red-noise process
correlated among pulsars.

We will compare the models for the GWB dis-
cussed in Sec. III with the spectrum measured by
the NANOGrav [1] collaboration. We use the free-
spectrum posterior [28] of the cross-correlated timing-
residual power spectral density (PSD), which is related
to the characteristic strain in each frequency bin centered

in fi by

ρ2(fi) =
h2
c(fi)

12π2f3
i Tobs

. (37)

Given a set of model parameters θ⃗, the PTA likelihood
can then be written as

p(δ⃗t|θ⃗) ∝
Nf∏
i=1

∫
dρi

p(ρi|δ⃗t)
p(ρi)

p(ρi|θ⃗), (38)

where p(ρi|δ⃗t) are the posterior probability distributions

of the PSD, p(ρi) is the prior distribution, p(ρi|θ⃗) is the
probability of observing a GWB given a set of model
parameters, and Nf is the number of frequency bins used
in the analysis. Note that each frequency bin is assumed
to be independent, which was investigated in Ref. [28].
Similarly to Ref. [5], we choose the free-spectrum

posteriors of the Hellings-Downs correlated signal, in
which a monopole- and dipole-correlated (MP and
DP) red noise, and a common uncorrelated red noise
(CURN) are simultaneously modelled, referred to as
HD-w/MP+DP+CURN. An alternative analysis is per-
formed with a different model for the dispersion measure
(DM), labelled HD-DMGP. The latter yields a slightly
larger amplitude for the GWB and a different spectral
shape. As discussed in Ref. [1], only the first 14 frequency
bins display evidence for a common red noise spectrum.
The Bayes factor between the model for a HD-correlated
red noise and a CURN, both described by a power law
with free spectral index, drops from 1000 to 200 when
frequencies beyond the first 5 are included. However,
this is potentially due to the lack of power observed in
the 6th and 7th frequency bins, while an ideal power law
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spectrum entails a monotonic spectrum. While this mo-
tivated Ref. [5] to focus only on the first 5 bins (finding
similar results if all 14 were used), we choose to include
all 14 bins in our fiducial analysis, since an astrophysical
GWB may indeed fluctuate frequency to frequency. Our
main results thus focus on the HD-w/MP+DP+CURN
posterior with 14 frequency bins.

Fig. 4 shows the free-spectrum distributions of the
characteristic strain squared for the two different anal-
yses described above (HD-w/MP+DP+CURN and HD-
DMGP). The lines correspond to an example of an as-
trophysical model consistent with the data within the 1-
and 3-σ confidence intervals, where the median of the h2

c

model distribution shown in the solid line and the 5 and
95% limits of the distribution in dashed. From this ex-
ample, it is evident that the inclusion particularly of the
5th and 8th frequency bin (the only bin above the first 5
with significant evidence for correlated power) will lead
to a preference for SMBH models dominated by a larger
number of sources. We also note that the only phys-
ical mechanism for a reduction in power in the lowest
frequencies are interactions between binaries and their
environment, which we do not include in our model. The
low power seen in the first frequency bin will therefore
never be well described, potentially resulting in a slightly
lower amplitude fit.

V. RESULTS

A. Isotropic Background

While in principle the SGWB depends on a variety
of properties SMBHs, and the redshift and mass ratio
distributions of mergers, which we specified through nu-
merous parameters in Sec. II, these quantities are highly
degenerate. Given these parameter degeneracies and the
relatively large uncertainties on the current GWmeasure-
ment, it is both convenient and accurate to summarize
the SGWB model in terms of a smaller subset of param-
eters that are sufficient to describe the data. Assuming a
paradigm in which the SGWB is produced by astrophys-
ical sources, the measured background can be very well
described in terms of an overall amplitude and a spectral
dependence that may deviate from the expected mean
(h2

c ∝ f−4/3) due to Poisson fluctuations in the number of
sources, which is captured by the characteristic number
of sources Nc. Due to the approximate scalings presented
in Eqs. 29 and 32, the physical quantities constrained by
the PTA data correspond to an overall amplitude, which
we express in terms of the black hole mass density ρBH,
and a peak mass contributing to the GW signal Mpeak.
In practice, the black hole mass density is effectively var-
ied through the amplitude of the SMBH mass function,
while Mpeak is varied through the scatter in the M − σ
relation.

