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Abstract. Pulsar timing-array correlation measurements offer an exciting op-
portunity to test the nature of gravity in the cosmologically novel nanohertz
gravitational wave regime. The stochastic gravitational wave background is as-
sumed Gaussian and random, while there are limited pulsar pairs in the sky. This
brings theoretical uncertainties to the correlation measurements, namely the pul-
sar variance due to pulsar samplings and the cosmic variance due to Gaussian
signals. We demonstrate a straightforward calculation of the mean and the vari-
ances on the Hellings-Downs correlation relying on a power spectrum formalism.
We keep arbitrary pulsar distances and consider gravitational wave modes be-
yond Einstein gravity as well as off the light cone throughout, thereby presenting
the most general and, most importantly, numerically efficient calculation of the
variances.
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1 Introduction

The direct observation of gravitational wave (GW) is revolutionary in so many ways [1]. For
one, it confirms the hundred year speculation about GWs physical existence, and cements
general relativity (GR) as one of the most successful scientific theories [2, 3]. In terms of
opening up science prospects, GWs are plausibly the best way to understand the origin of
the Universe, as it probes beyond the cosmic microwave background (CMB), astronomical
observations brick wall, utilizing gravity’s relatively weak coupling with matter to its advan-
tage. In this direction, as with electromagnetic waves, different GW frequency bands tie in
to different astrophysical sources, which correspond to specific epochs in the cosmic history.
The ground based detectors [4, 5] for instance are sensitive to frequencies 100 − 103 hertz,
while planned space based detectors [6, 7], free from terrestrial restrictions, are expected to
be sensitive to frequencies 10−4−10−1 hertz. These detectors target mostly compact sources
such as Solar mass black holes and neutron stars in a binary, intermediate mass ratio binaries,
and extreme mass ratio binaries, that paint the gravitational picture of the late Universe.

A rather innovative means of directly observing GWs is by a pulsar timing array (PTA)
[8, 9]. In this manner, the stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) correlates the
time of arrival of radio pulses of pulsars with one another, which leaves a distinct signal
known as the Hellings-Downs (HD) curve [10]. In contrast with ground and space based
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GW observatories, in a PTA, the distance from the earth to the pulsars serves as the GW
detector arms, permitting access to the nanohertz GW band, targeting sources that bring
in invaluable information about the early cosmic evolution, such as phase transitions in the
early Universe, cosmic strings, and supermassive binary black holes [11]. Current PTAs are
the North American Nanohertz Observatory for Gravitational Waves (NANOGrav) [12], the
Parkes Pulsar Timing Array (PPTA) [13], the European Pulsar Timing Array (EPTA) [14],
which together form the International Pulsar Timing Array (IPTA) [15]. These efforts col-
lectively have been observing about a hundred millisecond pulsars for years now in hopes of
providing evidence of the SGWB, and their current data do not disappoint, featuring a com-
mon spectrum process across the millisecond pulsars in the PTA, consistent with predictions
from GR for several potential GW sources. However, the noise in the present PTA data sets
are quite large to be able to infer whether the spatial correlations are due to SGWB. This
may be due to the limitations in the optimal statistic analysis, among others, but recently
the question of whether variances in the Hellings-Downs correlation also play a role has been
put forward [16, 17]. Simply put, the variances also bring in information about the nature
of the sources, and must be given attention.

In this paper, we show how the theoretical uncertainties in the GW correlation mea-
surements in a PTA may be studied alternatively using a power spectrum formalism (PSF)
[18–21]. Taking in historical lessons learned from the CMB, we resort to the multipoles of
the correlation in obtaining the PTA observables. This provides an elegant path to calculate
not just the mean but the higher moments of an observable, as we effortlessly demonstrate
by reproducing the variances of the Hellings-Downs correlation. On top of that, this paves
the road to the calculation of the theoretical uncertainties of the general subluminal tensor,
vector, and scalar metric polarizations that are important for recognizing alternative gravity
degrees of freedom that may be present in this uncharted nanohertz GW cosmic territory.

The IPTA observes a hundred pulsars. It suffices to use correlation functions to perform
data analysis. As PTA science comes of age with a few thousands of pulsars, inevitably, the
analysis will naturally rely on the PSF. This is important in order to extract precise scientific
information about the sources of the SGWB, and eventually in measuring anisotropies. The
process then boils down to a calculation of the power spectrum of the SGWB. In [22], we
presented a simple recipe how this could be done for any GW polarizations, at any speeds,
and with arbitrary pulsar distances. This can be coded with ease in any programming
language, e.g., python [23] or Julia [24], which may later anchor data analysis routines for
SGWB detection in PTA observations. Here, we use the resulting multipoles to calculate the
pulsar and cosmic variances in the overlap reduction function (ORF), PTA’s main spatial
correlation observable.

This paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we briefly review pulsar timing and
introduce the correlation operator. In Section 3, we present the PSF for calculating the
mean and the variance. Then, this is utilized in Section 4 to look at the uncertainty of
the HD correlation with pulsar timing array observation. The rest of the paper then deals
with a showcase of the variances for subluminal tensor (Section 5), vector (Section 6), and
scalar (Section 7) metric polarizations, demonstrating the advantage of the PSF in effortlessly
ushering in the most general and numerically efficient way of calculating pulsar timing array
observables. We draw some final remarks in Section 8.

– 2 –



2 Pulsar timing

We briefly review the pulsar timing residual (Section 2.1) and discuss the correlation operator
(Section 2.2).

