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Pulsar timing array (PTA) experiments have recently provided strong evidence for the signal of the
stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) in the nHz-frequency band. These experiments
have shown a statistical preference for the Hellings-Downs (HD) correlation between pulsars, which
is widely regarded as a definitive signature of the SGWB. Using the NANOGrav 15-year dataset,
we perform a comparative Bayesian analysis of four different models that go beyond the standard
cosmological framework and influence the overlap reduction function. Specifically, we analyze ultra-
light vector dark matter (DM), spin-2 ultralight DM, massive gravity, and a folded non-Gaussian
component to the SGWB. We find that the spin-2 ultralight DM and the massive gravity model are
statistically equivalent to the HD prediction, and there is weak evidence in favor of the non-Gaussian
component and the ultralight vector DM model. We also perform a non-parametric test using the
Genetic Algorithms, which suggests a weak deviation from the HD curve. However, improved data
quality is required before drawing definitive conclusions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Along with black holes and the expansion of the Uni-
verse, the presence of gravitational radiation is one of
the central predictions of Einstein’s general theory of rel-
ativity (GR) [1]. The discovery of the binary pulsar PSR
B1913+16 [2] and the later observation of its orbital de-
cay, along with similar findings from other binary pul-
sars, have provided compelling evidence for the existence
of gravitational waves (GWs) [3]. These discoveries have
sparked a global effort to detect GWs directly, primarily
through the use of kilometer-scale laser interferometers
like the LIGO, Virgo, and KAGRA detectors [4–6].

Another exciting avenue for exploring the existence of
GWs is pulsar timing arrays (PTAs). PTA observations
provide a powerful method for investigating the stochas-
tic gravitational wave background (SGWB) [7–10], which
is a type of GW signal characterized by random fluctu-
ations originating from all directions. As a GW propa-
gates through spacetime, it induces perturbations in the
arrival times of pulses from pulsars. These perturba-
tions exhibit distinct spatial correlation patterns, known
as Hellings-Downs (HD) correlations, which arise from
the quadrupolar nature of GWs [9, 11].

Recently, PTA collaborations such as the North Amer-
ican Nanohertz Observatory for Gravitational Waves
(NANOGrav) [12, 13], the European Pulsar Timing Ar-
ray (EPTA) [14, 15], the Parkes Pulsar Timing Array
(PPTA) [16, 17], and the Chinese Pulsar Timing Ar-
ray [18] have reported strong evidence for a correlated
low-frequency stochastic process in pulsar timing resid-
uals. By analyzing correlations in the precise timing of
signals from tens of millisecond pulsars, they have found
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indications of the HD correlations. Furthermore, the am-
plitude and spectral index of the SGWB power spectrum
have been measured. These findings suggest that the
observed SGWB may originate from the binaries of su-
permassive black holes or from cosmological GWs [19–
22]. As the signal-to-noise ratio of these observations
improves over time, they are becoming an increasingly
compelling tool for exploration.
The PTA observation involve two key components: the

power spectrum and the overlap reduction function. The
power spectrum, which characterizes how the energy den-
sity of the SGWB varies with frequency, is often used to
explore the origin of the SGWB. In parallel, the over-
lap reduction function is an independent observational
measurement that can be used to probe new physics. It
characterizes the spatial dependence of the correlation as
a function of the angular separation between pulsar pairs.
In the context of GR, for an isotropic, unpolarized, and
Gaussian background, the overlap reduction function is
known as the HD curve, which is expressed as [9, 11]
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where ξ is the separation angle between the pulsar pair.
It has been shown that this can be derived also by very
general symmetry arguments [23].
The HD curve can be modified by relaxing the assump-

tions or by considering new sources that induce correla-
tion patterns in the timing residuals. Driven by the ex-
citing discoveries from PTA experiments, there has been
active discussion about potential modifications to the HD
curve for various mechanisms. Although the data is cur-
rently too noisy to fully reconstruct the HD curve, it is
still valuable to search for potential deviations from the
GR prediction. In this paper, we perform a comparative
Bayesian analysis of four different models predicting dis-
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tinct overlap reduction functions, using the NANOGrav
15-year data set. These models include: ultralight vec-
tor dark matter (DM) [24], spin-2 ultralight DM [25],
massive gravity [26], and a folded non-Gaussian compo-
nent to the SGWB [27]. Additionally, we present a non-
parametric approach to reconstruct the overlap reduction
function from the data using Genetic Algorithms (GA).
Both approaches suggest a potential deviation from the
HD curve.