9.5 10.0 10.5
log10(Mpeak/M�)

100

101

ρ
B

H
/ρ

B
H
,fi

d

2.5× 10 −151.5× 10 −15
10 −15

30
0

15 0.
3

x1

x3

xfid

NANOGrav

Scaling relations

q = 1; τ = 1Gyr

FIG. 5. Posterior distributions for the peak mass contribut-
ing to the SGWB Mpeak and the black hole mass den-
sity ρBH relative to its fiducial value of ρBH,fid = 4.5 ×
105M⊙Mpc−3. The NANOGrav results using the 15 yr
Hellings-Downs correlated free spectrum, with a monopole-
and dipole-correlated red noise, and common uncorrelated red
noise (HD-w/MP+DP+CURN) modelled simultaneously are
shown in blue, while the red contours show the values in-
ferred from the present-day black hole mass function. The
three contours show the 1-, 2-, and 3-σ regions. The grey
contour corresponds to an upper limit scenario, in which all
black holes are assumed to merge multiple times with equal
mass partners. Results in both grey and blue make the opti-
mistic assumption of neglecting accretion, which would only
diminish the GW signal. The dashed grey lines show lines of
constant characteric strain, while the dotted lines correspond
to constant characteristic number of sources.

Fig. 5 shows the posterior distribution of ρBH and
Mpeak by fitting the NANOGrav 15 yr free spectrum.
The red contour shows the values of ρBH and Mpeak im-
plied by estimates of the present-day black hole mass
function, and is obtained by assuming Gaussian errors
on the parameters that describe the velocity dispersion
function and the scaling relation, with values given in
Sec. II. The dashed lines show lines of constant h2

c ampli-
tude, while the values to the right are hc(f =yr−1). The
dotted lines correspond to constant Nc and the values at
the top show the particular values for the fifth frequency
bin (f = 0.3yr−1). The shape of the NANOGrav con-
tour can be understood from the fact that, at present,
the strain amplitude is the main quantity that can be
measured and therefore the posterior mostly follows the
dashed lines. The slight spectral information leads to the
shift towards low Mpeak and higher amplitudes.

We highlight that the PTA fit shown in Fig. 5 is gen-
erally consistent with the NANOGrav analysis [5]. We
differ, however, in the interpretation of these results, pri-
marily due to the explicit comparison to the present-day
SMBH mass function. Indeed, Ref. [5] also finds a pref-
erence for models in which the background amplitude is
high (captured in the high amplitude of the galaxy stellar
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FIG. 6. Comparison between the single black hole mass
function inferred from a combination of scaling relations
and galaxy catalogs with the mass function implied by the
NANOGrav 15-yr results. The dark blue shaded region corre-
sponds to the 1-σ contour of Fig. 5. The scaling relations (la-
belled MM13 and KH13) are presented in [35] and Refs. [43],
respectively, while the velocity dispersion functions (B10 and
B11) are measured in Refs. [34] and [44] and the GSMF is
given in [45] (DS15). Similarly to Ref. [10], we have omitted
the error bands of most SMBH mass functions for visual clar-
ity, showing only for the B10 VDF result since it corresponds
to the fiducial model adopted in this work.

mass function), in which many sources contribute (high
stellar mass function and low scatter in the scaling rela-
tion), and with the lowest possible time delay between
mergers (peaked at τ = 0).

The results shown in Fig. 5 are also consistent with
earlier work from Ref. [10], in which we noted that a ρBH

between 4− 10 times larger was required to fit the char-
acteristic strain spectrum at 90% CL for a value of Mpeak

consistent with inferences of the present day SMBH mass
function based on scaling relations and galaxy velocity or
stellar mass functions. Since in Ref. [10] we only consid-
ered the amplitude of a power law with slope fixed to the
mean expectation from SMBHBs and compared it to the
mean characteristic strain amplitude, Fig. 5 suggests a
slightly higher value due to the difference in the median
of p(h2

c) and the mean of the distribution, as discussed
in Sec. III A.

The grey contour in Fig. 5 shows the result assuming
all mergers occur between equal mass partners, with an
extremely short time delay of τ = 1Gyr, and assuming
that no mass is accreted onto the black holes. This results
in an upper limit scenario in which PTA measurements
and local scaling relations are more consistent, and is
equivalent to the upper limit discussed in Ref. [10].

Finally, we show in Fig. 6 a direct comparison between

the remnant single black hole mass functions that fit the
NANOGrav 15-yr spectrum in Fig. 5 and mass functions
directly inferred from a combination of scaling relations
and galaxy catalogs. The scaling relations are measured
in Refs. [35] and Refs. [43], while the galaxy samples are
presented in Refs. [34], [44], and [45]. These choices of
scaling relations and the galaxy catalogs are discussed
in greater detail in Ref. [10], but are adopted here as
representative examples of black hole mass functions. All
estimates based on scaling relations are consistent with
each other, while underpredicting the GWB signal (see
discussion in Ref. [10]).

