
YITP-22-164

Distinguishing a stochastic gravitational-wave signal from correlated noise with joint
parameter estimation: Fisher analysis for ground-based detectors

Yoshiaki Himemoto,1 Atsushi Nishizawa,2 and Atsushi Taruya3, 4

1Department of Liberal Arts and Basic Sciences, College of Industrial Technology,
Nihon University, Narashino, Chiba 275-8576, Japan
2Research Center for the Early Universe (RESCEU),

School of Science, The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan
3Center for Gravitational Physics and Quantum Information,

Yukawa Institute for Theoretical Physics, Kyoto University, Kyoto 606-8502, Japan
4Kavli Institute for the Physics and Mathematics of the Universe,
Todai Institutes for Advanced Study, the University of Tokyo,

Kashiwa, Chiba 277-8583, Japan (Kavli IPMU, WPI)
(Dated: March 28, 2023)

Search sensitivity to a stochastic gravitational-wave background (SGWB) is enhanced by cross-
correlating detector signals. However, one of the most serious concerns is the environmental noise
correlated between detectors. The global electromagnetic fields on the Earth, known as Schumann
resonances, produce the correlated noise through the instrumental magnetic couplings. In this
paper, we study the detectability of a SGWB in the presence of the correlated magnetic noise, using
the Fisher analysis based on the analytical model of the correlated magnetic noise. We find that
there is no significant degeneracy between the SGWB and noise parameters. Marginalizing over
the correlated noise parameters degrades the constraint on each SGWB parameter by a factor of
∼ 2 at most in the four-detector case, irrespective of the strength of the magnetic coupling. We
also confirm that the forecast results are robust against the variation of correlated noise parameters
and can vary up to 40% in the realistic range of the coupling parameters for the second-generation
detectors. However, ignoring the correlated noise in parameter estimation generally leads to a biased
constraint on the SGWB parameters. If the coupling strength is twice as large as expected, this
could result in a serious bias.

I. INTRODUCTION

The direct detections of gravitational waves (GWs) by
laser interferometers, LIGO (Hanford and Livingston) [1,
2] and Virgo [3] has opened up a new window to probe
the Universe. Since its first discovery [4], the number of
GW events has increased dramatically [5–7]. The event
rate of compact binary coalescences suggests that the ex-
pected number of such events over the cosmological scales
would be too large to be individually resolved. A ran-
dom superposition of GWs from such unresolved sources
forms a stochastic GW background (SGWB) and would
be detectable in the near future [8].

To improve the sensitivity to a SGWB, a cross-
correlation between detector signals has to be taken.
However, one of the most serious concerns is the environ-
mental noise correlated between detectors. It has been
pointed out in Refs. [9, 10] that the (stationary) global
electromagnetic fields on the Earth, known as Schumann
resonances [11, 12], produce the correlated noise through
the instrumental magnetic couplings and give an impact
on the searches for a SGWB. There are thus several ex-
perimental and theoretical studies to estimate the impact
of correlated noise and try to mitigate its impact [13–
18] (see also Refs. [19–21] for short-duration transients).
While the recent study suggests that the correlated mag-
netic noise budget is still negligible with the current de-
tector sensitivities [8], but would be significant for LIGO,
Virgo and KAGRA [22] with the design sensitivity, and

the future ground-based detectors [23].
For the mitigation of the effect of the correlated

magnetic noise, the analytical model has been devel-
oped [17, 18]. The model reproduces the major trend
of the measured global magnetic correlation between the
GW detectors and helps estimate the impact of the cor-
related noise on the detection of a SGWB. On the other
hand, the analytical model is useful for forecasting the
possibility to separate the correlated noise and to mea-
sure the parameters of a SGWB in the presence of the
correlated magnetic noise. The methods to separate
multiple components in a correlation signal have been
developed in the cases of the mixture of cosmological
and astrophysical GWs [24–26] and the mixture of extra
polarizations with the tensor modes in general relativ-
ity [27, 28]. For the component separation, the former
method focuses on the difference of the spectral shapes
of SGWBs and the latter utilizes the difference of the
detector responses to each component.

Recently Meyers et al. [29] evaluated the detectability
of a SGWB in the presence of correlated magnetic noise
with LIGO and Virgo in the framework of the Bayesian
inference. Taking the coupling to the correlated mag-
netic noise into account in their parameter estimation,
they found that the parameters of a SGWB spectrum can
be determined well even when a strong correlated noise
exists. However, the Bayesian framework is computation-
ally expensive, and the parameter space of a SGWB and
correlated magnetic noise has not been fully investigated.
Furthermore, there is 1 more degree of freedom to char-

ar
X

iv
:2

30
2.

03
33

6v
2 

 [
gr

-q
c]

  2
6 

M
ar

 2
02

3



2

acterize the correlated magnetic noise that has not been
considered in Ref. [29]. As Refs. [17, 18] advocated, the
coupling to the magnetic field crucially depends on the
direction to which the detector responds, and can signifi-
cantly change the frequency dependence of the correlated
magnetic noise. For these reasons, it is still unclear to
what extent the correlated magnetic noise can affect the
parameter estimation results. If we could not properly
describe the correlated magnetic noise in the joint pa-
rameter estimation, the parameters of a SGWB can be
biased. Such an impact has to be also studied quantita-
tively.

In this paper, we discuss these issues based on the
Fisher matrix formalism. In particular, based on the an-
alytical model developed by Ref. [17, 18], we shall study
the detectability of a SGWB in the presence of corre-
lated magnetic noise. Although the Fisher matrix analy-
sis is an approximate treatment of the Bayesian statisti-
cal analysis and may sometimes give a wrong answer, it
is expected to work well and can give an accurate estima-
tion if the following conditions are met: (i) the likelihood
function is nearly Gaussian with respect to the noise, (ii)
the prior information is not important, and (iii) the non-
linearity in the model parameter space is negligible. In
Appendix B, we make a comparison between our Fisher
matrix analysis and the full Bayesian inference made by
Ref. [29], and show that it is indeed the case, and our
analysis produces results quantitatively consistent with
their analysis. Despite several cautious remarks on the
use of the Fisher matrix analysis, one great advantage is
that it is computationally inexpensive and enables easier
exploration of the entire parameter space, in particular,
of the correlated noise. Furthermore, it is physically more
transparent and straightforward to interpret the results
so that it would provide a practical way to mitigate the
correlated magnetic noise in a realistic situation of GW
observations.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
review the cross-correlation analysis and the analytical
model of the correlated magnetic noise. In Sec. III, we
explain the Fisher matrix analysis, introducing the for-
mulas for the parameter estimation errors and biases. In
Sec. IV, we present the results of the parameter estima-
tion errors and biases and discuss the measurability of
the parameters of a SGWB. We also discuss the depen-
dence of the results on the variation of the magnetic noise
parameters. Finally, Sec.V is devoted to the summary of
our findings and conclusions.

II. SCHUMANN RESONANCE MAGNETIC
FIELD

In this section, we begin with briefly reviewing the
standard cross-correlation analysis for detecting a SGWB
in Sec. II A. We then consider in Sec. II B the correlated
magnetic noise, and introduce an analytical model for
the correlated noise presented in Refs. [17, 18]. The an-

alytical model describes the global magnetic field and
the coherence of the field between detectors, originating
from Schumann resonances. In Sec. II C, for the quan-
titative analysis of the impact of correlated noise on the
parameter estimation of a SGWB in the later session, we
summarize our baseline model inspired by Ref. [29].

