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In this work we derive two computationally efficient frequentist detection statistics that can be
used in searches for gravitational-wave bursts with memory in pulsar timing data. By maximizing
the likelihood ratio in two different ways we construct a coherent statistic and an incoherent statistic,
which are analogs of the Fe and Fp statistics commonly used for continuous-wave searches in pulsar
timing data. We show that both statistics are χ2-distributed with varying degrees of freedom and
non-centrality parameters given by the signal-to-noise (SNR) ratio of the signal present in our
data. The statistics can also be used to compute the maximum likelihood estimators of amplitude
parameters of a possible gravitational-wave memory signal in pulsar timing data. We find that in the
low-signal regime (SNR ≲ 5), the estimators are inaccurate. However, in intermediate- to high-signal
regimes, we show that these estimators can accurately determine the correct signal parameters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) have been very success-
ful at probing the low-frequency part of the gravitational
wave (GW) spectrum. There are many ongoing efforts to
search for a diverse set of GW signals including continu-
ous GWs from super massive black hole binary (SMBHB)
systems [1, 6, 23, 45], a stochastic background of GWs
from ensembles of SMBHBs [2, 5, 22, 34, 43], nonlinear
GW memory [3, 41], non-Einsteinian GW polarization
modes [10], and short-duration GW bursts from various
sources [13, 18]. Pulsar timing experiments use the fact
that millisecond pulsars (MSPs) are extremely stable ro-
tators [29]. The regularity of the radio pulses emitted
by these pulsars make it possible to use changes in the
pulse times of arrival (TOAs) to detect or set limits on
various GW phenomena and perform tests of Einsteinian
relativity [19, 25, 35]

One such test is the search for GW bursts with mem-
ory (BWMs). As a SMBHB system completes the fi-
nal phase of a merger, the burst of gravitational waves
radiated through the event act as a source of so-called
“nonlinear” GW memory [12, 14, 38, 42, 44]. This phe-
nomenon is called “nonlinear” because it originates from
the nonlinearity of Einstein’s field equations. When this
memory wave front crosses the line of sight between the
Earth and an MSP, it has the effect of changing the ob-
served rotational frequency of this MSP. Currently, there
are efforts by PTAs and ground-based GW observato-
ries to detect nonlinear memory [3, 28]. The work in
Refs. [15, 26, 30, 39] also shows the detection prospects

for nonlinear memory in space-based, and PTA GW ex-
periments.

Several methods have been developed for searches for
nonlinear GW memory across all GW-frequency regimes.
PTA experiments largely use Markov Chain Monte Carlo
sampling methods to compute posterior probabilities of
memory model parameters. Because these methods are
computationally intensive, we previously [36] proposed
an efficient method using pre-computed likelihood tables
to numerically compute posteriors on nonlinear memory
model parameters.

In this work, we present two frequentist statistics which
can be used in searches for nonlinear GW memory by
PTAs. These statistics are optimal in the sense that
they are derived by maximizing the ratio of the likeli-
hoods of a nonlinear GW signal event to the null signal
model, following the optimal frequentist strategies laid
out for the stochastic GW background [4], and for con-
tinuous GWs [20]. These statistics can also be used to
compute estimators for the parameters that determine
the amplitude of the signal. This work builds on [20],
in which analogous statistics are derived for searches for
continuous GWs. In turn, the results in [20] built on
previous work [11, 16, 27] on frequentist statistics ana-
lytically maximized over waveform parameters for con-
tinuous GWs in LIGO, LISA, and PTA data. Finally,
[7, 41] derived the maximum likelihood estimator for the
strain amplitude of a GW memory event in PTA data.
In this work we re-parameterize the signal differently al-
lowing us to compute maximum likelihood estimators for
the polarization, the amplitude, and, for the incoherent
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statistic, the sky location of the memory event.
In previous work for continuous GWs [16, 20, 27], the

