Looking out for the Galileon in the nanohertz gravitational wave sky
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We study the polarizations induced by the Galileon as a stochastic gravitational wave background
in the cross correlated power in a pulsar timing array. Working within Galileon gravity, we first
show that the scalar gravitational wave signature of the Galileon is encoded solely in its effective
mass, which is controlled by the bare mass, conformal coupling, and a tadpole. Then, we study the
phenomenology of the Galileon induced scalar polarizations and place observational constraints on
these using the present NANOGrav data set. Our results feature longitudinal spatial correlation,
indicative of a 10−22 eV subluminal Galileon, and show the Galileon polarizations as a statistically
compelling source of the observed spatial correlation across millisecond pulsars.

Introduction. The North American Nanohertz Observatory for Gravitational Waves (NANOGrav) [1], Parkes
Pulsar Timing Array [2], and the European Pulsar Timing Array [3] observed a strong evidence in favor a
common spectrum process, but without any significant
monopolar, dipolar, and quadrupolar spatial correlations
between the power distributed over millisecond pulsars at
different lines of sight at a reference frequency of about
one per year. This outstanding result teases a departure
from what should otherwise be the quadrupolar HellingsDowns (HD) signal if the stochastic gravitational wave
background (SGWB) is dominated by the transverse tensor modes, expected in general relativity [4]. Such pulsar
timing array (PTA) efforts complement the existing [5]
and future [6] gravitational wave observatories which operate at much higher frequencies, all the while providing
an independent avenue to test our understanding of gravity in the nanohertz observational window [7–11].
In this letter, we present observational constraints on a
well featured scalar field theory – the ‘covariant Galileon’
(1) – in the pulsar timing setting. In contrast with previous searches of non-Einsteinian polarizations highlighting transverse mode effects [12–14], we find a longitudinal
correlation by letting the Galileon propagate freely away
from the light cone. We utilize a formalism developed
for PTA and astrometry observables [15–17], and make
the data constrain the parameter space of the Galileon.
Our results are summarized in Table I, which speaks of
a 10−22 eV subluminal Galileon, sourcing the observed
spatial correlation.
Galileon gravity. The Galileon action can be written
as [18, 19]
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where gab is the metric, R is the Ricci scalar, Mpl
=
4
c /(8πG) is the reduced Planck mass squared, φ is the
2
scalar field, or the Galileon, (∂φ) = g ab (∂a φ) (∂b φ), λ,
µ, and κ are Galileon mass scales, α is a dimensionless conformal coupling constant, and Λ is a cosmological constant. The various constants controlling the phenomenology of the Galileon are as follows: µ describes
the bare mass of the scalar field, endowing the model
with a Chameleon screening mechanism at high density
environments [20, 21]; κ is a braiding mass, equipping the
model with a Vainshtein screening mechanism to hide the
scalar field at small distances [22–24]; λ is a tadpole mass,
which is able to accommodate a low energy vacuum state
regardless of a Planck scale vacuum energy [25, 26]; and
α is a dimensionless constant measuring the conformal
coupling between the tensor and scalar modes [27]. The
theory (1) is ‘shift symmetric’ in the limit µ = 0 in the
sense φ → φ + C for arbitrary constant C does not alter the dynamics. Shift symmetry protects the massless
Galileon from radiative corrections [28]. In the presence
of a nonzero bare mass µ, a shift transformation instead
adds to the mass of the tadpole which sources the scalar
field dynamics. The tensor modes in (1) propagate at
the speed of light in agreement with gravitational wave
astronomy constraints [29, 30].
The theory is satisfied by a static vacuum solution
which includes Minkowski spacetime and Schwarzschild
black hole. We proceed to study the gravitational perturbations on this background.

Perturbations. We reveal the propagating degrees of
freedom of the Galileon by looking at its perturbations.
We fix the residual gauge degrees of freedom by working in the synchronous gauge:
ds2 = −dt2 + (δAB − 2ψδAB + 2DA DB E

 (1)

+ 2D(A EB) + 2EAB )dxA dxB ,

(2)

where ψ and E are scalars, EA is a transverse vector
(DA E A = 0), and EAB is a transverse-traceless (TT)
tensor (DA EAB = 0 and δ AB EAB = 0). Above, D is
the covariant derivative operator defined by the spatial
metric. We work with the scalar field
φ = ϕ + δφ .