A. Cross-correlation analysis

Let us first denote the time-series output data at Ith
detector by sI(t), which is composed of a SGWB signal
hI(t) and a noise nI(t):

sI(t) = hI(t) + nI(t) . (1)

The SGWB signal is in most cases considered to be very
weak and random in nature. It is difficult to distinguish
between a GW signal and a random instrumental noise
from a single detector alone. Thus it is essential to detect
it with the cross-correlation analysis by combining the
output data from multiple detectors.

Given the Ith and Jth output data during the observa-
tion time of Tobs, we define the cross-correlation statistic
S by

S =

∫ Tobs/2

−Tobs/2

dt

∫ Tobs/2

−Tobs/2

dt′ sI(t)sJ(t′)Q(t− t′) . (2)

Here theQ is the filter function introduced to improve the
detectability of the SGWB. If noises between two detec-
tors are statistically uncorrelated, only a stochastic GW
signal remains nonvanishing. However, in the situation
in which each detector is coupled to the global distur-
bances, these noises are correlated, leading to a nonzero
cross-correlation statistic. Hence, it can be a contami-
nant for the detection of SGWBs.

To consider the search for SGWBs in the presence of
correlated noise, particularly arising from the Schumann
resonances, let us divide the noise nI in Eq. (1) into two
pieces:

nI(t) = ninst
I (t) + nmag

I (t) , (3)

where ninst
I and nmag

I represent the instrumental noise
due to local disturbances, and the correlated noise due
to global magnetic fields on the Earth, respectively. The
expectation value of the cross-correlation statistic, 〈S〉, is
expressed as a sum of the two contributions, i.e., 〈hIhJ〉
and 〈nmag

I nmag
J 〉. Assuming that the support of the filter

function in the time domain is short enough compared
to the observation time, the quantity 〈S〉 is expressed in
the Fourier domain as

〈S〉 =

∫ ∞
0

df UIJ(f) Q̃(f) , (4)

where the function Q̃ is the Fourier transform of the filter
function, which will be determined later so as to maxi-
mize signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). The function UIJ is the
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power spectral density and is expressed as

UIJ(f) = Ugw
IJ (f) + Umag

IJ (f) . (5)

The first term Ugw
IJ represents the spectral density of the

SGWB and is given by (e.g., Ref. [10])

Ugw
IJ (f) =

3H2
0

10π2

γgw
IJ (f)Ωgw(f)

f3
, (6)

where H0 is the present Hubble parameter, and γgw
IJ is

the overlap reduction function which represents the co-
herence of the GW signals between the Ith and Jth de-
tectors. The quantity Ωgw is the logarithmic energy den-
sity of a SGWB normalized by the critical density of the
Universe, which is frequently parametrized in a power-
law form as

Ωgw(f) = Ωgw,0

(
f

25 Hz

)ngw

. (7)

In Eq. (5), the power spectral density Umag
IJ appears

nonvanishing in the presence of the correlated magnetic
noise, i.e., 〈nmag

I nmag
J 〉. In the present paper, we will in-

vestigate its impact on the detection of SGWBs based on
the analytical model developed in Refs. [17, 18]. In the
next subsection, we present a brief overview of the model
and introduce several important parameters.

B. Correlated magnetic noise

One major source of the correlated noise, which we fo-
cus on in this paper, is the global magnetic field of the
Earth-ionosphere cavity, known as the Schumann reso-
nances [10, 13, 14].

Coupled with the mirror systems of laser interferom-
eters, the Schumann resonances can induce the nonvan-
ishing noise (i.e., Umag

IJ ) that is correlated between two
separated detectors. Since the coupling between the mir-
ror system and the global magnetic field is considered to
be small, we assume that the correlated noise for the Ith
detector nmag

I in Eq. (3) is linearly proportional to the
global magnetic field B at the position xI . The corre-
lated noise can then be expressed in terms of its Fourier

counterpart B̃ as follows:

ñmag
I (f) = rI(f)

[
X̂I · B̃(f,xI)

]
. (8)

Here, the frequency-dependent quantity rI(f) character-
izes the strength of the coupling between the detector and
the magnetic field, which we call the coupling function.

Following Refs. [13, 14, 17, 18, 29], we parametrize its
functional form as

rI(f) = κI × 10−23

(
f

10 Hz

)−βI

[pT−1] . (9)

We assume that the parameters κI and βI are constant

in time. The unit vector X̂I describes the directional de-
pendence of the coupling with magnetic fields. Since the
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FIG. 1. Magnetic field spectrum, M(f), as a function of fre-
quency. The plotted result is obtained from the analytical
expression and parameters summarized in Appendix A.

Schumann resonances are described by a random super-
position of the transverse magnetic modes of the electro-
magnetic waves, no vertical component of the magnetic
field B exists idealistically [30]. Hence, the directional

coupling with mirror systems described by the vector X̂I

is solely characterized by a single parameter ψI , which we
call the orientation angle. This is an important param-
eter but the previous work on parameter estimation [29]
has missed it. With particular attention to this coupling,
we will study the impact of the correlated magnetic noise
on a SGWB search.

Provided the expression at Eq. (8), the spectral density
Umag
IJ for the correlated noise is expressed in terms of the

quantities in the Fourier domain as [13, 17]

Umag
IJ = rI(f) rJ(f)MIJ(f), (10)

where the function MIJ(f) characterizes the strength of
the magnetic field and the coherence of the response to
a pair of two separated detectors, and is further broken
down into

MIJ(f) = M(f) γmag
IJ (f), (11)

where M(f) represents the global magnetic field spec-
trum, and γmag

IJ (f) describes the magnetic coherence for
a pair of detectors, and it is restricted to the range,
−1 ≤ γmag

IJ ≤ 1. Note that the function γmag
IJ is anal-

ogous to the GW overlap reduction function, γgw
IJ , and

its frequency dependence varies with a geometrical con-
figuration of a detector pair and the orientation angle
ψI/J of each detector. The definitions and explicit ex-
pressions for these functions are presented in Appendix
A (see also Ref. [17]). In the next subsection, we intro-
duce the baseline model of the correlated magnetic noise
and specify fiducial parameters to characterize its ampli-
tude and frequency dependences.
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FIG. 2. Frequency dependence of magnetic coherence functions, γmag
IJ (f), for six representative pairs: LIGO Hanford and

Livingston (HL, upper left), LIGO Hanford and Virgo (HV, middle left), LIGO Livingston and Virgo (LV, lower left), Hanford
and KAGRA (HK, upper right), Virgo and KAGRA (VK, middle right) and Livingston and KAGRA (LK, lower right). In
plotting the results, the orientation angle ψI for Hanford, Livingston and Virgo are specified so as to reproduce the behaviors
seen in Fig. 3 of Ref. [29] in the frequency range of 10–30 Hz. The orientation angle for KAGRA ψK is set to π/2 (see Table I).

C. Baseline models

In future observing runs, the joint parameter estima-
tion considering both the SGWBs and correlated mag-
netic noise will become increasingly important, as shown
in Refs. [8, 29]. Meyers et al. [29] evaluated the parameter
estimation errors of a SGWB in the presence of correlated
magnetic noise based on Bayesian statistical inference. In
this paper, we shall evaluate the statistical uncertainties
of the SGWB and correlated-noise parameters, based on
the Fisher matrix formalism. In what follows, we present
the baseline model for the Fisher matrix analysis.

Let us first consider the correlated magnetic noise. For
the function MIJ , we set the parameters characterizing
M so as to reproduce Fig. 2 of Ref. [29]. In Appendix A,
a specific choice of the parameter set is presented. Based
on this, Fig. 1 shows the function M . On the other hand,
for the coherence function γmag

IJ in Eq. (11), we looked
for the orientation angle ψI of LIGO Hanford (H), Liv-
ingston (L) and Virgo (V) so as to reasonably reproduce
the measured coherence by the magnetometers in Fig. 3
of Ref. [29]. We did this particularly focusing on the fre-

TABLE I. Magnetic coupling parameters and orientation an-
gles (in units of radians) used in the Fisher matrix analysis.