statistic derived by maximizing the likelihood ratio was
referred to as the F -statistic. Ref. [20] further split
this into a coherent statistic which they call the Earth-
term F -statistic (Fe), and an incoherent statistic called
the pulsar-term F -statistic (Fp) depending on how the
likelihood ratio was maximized. In this work, for GW
memory events, we will refer to the two different statis-
tics that result from the two maximizations as the co-
herent F -statistic (FC), and the incoherent F -statistic
(FI). Despite progress in [36] to increase the efficiency
of full Bayesian searches for nonlinear GW memory, such
searches remain very computationally expensive. These
new F -statistics are useful additions to the standard
set of tools used in pulsar timing data analysis. They
are very fast to compute and can be used to indepen-
dently cross-validate a full Bayesian search without sig-
nificant additional computational costs. We expect a
noise-marginalized approach analogous to that used for
GW stochastic background searches Vigeland et al. [40]
to be necessary for robust GW memory searches using
our frequentist techniques. We will develop these tech-
niques in future work.

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we begin by reviewing the signal model
for nonlinear GW memory in pulsar-timing data. We

then apply a similar framework to that presented in Ellis
et al. [20] for CWs to nonlinear GW memory and de-
velop both coherent and incoherent frequentist statistics
by maximizing the likelihood ratio in two different ways.

A. Signal Model

As a GW memory front passes through the Earth or
a pulsar, the apparent rotational frequency of the pul-
sar changes by a fractional amount proportional to the
strain-amplitude of the memory. This sudden mismatch
between the pulsar’s modeled rotational frequency and
apparent rotational frequency induces a linear drift in
the residuals of the pulsar’s TOAs. This occurs because
the change in rotational frequency is a constant, and we
accrue a constant timing residual with every subsequent
rotation of the pulsar. In this paper we consider the ef-
fect of a GW memory front passing over only the Earth,
the so-called Earth-term. The rationale for this assump-
tion is explained in detail below. The residuals induced
by the Earth-term GW memory signal in the a-th pulsar
of a PTA may be written as

ra(t; t0, Ω̂, h0, ψ) = h0Θ(t− t0)(t− t0)(F
a
+(Ω̂) cos (2ψ) + F a

×(Ω̂) sin (2ψ)), (1)

where h0 is the intrinsic strain of the memory signal, t0 is
the time at which the memory wavefront passes over the
Earth, Ω̂ is the location of the source of the GW mem-
ory, and ψ is the polarization angle, the angle between
the principal polarization vector and pulsar line of sight
projected onto the plane perpendicular to the propaga-
tion direction of the wave. The antenna pattern functions
F+(Ω̂) and F×(Ω̂) for plus- and cross-polarized GWs are
given by

Fa,+(Ω̂) =
1

2

(m̂ · p̂a)
2 − (n̂ · p̂a)

2

1 + Ω̂ · p̂a

, (2)

Fa,×(Ω̂) =
1

2

(m̂ · p̂a)(n̂ · p̂a)

1 + Ω̂ · p̂a

, (3)

where p̂a is the unit vector that points to the a-th pul-
sar. m̂ and n̂ are two orthogonal vectors that define the
plane perpendicular to the propagation direction of the

memory wavefront and are given by

m̂ = sinϕx̂− cosϕŷ (4)

n̂ = −(cos θ cosϕ)x̂− (cos θ sinϕ)ŷ + (sin θ)ẑ, (5)

where θ and ϕ are the polar and azimuthal angles of the
source.
It is worth pointing out that the choice of only includ-

ing the Earth-term GW memory signal is well motivated.
The distances from the Earth to pulsars in a PTA, and
their distances from one another, are on the order of hun-
dreds to thousands of light-years. Therefore, the time it
takes a GW memory front to pass over both one pulsar
and the Earth, or over two different pulsars in a PTA, is
hundreds to thousands of years. This timescale is much
longer than typical pulsar timing experiment durations
which are on the order of a decade. This means we do not
expect to observe the same GW memory event passing
the Earth and a pulsar, or two different pulsars in a PTA,
during the course of typical pulsar timing experiments.
It is difficult to make a compelling case for de-
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tection using single-pulsar GW memory measurements
[15, 39]. This is because we observe sudden changes,
called “glitches” [24], in the rotational frequencies of
some pulsars which produce a signal in the timing residu-
als identical to a GW memory burst. These glitches have
also been observed in MSPs, albeit very rarely [31].