(3)

2
A
simple
counting
of
components,
ψ(+1), E(+1), EB (+2), EAB (+2),
shows that the
gauge is now fully fixed. We turn off the vector modes
(EB = 0) as they are nondynamical and diluted by the
expansion in the context of Galileon gravity.
Using the constraint equations, it can be shown that
the linearized scalar field equation simplifies to a massive
Klein-Gordon equation,
D2 ψ − ψ̈ − m2eff ψ = 0 ,

(4)

where the effective mass meff is given by
m2eff = µ2


1 − αλ3 /(Mpl µ2 )
.
(1 + (3α2 /2) − αλ3 /(Mpl µ2 ))

(5)

∗

(6)

where ω = 2πf and ~k = k k̂ are the frequency and wave
number, respectively. Such massive dispersion relation
leads to a group velocity v = dω/dk = k/ω that is reciprocal of the phase velocity vph = 1/v = ω/k. Combining
the above results, we find that the scalar perturbations
in the metric bring in scalar transverse and longitudinal
polarizations, which we put out by writing the metric
perturbation as


1 − v 2 SL
~
ST
hAB ∝ εAB + √ εAB ψ̃ (k) ei(k·~x−ωt) , (7)
2
where the polarization
tensors εAB are normalized such
0
PP0
=
2δ
where P = ST, SL stands for
that εP,AB εP
AB
‘scalar transverse’ and ‘scalar longitudinal’ polarizations.
This lets us identify
the ratio
√
√ of the
 SL to ST amplitudes
as 1 − v 2 / 2 = m2eff / 2ω 2 . The longitudinal response is sourced by a nonzero scalar effective mass.
It is straightforward to bring the tensor modes EAB
into the picture. This does not enter the Hamiltonian
nor the momentum constraints. Rather, its influence can
be found in the spatial component of the metric equation
which turns out to be
ËAB − D2 EAB = 0 ,

where Ψσ,k
(lm)AB are total angular momentum waves of
polarization σ [15]. With this, we compute the power
spectra of the correlations from a SGWB, leading to
Clσ ∝ 32π 2 Flσ (Flσ ) ,

This shows that the scalar perturbations are
 controlled
by three parameters: µ, α and λ3 / Mpl µ2 . The conformal coupling and the tadpole changes the mass of the
scalar modes relative to its bare mass. We may traditionally avoid tachyonic instability as long as the effective
mass-squared is positive. This narrows down the parameter space of the conformal coupling and the tadpole. We
safely consider the stable region for this work.
The propagating scalar modes of the Galileon therefore
satisfy a massive dispersion relation
ω 2 = k 2 + m2eff

Scalar polarizations. We present the relevant results
emerging from the total angular momentum formalism
[15–17], focusing on the scalar polarizations and pulsar
timing, and considering finite pulsar distances.
Provided an isotropic background, we expand the metric perturbation as
Z
k2
σ,k
l σ
x)e−iωσ (k)t (9)
hAB = dk
3 4πi hlm (k)Ψ(lm)AB (~
(2π)

where Flσ are the projection factors for a polarization σ
for the PTA observable. This is tabulated for the group
velocity dependent scalar, vector, and tensor modes in
[17].
A modification we invoke is to keep the pulsars at realistic finite distances. This enters the formalism as we put
in (9) into the time integral of the pulsar timing residual. After a straightforward calculation, this leads to the
nearly the same projection factors as [17] except that the
upper limit of the integration is kept at a finite distance.
The generalized projection factors turn out to be
Fl (f D) = −

i
2

Z

2πf Dv

0

dx ix/v
e
Rl (x) ,
v

(11)

where the Rl (x)’s, involving the spherical Bessel functions jl (x), are given in [17], that is, RlSL (x) =
jl00 (x) for the SL√ polarization and RlST (x) =
− RlSL (x) + jl (x) / 2 for the ST polarization.
We find that the finite distance modification influences the small angular scales, but since most of the
observed pulsars are separated by quite a few degrees
in the sky, the overall modification turns out to be mild
[32, 33]. Nonetheless, keeping finite pulsar distances contain about half the power in small scales, providing richer
physics, which would otherwise be lost when taking the
infinite distance limit. Another practical consequence of
keeping the pulsars at finite distance is that all of the
modes become defined for arbitrary group velocities.
We tease the influence of realistic finite pulsar distances on the power spectra and the overlap reduction
function (ORF) which measures the average correlated
power between a pair of pulsars in the sky. The ORF
for an isotropic SGWB with a power spectra Cl can be
shown to be

(8)

which shows that tensor modes propagate on the light
cone. This gives rise to the TT polarizations which were
observed by the present ground-based gravitational wave
observatories [5]. In the context of a SGWB, the tensor
polarizations source the HD correlation in a PTA [4, 31].