Detectors κI βI ψI

LIGO (Hanford) 0.38 3.55 5.97
LIGO (Livingston) 0.35 4.61 0.64
Virgo 0.275 2.50 1.12
KAGRA 0.38 2.50 1.57

quencies of 10−30 Hz, where the detectors have the best
sensitivity to the SGWB. For KAGRA (K), since we do
not have specific information on its magnetic coherence,
we simply set ψK to π/2 ' 1.57. As we will show be-
low, the choice of ψK does not change much the results.
Our setup of the parameter ψI , measured counterclock-
wise from the local East direction, is summarized in Ta-
ble I. Using these parameters, the magnetic coherence
functions are plotted in Fig. 2 for all pairs of detectors,
HLVK.

For the coupling function introduced at Eq. (9), follow-
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FIG. 3. Power spectral densities of SGWB (blue) and corre-
lated magnetic noise (red) for the LIGO HL pair, i.e., Ugw

HL and
Umag

HL , which are compared with the effective spectral density

of the instrumental noise Seff
H/L defined in Eq. (13) (black).

Here, the function Ugw
HL takes negative values and the plot-

ted result is multiplied by −1. In computing Ugw
HL, we adopt

Ωgw(f) in Eq. (7), with (Ωgw,0, ngw) = (3×10−9, 2/3) and the
observation time Tobs = 1yr, which yields the signal-to-noise
ratio of SNRHL = 5.07. As for Umag

HL , we adopt the coupling
function in Eq. (9) and the coherence function in Eq. (A8),
adopting the coupling parameters in Table I.

ing Ref. [29], we adopt the coupling parameters (κI , βI)
based on measurements made after the second observa-
tion run (O2) at LIGO Hanford and Livingston, and
post-O2 measurements at Virgo. A set of the parameters
above is called the realistic parameters in the present pa-
per. For KAGRA, the coupling strength κI and slope βI
were selected to be the worst (the largest and smallest,
respectively) case among the three detectors. They are
also listed in Table I.

The main task of this paper is to evaluate the im-
pact of correlated magnetic noise on the parameter es-
timation for SGWB, based on a Fisher matrix analy-
sis. Figure 3 illustrates the frequency dependences of
the spectra of an astrophysical SGWB (see below), Ugw

IJ
(blue), and correlated magnetic noise, Umag

IJ (red), with
our fiducial setup parameters (Table I). It is well known
that the size of the estimation errors of the SGWB de-
pends on signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), defined as the ra-
tio of the cross-correlation statistic to its standard de-
viation. Considering the weak-signal limit, in which the
variance of the cross-correlation statistic S, defined by
σ2 ≡ 〈S2〉 − 〈S〉2, is dominated by the detector’s noise
(i.e. |hI | , |nmag

I | � |ninst
I |), and the optimal filter Q to

maximize the SNR for a SGWB in Eq. (6), the square of
SNR for the Ith and Jth detector pair is given by [10]

SNR2
IJ = 2Tobs

∫ ∞
0

{Ugw
IJ (f)}2

SI(f)SJ(f)
df , (12)

where the function SI(f) is the instrumental noise power
spectral density for the Ith detector. In the following
estimation, for SI , we use the table of numerical data for

10 20 30 40 50
Frequency [Hz]

10 23
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10 21

S I
(f)

 [1
/

Hz
]

LIGO
Virgo
KAGRA

FIG. 4. Square root of the instrumental noise power spec-
tral density,

√
SI(f), for second generation detectors, LIGO

(blue), Virgo (green) and KAGRA (red). The plotted curves
are for the design sensitivity, and we assume that the noise
power spectral densities for LIGO Hanford and Livingston are
identical.

the design sensitivity of LIGO Hanford/Livingston [31]
and the fitting form of the noise spectra for KAGRA and
Virgo, given in Eqs. (5) and (6) of Ref. [32], respectively
(see Fig. 4). We then define the effective power spectral
density for the instrumental noise [see Eq. (12)] as

Seff
I (f) =

SI(f)√
2Tobsf

. (13)

The black line in Fig. 3 presents the effective power spec-
tral density for the LIGO instrumental noise, Seff

H/L(f).

For the parametrization of the energy density of
SGWB in Eq. (7), we consider an astrophysical SGWB
generated by compact binary coalescences, and set Ωgw,0

and ngw to 3 × 10−9 and 2/3, respectively. The former
comes from the current upper limit [8]. With these pa-
rameters of a SGWB, the SNRHL is 5.07 for the obser-
vation time Tobs = 1 year. Note that the LIGO pair
has dominantly a better sensitivity compared to other
detector pairs, and the total SNR combining more than
three detectors, defined by SNRtot ≡ {

∑
I,J SNR2

IJ}1/2,
remains almost the same as the one for the HL pair, i.e.,
SNRtot = 5.16 for the three detector among H, L, and V,
and 5.20 for the four-detector case when further adding
KAGRA. Figure 3 shows that Umag

IJ is dominant at low
frequencies and Ugw

IJ becomes dominant above 15 Hz. In
general, such a difference of the spectral tilts is beneficial
in separating a mixture of two components. In addi-
tion, the differences between γgw

IJ in Eq. (6) and γmag
IJ in

Eq. (11) also help us to distinguish a SGWB signal from
correlated noise in Sec. IV.

III. FISHER MATRIX ANALYSIS

In this section, based on the Fisher matrix formalism,
we present the prescription to estimate the statistical er-
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rors and systematic biases of the parameters in a mixture
of a SGWB signal and correlated magnetic noise.

A. Statistical errors

Given a correlation signal between Ith and Jth detec-
tors, UIJ defined in Eq. (5), the Fisher matrix is given
by (e.g., Refs. [33, 34])

Fab = 2Tobs

∑
(I,J)

∫ fmax

fmin

∂aUIJ(f) ∂bUIJ(f)

SI(f)SJ(f)
df , (14)

where the model parameters in UIJ are

θa = {Ωgw,0, ngw, κI , βI , ψI} . (15)

The symbol ∂a stands for the derivative with respect to
a parameter θa. The sum is taken over all detector pairs,
(I, J). Tobs is the observation time. The lower cutoff of
the frequency integral is set to fmin = 10 Hz, while the
higher cutoff is set to fmax = 200 Hz so that the integral
converges. For three detectors (HLV) and four detectors
(HLVK), the number of the parameters is at maximum
11 and 14, respectively. Provided the Fisher matrix, the
statistical error of a parameter marginalized over others,
which we denote by δθa, is estimated to be

δθa =
√

(F−1)aa, (16)

where the matrix (F−1)ab is the inverse of Fisher matrix.
The errors are basically scaled with the inverse of SNR.

B. Systematic biases

Given the likelihood function, the Fisher matrix for-
malism also provides a simple way to estimate the biases
in the best-fit parameters caused by an incorrect assump-
tion on a model. In the presence of a global magnetic
field, what is likely to occur is modeling a correlation sig-
nal without knowing the presence of the magnetic field
and misinterpreting the observational data as a correla-
tion signal from a SGWB. This can potentially affect the
best-fit parameters for the model in which both a SGWB
and a magnetic field are assumed to exist.