Therefore only when a GW memory front passes over
the Earth, affecting the residuals of all pulsars in the PTA
in a correlated way, are we in a position to make a com-
pelling case for detection. Individual pulsar GW memory
searches, however, can still be used to place upper limits.

B. Likelihood

The total signal and noise model for a pulsar’s residuals
δt may be written as

δt = δtbwm + n, (6)

where δtbwm are the residuals induced by the memory
signal, and n is a timeseries containing red and white
Gaussian noise. It is important to include red noise in
n for our analyses since recent PTA data sets have been
found to contain a strong GW background red noise pro-
cess in addition to pulsar-intrinsic red and white noises
[2, 9]. The red noise paramaterized using the amplitude
and spectral index ARN and γ via [33]

PRN(f) = A2
RN

(
f

f1yr

)−γ

, (7)

where ARN is the dimensionless noise amplitude at a
reference frequency of f1yr = 1yr−1 and γ is the spec-
tral index. For a sense of the expected magnitude of
these parameters, current results from Agazie et al. [2]
give estimates for the amplitude and spectral index of
ARN = 6.4+4.2

−2.7 × 10−15 and γ = 3.2+0.6
−0.6 for the gravita-

tional wave background. Ref. [8] contains a detailed ex-
planation of the parameterization of red and white noises
in PTA data analysis.
The residuals are obtained from the TOAs by subtract-

ing out a timing model. To account for the effects of this
subtraction we use the R-matrix formalism described in
refs. [17, 21], including only the quadratic terms which
originate from fitting for the rotational phase, frequency,
and frequency-derivative. The R matrix that fits out the
least-squares-minimized quadratic is

R = I −M(MTΣ−1M)−1MTΣ−1, (8)

where I is the identity matrix and M is the following
design matrix

M =


1 t1 t21
1 t2 t22
...

...
...

1 tNtoas t2Ntoas

 . (9)

The columns ofM use all TOAs for the pulsar. Finally,
Σ is the pre-fit noise variance matrix

Σ = ⟨nnT ⟩. (10)

The post-fit residuals δ̃t and post-fit noise covariance
matrix Σ̃ then become

δ̃t = Rδt = R(δtbwm + n) ≡ δ̃tbwm + ñ, (11)

with

Σ̃ = RΣRT . (12)

We can then write the likelihood for the signal as the
probability that the residuals with the signal subtracted
out follow the expected Gaussian noise distribution

p(δ̃t|δ̃tbwm) =
exp

[
− 1

2 (δ̃t− δ̃tbwm)
TΣ̃−1(δ̃t− δ̃tbwm)

]
√

det (2πΣ̃)
. (13)

C. General F-statistic

The derivation presented in Ellis et al. [20] can also be
applied to the case of nonlinear gravitational-wave mem-
ory. For completeness, we reproduce the steps involved in
this derivation. We begin by defining the inner product

between two vectors

(x|y) ≡ xTΣ̃−1y. (14)

This allows us to rewrite the log-likelihood (Eq. 13) as

log p(δ̃t|δ̃tbwm) = −1

2
(δ̃t− δ̃tbwm|δ̃t− δ̃tbwm)−

1

2
log det (2πΣ̃), (15)
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where we have suppressed the explicit dependence on the
red noise parameters. For simplicity, in this work we
will keep the red noise parameters fixed, and thus the
resulting covariance matrix (Eq. 12) will be constant.
Although the previous expressions for the likelihood (Eq
13) are only for a single pulsar, we can easily generalize
this to the full PTA case by writing

δ̃t =


δ̃t1
δ̃t2
...

δ̃tNpsr

 , (16)

and

δ̃tbwm =


δ̃tbwm,1

δ̃tbwm,2

. . .

δ̃tbwm,Npsr

 . (17)

In other words, the full residual time series is a vector
containing each of the pulsar’s timing residual time series.
The full R matrix can be written in a block diagonal form

R =


R1 0 · · · 0
0 R2 · · · 0
...