(10)

Γab (ζ, f Di ) =

X 2l + 1
l

4π

Cl Pl (cos ζ) ,

(12)

where the pulsars are located at a distance Di , ζ is the
angular separation between a pair of pulsars, and Pl (x)
are the Legendre polynomials.
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We remind that in theories with a propagating scalar
degree of freedom, as in the Galileon, the amplitudes of
the scalar modes would often be constrained with respect
to each other by the effective mass. Conversely, a nonzero
effective mass would imply the presence of both modes
in a mixture in a SGWB. We constrain these Galileon
polarizations using PTA observation.
Galileon in the nHz GW sky. We write down the
metric perturbation

Z
dk k 2 l
x)
i
Y
(
k̂)
ΨST,k
hAB =
lm
(lm)AB (~
2π 2
(13)

1 − v2
−iω(k)t
+ √ ΨSL,k
(~
x
)
e
,
(lm)AB
2
where ω(k) is given by the massive scalar dispersion relation (6). Our goal is to constrain each scalar polarization
and their combination as the Galileon (13) using PTA
data [1].
We treat the pulsars at an average distance f D = 100,
corresponding to an astronomical distance of about thirty
parsecs. This practical assumption makes all of the multipoles defined, and influences small angular correlations
irrelevant for the present data set [12]. This way, we are
left with two free parameters – the velocity v and the
GW amplitude-squared A2 – to constrain with observation. We calculate the ORF, Γab , provided the velocity
v, and then compare the model A2 × Γab with the average angular distribution of cross correlated power in PTA
measured by NANOGrav [1]. We consider three models:
ST for scalar transverse, SL for scalar longitudinal, and φ
for the Galileon. In calculating the ORF, we take the first
thirty multipoles, resolving ζ = 180◦ /lmax = 6◦ , which
is sufficient for the observed pulsars separated by about
ten degrees at the least, and normalize each curve with
respect to the TT one given by Γab (ζ) = δab /2 + ΓHD
ab (ζ)
◦
where ΓHD
=
1/2
at
ζ
=
0
.
For
comparison,
we
also
ab
consider the GW-like monopole (Γab = δab /2 + 1/2) [12],
and the HD correlation, both of which are described by
a single free parameter, A2 . We additionally consider
the characteristic GW amplitude squared of the common
spectrum process, A2CP = (3.68 ± 1.58) × 10−30 [1], as an
autocorrelation data point, A2CP = A2 Γaa [12]. In doing
the Γaa computation, we have included a thousand multipoles, guaranteeing the convergence of the sum (12), and
have confirmed the result with the real space formalism
[12].
We perform a Markov chain Monte Carlo analysis over
each model, with flat priors v ∈ [0.01, 0.99] and A2 ∈
[0.1, 30] × 10−30 , and assess the statistical performance
of each compared to the GW monopole. We consider the
likelihood function L given by
!2


X
A2 Γab NG − A2 Γab model
1
log L ∝ −
,
2
∆ (A2 Γab )NG
pulsar pairs

(14)


where A2 Γab NG ± ∆ A2 Γab NG are the average cross
correlated power across the PTA. Then, we consider the

chi-squared χ2 ∼ −2 log L̂ as a bare measure of statistical performance, where L̂ is the best fit likelihood.
We additionally consider the Akaike information criterion (AIC = 2p − 2 log L̂) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC = p ln n − 2 log L̂) where p is the number of
parameters estimated, and n is the size of the data set
[34, 35]. Both AIC and BIC penalize models with more
free parameters and so are good lookouts for overfitting.
To be concrete, p = 2 for the scalar polarizations and the
Galileon, p = 1 for the GW monopole and HD correlation, and n = 15 for the observation size.
We sample the parameter space of each model, each
time starting at a different point, and take a GelmanRubin convergence criterion R − 1 = 10−2 to decide the
end of the sampling. The posteriors for the velocity and
amplitude are shown in Figure 1 for the scalar polarizations, the Galileon, the HD curve, and the GW monopole.

FIG. 1. Posteriors of the velocity (v) and the amplitudesquared (A2 ) for each polarization (ST and SL) and the
Galileon (φ) constrained by PTA observation [1]. The blackdotted line results from the GW monopole, while the green
dot-dot-dashed line comes from the HD correlation.