2.1 Timing residual

A PTA’s direct observable of the individual pulsars is the timing residual, r (t, ê), which can
be written as an integral over the GW induced redshift fluctuation, z (η, ê), as

r (t, ê) =

∫ t

0
dt′ z

(
t′, ê
)
, (2.1)

where t corresponds to the duration of the observation and ê is a unit vector pointing toward
the pulsar from earth. The redshift fluctuation on one hand can be derived from a Sachs-
Wolfe integral,

z
(
t′, ê
)

= −1

2

∫ t′+ηr

t′+ηe

dη dij∂ηhij (η, ~x) , (2.2)

where the detector tensor is given by

dij = êi ⊗ êj . (2.3)

Let us write down the GW as a superposition of various polarizations A, frequencies f , and
propagation directions k̂ and speeds v,

hij (η, ~x) =
∑
A

∫ ∞
−∞

df

∫
S2

dk̂ hA

(
f, k̂
)
εAije

−2πif(η−vk̂·~x) , (2.4)

that satisfies the stochastic and Gaussian property for an isotropic SGWB,

〈hA
(
f, k̂
)
h∗A′

(
f ′, k̂′

)
〉 = PAA′ (f) δAA′δ

(
f − f ′

)
δ
(
k̂ − k̂′

)
, (2.5)

where PAA(f) is the SGWB power spectrum. Then, we are able to express the two point
function of the timing residual for a pair of pulsars a and b as [22]

〈r (ta, êa) r (tb, êb)〉 =
∑
A

∫ ∞
−∞

df
(

1− e−2πifta
)(

1− e2πiftb
) PAA (f)

2π3/2f2
γAab (êa · êb) , (2.6)

where γAab (êa · êb) is the ORF for a GW with polarization A. It is a function dependent
on frequency f , speed v, and pulsar distances Da and Db. Later in the next section, (2.6)
will relate the timing residual two point correlation coefficients, Dl, with the ORF’s power
spectrum multipoles, Cl.

In what follows, we suppress the superscript A standing for the GW polarizations and
introduce the shorthand for the timing residual, ra = r (ta, êa), for brevity. Needless to say,
the subsequent mathematical results obtained using the PSF hold for any GW polarization.
Furthermore, we assume that ta = tb, Da = Db, and a narrow power spectrum PAA(f). These
assumptions are indeed pertinent to realistic observation, such as the SGWB generated by
subhorizon processes [19, 20].
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Moving on, we write down the timing residual, now in shorthand notation, as a Laplace
series,

ra =
∑
lm

almYlm (êa) , (2.7)

where the Ylm(ê)’s are the spherical harmonics. Assuming spatial isotropy, or rather in terms
of the timing residual’s multipoles,

〈a∗lmal′m′〉 = Dlδll′δmm′ , (2.8)

where Dl quantifies the two point timing residual power spectrum. Calculating the two point
function, we therefore obtain

Sab ≡ 〈rarb〉 =
∑
l

2l + 1

4π
DlPl (êa · êb) , (2.9)

after considering the completeness relation

Pl (êa · êb) =
4π

2l + 1

∑
m

Y ∗lm (êa)Ylm (êb) , (2.10)

where Pl(x)’s are the Legendre polynomials.

Meanwhile, we look at a few more identities linking the timing residual to other physical
quantities. Considering only Gaussian fields, and thus accommodating the factorization of
the four point function as

〈rarbrcrd〉 = 〈rarb〉〈rcrd〉+ 〈rarc〉〈rbrd〉+ 〈rbrc〉〈rard〉 , (2.11)

we obtain the Wick rotation

〈a∗l1m1
al2m2a

∗
l3m3

al4m4〉 = Dl1Dl3δl1l2δm1m2δl3l4δm3m4 +Dl1Dl2δl1l4δm1m4δl2l3δm2m3

+ (−1)m1(−1)m2Dl1Dl2δl1l3δm1−m3δl2l4δm2−m4 .
(2.12)

With this, we can calculate the variance of our estimator of rarb:

(∆Sab)
2 = 〈(rarb)2〉 − 〈rarb〉2 . (2.13)

The second moment of rarb turns out to be

〈(rarb)2〉 = 2

(∑
lm

DlY
∗
lm (êa)Ylm (êb)

)2

+

(∑
lm

DlY
∗
lm (êa)Ylm (êa)

)2

. (2.14)

Recognizing the first term as two times the square of the estimator 〈rarb〉, we obtain the
variance

(∆Sab)
2 =

(∑
l

2l + 1

4π
DlPl (êa · êb)

)2

+

(∑
l

2l + 1

4π
DlPl (0)

)2

. (2.15)

We kept the details of the derivation above to a minimum, but later in the next section we
show a similar calculation when obtaining the variance of the ORF.
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2.2 Correlation operator

We largely identify a GW correlation via the operator,

γab = β†aβb , (2.16)

hereinafter referred to as the ‘correlation operator’ where the quantity βa admits the multi-
polar expansion given by

βa =
∑
lm

blmYlm (êa) . (2.17)

The quantities γab and βa represent the SGWB induced spatial correlation, 〈rarb〉, and the
timing residue, ra, i.e., they are proportional up to constants, and so carry their physical
meaning. We shall see how these multipolar coefficients, blm, relate to the timing residual
multipoles, alm, that is after we first setup its connection with the power spectrum.

The ORF can be identified by the ensemble average, denoted by 〈· · · 〉, of the correlation
operator. To see this, we substitute (2.17) into (2.16), and take the ensemble average to obtain

〈β†aβb〉 =
∑
l1m1

∑
l2m2

〈b†l1m1
bl2m2〉Y ∗l1m1

(êa)Yl2m2 (êb) . (2.18)

Then, assuming spatial isotropy, we write down

〈b†l1m1
bl2m2〉 = Cl1δl1l2δm1m2 , (2.19)

where the Cl’s are the power spectrum multipoles of the SGWB [22]. The ensemble average
of the correlation operator reduces to

〈β†aβb〉 =
∑
lm

ClY
∗
lm (êa)Ylm (êb) . (2.20)

Utilizing the completeness identity of the spherical harmonics (2.10), we are further able to
obtain [22]

〈β†aβb〉 =
∑
l

2l + 1

4π
ClPl (êa · êb) , (2.21)

which is the well known expression of the ORF given the angular power spectrum multipoles
Cl [18–22]. This permits the identification of the ORF with the correlation operator as

γab (ζ) = 〈β†aβb〉 . (2.22)

We ask if there is a relation between the correlation operator and the timing residual.
To answer this simply, we look at (2.6) considering a fixed GW polarization and frequency.
Under the assumptions, ta = tb = t, Da = Db = D, a narrow power spectrum PAA(f),
considering only Gaussian fields, we obtain the relation

Dl =
∣∣∣1− e−2πift∣∣∣2 PAA (f)

2π3/2f2
Cl , (2.23)

between the timing residual’s two point correlation coefficients and the power spectrum mul-
tipoles of the SGWB correlation. For a general GW mixture of various polarizations and
frequencies, this result naturally generalizes by summing and integrating the right hand side
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over polarizations and frequencies. We always find Dl = Constant × Cl for some constant.
Thus, blm inherits the statistics (2.12) from alm, and that the variance in rarb is equal to
the variance in βaβb, up to an overall factor.