...
. . . 0

0 0 · · · RNpsr

 . (18)

Finally, for this work, we ignore the small off-diagonal
Hellings and Downs spatial correlations that result from
the gravitational-wave background and assume the full
PTA noise covariance is block-diagonal (see § IV for fur-
ther discussion on this assumption)

Σ̃ =


Σ̃1 0 · · · 0

0 Σ̃2 · · · 0
...

...
. . . 0

0 0 · · · Σ̃Npsr

 . (19)

We then write the log-likelihood ratio as

log Λ = log
p(δ̃t|δ̃tbwm)

p(δ̃t|0)
= (δ̃t|δ̃tbwm)−

1

2
(δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm),

(20)

where p(δ̃t) is the likelihood that these residuals arise
from only noise.

We can write the pre-fit signal template δtbwm as a
sum of amplitudes ai multiplied with template vectors
Ai

δtbwm =
∑
i

aiA
i, (21)

Just like for the continuous-wave case [20], there is more
than one way to decompose the signal into the product
of an amplitude and template vector. In general, the

template vectors Ai carry the “ramp”-shaped template,
and therefore the time dependence. In this work, Eqs. 26
and 42 show two different possible choices for template
vectors. For now, we will not specify the decomposition
used in Eq. 21 but will assume it gives us the full BWM-
induced residual time series defined by Eq. 1 for each
pulsar in the full PTA. This will allow us derive general
results now that we can apply to the coherent (see § IID
) and incoherent (see § II E) decompositions later.
Using Eq. 21 for the BWM-induced residuals, we can

write the log-likelihood ratio (Eq 20) as

log Λ = ai(δ̃t|Ãi)− 1

2
aiaj(Ã

i|Ãj), (22)

where Ãi = RAi are the post-fit time-dependent signal
templates. We can then define the matrix elements Ni =
(δ̃t|Ãi) and Mij = (Ãi|Ãj) and maximize this ratio over
the amplitude parameters

∂ log Λ

∂ak
= 0 = Nk −Mikai. (23)

This gives the maximum likelihood estimator for the am-
plitude parameters

âi = MikN
k, (24)

with Mik = (M−1)ik , and the maximized log-likelihood
ratio

log Λ =
1

2
NiMijN

j ≡ F (25)

The statistic 2F then follows a χ2 distribution. As
we will show below, depending on our choice of decom-
position of the signal, this statistic may be coherent or
incoherent. In subsequent sections, we show the choices
that give the coherent and incoherent F -statisics, FC

and FI , respectively. We note that the dimensions of the
M and N matrices are determined solely by the num-
ber of template vectors. We also show that the coherent
statistic FC can be computed using two template vec-
tors, with M a 2 × 2 matrix, and N a vector of length
2, whereas the incoherent statistic FI only requires one
template vector and both M and N are scalars.

D. Coherent F-statistic

For the coherent statistic, we include the sky-location
dependence that comes from the antenna-pattern func-
tions F a

+ and F a
× in Eq. 1 as part of the time-dependent

template Ai when we decompose the signal using Eq.
21. We write this sky-location dependent time-domain
template as

Cα,m(Ω̂, t; t0) = Fα,m(Ω̂)Θ(t− t0)(t− t0), (26)
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wherem = +,× specifies the polarization, and α specifies
the pulsar. The corresponding amplitudes are

c+(h0, ψ) = h0 cos(2ψ), (27)

c×(h0, ψ) = h0 sin(2ψ). (28)

This allows us to rewrite the pre-fit signal template of
Eq. 21 as follows

δtbwm(h0, ψ, Ω̂, t; t0) =
∑

m=+,×
cm(h0, ψ)C

m(Ω̂, t; t0),

(29)

where

Cm(Ω̂, t; t0) =


C1,m(Ω̂, t; t0)

C2,m(Ω̂, t; t0)
. . .