For each model, we find that the amplitudes are constrained; however, the velocity is generally not. Nonetheless, a recurring feature of the Galileon polarizations is
that subluminal velocities are preferred, should such degrees of freedom be pronounced in the nanohertz GW
sky. The marginalized statistics for each model, and the
assessment of their significance are presented in Table I.
First off, we echo the earlier result that the HD correlation is weaker compared to the monopole [1]. This
time, it is reflected in a Bayesian analysis through the
chi-squared, AIC, and BIC, as shown in Table I, which
are consistently in the negative direction compared with
the GW monopole. Both scalar polarizations and the
Galileon also statistically perform better compared to the
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TABLE I. Marginalized statistics for the ST, SL, and the
Galileon (φ) constrained by PTA observation [1]. Results
for the HD correlation and the GW monopole (GW mon.)
are presented for comparison. The performance statistics
(chi-squared, AIC, and BIC [34, 35]) are relative to the GW
monopole, or that a positive value means statistical preference
over the GW monopole.
A2 [×10−30 ] ∆χ2 ∆AIC ∆BIC

mode

v

ST
SL
φ
HD
GW mon.

0.46 ± 0.24
< 0.44
0.44+0.15
−0.42
v=1
−−−

5.0+1.4
1.47
−1.6
7.9+2.8
3.92
−3.4
3.8 ± 1.2
2.91
3.9 ± 1.1 −1.66
1.94 ± 0.48
0

−0.53
1.92
0.91
−1.66
0

−1.24
1.21
0.20
−1.66
0

HD correlation. As far as the chi-squared is concerned,
all of these alternative SGWB scenarios do better than
the GW monopole in representing the data. However,
when the AIC and the BIC are considered, taking into
account the number of parameters, the ST polarization
comes with a negative measure, contrary to what was
found for luminal modes [12–14]. Granted, these negative values are mild and not enough to disfavor their
correlations compared with the GW monopole. On the
other hand, even with the AIC and BIC measures, the SL
polarization and the Galileon by themselves are able to
compete, even surpass, with the fit provided by the GW
monopole. Admittedly, this is mild or irrelevent given
the uncertainty of the present data, but it hints at unorthodox possibilities – in this case, the presence of the
Galileon – when it comes to nanohertz GW science. The
mean curves for each model are presented in Figure 2
together with the data set.
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Galileon polarizations draw close by the GW monopole.
We recall both of these are nearly as competitive as the
GW monopole. On the other hand, the SL polarization
can be seen to form a smooth curve resembling what
is between the GW monopole and the HD correlation.
Echoing the statistical measures in Table I, this best fit
curve of the SL polarization can be seen to be slightly
statistically preferred over the GW monopole.
We emphasize that we refer to the GW monopole [12]
throughout this work, and not the systematic monopole,
which is disfavored by the NANOGrav and more so by
the Parkes Pulsar Timing Array data [1, 2]. Indeed, the
systematic monopole comes with a signal-to-noise ratio
exceeding the HD and the dipole, but at face value, this
should not be taken as evidence in favor of the monopole.
Rather, it means conservatively that the spatially correlated monopole cannot be clearly separated from the
spatially uncorrelated common process, pointing to the
limitations in the optimal statistic analysis.
The results of the data analysis show that the Galileon
polarizations represent the current PTA data better
than the quadrupolar HD correlation. Of course, the
error bars on the current data set are too large to make
stronger conclusions at the moment, but we may at least
take the result to look forward for new science in the
nanohertz GW regime.
Discussion. We emphasize in constrast with previous
analyses [12–14], we let the scalar modes off the light
cone, or rather that we constrained the velocity using
the available data. This led to stronger longitudinal correlation compared with the transverse ones. For the SL
mode off the light cone, we find that the autocorrelation
varies as Γaa = (0.33, 0.71) for 0.2 . v . 0.6, with only
mild dependence on the pulsar distance, whereas from
Figure 2, Γab ' 0.20 at ζ = 0◦ and A2 = 7.9 × 10−30 .
This is in stark contrast with the v = 1 case [36], which
is disfavored by the current data [12].
We draw the discussion back to the Galileon and see
the implications of the constraints discussed previously.
In standard units, the group velocity can be written as

ST
SL

2

GW mon
HD
NG

25

50

75 100 125 150 175
[degrees]

FIG. 2. Mean curves of each polarization (ST and SL) and
the Galileon (φ) constrained by PTA observation (NG, for
NANOGrav). The best fit GW monopole (mon) and HD
correlation are also presented for visual comparison.

We find here (Figure 2) the GW monopole, which was
previously found to be the strongest signal in this data
set [12–14], and the HD correlation. The ST and the


v =c 1−

meff c2
hf

2 !1/2
.