The HD correlation may be obtained for the luminal tensor induced GW correlation in
the infinite distance limit. In symbols,

γHD
ab = γT

ab|v→1,D→∞ , (2.24)

where D stands for the pulsars’ distances from the observer. The HD curve comes out as the
ensemble average of the HD operator,

γHD
ab (ζ) = 〈γHD

ab 〉 , (2.25)

where ζ is the angular separation of a pulsar pair, that is, cos ζ = êa · êb between pulsars a
and b.

In the following section, we obtain the variances of the correlation operator which relates
to the theoretical uncertainties. We also compute the variance in the power spectrum of the
SGWB correlation multipoles.

3 ORF variances through the power spectrum

We present the PSF by calculating the mean and the variance of a GW correlation in a
pulsar timing array measurement. Utilizing the correlation operator (Section 2.2) and then
calculating the total variance (Section 3.1) and the cosmic variance (Section 3.2).

3.1 Total variance

The total variance is the variance of a single pulsar pair, whose pular timing residuals are
correlated by the SGWB. We calculate this in terms of the power spectrum multipoles below.

Now, we want to calculate the variance, that is,

(∆γab)
2 = 〈

(
β†aβb

)2
〉 − 〈β†aβb〉2 . (3.1)

The second term on the right is the square of the ORF. We thus need to take care of only
the first term, which is the second moment of the correlation operator. Thus, the second
moment of the correlation operator becomes

〈
(
β†aβb

)2
〉 = 2 (γab (ζ))2 + (γaa)

2 , (3.2)

where γaa is the autocorrelation. We carry out the detailed steps in Appendix A.1. The
variance (3.1) of the correlation is finally

(∆γab)
2 = (γab (ζ))2 + (γaa)

2 . (3.3)

This total variance (3.3) stands for the uncertainty in the correlation expected in one
pulsar pair. In the HD limit, it is also easy to see that this agrees with the result of [16],
referring to the total variance as unpolarized confusion noise. We shall show this explicitly
in the next section. But before that, we move to the cosmic variance of the correlation.
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3.2 Cosmic variance

The cosmic variance comes out of pulsar pairs of a fixed angular separation in the sky. In
other words, we perform a full sky averaging over pulsar pairs of the same angular separation.
We derive this explicitly using the power spectrum formalism below.

To calculate the cosmic variance, we instead perform a full sky averaging with a fixed
angle over a pulsar pair. In symbols, we write this as

{· · · }S = full sky averaging =

∫
dΩdΩ′ · · · dΩ′′ (· · · ) . (3.4)

The two point spherical harmonics can then be identified as [25, 26]

{Y ∗l′m′
(
n̂′
)
Ylm (n̂)}S = Pl (cos ζ)

δll′δmm′

4π
, (3.5)

where ζ corresponds to the fixed separation angle on the sky.
To introduce full sky averaging, we start with the first moment of the correlation oper-

ator,

{β†aβb}S =
∑
l1m1

∑
l2m2

b†l1m1
bl2m2{Y ∗l1m!

(êa)Yl2m2 (êb)}S

=
∑
l1m1

∑
l2m2

b†l1m1
bl2m2

(
Pl1 (cos ζ)

δl1l2δm1m2

4π

)

{β†aβb}S =
∑
lm

b†lmblm
4π

Pl (cos ζ) .

(3.6)

To simplify this further, we define the operator

Cl =
∑
m

b†lmblm
2l + 1

, (3.7)

which is related to the power spectrum multipoles (2.19). To see this explicit relation, we
perform ensemble averaging over this operator,

〈Cl〉 =
∑
m

〈b†lmblm〉
2l + 1

=
∑
m

Cl
2l + 1

〈Cl〉 = (2l + 1)
Cl

2l + 1
,

(3.8)

which leads to

〈Cl〉 = Cl . (3.9)

We then obtain the full sky averaged first moment of the correlation operator as

{β†aβb}S =
∑
l

2l + 1

4π
ClPl (cos ζ) . (3.10)
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Clearly, this is related to the ORF via an ensemble average,

〈{β†aβb}S〉 = γab (ζ) . (3.11)

The cosmic variance can be obtained from the full sky averaged second moment of the
correlation. In symbols, to obtain the cosmic variance, we calculate

CV = 〈{β†aβb}2S〉 − 〈{β†aβb}S〉2 . (3.12)

The second term is simply the square of (3.10), which is one ensemble average away from the
ORF. Thus we focus on the first term. We eventually end up with

〈{β†aβb}2S〉 =

(∑
l

2l + 1

4π
ClPl (cos ζ)

)2

+
∑
l

2l + 1

8π2
C2
l Pl (cos ζ)2 . (3.13)

We provide some of the technical steps in Appendix A.2. The first squared sum term above
may be recognized to be 〈{β†aβb}S〉2 = γab(ζ)2 which is the square of the ORF. Putting all
the above information together back into (3.12), we finally get to the cosmic variance given
by

CV =
∑
l

2l + 1

8π2
C2
l Pl (cos ζ)2 . (3.14)

This is the uncertainty emerging from having a sufficiently large number of pulsar pair
correlation measurements at the same angle. In the HD limit, this agrees with [16]. We
reveal this agreement explicitly in the next section.

3.3 Variance in the power spectrum

We have by far been concerned with the variances in the spatial correlation operator. In this
subsection, we instead look at the variance of the power spectrum multipoles.