B. Individual Sources

One natural question that arises is whether the region
of parameter space in Fig. 5 found to fit the stochastic
background is consistent with the non-detection of indi-
vidual sources presented in Ref. [33]. It is possible that
the high Mpeak tail would lead to a significant number of
binaries that would be individually detectable and could
therefore be ruled out. In summary, we ask: can the
SMBH distribution be better constrained by considering
the non-detection of point sources?
The individual source search in PTA data describes a

single SMBH binary as a continuous wave and searches
the timing residuals of all pulsars for this deterministic
signal. A non-detection can then be translated into an
upper limit on the GW amplitude of a source as a func-
tion of sky position and frequency. Given an upper limit
on the strain amplitude hul, where the inclination and
polarization averaged value is defined as

h =
8√
10

(
GM

c2

)5/3

η
(1 + z)2/3

χ(z)

(
πf

c

)2/3

, (39)

the expected number of detectable sources per logarith-
mic frequency is given by

dN̄

d log f
=

∫ ∞

hul

dh
dN

dhd log f
, (40)

which can be computed similarly to Eq. 23 and we use
the upper limit hul presented in Ref. [33].
The number of detectable sources in a given frequency

bin therefore depends on the high h tail of the luminosity
function. Models with a higher peak mass (or a corre-
spondingly high amplitude), or in which the unknown
redshift distribution of sources is dominated by low red-
shifts will typically have a larger number of detectable
sources. In particular, since the brightness of a source
scales with 1/χ, the choice of redshift distribution will
be especially impactful. We note, however, that due to
the fact that a redshift distribution peaked at lower z
results in a contribution from a smaller volume, there
is always an optimal redshift distribution for which the
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FIG. 7. Mean number of detectable sources given the current sensitivity of the individual source search from NANOGrav [33],
for different models consistent with the isotropic background. The curves labelled M − σ, x1, and x3 correspond to mass
functions consistent with the local mass function estimate and points along the degeneracy of the contour in Fig. 5, with
(ρ/ρfid, log10 Mpeak) = (1, 9.5), (10, 9.25), (2, 10.3), respectively. The points x1, and x3 are within the 1- and 3-σ confidence
levels of the NANOGrav posterior. The solid curves on the left and dots on the right correspond to the optimal redshift
distribution that leads to the maximum number of detectable sources, while the dashed (left) and crosses (right) show the
values for the fiducial redshift distribution given in Eq. 4 and adopted throughout this work. The panel on the right shows the
total number of detectable sources (across all frequencies) assuming that all black holes merge at a single redshift zmerge, while
the dotted vertical line shows the redshift from which most of the characteristic strain signal is sourced in the fiducial redshift
distribution. Notice that the typical redshift for which the maximum number of detectable sources is achieved is unphysically
small and only corresponds to a mathematical upper limit.

number of detectable sources at a given frequency is max-
imal. To see this, consider the low-mass/low-strain limit
of the SMBHmass function, where dn/d logM is approxi-
mately constant. In this limit, we can show by combining
Eqs. 20, 21, and 26 that the kernel of the redshift integral
is given by

dN

dhd log f
∝
∫

dz pz(z)
χ(z)

1 + z
, (41)

which peaks at z ∼ 1.6 and the optimal pz(z) is there-
fore a delta function centered on this peak redshift. For
larger masses, which correspond to higher strain ampli-
tudes or lower frequencies, the black hole mass function
is steeper than in the low mass limit, say dn/d logM ∝
M−α. Then, from Eq. 39, we may conclude that the
redshift kernel above receives an additional contribution
of
[
χ3/5/(1 + z)2/5

]−α
, which pushes the peak towards

lower values. Hence, there is always a redshift distribu-
tion for which the number of detectable sources is max-
imized, given a sensitivity to the GW amplitude as a
function of frequency.

We show in Fig. 7 the mean number of detectable
sources for different assumptions regarding the SMBH
mass function and redshift distribution. The lines la-
belled x1 and x3 correspond to parameter values con-
sistent within the 1- and 3-σ confidence levels shown
in Fig. 5, chosen along the degeneracy axis, while the
line labelled M − σ is consistent with the present-day

black hole mass function estimate. Given a particular
SMBHB distribution, we compute the number of de-
tectable sources from the upper limits on the individual
source strain amplitude placed by Ref. [33] using Eq. 40,

where N̄(f) = dN̄
d log f∆ log f and N̄tot is the sum over all

frequencies. The right panel of Fig. 7 shows N̄tot under
the assumption that all black holes merge at a single red-
shift zmerge. The redshift distribution that leads to the
highest number of detectable sources is, in most cases,
unphysically low and the peak value of N̄tot should there-
fore be interpreted as a mathematical upper limit. The
fiducial value for N̄tot marked in crosses are slightly lower
than the solid curves due to the fiducial distribution be-
ing extended in redshift, while the solid line assumes a
single merger redshift.