(15)

While the error bars are yet too large to draw a precise
calculation, we may estimate the Galileon mass resulting from v ∼ c/2, as supported √
by the present PTA
data. This leads to meff c2 ∼
3hf /2. Using the
NANOGrav reference frequency f = 1 yr−1 , we obtain
meff c2 ∼ 10−22 eV. This nonzero effective mass (5) constrains the Galileon’s bare mass, conformal coupling, and
tadpole weight, in addition to the theoretical constraint
on eliminating potential tachyonic instability (Figure 3).
The blue region in Figure 3 shows the surviving parameter space, at sixty eight percent confidence, should
the bare mass be of the order of the effective mass. This
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FIG. 3. Constraints on the parameter space of the Galileon
(1). The gray region is excluded by tachyonic instability. The
blue hatched region, red dashed line, and green dash-dotted
line present the pulsar timing array constraints based on different scales of the Galileon bare mass µ.

tive of the tadpole since the conformal coupling can be
strongly constrained by other observations. We add that
this also makes the case of the Galileon, in comparison
with f (R) gravity [17], which may be immediately ruled
out by such effective mass estimate after considering Solar system constraints. Further, we highlight that the
braiding can also be expected to hide the Galileon in
such environments where nonlinearities settle in [22–24].
We end on an optimistic note. The variety of scientific
outcomes anchored on astronomical data is something to
look forward to. Despite the size of the uncertainty so
far, our result hints at such possibilities in nanohertz GW
science, this time, teasing the presence of the Galileon.
This warrants a detailed study of the parameter space of
Galileon gravity, which we shall discuss elsewhere.
Supplementary files. We present supplementary notes
detailing the theoretical derivation of the Galileon polarizations, a brief analysis of its phenomenology, and a
python notebook disclosing the modelling and data analysis done in this work in GitHub [37].

may be taken for one to mean that the effective mass is
just the bare mass, in which case the conformal coupling
and the tadpole vanish. However, a heavier bare mass
may be needed to pass Solar system constraints [20, 21].
The conformal coupling and the tadpole can act in this
regard to still make the theory consistent with pulsar
timing observations. Such is shown by the red dashed
and green dash-dotted curves in Figure 3, even though
these may be dangerously close to the tachyonic region
(in the gray region). This may be particularly indica-
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LOOKING OUT FOR THE GALILEON IN THE NANOHERTZ GRAVITATIONAL WAVE SKY:
SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
A.

Covariant field equations

The variation of covariant Galileon action with respect to the metric leads to the modified Einstein equation


φ
2
+ Mpl α (−∇b ∇c φ + gbc φ) + Λgbc
Mpl
Gbc 1 + α
Mpl
2

+ λ3 gbc φ +
+

µ2 φ2
(∂φ)
gbc − (∇b φ) (∇c φ) +
gbc
2
2

(1)


1
−(∇b φ)(∇c φ)φ + 2(∇d φ)(∇d ∇(b φ)(∇c) φ) − gbc (∇d φ)(∇e φ)∇d ∇e φ = Tbc ,
3
κ

where Tbc is the matter stress-energy tensor and index symmetrization is defined as V(ab) = (Vab + Vba )/2. On the
other hand, the variation with respect to the scalar field gives the modified Klein-Gordon equation
φ − µ2 φ +


 c 
1 
Mpl αR
2
b c
b
(φ)
−
(∇
∇
φ)
∇
∇
φ
−
R
∇
φ
(∇ φ) = λ3 −
.
b
c
bc
3
κ
2
B.

(2)

Linearized field equations

We study the perturbations of the covariant Galileon about its static vacuum Rab = 0.
We work in the synchronous gauge:

ds2 = −dt2 + δAB − 2ψδAB + 2DA DB E + 2D(A EB) + 2EAB dxA dxB ,

(3)

where ψ and E are scalars, EA is a transverse vector (DA E A = 0), and EAB is a transverse-traceless tensor (DA EAB =
0 and δ AB EAB = 0). D is the spatial covariant derivative operator. We consider the scalar field perturbation
φ = ϕ + δφ .

(4)

A simple counting of components, ψ(+1), E(+1), EB (+2), EAB (+2), shows that the gauge is now fully fixed. We turn
off the vector modes (EB = 0) as they are nondynamical and simply diluted by the expansion in the context of the
Galileon cosmology.
We start with the scalar perturbations ψ, E, and δφ. The Hamiltonian constraint, or rather the time-time component
of the linearized modified Einstein equation, can be simplified to

 

αλ3
Mpl α
2
2
D −
δφ + Mpl 1 −
ψ = 0.
(5)
2
Mpl µ2
Obviously, this is a Poisson equation D2 Ψ = 0 for a scalar Ψ[ψ, δφ]. This relates the scalar potentials ψ and δφ up to
a constant which we can set to zero by taking the perturbations to vanish at infinity. We thus identify


αλ3
2Mpl
1−
δφ =
ψ
(6)
α
Mpl µ2
which we use to eliminate δφ in the upcoming relations. The momentum constraint (or the time-space component)
turns out to be DB Ψ = 0 which leads to the same relation between the scalar potentials as did the Hamiltonian
constraint. Moving to the spatial component, we find that the spatial trace gives



αλ3
D2
1−
ψ
−
Ë
= 0,
(7)
Mpl µ2
where a dot denotes a time derivative. This is once again a Poisson equation and allows us to write down
Ë = ψ .