We recall that the ensemble average of the multipole operator (3.7) are the power
spectrum multipoles (3.9). We now want to compute the variance of the multipole operator,
or simply the variance of the multipoles, that is,

(∆Cl)
2 = 〈C2

l 〉 − 〈Cl〉2 . (3.15)

From this, and (3.9), we obtain the variance of the power spectrum multipoles, (∆Cl)
2, to

be given by
(∆Cl)

2 = 2C2
l /(2l + 1) , (3.16)

or in terms of the uncertainty,
∆Cl
Cl

=

√
2

2l + 1
. (3.17)

Detailed calculation of the ensemble average of the second moment of the power spectrum
multipoles, which leads to (3.16), is given in Appendix A.3.

It is useful to note that this is the same expression as with the temperature anisotropies
of the CMB. This shows that a better angular resolution allows measurements of the power
spectrum up to a larger l, for example, a ∆ζ = 0.1◦ resolution permits the measurement of
the first few thousand power spectrum multipoles, l ≤ 180◦/∆ζ ∼ 1800, where the variance
can be as small as ∆Cl/Cl ∼ 1/

√
1800 ∼ 1/42. Understandably, this level of resolution

seems to be on the horizon of a PTA given the present measurements, but it would be quite
impressive to get here.
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4 Hellings-Downs: mean and variance

We present the mean and variances of the HD correlation together with the 12.5 year
NANOGrav data set [12]. This serves as the baseline of the general GW correlation dis-
cussion to follow (Sections 5, 6, and 7).

We recall that the power spectrum multipoles of the HD correlation can be shown to
be [20–22, 27]

CHD
l =

8π3/2

(l − 1)l(l + 1)(l + 2)
. (4.1)

We mention that the above multipoles lead to the ORF, γHD
ab (êa · êb), which is related to

the normalized ORF conventionally used for data analysis as ΓHD
ab (êa · êb) = γHD

ab (êa · êb) ×
0.5/γHD

ab (0+) such that ΓHD
ab (0+) = 0.5 [22].

Figure 1 shows the ORF of the HD curve with its uncertainty emerging from the total
and cosmic variances obtained using the power spectrum method. The horizontal dotted line
corresponds to a monopolar spatial correlation, shown as a reference, since while a nonGW
effect, this is a systematic error that must be properly taken care of in a PTA. Because the
HD ORF is normalized as ΓHD

ab (0) = 0.5, this additionally acts as a visual reference when
the correlations are stronger or weaker compared to the HD at small angles.

Figure 1. (a) Mean and uncertainty of the Hellings-Downs curve from the total (3.3) and cosmic
(3.14) variances. The 2 ∗ σ error bars and extreme values are obtained from the NANOGrav 12.5
year data [12]. We utilize only the first thirty multipoles for the power spectrum calculation. The
horizontal dotted line corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

The total variance σ2TV (Figure 1, red ‘\’ hatched region), again, is what we would
expect for the uncertainty for a single pulsar pair whose timing residuals are correlated by
the luminal transverse tensor SGWB, expected in GR. Propagating this uncertainty to the
average cross correlated power in a PTA, we also see that the present NANOGrav data
set is consistent with the total variance as an upper bound to its spatial correlation data
points. There are 990 pulsar pairs (over 45 pulsars) in the NANOGrav 12.5 year data set.
Should the pulsar pairs be uncorrelated, the single pair uncertainty ∆γ2ab may then be simply
propagated as ∆γ2ab/N for N pulsar pairs in an angular bin. With this in mind, we may take
the observation to suggest that there are more than a few pulsar pairs in the current data as
the measurement uncertainty is narrower compared to the total variance.

The PTA pulsar pairs are of course also correlated with one another and this cross
correlation sustains a generally nonvanishing uncertainty even for an arbitrarily large data
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set. This takes us to the cosmic variance σ2CV of the HD correlation (Figure 1, red ‘/’ hatched
region). As alluded previously, the cosmic variance is what is retained when there is a large
number of cross correlated pulsar pairs. This is generally nonvanishing, but notice that it
reaches a minimum at certain angular separations, where the mean of the HD correlation
hits the zero mark. Near these angles, the data points may be considered as an indication to
think about alternative viable descriptions of the SGWB. In Figure 1, these spatial minima
of the cosmic variance appear at ζ ∼ 55◦ and ζ ∼ 125◦. Clearly the HD curve and the cosmic
variance still falls consistently within the 95% confidence interval of the observation [12]. The
current data set however seems quite too conservative with its error bars compared with the
HD curve and its cosmic variance, or rather that the error bars seem too large compared
to the cosmic variance, given that there are a number of available pulsar pairs that should
reduce the total variance. Clearly a more stringent observation would be preferred, in order
to make science inference, which is targeted by future PTA missions.

To see where we might find departures, we look at the low angles of the ORF, demanding
at least a thousand multipoles for the calculation. In this case, we take a general luminal
tensor mode keeping the pulsars to be at a finite distance [22], in particular, at fD = 100.
The result is shown in 2 for angles smaller than thirty degrees.

Figure 2. The HD ORF at low angles (ζ < 30◦) obtained using the PSF. We consider one thousand
luminal tensor multipoles l ≤ 1000 for numerical convergence at such small angles. The horizontal
dotted line corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

This demonstrates the advantage of the PSF, that it captures the small scale power
that is contained by pulsar pairs of a few subdegree separations. We emphasize that this
power is otherwise missed by the HD curve, which was obtained by taking the pulsars’ to be
infinitely distant from the observer, or alternatively by neglecting the so called ‘pulsar term’
as a price for obtaining an analytical expression. Such small angles are a clear place where
one might find departures from the HD, which is even two cosmic variances away from the
luminal tensor ORF’s mean.

We note that Figure 2 is presented with the lowest angle data point in NANOGrav’s
12.5 year data set [12]. This adds emphasis where significant deviations from the canonical
description of the nanohertz GW sky may lie. Nontensorial metric polarizations present even
a wider range of behavior in this observational region that can distinguish the nature of the
gravitational degrees of freedom dominant in the SGWB [22]. The observation of pulsar pairs
of a few subdegree separations is clearly something to look forward to in this regard.