We conclude that all SMBH distributions consistent
with the SGWB measurement are also consistent with
the non-detection of an individual source, since the ex-
pected number of detectable sources is, at most, ≲ 0.1.
While the results shown in this section focus on a sce-
nario in which only the latest merger significantly con-
tributes, multiple merger events will only increase the
number of fainter sources, and would therefore lead to a
smaller number of detectable sources (for the same back-
ground amplitude). If indeed the discrepancy pointed
out in this work is solved by a combination of multi-
ple merger events, nearly equal mass mergers or a high
GW measurement, Fig. 7 suggests that the mean num-
ber of detectable sources for the current PTA sensitivity
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is at most N̄ ≲ 0.01 and is therefore unlikely to be de-
tectable in the near future. An improvement in sensitiv-
ity of around a factor of ∼ 10 would be required for N̄tot

to be ∼ 1 for a mass function consistent with local scal-
ing relations and galaxy surveys and the fiducial redshift
distribution.

VI. CONCLUSION

The recent discovery of a nano-hertz gravitational-
wave background raises a variety of questions regarding
the origin of the signal and the nature of its sources. The
most likely candidate is a population of inspiralling su-
permassive black holes, raising the natural question of
what we can learn regarding the source population and
whether it is consistent with predictions based on electro-
magnetic observations. Similarly to Ref. [10], we compare
the GW measurement made by PTAs with estimates of
the background based on the remnant population of sin-
gle black holes today [13]. We complement the previous
analysis by using the full spectral information captured
by the PTA data set.

Under the assumption that the background is produced
by SMBHs, a discrete number of point sources contribute
to the background at each frequency, which can lead to
deviations in the observed spectrum relative to the aver-
age (h2

c ∝ f−4/3) due to Poisson fluctuations [14]. This is
one of the key features that can offer additional informa-
tion about the source population beyond the amplitude
of the spectrum. To account for this potential spectral
deviation, we derive a simple analytical expression for

the distribution function of characteristic strains p(h2
c |θ⃗),

given a set of SMBH parameters θ⃗.
We refit the free-spectrum posterior of the pulsar tim-

ing residuals from NANOGrav’s 15-yr data set using a

minimal model for the characteristic strain as a function
of supermassive black hole properties described above.
We conclude that: (1) similarly to Ref. [10], around 5−12
times more black holes (and mass density) are required
to match estimates based on the present-day black hole
mass function, and (2) the shape of the GWB spectrum
already provides additional information to the amplitude,
indicating a preference for a SMBH mass function that is
dominated by a large number of fainter sources (the typi-
cal mass that contributes to the background is ≲ 1010M⊙
within a 2σ confidence interval).

Finally, we show that the region of parameter space
consistent with the isotropic background measurement is
entirely consistent with the non-detection of individual
sources [33]. While the prediction of the mean number
of detectable sources for a given sensitivity depends on
the uncertain redshift distribution of SMBHBs, we show
that an upper limit can always be derived, albeit typ-
ically requiring black holes to merge at extremely low
redshifts. In the fiducial scenario, the mean number of
detectable sources is typically a few times ∼ 10−3 for

most models consistent with the isotropic background.
At the extreme end of SMBH mass functions dominated
by few very massive sources, but still consistent with the
isotropic background within 3-σ, a mean number of de-
tectable sources around N̄ ≲ 0.1 could be expected.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Eliot Quataert for helpful dis-
cussions and suggestions. GSP gratefully acknowledges
support from the Friends of the Institute for Advanced
Study Fund. MZ is supported by NSF 2209991 and NSF-
BSF 2207583.

[1] NANOGrav Collaboration, G. Agazie et al., “The
NANOGrav 15 yr Data Set: Evidence for a
Gravitational-wave Background,” Astrophys. J. Lett.
951 no. 1, (2023) L8, arXiv:2306.16213
[astro-ph.HE].

[2] EPTA Collaboration, J. Antoniadis et al., “The second
data release from the European Pulsar Timing Array
III. Search for gravitational wave signals,”
arXiv:2306.16214 [astro-ph.HE].

[3] D. J. Reardon et al., “Search for an Isotropic
Gravitational-wave Background with the Parkes Pulsar
Timing Array,” Astrophys. J. Lett. 951 no. 1, (2023)
L6, arXiv:2306.16215 [astro-ph.HE].

[4] H. Xu et al., “Searching for the Nano-Hertz Stochastic
Gravitational Wave Background with the Chinese
Pulsar Timing Array Data Release I,” Res. Astron.
Astrophys. 23 no. 7, (2023) 075024, arXiv:2306.16216
[astro-ph.HE].