(8)

2
Now, we take a look at the linearized scalar field equation. By using the above relations, we are able to simplify this
to





3α2
αλ3
αλ3
2
2
D
ψ = 0.
(9)
1+
−
ψ
−
ψ̈
−
µ
1
−
2
Mpl µ2
Mpl µ2

This shows that the scalar perturbations are controlled by three parameters: µ, α and λ3 / Mpl µ2 .
The propagating scalar modes of the Galileon therefore satisfy a massive dispersion relation
ω 2 = k 2 + m2eff

(10)

where ω and ~k = k k̂ are the frequency and wave number, respectively, and the effective mass meff is given by

1 − αλ3 /(Mpl µ2 )
m2eff = µ2
.
(1 + (3α2 /2) − αλ3 /(Mpl µ2 ))

(11)

The conformal coupling changes the effective mass of the scalar modes. Such massive dispersion relation leads to a
group velocity v = dω/dk = k/ω that is reciprocal of the phase velocity vph = 1/v = ω/k. Combining the above
results, we find that the scalar perturbations in the metric can be written as



kA kB
ds2 = −dt2 + δAB − 2ψ δAB − v 2 2
dxA dxB ,
(12)
k
where v is the group velocity. This brings in scalar transverse and longitudinal polarizations as we now show.
We consider a wave propagating along the z-axis (kA = (0, 0, k)). In this case, we write down




1
kA kB


∝ 1
hAB = 2ψ δAB − v 2 2
.
k
2
1−v

(13)

The nonzero z component reveals this is a mixture of transverse and longitudinal modes. We understand this by
expressing the gravitational wave as a sum of various polarizations. To be concrete, we take the polarization tensors


1


εST
(14)
1 
AB = 
0
and
εSL
AB


√ 0
= 2 0





(15)

1
0

0

PP
normalized such that εP,AB εP
where P = ST, SL stands for ‘scalar transverse’ and ‘scalar longitudinal’
AB = 2δ
polarizations. Then, we decompose the metric perturbation as


1 − v 2 SL
i(kz−ωt)
√
hAB ∝ εST
+
ε
(16)
AB
AB ψ̃ (k) e
2
 √
and from which identify the ratio of the scalar transverse to scalar longitudinal amplitudes as 1 − v 2 / 2 =
√

m2eff / 2ω 2 .

C.

Autocorrelation using the real space formalism

We summarize the main results for the autocorrelation function ΓA
aa used in the paper which were obtained using
the real space formalism.
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As a two sphere integral, the overlap reduction function for a polarization A of velocity v can be shown to be
Z
 
 




A
(17)
Γab (ζ, f Di ) =
dk̂ Ua f Da , k̂ Ub∗ f Db , k̂ FaA k̂ FbA k̂ ,
S2

 
where the antenna pattern functions FaA k̂ are given by
 

 
êia ⊗ êja · εA
ij k̂


FaA k̂ =
2 1 + v k̂ · êa

(18)



Ua f Da , k̂ = 1 − e2πif Da (1+vk̂·êa ) .

(19)

and

The autocorrelation can be obtained by the correlation of a pulsar with itself, or rather by setting a = b in the overlap
reduction function.
We begin with the tensor modes. This requires the antenna pattern functions for the tensor + and × modes which
are given by


cos(2φ) sin2 θ
Fa+ k̂ = (θ, φ) =
2 (1 + v cos θ)

(20)



sin(2φ) sin2 θ
Fa× k̂ = (θ, φ) =
.
2 (1 + v cos θ)

(21)

and

The tensor autocorrelation is then given by the integral

Z π 
2π sin5 θ sin2 (πf D(1 + v cos θ))
ΓT
=
dθ
.
aa
(1 + v cos θ)2
0

(22)

On the other hand, the antenna pattern functions for the scalar transverse and longitudinal modes are


FaST k̂ = (θ, φ) =

sin2 θ
2 (1 + v cos θ)

(23)

cos2 θ
,
2 (1 + v cos θ)

(24)

and


FaSL k̂ = (θ, φ) = √

respectively. The scalar autocorrelation function reduces to the integrals

Z π 
2π sin5 θ sin2 (πf D(1 + v cos θ))
ΓST
=
dθ
aa
(1 + v cos θ)2
0

(25)

and
ΓSL
aa =

Z

π


dθ

0

4π sin θ cos4 θ sin2 (πf D(1 + v cos θ))
(1 + v cos θ)2


.