CNpsr,m(Ω̂, t; t0)

 . (30)

and C̃+,× = RC+,× are the post-fit time-dependent sig-
nal templates. Following the above derivation, the log-
likelihood ratio is maximized for the amplitude parame-
ters

∂ log Λ

∂ck
= 0 = (δ̃t|C̃i)− ci(C̃

i|C̃k) (31)

= Nk − ciM
ik, (32)

where the M and N matrices are defined by[
Mij

]
=

[
(C̃+|C̃+) (C̃+|C̃×)

(C̃×|C̃+) (C̃×|C̃×)

]
(33)

[
Ni

]
=

[
(δ̃t|C̃+)

(δ̃t|C̃×)

]
. (34)

Then, the maximum log-likelihood ratio is

2FC = NiMijN
j , (35)

where Mij is the inverse of Mij . The full expression of
2FC includes the sum of two correlated random Gaussian
variables with unit variance. It is possible to perform a
linear transformation to uncorrelate them (§3 of Ref. [27]
shows this in detail). As such, because 2FC is computed
as the sum of two random Gaussian variables, it follows a
χ2 distribution with two degrees of freedom. In the pres-
ence of a signal, it becomes a non-central χ2-disribution
with a non-centrality parameter ρ̄2 = (δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm)
[20, 27]. Note that this non-centrality parameter is also
exactly the optimal signal-to-noise ratio (SNR),

⟨2FC⟩ = 2 + ρ̄2 = 2 + (δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm). (36)

In addition, for the coherent statistic, we can use the
maximum likelihood amplitude estimators to easily find
the maximum likelihood amplitude parameters for h0 and
ψ yielding

ψ̂ =
1

2
tan−1

(
ĉ×
ĉ+

)
, (37)

and

ĥ0 =
√
(ĉ+)2 + (ĉ×)2. (38)

We note that this calculation can only be done with two
or more pulsars. In the case that the PTA consists of only
a single pulsar, the matrix Mij is non-invertible. This
is expected, since a single pulsar cannot simultaneously
constrain the GW strain h0 and polarization ψ.

E. Incoherent F-statistic

The other possibility is to decompose the signal using
the time-domain signal template D

D =


D1(t; t0)
D2(t; t0)

...
DNpsr(t; t0)

 , (39)

where each element of the column vector is the time-
dependent template for a single pulsar

Dα(t, t0) = Θ(t− t0)(t− t0), (40)

where again Θ(t − t0) is the Heaviside function. The
corresponding amplitude for a pulsar indexed by α is

dα(h0, ψ, Ω̂) = h0(cos(2ψ)F
+
α (Ω̂)+sin(2ψ)F×

α (Ω̂)). (41)

The post-fit signal for the entire PTA can then be ex-
pressed as

δ̃tbwm(h0, ψ, Ω̂, t; t0) =


d1(h0, ψ, Ω̂)D̃

1(t; t0)

d2(h0, ψ, Ω̂)D̃
2(t; t0)

...

dNpsr
(h0, ψ, Ω̂)D̃

Npsr(t; t0)

 .
(42)

where again we use the post-fit time-dependent template
D̃ = RD. The log-likelihood ratio for a memory signal
to the null-signal model is

log Λ = (δ̃t|δ̃tbwm)−
1

2
(δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm) (43)

=

Npsr∑
α

[
(δ̃t

α|δ̃tαbwm)−
1

2
(δ̃t

α

bwm|δ̃t
α

bwm)

]
(44)

=

Npsr∑
α

[
dα(δ̃t

α|D̃α)− 1

2
d2α(D̃

α|D̃α)

]
. (45)

Maximizing over the β-th amplitude gives

∂ log Λ

∂dβ
= 0 = (δ̃t

β |D̃β)− dβ(D̃
β |D̃β) (46)

Solving yields the maximal likelihood estimator for the
β-th amplitude parameter

d̂β =
(δ̃t

β |D̃β)

(D̃β |D̃β)
= NβM

−1
β (47)
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with

Mβ = (D̃β |D̃β) (48)

Nβ = (δ̃t|D̃β), (49)

where Mβ and Nβ are both scalars since there is only
one amplitude and one template in this factorization of
the signal.