[5] NANOGrav Collaboration, G. Agazie et al., “The
NANOGrav 15 yr Data Set: Constraints on
Supermassive Black Hole Binaries from the
Gravitational-wave Background,” Astrophys. J. Lett.
952 no. 2, (2023) L37, arXiv:2306.16220
[astro-ph.HE].
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V. Vaskonen, and H. Veermäe, “Gravitational waves
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Appendix A: Distribution of power for power law luminosity functions

In this appendix we derive the distribution for the total power under the assumption that the luminosity function
of sources is a power law:
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(h2
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2
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−γ ,

where we have defined a pivot point and Np is the number of sources per logarithmic interval at the pivot point and
h2
p is the square of the strain of the sources at the pivot point. This distribution is assumed to hold for a limited

range in h2
s roughly centered at the pivot point. We will be interested in 1 < γ < 3.

This simplifying assumption will allow us to get some analytic results to build some intuition on the general shape
of the distribution and the properties of its tail. We will conclude that:

• The distribution looks like a Gaussian-like core and a power law tail.

• The power law tail is directly given by the luminosity function of sources, the easiest way to obtain a very high
value of the total power is to have one very bright source.

• The Gaussian-like core is determined by the numerous and faint sources. As their importance grows as the
shape of the distribution is progressively closer to a Gaussian.

There is of course freedom in choosing Np and h2
p in our power law distribution. An important consideration is that

in the faint end of the power law, the sources are very numerous and thus the central limit theorem ensures that their
contribution to the h2

t is distributed as a Gaussian. The interesting part of the distribution is related to the sources
that are not too numerous. Based on this we will pick the pivot point at the place such that the expected number of
sources above it is one. Furthermore we can measure the strain in units of h2

p by defining:

dN
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= (γ − 1)x−γ ; x =

h2
s

h2
p

.

We will assume that this distribution is valid over a range xmin < x < xmax with xmin << 1 and xmax >> 1. The
total power from sources below xmin is distributed as a Gaussian to a very good approximation, while we will choose
xmax such that the sources above it are too rare to make any difference. For the numerical results presented below
we will pick xmin = 1/xmax = 10−2.
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FIG. 8. Pγ for several values of γ. The curves were obtained by doing a fast Fourier transform of the analytic result based on
A2. The chosen range of x was 10−2 < x < 102. Artifacts can be seen due to the assumed periodicity in the Fourier transform
when one gets to the boundary (left panel). The curves have been shifted by a different amount in each panel for clarity. In
the left panel the minimum probability was set at the origin. In the left panel, in addition to Pγ we also show dN/dx. It
is clear that to the right of the Gaussian-like core, when the probability becomes low, the tail of the distribution is given by
dN/dx. The departures at very high x are an artifact of the periodic boundary conditions. On the right the peaks have been
aligned and normalized to one. If the distributions were Gaussian, the standard deviation of the Gaussian would be given by
σ = 1/

√
2πPγ |max. We used this quantity to re-scale the x axis. In the right panel one can see how the Gaussian-like core

accounts for more of the distribution. As γ changes the width of the Gaussian-like core changes, the distribution is narrower for
smaller γs (the width for γ = 2.8 is almost 4 times larger than for γ = 1.6). The mean evolves dramatically and is dominated
by the tail. As result it becomes larger for smaller values of γ. In fact for the distribution where the peaks have been aligned,
the mean is almost eighty for γ = 1.6 but about one for γ = 2.8.

For this distribution:

N̄ =

∫ xmax

xmin

dN

dx
dx = (x1−γ

min − x1−γ
max)

N(x > 1) =

∫ ∞

1

dN

dx
dx = 1

x̄t =

∫ xmax

xmin

dN

dx
x dx =

γ − 1

2− γ
(x2−γ

max − x2−γ
min )

var(xt) =

∫ xmax

xmin

dN

dx
x2 dx =

γ − 1

3− γ
(x3−γ

max − x3−γ
min ) (A1)

The slope γ = 2 is special, it corresponds to the case when there is equal contributions to x̄t per logarithmic bin in
x. For γ < 2 bright sources dominate and for γ > 2 faint sources dominate. In all cases the actual value of x̄t depends
on the cut-off of the integral, this is why it for a power law it is useful to compute the distribution of fluctuations
around the mean. For the entire range of interest, 1 < γ < 3 the variance is dominated by the contribution from the
bright sources while the total number of sources is dominated by the contribution from the faint ones.

For this distribution we can calculate u(ω):

u(ω) = (γ − 1)Γ(1− γ)ωγ−1ei(γ−1)π/2, (A2)

and use it to compute the distribution Pγ(xt) of the total power xt.