Consider a correlation signal in the presence of a mag-
netic correlated noise:

U true
IJ = Ugw

IJ + Umag
IJ . (17)

If the correlation signal is analyzed under the assumption
that the signal is totally from a SGWB, that is, UIJ =
Ugw
IJ , the systematic deviation is

U sys
IJ = UIJ − U true

IJ = −Umag
IJ . (18)

By misinterpreting U sys
IJ as a part of the SGWB signal,

the best-fit parameters are biased from the true values

1 2 3 4 5
gw, 0 × 109 1e 9

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

n g
w

HL
HLV
HLVK

FIG. 5. Forecast constraints on SGWB parameters, Ωgw,0

and ngw in the absence of correlated magnetic noise. Green,
orange and blue shaded contours correspond to the expected
1σ errors obtained from HL pair, three-detector network of
HLV, and four-detector network of HLVK, respectively, as-
suming the observation time of Tobs = 1 yr and the design
sensitivity for each detector.

θtrue
a by (see, e.g. Appendix of Ref. [35] for the derivation)

∆θa =
∑
b

(
F−1

)
ab
sb (19)

with the matrix Fab and the vector sa, respectively, given
by

Fab = 2Tobs

∑
(I,J)

∫ ∞
0

1

SI(f)SJ(f)
{∂aUgw

IJ (f)∂bU
gw
IJ (f)

−Umag
IJ (f) ∂a∂bU

gw
IJ (f)} df, (20)

sa = 2Tobs

∑
(I,J)

∫ ∞
0

Umag
IJ (f)∂aU

gw
IJ (f)

SI(f)SJ(f)
df. (21)

Note that the integrands in these expressions are evalu-
ated at the fiducial (true) parameters. When the mag-
netic noise is negligible, that is, |Umag

IJ | � |U
gw
IJ |, the ma-

trix Fab is reduced to the Fisher matrix for the SGWB
model in the absence of the magnetic noise, Fab. Then
the size of the systematic bias ∆θa is linearly propor-
tional to the ratio of the magnetic noise amplitude to the
GW amplitude, and hence roughly scales with the ratio
of the SNRs.
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FIG. 6. Forecast constraints on Ωgw,0 and ngw in the presence of correlated magnetic noise. Left and right panels are the
results obtained from the three- and four-detector networks of HLV and HLVK, respectively. In each panel, green and orange
shaded contours represent the 1σ statistical errors obtained from the joint parameter estimation of both the SGWB and
correlated magnetic noise parameters. While the green contours are the case where both the coupling parameters (κI , βI) and
the orientation angle ψI are varied, the orange contours are the results when we consider only the coupling parameters, with
the orientation angles kept fixed and excluded from the Fisher matrix. For reference, the blue shaded contours in the left and
right panels are the results in the absence of correlated noise, identical to the orange and blue shaded contours in Fig. 5,
respectively.

IV. RESULTS

In what follows, setting the observation time Tobs to
1 year and adopting the magnetic coupling parameters
shown in Table I, we present the results for the Fisher
matrix analysis. In Sec. IV A, we consider the joint pa-
rameter estimation taking the correlated noise parame-
ters into account, and discuss how the constraints on the
SGWB parameters are degraded in the presence of cor-
related magnetic noise. Also we discuss an impact of the
network detection of a SGWB, and see how increasing
the number of detectors helps tightly constrain the cor-
related noise parameters, hence leading to an improved
constraint on a SGWB. In Sec. IV B, we examine the
case ignoring the correlated magnetic noise, and estimate
how the SGWB parameters are biased from their fiducial
values. Throughout the analysis, we fix the Hubble pa-
rameter H0 to 70 km s−1 Mpc−1, and adopt the baseline
model for the fiducial values of the SGWB parameters,
i.e., (Ωgw,0, ngw) = (3× 10−9, 2/3).

A. Parameter estimation with correlated magnetic
noise

In this subsection, taking the correlated magnetic noise
into account, its impact on the parameter estimation of

a SGWB is presented. To do so, we first show in Fig. 5
the expected constraints on the SGWB in the absence
of correlated magnetic noise. That is, we consider only
the amplitude and spectral index of SGWB, Ωgw,0 and
ngw, and plot the parameter estimation errors in the cases
with two detectors (HL), three detectors (HLV), and four
detectors (HLVK). In general, as increasing the number
of detectors to combine, the constraining power on the
SGWB is improved. However, the result in Fig. 5 shows
that the combination of detectors other than the LIGO
pair (HL) does not help so much in improving the SGWB
constraint. This is because the sensitivity of the LIGO
detector pair is the best among others, because of the
best noise spectral density at f . 50Hz and the closest
separation.

We next consider the correlated magnetic noise, tak-
ing the model parameters of the magnetic noise into ac-
count, and constrain the magnetic noise parameters si-
multaneously. Note that in this case, unless we con-
sider more than three detectors, the Fisher matrix be-
comes singular and we cannot evaluate the inverse ma-
trix. Hence, in Fig. 6, the expected errors on Ωgw,0 and
ngw are presented for the three-detector (left) and four-
detector (right) cases, with the magnetic noise parame-
ters marginalized over. In each panel, blue shaded con-
tours are just a reference to the case without the cor-
related magnetic noise shown in Fig. 5. On the other
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panel are identical respectively to the green shaded contours shown in the left and right panels of Fig. 6.

hand, the contours depicted as orange and green colors
are the results allowing the coupling parameters (κI , βI)
and those with the orientation angle (κI , βI , ψI) to vary,
respectively. That is, including the two parameters char-
acterizing a SGWB, the number of free parameters in the
Fisher matrix is 8 for the former and 11 for the latter in
the case of three-detector case (left, HLV), and they are
increased to 10 and 14 when we consider the four-detector

case (right, HLVK).
Clearly, the statistical errors are inflated as increasing

the number of parameters. Nevertheless, despite the fact
that the number of parameters significantly increases, we
find that the impact of marginalizing over the correlated
noise parameters is modest. For the three-detector case,
the degradation of the constraints on each SGWB pa-
rameter is by a factor of ∼ 2.7 at most. Adding one
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more detector (i.e., KAGRA), the constraints can be im-
proved, and the degradation is as small as a factor of
∼ 2.0. The main reason of this small impact comes from
the fact that there is no significant degeneracy between
the SGWB parameters and newly introduced parameters
for correlated magnetic noise.

1. Simultaneous constraints on SGWB and magnetic noise
parameters

To clarify the last point mentioned in Sec. IV A, Fig. 7
shows the expected error contours on both the SGWB
parameters and the coupling parameters of the corre-
lated noise (i.e., κI and βI), with the orientation angle ψI
marginalized over. In the three-detector case depicted as
blue shaded colors, we see a rather large statistical error
on the coupling parameters of correlated magnetic noise,
and strong degeneracies among the coupling parameters
of the different detectors are observed (e.g., κH and κV,
βH and βV). Nevertheless, looking at the error contours
for the SGWB parameter and the coupling parameter,
shown in the bottom and second from the bottom pan-
els, no significant degeneracy is found, and a degradation
of the constraining power on the SGWB parameters re-
mains insignificant compared to a large uncertainty in
the coupling parameters. A part of the reasons comes
from the structure of the Fisher matrix, in which all
of the off-diagonal components associated with both the
correlated noise and SGWB parameters, e.g., FκI ,Ωgw,0

,
FβI ,Ωgw,0

, and FψI ,Ωgw,0
, become vanishing. Importantly,

adding one more detector (KAGRA), the available num-
ber of cross-correlation statistics increases and improves
substantially the constraining power on the parameters
of correlated magnetic noise. As a result, the statistical
errors of the coupling parameters shown in shaded or-
ange in Fig. 7, are dramatically reduced, and the param-
eter degeneracies between coupling parameters are bro-
ken, leading to a further improvement in the constraint
on the SGWB.