(26)

T
It is interesting that ΓST
aa coincides with the transverse tensor Γaa .

D.

Scalar power spectra phenomenology

We present the power spectra and resulting overlap reduction function individually for each of the scalar polarizations. Figure 1 shows this for the scalar transverse polarization with v = 99/100 (near luminal), v = 1/2 (half the

4

101
10 1

0.4
0.2

10
10
10

3

7

0.2

10

9

0.4

ab

Cl

0.6

fD = 102
fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

5

0

20

40

l

60

80

0.0

25

100

0.4

fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

0.2
0.0
fD = 102
fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

0.2
0.4
20

40

l

60

80

25

100

50

75 100 125 150 175
[degrees]

(d) scalar transverse, v = 1/2

0.6
fD = 102
fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

0.4
0.2
ab

Cl

75 100 125 150 175
[degrees]

0.6
fD = 102

(c) scalar transverse, v = 1/2

1012
106
100
10 6
10 12
10 18
10 24
10 300

50

(b) scalar transverse, v = 99/100

ab

Cl

(a) scalar transverse, v = 99/100

106
103
100
10 3
10 6
10 9
10 12
10 150

fD = 102
fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

0.0
fD = 102
fD = 5 × 102
fD =
HD

0.2
0.4
20

40

l

60

(e) scalar transverse, v = 1/100

80

100

25

50

75 100 125 150 175
[degrees]

(f) scalar transverse, v = 1/100

FIG. 1. The isotropic power spectra multipoles Cl and the overlap reduction function Γab (ζ) of the scalar transverse polarization
with group velocities v = 99/100, v = 1/2, and v = 1/100. The overlap reduction functions were constructed with only the
first thirty multipoles and are normalized with respect to the Hellings-Downs (HD) correlation.