There are several properties of Pγ that are worth stressing. The general form of Pγ is that of a Gaussian-like core
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and a tail. Figure 8 illustrates the fact that the tail is directly given by dN/dx,

Pγ(xt) ∼
dN

dx
(xt ≫ 1)

reflecting the fact that at high xt the probability is dominated by the chances of having one source of with x ∼ xt.
The properties of the Gaussian-like core however are determined by the numerous faint sources. As an estimate

of the location and width of the Gaussian core one can compute the contribution to the mean and variance coming
from sources with x < 1. This is just an estimate as the transition between numerous and rare sources is somewhat
arbitrary. However this simple estimate captures the main features of the results well. For sources with x < 1 we
have:

x̄t|x<1 =

∫ 1

xmin

dN

dx
x dx =

γ − 1

2− γ
(1− x2−γ

min )

var(xt)|x<1 =

∫ 1

xmin

dN

dx
x2 dx =

γ − 1

3− γ
(1− x3−γ

min ). (A3)

Both the mean and the variance increase with γ over the range of interest as shown in 8.
The figure also illustrates the fact that the location of the Gaussian bump is a much stronger function of γ than

the mean. This is so because in the γ range of interest one goes through the special γ = 2 case and thus the answer is
also sensitive to the value of xmin which dominates the integral for γ > 2. One should keep in mind however that the
sources with x ≪ 1 are very numerous and thus the central limit theorem guarantees that the resulting distribution
for xt that they produce would be very well approximated by a Gaussian. Thus as γ increases the contribution from
the faint sources increases and thus the Gaussian bump moves to the right to account for them, while the shape of
Pγ becomes more and more Gaussian.

The behavior of the width of the Gaussian bump is quite different. In all the range of interest, it is the x = 1 limit
of the integral that dominates. Thus the width is fairly insensitive to γ and only starts to increase more rapidly when
γ → 3 which is the point where the variance would receive equal contributions from each logarithmic range of x.
The results in this section provide an intuition of what on should get for a realistic luminosity function. In fact for

realistic models the luminosity function, it is well approximated by a power law with a slope that changes slowly.

Appendix B: Distribution of power: realistic case

In the main text we presented results for the distribution of power for realistic luminosity functions for the sources.
In this appendix we present some additional details that will help build some intuition to asses the robustness of our
results. In addition we report the details needed for an accurate numerical calculation of the distribution of power.

It is convenient to change variables to the characteristic number of sourcesNc defined in Eq. 28 and the characteristic
source power x:

x =
h2
s

h2
s|peak

.

These variables are convenient because they absorb most of the parameter dependence. In terms of these quantities
we can write the luminosity function of sources as:

dN

d log x
= Ncµ(x),

where µ(x) is a somewhat universal function in the sense that it depends weakly on the shape of the mass function of
black holes. The dependence on the frequency is implicit through the definition of x and Nc. Thus rather than having
to compute the distribution as a function of ϕ⋆, Mpeak and f one only needs to do a computation as a function of
one parameter Nc. In the main sections we change Mpeak by changing the scatter in the M − σ relation rather than
the characteristic velocity dispersion in the velocity function of galaxies. In that case the shape of µ(x) evolves slowly
with the parameters. This is included in our results but is a small correction. In this appendix we will consider a
single universal form for µ(x).
With these definitions µ(x) satisfies: ∫

µ(x)dx = 1.
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FIG. 9. Examples of µ(x) for several choices of Mpeak and frequency. We change the peak mass by either changing σ⋆ or the
scatter in the M − σ relation. One can see that the frequency dependence is completely reabsorbed by our scaling. When
Mpeak is changed by changing σ⋆ the shape of µ is also unchanged. Changing the scatter of the M −σ relation leads to slightly
different forms for µ. We show with a black solid line, the fiducial µ we use in this appendix. In the main body of the paper
we change the parameters of the M − σ relation and compute the correct distribution for each case. The difference in shapes
shown here are subdominant to the change in h2

s|peak and normalization of dN/d log h2
s that the rescaling absorbs. In the cases

shown both the normalization, Nc, and h2
s change by approximately four orders of magnitude. The values for the five lines are:

Nc = [2, 1, 103, 10−1, 7] and h2
s|peak = [10−28, 2× 10−31, 3× 10−32, 8× 10−32, 9× 10−30]. the corresponding values of Mpeak are:

Mpeak = [4× 1010, 109, 3× 109, 8× 109, 2× 1010].

Figure 9 shows the fiducial µ(x) we will use together with the corresponding functions for a few representative
model parameters to illustrate its sensitivity. These should be contrasted with the variation of Nc which can change
by many orders of magnitude as we change frequency or Mpeak (equation 32).
We consider the sum over sources of the scaled square of their strain, xt =

∑
s xs and we will compute the

corresponding P (xt) for different values of Nc. The mean satisfies:

x̄t =

∫
xtP (xt)dxt =

∫
x
dN

dx
dx = Nc.

We will calculate P (xt) by computing the Fourier transform of P (xt) and by doing an FFT to go back to xt space.
The values of x in an FFT are equally spaced, xk = kxmin for some xmin with k an integer. One aspect that is very
clear in figure 9 is that the range of x that contribute to xt is extremely large and thus it is not possible to cover with
a reasonably sized FFT. Doing such a brute force FFT would also be an overkill.