Here we comment on a similar analysis made in
Ref. [29], in which the impact of correlated magnetic
noise is estimated based on the Bayesian statistical infer-
ence. Our setup of the Fisher matrix analysis is close to
their setup, but has several differences in detail. Apart
from the methodology, one important difference is the
orientation angle to characterize the directional depen-
dence of the coupling with magnetic fields. Another ma-
jor difference comes from the specification of the detector
setup. Because of these, the results of forecast presented
here cannot be directly compared to those obtained in
Ref. [29]. However, if one reexamines the parameter es-
timation errors using the Fisher matrix analysis with al-
most the same setup as in Ref. [29], they are turned out
to be quantitatively consistent with their errors. Hence
it is verified that our Fisher matrix analysis is relevant
and reliable despite several assumptions and the model
we adopted. This point is discussed in detail in Appendix

B.

2. Impact of coupling strengths

So far we have evaluated the parameter estimation er-
rors for the detector networks with the fiducial values of
the magnetic coupling parameters. However, the mag-
netic coupling parameters would change easily if the sta-
tus of instruments is changed. In Appendix C, we inves-
tigate the impact of the variation of coupling strength
on the parameter estimation errors. We summarize the
results below.

First we scale a set of the magnetic coupling strengths
by a factor from the fiducial values. In this case, the
parameter estimation errors of Ωgw,0 and ngw are insen-
sitive to the scaling of the magnetic noise. It is because
the correlation between the SGWB parameters and the
magnetic coupling parameters are rather weak as men-
tioned in the previous section.

Next we fix the coupling strengths for some detectors
to the fiducial values and vary those for other detectors.
As shown in Appendix C, again the measurement errors
of Ωgw,0 and ngw are almost insensitive to the magnetic
coupling strength. However, only in the case with the
fiducial values of κH and κL and the larger values of
κV = κK, the measurement errors of the SGWB parame-
ters are slightly affected. This is because the SGWB pa-
rameters are determined predominantly from the LIGO
pair, HL, while the magnetic coupling strengths are de-
termined from the detector pair of Virgo and KAGRA
separately. That is, the independent detector pairs play
different roles in determining the parameters.

From the results above, we conclude that the varia-
tion of the magnetic coupling strength hardly affects the
parameter estimation error of Ωgw,0 and ngw.

3. Impact of orientation angles

Next we investigate the variation of the orientation an-
gles ψI kept fixed to those summarized in Table I. As it
has been shown in Refs. [17, 18], the parameter ψI can
change not only the amplitude but also the spectral shape
of the magnetic noise spectrum. If we set a different value
of ψI , forecast results may differ from those presented in
Secs. IV A and IV A 1.

To see how the setup of the orientation angles affects
the forecast results on the SGWB and magnetic coupling
parameters, we randomly generate a set of the orientation
angles. Then for each set of the orientation angles, the
Fisher matrix analysis is performed in the four-detector
case. With 104 random realizations, we obtain the en-
semble of one-dimensional marginalized errors of each
parameter, and the results are plotted in Fig. 8 as the
histograms of error distributions. Note that the param-
eters except for the orientation angles are kept fixed to
fiducial values. Thus, the scatters of the errors directly
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Table I.

reflect the sensitivity to the variation of the orientation
angles. Looking at the coupling parameters of the cor-
related magnetic noise, their error distributions tend to
have long tails toward a larger value of δκI and δβI . By
contrast, the error distributions of the SGWB parame-
ters are nearly symmetric, and have a broad peak around
the mean values. Apart from an apparent impression on
the trends in each parameter, the standard deviations
of these error distributions is always smaller than their
mean values, as indicated in each panel of Fig. 8. This
means that a quantitative impact of the orientation an-
gles on the size of the errors is not significant. In partic-
ular, for the SGWB parameters, the variations of derived
constraints remain at a level of 20 ∼ 40%. Furthermore,
compared with the results in Fig. 7, we see that our fidu-
cial setup of the orientation angles gives the mean or
median values of the error distributions for each param-
eter, depicted as red dot-dashed vertical lines. This in-
dicates that forecast results in Secs. IV A and IV A 1 are
not atypical but rather considered as a vanilla example.

B. Systematic biases ignoring correlated magnetic
noise

Forecast results presented so far assume that we have a
good model to characterize the correlated magnetic noise.
In this subsection, we examine the (in some sense ex-
treme) case that we could not quantitatively model the

correlated noise spectral features, and estimate the sys-
tematic impact of ignoring them on the best-fit values
of the SGWB parameters. Based on the formalism de-
scribed in Sec. III B, we consider the four-detector case,
and evaluate the systematic biases on the estimated pa-
rameters of a SGWB, i.e., ∆Ωgw,0 and ∆ngw. Also, the
statistical errors around the biased parameters are com-
puted, and the results are compared with those in the
absence of correlated magnetic noise, shown in Fig. 9.

Figure 9 shows that the SGWB parameters tend to
be, overall, biased toward large and small values of ngw

and Ωgw,0, respectively. The main reason for these bi-
ases comes from the fact that the correlation signal from
a SGWB described as Ugw

IJ for the LIGO HL pair, which
is the best sensitive pair of detectors, has an opposite
sign to Umag

IJ (see Fig. 3). Thus, the sum of the cor-
relation terms, Ugw

IJ + Umag
IJ , is reduced due to a partial

cancellation. As we saw from Fig. 3, this cancellation be-
comes significant at lower frequencies, and thus the cross-
correlation statistics, Ugw

IJ +Umag
IJ , has an apparently dif-

ferent profile from the true spectrum of the SGWB. As a
result, we can erroneously detect a SGWB signal having
a bluer tilted spectrum with a smaller amplitude than
expected.

Nevertheless, we find that the systematic bias is not
significant for our current setup with the fiducial cou-
plings, depicted as the orange shaded contour, and is
well within 1σ statistical errors in the absence of corre-
lated magnetic noise (blue contour). An important point
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is that the biases are rather sensitive to the choice of
coupling parameter κI for the LIGO detectors. For il-
lustrative purposes, we increase the parameters κH and
κL by a factor of 2, and estimate the size of system-
atic biases. Then, the systematic bias ignoring the cor-
related noise becomes serious, as shown in shaded green
in Fig. 9, and the best-fit values of Ωgw,0 and ngw, as in-
dicated by the green star symbol, are now almost at the
boundary of the 1σ error contour. On the other hand,
if we instead increase the coupling parameters for Virgo
and KAGRA (κV and κK) by a factor of two, the sys-
tematic bias remains almost unchanged, and as shown
in the black dashed contour, the result coincides with
the one in the fiducial case. This is mainly because the
LIGO HL pair has the best sensitivity to the SGWB,
indicating that an unbiased parameter estimation ignor-
ing the correlated noise requires a sufficiently suppressed
coupling especially for the most sensitive detector pair.
Nevertheless, a network detection including both Virgo
and KAGRA is still powerful in simultaneously measur-
ing both the SGWB and correlated noise, and is immune
to the impact of correlated magnetic noise, as discussed
in Sec. IV A. In this respect, the effort to mitigate the
couplings to the magnetic fields is indispensable for each
detector toward a robust detection of SGWBs.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied the impact of the cor-
related noise, arising especially from the global magnetic
fields present in the Earth-ionosphere cavity, on the de-
tection of SGWBs with a network of ground-based detec-
tors. Such global magnetic fields are known as the Schu-
mann resonances. Their couplings with mirror systems
in laser interferometers can be a significant correlated
noise source at a low-frequency band of f . 50 Hz. The
induced correlated noise between spatially separated de-
tectors can make the detection of SGWBs difficult with
the cross-correlation method. In order to detect a SGWB
in the presence of correlated noise, one simple way is to
model the correlated noise and to estimate the model
parameters of the SGWB and correlated magnetic noise
simultaneously.