speed of light), and v = 10−2 (near static) at various pulsar distances. We include the Hellings-Downs signal in the
plots for reference.
First off, this reveals an important physical difference between the finite and infinite pulsar distance cases. As
reflected in each power spectrum, the multipolar power in the infinite distance limit drops continuously at small
angular scales, or rather for increasing multipole index l. This physically corresponds to missing about half the
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overall power that should be for pulsar pairs nearly at the same location in the sky. On the other hand, this missing
small scale power in the infinite distance limit is in fact captured by the finite distance power spectrum. The infinite
distance limit implies that the correlations vanish for pulsars that are infinitesimally separated in the sky. However,
in a real setting, pulsars are separated at a finite line-of-sight distance from the observer (‘Us’). The results tell that
correlations at small angular separations are strengthened for nearby pulsars.
Figure 1(a) shows that at some l ∼ 20 − 50 with nearly luminal scalar (v ∼ 1), the power spectra ceases to drop and
instead sustains a slow increase. A similar partial decay was recognized in the transverse-traceless tensor polarization
for finite pulsar distances. The corresponding overlap reduction function for the near luminal scalar is shown in Figure
1(b) where only the first thirty multipoles were considered, or rather that correlations for pulsar pairs separated by
more than six degrees can be trusted. This shows the scalar transverse signal resembling what looks more like a
dipole, which can be explained by its power spectrum which is dominated by the monopole (l = 0) and dipole (l = 1).
The overlap reduction function for the finite distance cases are also noticeably indistinguishable since their first few
power spectra multipoles, corresponding to large angles, are the same.
Figures 1(c-d) show the multipoles and the overlap reduction functions when the scalar modes propagate at half
the speed of light. In this case, we find that the power spectra low multipoles (l . 10) feature a sharper drop in the
power. This is reflected in the overlap reduction function which tended to flatter values as compared with the luminal
scalar case, since now the power is dominated by the monopole, dipole, and the quadrupole. Notice, however, that
the overlap reduction function for the infinite distance limit looks like a dipole while that for the finite distance cases
have a more pronounced quadrupolar profile. The overlap reduction functions for the finite pulsar distance cases for
large angular separations relevant for pulsar timing array in Figure 1(d) are visually indistinguishable as displayed
by their multipoles (Figure 1(c)). Further, the power continues to drop sharply at higher multipoles in the infinite
distance limit, compared with the finite distance cases which contain a small scale power.
When the velocity is decreased further to near nonrelativistic speeds, the power spectrum profile of the infinite
distance limit drops even sharper, so that the monopole becomes practically the relevant component. Most interestingly, in this velocity limit, the finite distance cases feature a beyond quadrupolar peak (lpeak 6= 0, 1, 2) in the power
spectrum, which presents as an oscillation in the overlap reduction function (i.e., oscillation starts at ζ ∼ 180◦ /lpeak ).
Figures 1(e-f) show this with v = 10−2 . The large angle multipolar profile, with lpeak , now allows the finite distance
cases to be distinguishable through their overlap reduction functions. This also caters a drastic difference in this
observable between the infinite distance limit (i.e., a horizontal line) and the finite distance cases which retain physically interesting angular profiles. The finite distance cases not only capture small scale power missed in the infinite
distance limit, but also present oscillations which represent pulsars as astrophysical objects.
Figure 2 shows the power spectra multipoles and the overlap reduction functions sourced by the scalar longitudinal
polarization with the previous choices for the velocity, that is, near luminal, half the speed of light, and nonrelativistic.
We present this together with the Hellings-Downs correlation.
The scalar longitudinal mode is undefined with v = 1 and infinite pulsar distances. For this reason alone, the
practical advantage of keeping the pulsars at finite distances, for which it becomes possible to define the multipoles at
all velocities, can be realized. Pulsars are after all real astrophysical objects birthed within our observable Universe,
and so will always be at a finite distance from its constituents.
For the nearly luminal scalar (Figures 2(a-b)), we find the power spectrum to be dominated by the low multipoles
which drop logarithmically in l as l increases. This leads to the particular shape of the overlap reduction function
wherein most of the low multipoles contribute significantly to the angular correlation of pulsar pairs. In the infinite
distance limit, however, one finds that the dipolar power is suppressed, due to which its overlap reduction function
tends to be dominated by the quadrupole. The situation is strikingly different in the finite distance cases wherein
the monopole and the dipole remain to be the most dominant contributions, as reflected in the overlap reduction
function. We also find this monopolar and dipolar power difference between the infinite and finite pulsar distance
cases to be a recurring distinguishing feature. Then, up to some point, as with the scalar transverse polarization,
as one goes up the multipole ladder, the power drop is eventually disrupted, corresponding to the small scale power
that is accounted for by finite pulsar distances. This is otherwise missed by taking the infinite distance limit. In the
infinite pulsar distance case, due to the dipolar power drop compared to other neighboring low multipoles, the overlap
reduction function between the finite distance cases and the infinite distance limit becomes distinguishable. We find
that this feature is shared for other velocities.
At half the speed of light, v = 1/2, the scalar longitudinal multipoles feature a steeper drop as l increases (Figures
2(c-d)). In this case, the infinite distance limit power spectrum becomes mainly dominated by the monopole and the
dipole, and so the corresponding overlap reduction function at this speed shapes like the dipole. The finite pulsar
distance cases instead show a significant departure from the infinite distance limit, as now their shape resembles the
Hellings-Downs correlation. This can be understood by looking at the power spectrum, showing that at this speed
limit, the dipolar contribution is suppressed compared to the quadrupole. Noticeably, the overlap reduction functions
for the finite pulsar distance cases very much still coincide for the relevant angular separations. This changes for
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FIG. 2. The isotropic power spectra multipoles Cl and the overlap reduction function Γab (ζ) of the scalar longitudinal polarization with group velocities v = 99/100, v = 1/2, and v = 1/100. The overlap reduction functions were constructed with only
the first thirty multipoles and are normalized with respect to the Hellings-Downs (HD) correlation.

nonrelativistic speeds.
For the nonrelativistic scalar longitudinal polarization (v = 1/100), the power spectrum multipoles and overlap
reduction functions are shown in Figures 2(e-f). In this case, in the infinite distance limit, the power spectrum
is significantly dominated by the monopole, which is reflected in the overlap reduction function being practically
a horizontal line. On the other hand, for finite pulsar distances, we find most of the low multipoles continue to
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contribute to the power spectrum, and so produces an overlap reduction function that is visually distinguishable for
the finite distance cases. We find also that at this speed limit, the dominant low multipoles determining the large
angle correlations become more prominently dependent on the distance. This is reflected in both the power spectrum
and the overlap reduction function. In the power spectrum, it can be seen that there are multipoles of about the
same magnitude as the quadrupole, but this extends further in the multipolar index given a higher distance, thereby
making the finite distance overlap reduction functions distinguishable. The same distinguishability feature occurs
for the scalar transverse polarization. This opens up the possibility of distinguishing between finite distance overlap
reduction functions at nonrelativistic speeds.