We mention that the analytical expressions derived in [16] were normalized as Γ
HD
ab (0) =
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1/3. Throughout this paper, we normalize the HD curve as ΓHD
ab (0) = 1/2, in line with the

community [28], and measure the GW correlations relative to the HD curve. The ORF
normalization is understandably an aesthetic choice, but to compare our expressions with
[16] we multiplied the analytical expressions by the factors of 1.5 = 0.5/0.333 · · · , to take
care of the differences in normalization. In particular, for the mean, we multiplied by 1.5.
However, for the variances we multiplied by 2 × (1.5)2, instead of merely (1.5)2. The extra
factor of 2 in the variances is drawn from two differences between [16] and ours. First, in
[16], the time averaging of the two point product rarb is taken, while in ours, we time average
the residual ra. Secondly, in [16], the various sources in the sky were also considered in
the averaging. We thus confirm the agreement between the PSF result for the theoretical
uncertainties, and the analytical ones in [16] for the HD. We also mention that the harmonic
analysis approach to the cosmic variance was briefly touched on in the latest revision of [16]
for the standard GR tensor case.

In the following sections, we show how the PSF naturally generalizes the computation
of the variance of the ORF expected in a PTA. This is for the most general subluminal GW
polarizations and arbitrary pulsar distances.

5 Tensor polarizations

We start with the general tensor polarization as it departs from the HD correlation via
subluminal velocities and finite pulsar distances.

Our choices of velocity are v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01 which we refer to as ‘near luminal’,
‘half luminal’, and ‘nonrelativistic’. The luminal tensor case (v = 1) is practically indistin-
guishable from the HD curve for relevant angular separations in the present data set. We
also consider varying distances, fD = 100, 300, 1000, to show how the correlation depends
on this astrophysical parameter. With a reference frequency of f = 1 yr−1, utilized by the
present PTAs, these distances translate to approximately 22, 67, and 223 parsecs, or generally
D[pc] = 22.3× fD/100.

Figure 3 shows the mean and the uncertainty separately resulting from the total and
cosmic variances of the GW correlation. The HD curve and its corresponding uncertainty is
shown for reference.

Since the discussion of the mean of the ORF for subluminal GW polarizations and
finite distances were already given much attention in [22], we focus our discussion on the
uncertainty. First for the total variance, as with the HD, we find that this is dominated by
the autocorrelation, making it visually appear like a constant away from the mean. As shown
in Figure 3, the total variance of a subluminal tensor GW is narrower than the corresponding
variance of the HD curve, which is its luminal and infinite distance limit. The uncertainty
becomes even narrower for subluminal tensor modes at half the speed of light. Still, the results
also show that the distance is less of a factor compared with the velocity. This is seen in the
plots, while the velocity is fixed and the distance varies. Concretely the mean and uncertainty
are indistinguishable for the near luminal and half luminal tensor modes with varying pulsar
distances. The situation changes for the nonrelativistic modes, as with the mean [22]. In
this speed limit, the power spectrum profile becomes dominated not just by the dipole and
the quadrupole, but also by the other low multipoles, hence resulting in a nontrivial ORF
at large scales. In other words, these significant low multipoles at nonrelativistic speeds
exhibit themselves as an oscillatory feature in the spatial correlation at large scales, and
carry a stronger distance dependence that allows the ORFs to be distinguishable for different
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 3. Mean and uncertainty of the ORFs for tensor modes at distances fD = 100, 300, 1000, and
velocities v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01. The first thirty multipoles (l ≤ 30) were considered for the calculation
and the autocorrelation was obtained using the real space formalism [22]. The horizontal dotted line
corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

distances [22]. This similarly influences the total variance, for which we now find the curves
to be distinguishable with the distance.

On to the cosmic variance, we find some similar trends. For one, we see the uncertainty
of the general subluminal tensor to be narrower than that of the HD curve. This is shown
in the near luminal and half luminal tensor modes in Figure 3. The pulsar distances are
also not so much a factor as with the velocity, except at nonrelativistic speeds where the
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low multipoles other than the quadrupole contribute significantly to the total power. On the
other hand, the minima of the cosmic variance are roughly at the same places as with the
HD, regardless of the velocity and the distance. This information may be utilized to find
departures of tensor anchored SGWB from observations, as the predictions for pulsar pairs
with such angular separations become more certain.

We note that the low angle oscillations at nonrelativistic speeds is sourced by an en-
hanced higher order multipolar power spectrum. This invites the question: “Would the
tensor curves look different at small angles compared to large angles?” The general answer
is yes. The caveat to this is that it requires an incredible observational precision to resolve
this since the difference appears at small angles. For example, for thirty, fifty, or the first
hundred multipoles, the nonrelativistic curves look exactly like Figure 3(e-f) in the region
ζ ≤ 6◦ = 180◦/30, including the uncertainties. Thirty multipoles is a conservative choice
for the present data set. By and large, seeing the oscillations or other features induced by
higher multipoles, l ∼ lmax, requires resolving pulsars of separations ζ ≤ 180◦/lmax. We look
forward to future PTA missions to look for these signatures.

The present PTA data have quite large uncertainties owing to monopolar spatial cor-
relations being quite statistically significant. This is understandably because of limitations
in the optimal statistic analysis, and the spatially correlated monopole not being indepen-
dent of the spatially uncorrelated common spectrum process [12]. The observation of about
a thousand millisecond pulsars, as targeted by future PTA missions, is expected to narrow
down the uncertainty and most importantly host data points at low angles where the tensor
ORFs are distinguishable with each other and the HD curve.

We end this section by mentioning the possibility of subluminal GWs as raised by dark
energy [29]. Notwithstanding the little wiggle room for error on the GW speed, due to the
astounding observation of GWs and gamma ray bursts from a neutron star binary [2], this
measurement takes place near effective field theory cutoff of dark energy. It may well be
the case that GWs propagate at a different speed than light in vacuum, but only by chance
go as fast as light in the frequency band of ground based GW observatories. Whether such
a dispersive nature can be observed in the millihertz GW band is up to the space based
detectors, while the nanohertz band is up to PTAs. Of course, before any science inference,
the modelling must be assembled.