One needs to choose the range of x to cover with the numerical calculation. A first suggestion would be to try to
cover the peak of the kernel for xt but this suggestion would not lead to an accurate calculation if Nc differs from one
by a lot. A driving consideration is that for numerous sources, the distribution of power is very well approximated
by a Gaussian, so that part of the luminosity function need not be computed numerically. It is the contribution
from sources that are not numerous that leads to a non-trivial shape for the distribution and needs to be computed
numerically.

In practice we will use as xmin for the FFT the value such that the characteristic number of sources below that
point is a hundred. Any other large number would be equally good as long as it xmin is large enough that with the
size of the FFT used the maximum value of x is well in the tail, ie. dN/dx ≪ 1. In the main sections of this work,
we adopt xmin = h2

p/h
2
s|peak, where the pivot point was previously defined as the strain after which the number of

sources is 1, which ensures an appropriate range of x values for any model. Incorporating the contribution from the
faint sources below xmin is easy, one needs to correct u(ω) by:

∆u(ω) = −1/2ω2σ2 − i∆xω
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FIG. 10. P (xt) for different values of Nc. We have normalized the x axis by the mean xt of each case (Nc). We chose and
FFT of size 224 with xmin set to the value of x below which there are one hundred sources on average. The contribution from
sources below xmin was added using a Gaussian approximation (equation B). For low values of Nc the peak of the distribution
differs substantially from the mean (solid vertical line).

with

∆x =

∫ xmin

0

dx
dN

dx
x

σ2 =

∫ xmin

0

dx
dN

dx
x2. (B1)

As Nc varies both xmin and the value of x beyond which there is only one source will change. The shape of dN/dx in
this range will evolve and as we learned in Appendix A, it is this shape what determines the shape of the distribution
of xt.

The resulting distribution P (xt) for varying values of Nc are shown in figure 10. Several properties are apparent in
the figure, although we have normalized the x axis by the mean, the peak of the distribution shifts substantially. For
small values of Nc the mean is far in the tail of the distribution, while when Nc is very large the mean and the peak
coincide and the distribution is very close to a delta function.

This behavior can be understood easily using the intuition we developed using the power law distributions. We
know that the relevant value of x is that which sets the transition between numerous and rare sources which we denote
x1. In the realistic distributions we are considering the slope of the luminosity function evolves crossing the special
γ = 2 value. When Nc ≈ 1, x1 ≈ 1. For very large Nc ≫ 1 then x1 ≫ 1 and in that range µ(x) is very red, it has γ
significantly larger than two. In that regime the sources much fainter than x1 which are very numerous, dominate and
the resulting distribution is very Gaussian and centered at x̄t. In the opposite limit, when Nc ≪ 1 one has x1 ≪ 1
which falls in a part of the distribution where γ is below two and thus the distribution becomes very non-Gaussian
with the mean falling deeply in the tail.

In figure 11 we show several properties of P (xt) as Nc changes. The mean of the distribution is x̄t = Nc so we will
scale all results by Nc. Both sources below and above xmin contribute to this mean and their relative contribution
evolves with Nc. At low values values of Nc the bright sources dominate while the opposite is true once Nc gets large.
Figure 11 also shows the properties of the Gaussian-like core of the distribution. The peak evolves with Nc and

starts well below the mean for Nc ≪ 1, but as Nc grows the peak and the mean of the distribution become ever
closer. We can also see in 11 that the peak of the distribution is approximately given by the mean predicted by the
numerous sources:

xpeak ≈
∫ x1

0

dx
dN

dx
x.
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FIG. 11. Summary of properties of P (xt) as Nc changes. The mean of the distribution computed analytically is Nc. It was
used to normalize all variables. We show the contributions to the mean from sources above and below xmin, sampling used in
the FFT. The contribution from sources below xmin is included using a Gaussian approximation. We show both the mean and
standard deviation of this Gaussian. Although these sources provide the dominant contribution to the mean at high values of
Nc, the associated variance is always small. We also show the evolution of the position of the peak of P (xt) which agrees very
well with the estimate in equation B. The width of the Gaussian-like core is quantified using width at half maximum to the
left of the peak (LWHM) which is shown to agree well with the estimate in equation B.

To characterize the with of the Gaussian-like core we can consider the part of the distribution to the left of the
peak, as the part to the right is affected by the presence of the tail. We can quantify the width by measuring the
distance between the peak and the place where the P is half the peak value, the which we can call left width at half
max (LFHM). If the distribution was a Gaussian the LWHM would be given in terms of the standard deviation σ
as LWHM = σpeak

√
2 log 2. As we did for the position of the peak, we can estimate σ using the contribution from

the numerous sources only:

σ2
peak ≈

∫ x1

0

dx
dN

dx
x2.