Here, we systematically investigated this issue based on
the Fisher matrix analysis. Adopting an analytical model
developed by Refs. [17, 18] as a theoretical template of
correlated magnetic noise, we estimated how much the
constraints on the SGWB parameters, i.e., the amplitude
(Ωgw,0) and spectral index (ngw) of the energy density
parameter, are degraded in the presence of the correlated
magnetic noise for the various setups of detector networks
and the model parameters of correlated magnetic noise.

As explicitly demonstrated in Appendix B, our Fisher
matrix calculations can give a result quantitatively con-
sistent with Ref. [29], which demonstrates a joint pa-
rameter estimation in the framework of Bayesian statis-
tical inference. A crucial difference from Ref. [29] in the
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FIG. 9. Systematic biases for the best-fit values and uncer-
tainty of Ωgw,0 and ngw. Ignoring the correlated magnetic
noise, the biases for the SGWB parameters are estimated,
and the errors around their biased best-fit values, as shown
in star symbols, are computed in the case of the four-detector
network (HLVK), based on the formalism in Sec. III B. While
the orange shaded contour represents the result adopting the
fiducial setup, the green shaded contour indicates the case
when we increase the coupling parameter κI for LIGO HL
detectors by a factor of 2. On the other hand, the dashed
ellipse shows the case if we instead increase κI for Virgo and
KAGRA by a factor of 2, which yields the result indistin-
guishable from the one for the fiducial setup. For reference,
the blue shaded contour indicates the 1σ statistical error in
the absence of correlated magnetic noise, which is identical to
the blue shaded contour in Fig. 5.

present analysis is that we took into account 1 more de-
gree of freedom to characterize the correlated magnetic
noise at each detector site for a joint parameter estima-
tion. It describes the directional coupling between a mag-
netic field and a detector (mirror displacement). We call
this parameter the orientation angle and denote it by
ψI . Accordingly, together with the SGWB parameters
and the correlated noise parameters, the number of free
parameters is in total 11 for three detectors, and 14 for
four detectors. As it has been demonstrated in detail in
Refs. [17, 18], the orientation angle ψI can significantly
change the frequency dependence of the magnetic coher-
ence function γmag

IJ characterizing a detector response to
the Schumann resonances. Since ψI might not be deter-
mined precisely by monitoring the Schumann resonances
with magnetometers, we allowed it to be free and paid
special attention to the impact of this directional cou-
pling on the joint parameter estimation of the SGWB
and correlated noise. Furthermore, we have considered
the parameter estimation of the SGWB parameters only,
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and quantified the systematic impact of ignoring the cor-
related magnetic noise on the best-fit values of the SGWB
parameters.

The important findings of our Fisher matrix analysis
are summarized as follows:

• Overall, there is no significant degeneracy between
the parameters of a SGWB and correlated noise.
Hence despite the fact that the number of parame-
ters significantly increases, the impact of marginal-
izing over the correlated noise parameters is mod-
est. This is consistent with Ref. [29] and is in-
deed the cases with the additional parameter ψI
to marginalize over. With the design sensitivities
of the second-generation detectors shown in Fig. 4
and the correlated noise parameters summarized in
Table I, the degradation of the constraints on the
SGWB parameters is by a factor of ∼ 2.7 at most
for the three-detector case (LIGO HL and Virgo).
Adding KAGRA, the constraints are improved, and
the degradation is as small as a factor of ∼ 2.0.

• The forecast results mentioned above are robust
against the variation of correlated noise parame-
ters. When the magnetic coupling strengths are
varied from the fiducial values up to a factor of
2.5, the parameter estimation errors of Ωgw,0 and
ngw are hardly affected (. 3%) (see Appendix C).
This is simply because the correlation between the
SGWB parameters and the magnetic coupling pa-
rameters are rather weak. On the other hand,
the variation of orientation angle ψI is found to
give a non-negligible change in the forecast results,
but such an impact remains small as far as the
SGWB parameters are concerned, and is at a level
of 20 ∼ 40% (Fig. 8).

• Ignoring the correlated noise parameters in param-
eter estimation, the SGWB parameters are biased
in general. However, for detectors having the de-
sign sensitivity and the correlated noise with the
fiducial coupling, the impact of the systematic bias
is found to be insignificant. Note, however, that
this conclusion is rather sensitive to the coupling
parameters of the LIGO detectors. Increasing their
coupling strengths by a factor of 2 for each detec-
tor would lead to a serious systematic bias, and the
best-fit values are largely shifted to the boundary
of 1σ error contour (green shaded region of Fig. 9).

Throughout the paper, we have focused on the second-
generation detectors and estimated the impacts of their
correlated magnetic noise based on the Fisher matrix
analysis. However, the formalism considered here is fairly
general, and can be applied to the third-generation detec-
tors such as Cosmic Explorer [36] and Einstein Telescope
[37], for which the correlated magnetic noise would be
potentially one of the most significant noise sources in
a low frequency band. Our results suggest that if we

can properly model the correlated noise in a parametric
manner and marginalize its model parameters through
the joint parameter estimation, the impact of correlated
magnetic noise becomes less significant even in the case
of the third-generation detectors. In this respect, a cru-
cial point would be to accurately model the correlated
magnetic noise. In this paper, we have used the ana-
lytical model developed in Refs. [17, 18]. Despite sev-
eral assumptions and simplification, the model quanti-
tatively explains the measured trends of the global co-
herence of the Schumann resonances [14]. Nevertheless,
toward a more accurate description of correlated noise, a
concurrent data monitoring of magnetic fields with mag-
netometers would be rather crucial and helpful not only
to improve the sensitivity to SGWBs but also to mitigate
the nonstationary effects of the Schumann resonances.
With a multiple set of the magnetic field data monitored
in different directions, one can elucidate the directional
couplings of detectors to the Schumann resonances. An
experimental study with actual datasets would be an im-
portant next step, and we will discuss it elsewhere.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported in part by MEXT/JSPS
KAKENHI Grants No. JP21K03580 (Y.H.), Grants No.
JP20H05861 and No. JP21H01081 (A.T.), and Grants
No. JP19H01894 and No. JP20H04726 (A.N.). A.T.
acknowledges the support from JST AIP Acceleration
Research Grant No. JP20317829, Japan. A.N. was also
supported by research grants from Inamori Foundation.

Appendix A: Magnetic field correlation, MIJ

In this Appendix, we present the analytic expressions
for the function MIJ given in Eq. (10).