The maximal log-likelihood (which we define as FI) is
then Eq. 45 after substituting the maximum likelihood
estimates for the amplitudes

FI =

Npsr∑
α

[
d̂α(δ̃t

α|D̃α)− 1

2
d̂2α(D̃

α|D̃α)

]
(50)

=

Npsr∑
α

[
1

2

N2
α

Mα

]
. (51)

Finally,

2FI =

Npsr∑
α

N2
α

Mα
(52)

Because 2FI is a sum of Npsr independent Gaussian
random variables with unit variance, it follows a χ2 dis-
tribution with Npsr degrees of freedom. However, the

non-centrality parameter ρ̄2 = (δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm) remains
the same as the non-centrality of the 2FC statistic

⟨2FI⟩ = Npsr + ρ̄2 = Npsr + (δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm). (53)

As in the case for the FC statistic it is possible to solve
for the signal parameters using the maximum likelihood
estimators for the amplitude. Since there are four inde-

pendent parameters in the amplitudes d̂β (see Eq. 41),
it is possible to numerically solve for the maximum like-
lihood estimators by using a minimum of four pulsars.

III. METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

A. Simulated Data Sets

To test our statistics we perform two different sets of
simulations. First, we simulate PTAs with 40 pulsars
placed in random, uniformly distributed sky locations,
with time baselines of 10 years. Each pulsar timing resid-
ual dataset is composed of Gaussian white noise, power-
law red noise, and a BWM signal. The signal source is
placed at the average of the random right-ascensions and
declinations of all the pulsars in the PTA. The injected
Gaussian white noise has an amplitude of σWN = 100ns.
The red noise (following Eq. 7) has an amplitude of
A = 3.0 × 10−15 and a spectral index γ = 13

3 . Fi-
nally, the memory signal is constructed with a log-strain
log h0 = −13.5, burst epoch t0 = 2

5TPTA, and a polariza-
tion angle ψ = 0. These injection parameters are sum-
marized in Table I. While red noise from a stochastic

gravitational wave background has quadrupolar spatial
correlations, we exclude these in this work for simplic-
ity. The red noise injected in these data have the same
power spectrum in each pulsar and are spatially uncorre-
lated. This common uncorrelated red noise is often called
CURN. We then create 5000 realizations for each com-
bination of noises and signal, and compute both FI and
FC . The results are shown in Figure 1.
We also show the parameter estimation capabilities of

the FC statistic using Eqs. 37 and 38.
To do this, we simulate data sets with the same white

noise (σwn = 100ns) and red noise (ARN = 3.0 ×
10−15, γ = 13/3), and inject signals at three different
strengths Abwm = {5 × 10−15, 8.5 × 10−15, 1.5 × 10−14}
at a polarization angle of ψ = π/8 ∼ 0.39 rad.
Table II shows the injected signal parameters as well

as the results of these parameter estimations. We also
present 2-dimensional histograms of the recovered signal
parameters in Figures 2a-2c.

B. Results and Discussion

We compute both the FC and FI statistics for each
combination of injected noise and signals over 5000 re-
alizations of the noise processes. To compare the re-
sults with analytic expectations we calculate the non-
centrality parameters ρ̄2 as defined in Eqs. 36 and 53,
and we use them to show the consistency between the
best-fit χ2-distributions and the theoretically predicted
χ2-distributions in Figure 1.
In all cases where there is no signal present, the top

four plots in Fig. 1, the post-fit covariance matrix prop-
erly accounts for both red and white noise. In these
cases, the best-fit χ2-distribution is nearly identical to
the expected null-signal χ2-distribution. When a sig-
nal is present in our data, bottom four plots in Fig. 1,
the best-fit non-centrality parameter is in excellent agree-
ment with analytic predictions.
Notably, the addition of red noise into a data set with a

signal significantly decreases the non-centrality parame-
ter, which is just the optimal SNR. This is consistent with
our expectations, since our BWM signal (which is just a
ramp in the time domain) is partially covariant with pow-
erlaw red noise processes. We find that the non-centrality
parameter is reduced from approximately ∼ 5000 in the
case of signal and white noise to ∼ 150 in the case of
signal, white noise, and red noise. This reduction in the
non-centrality parameter means that — even using the
exact values of the injection parameters to compute the
F−statistics — our ability to the detect a BWM signal is
hampered significantly by the presence of red noise. This
corroborates the results from refs. [15, 30] regarding the
effects of red noise on the detectability of GW memory
in PTAs.
We can also see this degeneracy between red noise and