Figure 11 shows that this is an excellent estimate.
Finally, we recall that the contribution from the sources below xmin is modelled as a Gaussian with mean and

standard deviation given by equation B1. Figure 11 shows both mean and standard deviation. One can see that
except at the very largest value of Nc for our choice of xmin the standard deviation of this Gaussian is much smaller
than the width of P . Thus the sources below xmin can shift the mean but have little effect on the width. This would
be even more true if were to pick a smaller xmin.

Appendix C: Multiple mergers

In this appendix we consider the contributions of multiple generation of mergers. To gain some intuition we assume
for simplicity all mergers are equal mass. This simple case will illustrate what the expected behavior of the power
distribution is and highlight the fact that it will mainly result in a modest shift towards higher backgrounds but will
leave the properties of the tail of the distribution unchanged.

If all mergers are equal mass the quantities describing the strain and the characteristic number of sources will evolve
as:

h2
c,N = 2−2(N−1)/3h2

c,1

h2
s,N = 2−10(N−1)/3h2

s,1

Nc,N = 28(N−1)/3Nc,1, (C1)
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FIG. 12. Contributions from each generation of mergers as well as the total contribution µT =
∑

µN . With this definition
x = 1 does not correspond to the peak of µT and µT is not normalized to one. We also show the rescaled version of µT . We
note that for x ≫ 1, µT ≈ µ because one gets bright sources almost exclusively from the last generation of mergers. For x ≪ 1,
however, previous mergers make a significant contribution and make the slope of µT steeper. For high values of Nc where this
part of the distribution (x ≪ 1) controls the shape of the P (xt) this steeper slope with result in a distribution where the peak
is closer to the mean.

where N is denotes the generation with N = 1 being the last merger. We can see that Nc increases rapidly making
the distribution of the total strain contributed by each generation become narrower. At the same time the average
strain decreases.

One can compute µN (x) defined as the contribution from each of the levels of the tree,

dN

d log x
= Nc,1µT (x) , x =

h2
s

h2
s|peak,1

,

with µT =
∑

µN . Notice that we have used the values for the last set of mergers to normalize our variables. With
these definitions:

µN (x) = 28(N−1)/3µ1(2
10(N−1)/3 x).

Figure 12 shows the different contributions µN as well as the total µT . As a result of the sum, the overall amplitude
increases and the peak of xµ(x) is shifted to the left.
It is important to emphasize that because we have used the peak strain of the last generation of mergers, with this

definition µT (x) does not integrate to one and its peak is not at x = 1. It is perhaps more convenient to shift and
renormalize µT . The rescaled version of µT is also shown in figure 12. If one thinks in this way, adding all the levels
corresponds to a rescaling of the amplitude of the mass function and a shift of the peak mass. The right panel of 12
shows that the peak for xµT (x) happens for an x smaller than one (≈ 0.06), and thus the distribution has a lower
Mpeak (∝ x3/10). One can also see from the left panel that the normalization is higher (the integral is 2.67 rather
than one) which implies a higher effective ϕ⋆. For this simple case the scalings are:

ϕ⋆ →2.67× ϕ⋆

Mpeak →0.43×Mpeak (C2)

In addition to the shift of the peak, one can see that the slope of µT (x) below the peak is steeper than for the case
with only one generation of mergers. This will increase the relative contribution of the numerous faint sources when
we compute the distribution of the overall strain. A comparison between the single level prediction and the multiple
level one is shown in figure 13. The difference is all coming from the faint sources below the peak contribution to
xµ(x). As a result for low values of Nc where x1 ≪ 1, the steeper slope implies that the difference between the peak



21

10 2 10 1 100 101 102

xt/xt

10 3

10 2

10 1

100
dP

(x
t)/

dl
nx

t

10 1 100

xt/xt

0

1

2

3

4

5

dP
(x

t)/
dl

nx
t

Nc = 0.0001
Nc = 0.001
Nc = 0.01
Nc = 0.1
Nc = 1.0
Nc = 10.0
Nc = 100.0
Nc = 1000.0
Nc = 10000.0

FIG. 13. P (xt) for different values of Nc. The dotted curves show the corresponding values when multiple generations of
sources are included. The solid curves are the same as in figure 10. For low values of Nc, x1 ≪ 1, where µT has a steeper slope
compared to µ. As a result the difference between the peak of P (xt) and its mean will be smaller that when one generation is
considered. The of P (xt) will also be steeper. For large values of Nc, x1 ≫ 1, a range of x where higher generations of mergers
do not contribute much to µT and thus P (xt) is barely affected.

of P (xt) and the mean will be smaller. It will also result in a steeper tail for P (xt). For large values of Nc, x1 ≫ 1,
where higher generations of mergers do not contribute much to µ and thus P (xt) is barely affected.
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