6 Vector polarizations

We now take a look at vector polarizations. We consider the same choices of the velocity
v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01 and distances fD = 100, 300, 1000 as with the tensor modes.

We start by reminding that the vector modes’ ORF diverge in the luminal and infinite
distance limit [28], and so are not compatible with observations. We shall find the residue
of this divergence in the near luminal case. Figure 4 shows the total and cosmic variance
uncertainties of the vector ORFs and the corresponding HD correlation.

Focusing on the near luminal vector, we find rather large total variances owing to the
autocorrelation reflecting residues of the divergence in the luminal and infinite pulsar distance
limit. As mentioned, this deprives it from any predictive power and is also incompatible with
observations. Nonetheless at smaller speeds, the ORF predictions for the vector polarizations
become more reliable. This time, at half luminal speed for instance, the total variances can
be found inside the HD one. The pulsar distance also is clearly not so much of a factor, as
the different ORFs for various distances visually overlap. This goes on for the near luminal
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 4. Mean and uncertainty of the ORFs for vector modes at distances fD = 100, 300, 1000, and
velocities v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01. The first thirty multipoles (l ≤ 30) were considered for the calculation
and the autocorrelation was obtained using the real space formalism [22]. The horizontal dotted line
corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

down to half luminal cases. At nonrelativistic speeds, on the other hand, the vector ORFs,
and the corresponding total variances, become distinguishable at large angles, similar with
the tensor counterpart. This is due to the power spectrum being significantly populated by
low multipoles aside from the dipole and the quadrupole [22]. Observational data at small
pulsar pair angular separations should then be able to distinguish even between nonrelativistic
vector cases.
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Taking the discussion to the cosmic variance, which again results from the full sky
averaging across pulsar pairs of fixed angular separation, we see a significant departure of
the near luminal vector ORFs from the HD curve by more than a few sigmas, particularly
at angles below ζ ∼ 30◦. This disfavors the near luminal vector modes, as data points as far
below as ζ ∼ 14◦ remain to be consistent with the HD [12, 28]. We emphasize this is true as
well regardless of the choice of the pulsar distance, as shown in Figure 4.

At half luminal speed, we find that the ORF, taking into account the cosmic variance,
becomes more consistent with the HD, except at low angles where some deviation appears.
This may be distinguishable in future observations, with emphasis at low angular separations,
but this data set has yet to arrive. The different choices of the pulsar distances lead to visually
overlapping ORFs, showing that this parameter is not much of a factor at this velocity limit.
This changes at nonrelativistic speeds. As the means become distinguishable in this speed
limit, so does the uncertainties. More interestingly, we find the degeneracy in the spatial
correlation sourced by the HD, that is transverse traceless tensor modes, and nonrelativistic
vector polarization to extend to the cosmic variance. Of course, this appears at a very
particular range of the distance, fD ∼ 100, and so is likely ruled out when the distance data
are taken into account, but this is nonetheless an interesting point to bring up.

Before we move on to scalars, we mention that vector gravitational degrees of freedom,
that may source vector metric polarizations in the SGWB, are diluted by the cosmic expan-
sion. Early sources that left their marks on the nanohertz GW sky may nonetheless persist
[30, 31].

7 Scalar polarizations

We tackle scalar GW polarizations in the SGWB. In contrast with the tensor and vector
cases discussed previously, we separate the discussion of the scalar between two kinds: ‘scalar
transverse’ (ST) and ‘scalar longitudinal’ (SL), where the ST distorts the space, hence test
masses, perpendicular to the direction of propagation of a GW, while the SL moves masses
along the GW path.

We start with the ST. Figure 5 shows the ORFs and the corresponding uncertainties
for the velocities v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01 and distances fD = 100, 300, 1000.

We remind here that the scalar power spectrum is dominated by the monopole and
the dipole. This reflects in the mean ORFs in Figure 5 which are dipole-like at near luminal
speed while becoming more monopole-like, that is flatter, at subluminal speeds such as at the
half luminal case. At nonrelativistic speeds, the power spectrum becomes contaminated by
the low order multipoles beyond the monopole and the dipole. Nonetheless, the monopolar
and dipolar powers dominate even when the other multipoles contribute significantly.

For the total variance of the ST, we find that the one by the near luminal ST is only
slightly narrower compared with the HD one. This is due to the ST’s autocorrelation co-
inciding with the same final integral expression as the one by the transverse tensor modes
[22]. As the autocorrelation dominates the total variance, this explains why the ST uncer-
tainty is a bit narrower than the HD. A main difference however is the shape of the means
of the ORFs of the ST. This makes them visually distinguishable with the HD, even though
these are not distinguishable within themselves with varying pulsar distances. Now, as the
autocorrelation decreases at subluminal velocities, we find that the uncertainty also becomes
even more narrower. This is shown at half luminal in Figure 5 where since the monopolar
power dominates, the ORF looks like a mere flat line with flat uncertainty. The distance
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(e) (f)

Figure 5. Mean and uncertainty of the ORFs for scalar transverse modes at distances fD =
100, 300, 1000, and velocities v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01. The first thirty multipoles (l ≤ 30) were con-
sidered for the calculation and the autocorrelation was obtained using the real space formalism [22].
The horizontal dotted line corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

dependence remains mild at this speed, echoing what we found with the tensor and vector
polarizations. This changes again at nonrelativistic speeds where we find nontrivial spatial
correlation and uncertainty due to the power spectrum being contaminated by low multipoles
beside the monopole and the dipole. In this case, the ORFs for different pulsar distances be-
come somewhat distinguishable especially at low angles. However, their means are all within
one sigmas of each other, showing that the distance dependence of the GW correlation is
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really just quite small when taking into account the uncertainties.