As discussed in Refs. [17, 18], the function MIJ de-
scribes a detector response to the global magnetic fields,
and characterizes both the strength and coherence of the
magnetic fields at two separated detectors. To derive an
analytical model of it, Ref. [17] has invoked assumptions
and simplifications below, keeping essential properties of
the Schumann resonances:

1. Schumann resonances are described by a superposi-
tion of the axisymmetric transverse magnetic (TM)
modes of the Earth-ionosphere cavity generated by
continuous and stationary random lightning exci-
tation sources, whose distribution is isotropic. The

random amplitude of each TM mode, B̃, is statis-
tically characterized by the power spectrum PB(f)
in the following power-law form:

PB(f) = A

(
f

10Hz

)−α
, (A1)
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where we set in this paper the amplitude A and
slope α to 0.665 pT2 /Hz and α = 0.943, respec-
tively, with which we show in Fig. 1 that the func-
tion M resembles Fig. 2 of Ref. [29].1

2. The frequency-dependent coherence of the global
magnetic field between two detectors is repre-
sented by a sum of discrete Schumann resonance
modes primarily peaked at the frequencies f` ≡
c/(2π R⊕)

√
`(`+ 1), where R⊕, c and ` are the

radius of the Earth, light velocity and a positive
integer, respectively. However, due to an imper-
fect conductivity at the boundary of the Earth-
ionosphere cavity system, each of their modes is
convolved with a line shape function E`(f) having
a shifted peak around f ′`, given by

|E`(f)|2 ∝ 1

(f − f ′`)2 + {f`/(2Q)}2
, (A2)

where the frequency f ′` is determined empirically
to match the observed resonance frequencies, and
is related to f` through f ′` = 0.78f` [30], which
yields 8.3, 14.3, and 20.2Hz for the lowest three
modes. The quantity Q is the quality factor, which
we adopt Q = 3.21.2

Along the line of these assumptions, we can rewrite the
function MIJ with

MIJ(f) = PB(f)
∑
`

|E`(f)|2

|E`(f ′`)|2
γB
` (r̂1, r̂2) . (A3)

In the above, an important building block is the function
γB
` given as a function of unit vectors r̂I and r̂J , which

respectively point from the Earth’s center to the Ith and
Jth detector positions. This function specifically char-
acterizes the coherence of global magnetic fields for each
Schumann resonance mode, which sensitively depends on
the geometrical configuration of a detector pair. The an-
alytical expression of this function is given by [17]

γB
` (r̂I , r̂J) =

2`+ 1

2π

(`− 1)!

(`+ 1)!

×
[
F`(µ)

{
µ (X̂I · X̂J)− (r̂J · X̂I) (r̂I · X̂J)

}
−G`(µ)

{
(r̂I × r̂J) · X̂I

} {
(r̂I × r̂J) · X̂J

}]
, (A4)

1 To be precise, these parameters are determined so as to get closer
to Fig. 2 of Ref. [29] when summing up the Schumann resonance
modes up to ` = 5, convolving also with the line shape functions
E`.

2 In our previous study [17, 18], Q is set to 5, but with the value
of Q = 3.21, we find that the global magnetic field spectrum M
reproduces reasonably well the behavior seen in Fig. 2 of Ref. [29].

with the functions F` and G` defined below:

F`(µ) = − 4π

2`+ 1

[
(`+ 1)P`+1(µ)− µ√

1− µ2
P1
`+1(µ)

]
,

(A5)

G`(µ) = − 4π

2`+ 1

[
(`+ 1)(`+ 2)

µ

1− µ2
P`+1(µ)

+
`− (`+ 2)µ2

(1− µ2)3/2
P1
`+1(µ)

]
, (A6)

Here the function P1
` is the associated Legendre polyno-

mials, and µ is the directional cosine between the unit
vectors r̂I and r̂J , i.e., µ = cos(r̂I · r̂J). Notice that

the function γB
` involves other unit vectors X̂I and X̂J ,

which describe the directional dependence of the coupling
with magnetic fields and lie at the tangent plane on the
Earth at Ith and Jth detector positions, respectively [see
Eq. (8)].

Given the analytical expression for the function MIJ

above, in the main text, we decompose it into a product
of two functions given by [see Eq. (11)]

MIJ(f) = M(f) γmag
IJ (f).

Comparing the expression at Eq. (A3) with the above
form, the magnetic field spectrum M(f) and the coher-
ence function γmag

IJ (f) of our analytical model are given
below:

M(f) = PB(f)
∑
`

|E`(f)|2

|E`(f ′`)|2
, (A7)

γmag
IJ (f) =

∑
`
|E`(f)|2
|E`(f ′

`)|2 γ
B
` (r̂I , r̂J)∑

`
|E`(f)|2
|E`(f ′

`)|2
. (A8)

These analytic expressions are used in the Fisher matrix
analysis in Sec. IV, and Appendixes B and C.

Appendix B: Comparison to Meyers et al. [29]

In the main text of this paper, we considered a network
of detectors, each of which has the design sensitivity, in-
cluding KAGRA, depicted as solid curves in Fig. 4. In
this Appendix, we compare our Fisher matrix calcula-
tions with those obtained by Ref .[29], in which the au-
thors performed the Bayesian statistical inference with
the three detectors (i.e., LIGO HL and Virgo), adopting
the O4 sensitivity curves [38], as shown in Fig. 10.

To compute the Fisher matrix with the setup similar
to Ref. [29], we consider the strong coupling parameters,
(κI , βI), for the coupling function with the magnetic
fields, summarized in Table II. Also, the fiducial value
of the SGWB amplitude is changed to Ωgw,0 = 10−8,
with the spectral index of ngw = 2/3 kept fixed. Fur-
ther, for consistency with the analysis in Ref. [29], the
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density,

√
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the sensitivity of O4. For comparison, light blue and green
curves represent the cases for the design sensitivity, identical
to the blue and green lines in Fig. 4.

orientation angles of the correlated magnetic noise, ψI ,
are all fixed and excluded from the Fisher matrix com-
ponents. As a result, the number of free parameters to
be determined is reduced to 7 in the three-detector case
(i.e., θa = {Ωgw,0, κH/L/V, βH/L/V}). Finally, in order
to get closer to the analysis in Ref. [29], we impose the
Gaussian prior to the coupling parameters with the dis-
persion of σκ = 5 and σβ = 5. Strictly, the prior in-
formation imposed in Ref. [29] is not Gaussian but uni-
formly distributed in the range, and they also considered
a log-uniform prior distribution for the SGWB ampli-
tude. Nevertheless, as we see below, these differences
would not drastically change the conclusion at least at a
qualitative level.

Figure 11 presents the results of our Fisher matrix cal-
culations. Here we plot the two-dimensional 1σ error
contours for each pair of parameters, as similarly shown
in Fig. 5 of Ref. [29] (see particularly their blue con-
tours). In each panel, setting the orientation angles to
those adopted in the main text (setup 1), which we list in
Table I (see also Table II), forecast results are shown in
blue. Note that with this setup, the magnetic coherence
functions remain the same as shown in Fig. 2 (see also
Fig. 12). To see how our forecast results are sensitive
to the fiducial setup of the correlated magnetic noise, we
also consider in Fig. 11 another setup of the coherence
functions, adopting a different set of orientation angles
listed in Table II (setup 2). The latter setup is chosen
by comparing the coherence functions γmag

IJ of our ana-
lytical model with those measured from magnetometers
in Ref. [29] in the frequency range of 20 − 40 Hz, where
the detectors with the O4 sensitivity curves become most
sensitive to the SGWB. The results are shown in orange
contours. In Fig. 12, the magnetic coherence functions
with the orientation angle of setup 2 are shown in orange
curves.

Comparing our Fisher forecast results with the 1σ er-

TABLE II. Magnetic coupling parameters and orientation an-
gles (in units of radians) used in the Fisher matrix analysis
in Appendix B.