nonlinear GW memory in Figure 2a. In these parame-
ter estimation runs, we attempt to recover the injected
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FIG. 1. This figure shows the best-fit χ2-distributions to the FC and FI statistics in multiple scenarios containing different
combinations of gaussian white noise, a common spatially uncorrelated red noise (CURN), and a nonlinear memory signal.
We see that in these cases, the theoretically predicted distributions and the theoretical non-centrality parameter match almost
exactly with the distributions of the F -statistics from 5000 simulated realizations. Notably, the SNR decreases significantly
when comparing the statistics in the presence of red noise.
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FIG. 2. This figure shows the results of maximum-likelihood parameter recovery using Eqs. 37 and 38 in multiple signal regimes.
The summary of the injection and recoveries may be found in Table II. As expected, the maximum likelihood estimators for
the strain amplitude h0 and ψ do very poorly at small SNR (Figure 2a, SNR = 1.74). However, with a moderately large signal
(Figure 2b, SNR = 5.03), the strain amplitude estimator becomes more accurate, while the polarization is not well measured
in some realizations. Only when the signal is very loud relative to the noise (Figure 2c, SNR = 15.67) does the maximum
likelihood estimator for the ψ become accurate. The weak sensitivity to polarization angle is largely due to the total size (40
pulsars) and distribution (uniform) of the pulsars in this PTA. A PTA with more pulsars distributed more densely near the
sky location of the signal source would better constrain the polarization of the signal.
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Parameter Name Variable Injected Value

Gaussian White Noise Amplitude σWN 100 ns

Red Noise Amplitude ARN 3× 10−15

Red Noise Spectral Index γ 13/3

Memory Strain Amplitude h0 3.16× 10−14

Memory Epoch t0 4 yr

Memory Polarization ψ 0 rad

TABLE I. This table summarizes the values of the injected noise and signal parameters used to create 5000 realizations of
simulated data sets. These realizations were used to compute the F -statistics shown in Figure 1.

Signal Regime SNR Injected Parameters Recovered Parameters

log10 h0 ψ log10 ĥ0 ψ̂

Weak 1.74 −14.30 0.39 −14.19+0.20
−0.28 0.29+0.31

−0.67

Intermediate 5.03 −14.07 0.39 −14.03+0.16
−0.21 0.38+0.20

−0.33

Strong 15.67 −13.82 0.39 −13.81+0.11
−0.13 0.39+0.12

−0.15

TABLE II. This table shows the signal-to-noise ratio, the injected signal parameters, and maximum-likelihood estimators for
the signal parameters recovered using FC in multiple signal regimes over 5000 realizations of simulations. These regimes
are determined based on the SNR of the signal compared to the injected noise, which was kept constant (σWN = 100 ns,
ARN = 3× 10−15, γ = 13/3). The maximum-likelihood estimators for the injected memory strain-amplitude is very imprecise
for low-SNR signals, but becomes much more accurate at higher SNR. This is because GW memory signal has a similar power
spectrum to a red noise with γ = 13/3. However, the background is loud compared to the GW memory signal expected from
a modest SMBHB merger. The sensitivity of the PTA to memory thus has a lower limit determined by the amplitude of the
red noise.

signal parameters using the maximum-likelihood estima-
tors in Eqs. 37 and 38. The injected and recovered
strain-amplitudes and polarizations are summarized in
Table II. The 2-dimensional histograms of the estimated
maximum-likelihood parameters are also shown in Figure
2a through Figure 2c.

As seen in the figures, as the injected signal ampli-
tude becomes weaker, parameter recovery becomes less
accurate. In the weak-signal case (Figure 2a), the ampli-
tude of the memory is small compared to the red noise
amplitude. We see that the median recovered maximum

likelihood amplitude (log10 ĥ0 = −14.19) is larger than
the injected value (log10 h0,inj = −15), and the polar-
ization angle is not well recovered in many realizations.
This is because the memory signal is completely hidden
by the red noise. Aas a result, the coherent statistic,
which makes use of the correlations between pulsars in
the antenna response to the signal, cannot correctly re-
cover the injected signal parameters. Thus, red noise sets
a high noise “floor” for GW memory detection.