We move the discussion to the cosmic variance of the ST. This is shown in Figure 5
for the same velocities and pulsar distances. What is most interesting here is that now
there are no more apparent minima in the cosmic variance, as the HD, tensor, and vector
polarizations present. This can be traced to the power spectrum being dominated by the
monopole and the dipole, or rather that this time the quadrupolar component is suppressed.
Interestingly, the cosmic variance of the ST is also generally larger than the HD one, except
at nonrelativistic speeds which we shall go back to in a moment. Meanwhile, we see that the
pulsar distances can be regarded to be not much of a factor when the uncertainties are taken
into account. This is even more true of the luminal and half luminal ST polarization where
the cosmic variance is quite large. At nonrelativistic speeds, the ORF behavior becomes
quite interesting, once more as the pulsar distance factors in the low angle correlation. The
means are inside the others cosmic variance regardless and so can be taken to imply that the
distance dependence is only mild. We find that the cosmic variance of the HD is generally
narrower than that of the ST polarization.

We last move to the SL polarization. First, we mention that like the vector case, the
SL modes’ ORF diverges, becomes undefined, in the luminal and infinite distance limit. This
will leave a residue in the near luminal case as we are about to see. Figure 6 shows the ORFs
and the corresponding uncertainties sourced by the SL polarization for the various velocities
and distances as used previously with the ST.

For the total variance, we find, as a residue of the divergence in the luminal and infinite
distance limit, that the near luminal SL’s spatial correlation just loses predictability, or in
other words, comes with very large uncertainty. This rules it out with respect to the obser-
vation [28]. Nonetheless, the SL modes’ ORFs become meaningful at subluminal speeds. At
half luminal for instance, its ORF shapes quite like a dipole but with some added quadrupo-
lar component. The SL’s uncertainty is also narrower than the HD, in stark contrast with
the ST case. At near luminal and half luminal speeds, the ORFs corresponding to different
pulsar distances can be seen to be merely overlapping. A deviation to this can be found
at nonrelativistic speeds, where in addition to the uncertainty becoming even narrower, due
to the nontrivial power spectrum profile in this limit, the different ORFs corresponding to
different distances become visually distinguishable. However, now taking the uncertainty
in consideration, we see that each finite pulsar distance predictions are within the others.
This means that the GW correlation just mildly depends on the pulsar distances. As we are
observing this for all metric polarizations, this seems to be quite a general statement.

Lastly, for the SL modes cosmic variances, we see in Figure 6 that the near luminal
SL mode can be regarded as disfavored as it departs too significantly from the HD [28].
The SL’s prediction is better away from the light cone. As can be seen, at half luminal
speed, the SL’s cosmic variance may be seen to be even as wide as that of the HD at small
angles, except it does not reflect the minima in the cosmic variance that tensor and vector
polarizations express. Once more, the predictions are overlapping for different choices of the
pulsar distances, which only show how little the choice of this parameter matters at these
speeds. The pulsar distance dependence instead kicks in at nonrelativistic speeds. Down this
speed limit, visual differences can be seen in both the mean and uncertainty of the ORFs of
various distances. This is once again a reflection of the nontrivial power spectrum profile of
the SL in this speed limit. The uncertainties of each ORF however manage to include the
means of the other predictions at different distances. This suggests that the pulsar distances
are not so much of a factor in the GW correlation, as we found for all the other metric

– 17 –



(a) (b)
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(e) (f)

Figure 6. Mean and uncertainty of the ORFs for scalar longitudinal modes at distances fD =
100, 300, 1000, and velocities v = 0.99, 0.50, 0.01. The first thirty multipoles (l ≤ 30) were considered
for the calculation and the autocorrelation was obtained using the real space formalism [22]. The
horizontal dotted line corresponds to a ‘monopolar’ correlation.

polarizations.

To end the section, we comment that the scalar GW polarizations are triggered by
scalar gravitational degrees of freedom, for example, in Galileon scalar field theories. The
two modes, ST and SL, generally come as a mixture in the SGWB, where the amount of
mixing is determined by the mass of the propagating degree of freedom, which is directly
related to the velocity. To be concrete, in both f(R) and the Galileon, it turns out that
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the mixture is specified by the constant r = (1 − v2)/
√

2 such that the GW comes in the
combination hSTab +rhSLab [19, 32]. Restricting the scalar field on the light cone therefore kills off
the SL mode, which diverges in that speed limit, but in general both modes enter with certain
amounts. The Galileon was constrained in [32], demonstrating the numerical efficiency of the
power spectrum method as well as the potential of SGWB spatial correlations in a PTA to
constrain modified gravity degrees of freedom.

8 Discussion

We have advocated the power spectrum formalism as a numerically efficient tool in studying
the stochastic gravitational wave background correlations in a pulsar timing array. In this
paper, we have further shown that it can be used to straightforwardly obtain the theoretical
uncertainties that may show up in pulsar timing array observations due to the way pulsars
are scattered across the sky. This can be done easily for any gravitational wave polarization,
propagating on or off the light cone, and with arbitrary pulsar distances [22].

We have found that the pulsar distances from the observer do not play too much of
a role when the uncertainty is taken into account. This however does not mean that the
pulsar distance should be taken to infinity, as such the luminal vector and scalar modes
make divergent predictions, and that the nonrelativistic scalar modes get contaminated by
unrealistically large monopolar and dipolar components [22]. Keeping astrophysical finite
pulsar distances in the simulations has the advantage of making all the polarizations well
defined, which is suitable for an efficient numerical implementation that can be used for data
analysis of pulsar timing array observations.

As did the cosmic microwave background, we anticipate pulsar timing array endeavor
to also grow into a more mature science, able to make precise inferences about the physical
nature of the sources of the stochastic gravitational wave background. The observation of
about a thousand millisecond pulsars, as targeted in future pulsar timing array missions
[33–38], should be able to improve the measurement uncertainties. Observations of pulsar
pairs of subdegree separations in particular is something to look forward to as significant
departures from the conservative Hellings-Downs correlation can be expected in this regime
(forecasted in Figure 2, Section 4). It is in this low angle region that the overlap reduction
functions sourced by alternative gravity degrees of freedom become distinguishable, not just
by their velocities but also by the astrophysical distance of the pulsars (Sections 5, 6, and 7).
If any, we can attest the science we have yet to learn about nanohertz GWs to be an exciting
one, full of surprises about the early cosmic history. The power spectrum formalism paves
the road to do so by means of spatial correlation physical predictions, with a mean and an
uncertainty.