Detectors κI βI ψI (setup 1) ψI (setup 2)

LIGO (Hanford) 5.0 3.55 5.97 1.04
LIGO (Livingston) 5.0 4.61 0.64 5.68
Virgo 5.0 2.50 1.12 6.00

rors obtained from the Bayesian analysis in Ref.[29] (dark
blue shaded contours in their Fig. 5), we see that the size
of statistical errors are rather consistent with each other.
Although the resultant constraints on κI are mostly de-
termined by the prior information we impose, we still see
that the slopes of the couplings, βI , are well constrained
with statistical errors smaller than the prior distribu-
tions. Further, the SGWB amplitude Ωgw,0 is determined
unambiguously, with the one-dimensional error down to
δΩgw,0 ∼ 0.1 × 10−8 and no notable difference between
the results from the Fisher matrix and the Bayesian sta-
tistical analysis in Ref. [29]. More importantly, param-
eter degeneracies as indicated by the orientations of er-
ror eclipses, in particular for the results in the setup 2,
almost coincide with what were obtained in Ref. [29],
apart from their parameter distributions shifted from the
fiducial values. Hence, we conclude that despite several
assumptions for simplifying a model, our Fisher matrix
analysis can reliably reproduce the results quantitatively
consistent with those of the full Bayesian statistical anal-
ysis.

Appendix C: Variation of the magnetic coupling
strengths

In the main text, we chose the magnetic coupling pa-
rameters listed in Table I as our fiducial values. However,
in the future observation, these values will be certainly
changed. In this Appendix, we analytically investigate
how the different values of the coupling parameters af-
fect the results of parameter estimation in some limiting
cases.

To derive the parameter estimation errors analytically,
we assume that the noise power spectral density, SI , is
identical with each other in the sensitive frequency band
of detectors. For notational convenience, we denote the
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FIG. 11. Expected error contours on both the SGWB and correlated noise parameters from joint parameter estimation, similar
to what has been done in Ref. [29]. Here, we consider the network of three detectors, HLV, and adopt the strong coupling
parameters for κI and βI listed in Table II. Fixing the spectral index ngw to 2/3 and excluding it and orientation angles from
the Fisher matrix, we performed the Fisher matrix calculations with the amplitude of SGWB Ωgw,0 = 10−8. Forecast results
are then plotted as the two-dimensional 1σ error on each pair of SGWB and coupling parameters. The blue and orange shaded
contours respectively represent the results adopting the orientation angles of setups 1 and 2 as fiducial values (see Table II).

derivatives in the Fisher matrix in Eq. (14) as

GIJ ≡
∂UIJ
∂Ωgw,0

=
Ugw
IJ

Ωgw,0
, (C1)

BIJ ≡
1

κJ

∂UIJ
∂κI

= MIJ

(
f

10 Hz

)−βI−βJ

, (C2)

QGGIJ ≡ 2Tobs

∫ ∞
0

G2
IJ

S2
I

df , (C3)

QGBIJ ≡ 2Tobs

∫ ∞
0

GIJBIJ
S2
I

df , (C4)

QBBIJ ≡ 2Tobs

∫ ∞
0

B2
IJ

S2
I

df , (C5)

Note that GIJ and BIJ are symmetric about the ex-
change of the indices.

1. Case 1: Three detectors

We consider three detectors, HLV, and take Ωgw,0, κH,
κL, κV as the free parameters in the Fisher matrix. Then
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FIG. 12. Frequency dependence of magnetic coherence func-
tions used in the Fisher matrix analysis in Appendix B. From
top to bottom, results for LIGO HL pair, LIGO Hanford and
Virgo, and LIGO Livingston and Virgo are shown. In each
panel, blue and orange curves are the magnetic coherence
functions adopting the orientation angles of the setup 1 and
2, respectively (see Table II).

the Fisher matrix for the HL detector pair is

FHL =


QGG

HL κLQ
GB
HL κHQ

GB
HL 0

κ2
LQ

BB
HL κHκLQ

BB
HL 0

κ2
LQ

BB
HL 0

0

 . (C6)

The total Fisher matrix is given by F = FHL+FHV+FLV.
The parameter estimation error of Ωgw,0 is computed as

δΩgw,0 = F
−1/2
Ωgw,0Ωgw,0

=

∑
(I,J)

QGGIJ −
(QGBIJ )2

QBBIJ

−1/2

, (C7)

where the sum is taken for all detector pairs. Interest-
ingly, the Ωgw,0 error is independent of the magnetic cou-
pling strength, κI . It is verified numerically that the in-
dependence of κI holds even when ngw is included as an
additional free parameter as shown in Fig. 13. As the
sensitivity to a SGWB is predominantly determined by
the HL pair, the Ωgw,0 error is plotted as a function of
κV.

2. Case 2: Four detectors with κH = κL = κV = κ1

and κK = κ2

As the sensitivity to a SGWB is predominantly de-
termined by the HL pair and the magnetic coupling
of KAGRA is still uncertain, we consider the case of
κH = κL = κV = κ1 and κK = κ2. We assume that
the frequency integrals are classified into two classes:

QGBHL = QGBHV = QGBLV , (C8)

QGBHK = QGBLK = QGBVK , (C9)

and similarly for QBBIJ . In addition, we neglect GW cor-
relation signals from the detector pairs other than HL,
which has a dominant contribution. The parameter esti-
mation error of Ωgw,0 is

δΩgw,0 = F
−1/2
Ωgw,0Ωgw,0

=

[
QGGHL − 3

(QGBHL )2

QBBHL

− 3
(QGBHK)2

QBBHK

]−1/2

. (C10)

Again the Ωgw,0 error is independent of the magnetic
coupling strength, κI . In the left panel of Fig. 13, the
result is verified numerically for the case with fixed βI
and ψI .

3. Case 3: Four detectors with κH = κL = κ1 and
κV = κK = κ2

Similar to case 2, we may also consider the situation
such that two of four detectors are the most sensitive
to the SGWB, and others are not. We set the coupling
strengths to κH = κL = κ1 and κV = κK = κ2. We
assume further that some of the frequency integrals give
the same contribution:

QGBHV = QGBLV = QGBHK = QGBLK . (C11)

and similarly for QBBIJ . In addition, we neglect GW cor-
relation signals from the detector pairs other than HL.
The parameter estimation error of Ωgw,0 is
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and KAGRA, normalized by their fiducial values. Then the estimated size of the marginalized error on the SGWB amplitude,
δΩgw,0, is plotted for case 1 in the left panel, and cases 2 and 3 in the right panels (see Appendixes C 1, C 2 and C 3). In all
cases, the parameter βI and orientation angle ψI are fixed to their fiducial values in Table I, and are excluded from the Fisher
matrix.

δΩgw,0 = F
−1/2
Ωgw,0Ωgw,0

=

[
QGGHL − Q̄BB

{
(QGBHL )2

QBBHL

(
1

QBBVK

+
κ2
r

QBBHV

)
+

(QGBVK)2

QBBVK

(
κ2
r

QBBHV

+
κ4
r

QBBHL

)
+ 4

(QGBHV )2

QBBHV

(
1

QBBVK

+
κ4
r

QBBHL

)
+4κr

(
QGBHVQ

GB
VK

QBBHVQ
BB
VK

− κr
2

QGBHL Q
GB
VK

QBBHL Q
BB
VK

+ κ2
r

QGBHVQ
GB
HL

QBBHVQ
BB
HL

)}]−1/2

, (C12)

Q̄BB ≡
(

1

QBBVK

+
κ2
r

QBBHV

+
κ4
r

QBBHL

)−1

. (C13)

The Ωgw,0 error depends on the ratio of the magnetic cou-
pling strength, κr. It is verified numerically in the right
panel of Fig. 13 that the Ωgw,0 error slightly decreases as
κr increases when βI and ψI are fixed.

If κr is set to 1 (all the coupling strengths are the same)

and all QGBIJ are equal to QGBHL , Eq. (C12) is reduced to

δΩgw,0 =

[
QGGHL − 6

(QGBHL )2

QBBHL

]−1/2

. (C14)

The dependence of the Ωgw,0 error on the magnetic cou-
pling strength disappears.
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