In the intermediate case (Figure 2b), we again see that
the maximum likelihood estimator for the amplitude of

the memory signal (log10 ĥ0 = −14.03) estimates the in-
jected strain-amplitude accurately (log10 h0 = −14.07)
for many realizations. The estimator for the polarization
is improved, but still inaccurate in some realizations.

In the case of very strong signals (Figure 2c), we see
that the median maximum-likelihood estimators over all
realizations are more accurate. To obtain an order-of-
magnitude estimate of the size of the merging objects

and provide a sense of scale, we can use Eq. 1 in [30]

h0 =
1−

√
8/3

24

Gµ

c2r
sin2 ι(17 + cos2 ι), (54)

where G is the gravitational constant, µ is the reduced
mass of the SMBHB merger system, c is the speed of
light, r is the comoving distance to the SMBHB, and
ι is the inclination angle of the binary. At a fiducial
comoving distance of r = 1 Gpc, the strain amplitudes
in the intermediate- and strong- regimes, hintermediate =
8.5× 10−15, and hstrong = 1.5× 10−14, correspond to the
merger of two equal-mass SMBHs of 2.7 × 109 M⊙ and
4.8× 109 M⊙, respectively.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have presented the derivation of two statistics anal-
ogous to the continuous GW F -statistic for use in the
detection of nonlinear GW memory in PTA data. These
statistics are computed by analytically maximizing the
likelihood over the amplitude parameters of the nonlin-
ear GW memory signal model. This may be done in two
different ways: coherently, in which case we fix a source
sky location and use the resulting antenna response of
the PTA in the construction of the time-domain tem-
plates; or incoherently, in which case we do not use the
antenna response of the PTA as part of the template and
maximize over sky-locations along with the strain and
polarization of the GW. The coherent statistic FC is the
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analog of the continuous wave Fe, and the incoherent
statistic FI is the analog of Fp [20].
We have shown that in simple data sets including

both Gaussian white and red noise, both statistics fol-
low the expected non-central χ2-distributions with the
non-centrality parameters given by the optimal SNR
ρ̄2 = (δ̃tbwm|δ̃tbwm). We have also demonstrated the
parameter-estimation capabilities of the coherent statis-
tic. As expected, at low SNR (SNR ≲ 5), the maximum
likelihood estimators for both the strain amplitude and
polarization of the nonlinear memory signal are inaccu-
rate. In the intermediate SNR regime, only the ampli-
tude estimator becomes reliably accurate. The polariza-
tion estimator only becomes accurate at very high SNR.
This can be mitigated by increasing the number of pul-
sars in the PTA, since increased sky coverage allows the
PTA to rule out more source orientations.

We are currently working to incorporate the the FC

and FI statistics into the standard pulsar timing analy-
sis software extension enterprise extensions package
[32][37]. This will allow the statistics to be used in future
searches for nonlinear GW memory in PTA data sets.
Compared with a full Bayesian search, the FC and FI

statistics are efficient because we maximize, rather than
marginalize, over signal parameters. However, we antic-
ipate that as with other frequentist methods it will be
necessary to develop noise-marginalized versions of these
statistics to properly account for the broad posterior dis-

tributions of the pulsars’ intrinsic noise parameters and
avoid potential biases (such as those found in the optimal
statistic for the GWB [40]). Despite the need for noise
marginalization we still expect this procedure to be sig-
nificantly more efficient than a full Bayesian search, simi-
lar to the case of the noise-marginalized optimal statistic
for the stochastic GW background [40].

In future studies we will also use these statistics on
more realistic datasets to better understand the impacts
of different intrinsic red and white noises for each pulsar,
different time baselines for different pulsars, searching
over source sky locations, and correlations of the common
red noise process that will more accurately model the
stochastic gravitational-wave background.
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