We setup some future directions, beginning with the timeliest one, writing a computa-
tional package that provides the overlap reduction function given a set of pulsar distances, and
gravitational wave polarizations and propagation speeds. This prepares the implementation
of subluminal stochastic gravitational wave background in the present statistical framework
in pulsar timing array data analysis. Along this line, it will be interesting to see whether
evidence could be obtained for subluminal modes, hinting at the possible dispersive nature
of gravitational waves. On the theoretical side, this calls for theorists to draw up constraints
on the parameter space of alternative gravity theories with pulsar timing array observations.
It also remains to setup a general formalism for possible scalar and vector mode induced
anisotropies in the stochastic gravitational wave background, much like [21] for luminal ten-
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sor polarizations. While this is way ahead of its time, surely measuring the anisotropies in
the stochastic gravitational wave background is an exciting scientific prospect.
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A Technical derivation of the pulsar variances

We present the more detailed steps in the derivation of the total and cosmic variances in
Section 3

A.1 Total variance

To obtain the variance (3.1), we calculate the second moment of the correlation operator.
We start by writing down the explicit form(

β†aβb

)2
=
∑
l1m1

b†l1m1
Y ∗l1m1

(êa)
∑
l2m2

bl2m2Yl2m2 (êb)
∑
l3m3

b†l3m3
Y ∗l3m3

(êa)
∑
l4m4

bl4m4Yl4m4 (êb) .

(A.1)
Taking the ensemble average of this leads to

〈
(
β†aβb

)2
〉 =

∑
l1m1

∑
l2m2

∑
l3m3

∑
l4m4

〈b†l1m1
bl2m2b

†
l3m3

bl4m4〉Y ∗l1m1
(êa)Yl2m2 (êb)Y

∗
l3m3

(êa)Yl4m4 (êb) .

(A.2)
We press on by considering that the fields involved are statistically Gaussian. This way, the
four point function Wick rotates, or factorizes, into a product of two point functions as

〈b†l1m1
bl2m2b

†
l3m3

bl4m4〉 = Cl1Cl3δl1l2δm1m2δl3l4δm3m4 + Cl1Cl2δl1l4δm1m4δl2l3δm2m3

+ (−1)m1(−1)m2Cl1Cl2δl1l3δm1−m3δl2l4δm2−m4 .
(A.3)

Taking this into account, after performing the sum over the Kronecker deltas, the second
moment of γab becomes

〈
(
β†aβb

)2
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l3m3

Cl1Cl3Y
∗
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∗
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∗
l2m2

(êa)

+
∑
l1m1

∑
l2m2

(−1)m1(−1)m2Cl1Cl2Y
∗
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(êa)Y
∗
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(A.4)

The first two lines on the right hand side of (A.4) can be recast as∑
lm

ClY
∗
lm (êa)Ylm (êb)

∑
l′m′

Cl′Y
∗
l′m′ (êa)Yl′m′ (êb) = (γab (ζ))2 , (A.5)
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which is the square of the ORF. Now, by making use of the parity identity of the spherical
harmonics,

Y ∗lm (ê) = (−1)mYl−m (ê) , (A.6)

the last sum in (A.4) (third line) can be written as∑
lm

ClY
∗
lm (êa)Ylm (êa)

∑
l′m′

Cl′Y
∗
l′m′ (êb)Yl′m′ (êb) = (γaa)

2 , (A.7)

which we identify as the square of the autocorrelation γaa.
Simplifying the above expressions leads to (3.2), which eventually gets to the total

variance (3.3).

A.2 Cosmic variance

To obtain the cosmic variance (3.12), we calculate ensemble average of the square of the sky
averaged correlation operator.

We start by taking the square of the full sky averaged correlation operator,

{β†aβb}2S =
∑
ll′

(2l + 1)(2l′ + 1)

(4π)2
ClCl′Pl (cos ζ)Pl′ (cos ζ) , (A.8)

and getting the ensemble average,

〈{β†aβb}2S〉 =
∑
ll′

(2l + 1)(2l′ + 1)

(4π)2
〈ClCl′〉Pl (cos ζ)Pl′ (cos ζ) . (A.9)

We then simplify 〈ClCl′〉 by using the definition (3.7),

〈ClCl′〉 =

〈∑
m

b†lmblm
2l + 1

∑
m′

b†l′m′bl′m′

2l′ + 1

〉
=
∑
mm′

1

(2l + 1)(2l′ + 1)
〈b†lmblmb

†
l′m′bl′m′〉 ,

(A.10)

and performing the Wick rotation (A.3),

〈b†lmblmb
†
l′m′bl′m′〉 = ClCl′ + C2

l δll′δmm′ + C2
l δll′δm−m′ , (A.11)

thereby assuming that the fields involved are statistically Gaussian.
These lead to (3.13) and so eventually to (3.14).

A.3 Variance in the power spectrum

To calculate the variance in the power spectrum, we obtain the ensemble average of the
second moment of the power spectrum multipoles.

We start by taking the ensemble average of its square,

〈C2
l 〉 =

〈∑
mm′

b†lmblmb
†
lm′blm′

(2l + 1)2

〉
=

1

(2l + 1)2

∑
mm′

〈b†lmblmb
†
lm′blm′〉 .

(A.12)
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By the Gaussian factorization (A.3),

〈b†lmblmb
†
lm′blm′〉 = C2

l (1 + δmm′ + δm−m′) , (A.13)

we move up the last line to

〈C2
l 〉 =

C2
l

(2l + 1)2

∑
mm′

(1 + δmm′ + δm−m′)

=
C2
l

(2l + 1)2
[
(2l + 1)2 + 2(2l + 1)

]
.

(A.14)

We eventually simplify this to

〈C2
l 〉 = C2

l

(
1 +

1

l + (1/2)

)
. (A.15)

Substituting the above result into (3.15) leads to (3.16).
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