The outline of our paper is as follows: In Sec.II, we
describe the four models that modify the HD curve. In
Sec.III, we perform Bayesian comparison using the data
from the NANOGrav 15-year data set. We also provide
GA fitting of the overlap reduction function. Finally, we
conclude in Sec. IV.

II. THE MODELS

A. Ultralight vector dark matter

Ultralight DM is a model in which DM is represented
by the coherent oscillation of an ultralight bosonic field,
with its frequency determined by the mass of the field.
These oscillations result in fluctuations of the gravita-
tional potential, which in turn affect the timing residuals
of pulses emitted by pulsars [28].

In Ref. [24], the authors show that ultralight vector
DM can cause a deformation of the HD curve correlation
at the frequency f = µ/π when the DM mass falls within
the range 10−24eV ≲ µ ≲ 10−23eV. For this mass range,
the oscillation frequency of the vector field falls within
the nanohertz band, allowing PTA observations to probe
a distinct signature of ultralight DM with spin-1 matter.
It has been shown that vector DM generates a combi-
nation of monopole and quadrupole angular correlation
patterns and leads to the deformation in the HD corre-
lation. The effect is more pronounced for smaller DM
masses, but PTA observations are sensitive only down
to 10−24eV due to the limited frequency range they can
probe. For higher DM masses, the quadrupole contribu-
tion dominates, and the original HD curve is preserved.

The overlap reduction function Γeff within the fre-
quency band which includes 2πf = 2µ can be written
as

Γeff(ξ, µ) =
ΦGW(µ/π)

ΦGW(µ/π) + ΦDM

[
ΓHD(ξ) +

ΦDM

ΦGW(µ/π)
ΓDM(ξ)

]
,

(2)

where the normalization is selected such that Γeff(ξ =
0) = 1/2 and ΓHD(ξ) is the HD pattern due to a SGWB.
The terms ΦGW(µ/π) and ΦDM are specifically defined
in Eqs. (37) and (38) of Ref. [24]. For the sake of self-
consistency in this paper, we provide the detailed ex-
pressions for {ΦGW(µ/π),ΦDM} in Appendix B 1. In our
Bayes comparison analysis, the DM mass µ is treated as
a free parameter. For this model, we can recover the
original HD curve when µ→ ∞.

B. Spin-2 ultralight dark matter

The spin-2 ultralight DM has attracted significant in-
terest in recent years [29–32]. The spin properties of
ultralight DM are crucial in determining its angular
correlation on pulsar timing residuals. For instance,
scalar ultralight DM affects pulsars uniformly in all direc-
tions [28], whereas vector ultralight DM exhibits highly
anisotropic behavior [33]. The theoretical foundation of
spin-2 ultralight DM arises from bimetric theory [34].
The overlap reduction function Γeff of spin-2 ultralight

DM at frequency fm = m/2π, where m is the mass of
the DM particle, can be written as

Γeff(ξ,m, α) =
ΦGW(m/2π)

ΦGW(m/2π) + ΦDM(α)
ΓHD(ξ)+

ΦDM(α)

ΦGW(m/2π) + ΦDM(α)
ΓDM(ξ),

(3)

where the normalization is selected such that Γeff(ξ =
0) = 1/2 and ΓHD(ξ) is the HD pattern due to a SGWB.
Here, α is the parameter that corresponds to the coupling
between the ultralight DM field and matter [35]. The
terms ΦGW(µ/π) and ΦDM(α) are specifically defined in
Eqs. (42) and (44) of Ref. [25]. Varying the parameters α
andm results in different distortions of the HD curve. We
provide the detail expressions of {ΦGW(m/2π),ΦDM(α)}
in Appendix B 2. In our Bayes comparison analysis, the
parameters m and α are treated as free parameters. For
this model, we can recover the original HD curve when
m→ 0 and α→ 0.

C. Massive Gravity

In a massive gravity model, additional polarization
modes (tensor, vector, and scalar) must be considered,
along with corrections arising from the mass of the gravi-
ton [26, 36]. In our analysis, we follow Ref. [26] where
the authors consider the specific case of the ghost-free
massive gravity. The full two-point correlation function
incorporates contributions from all polarization modes.
If distinguishing between these modes is not feasible, the
signal observed by a PTA would be interpreted as orig-
inating from the tensor mode. Under this assumption,
the effective overlap reduction function can be written as

Γeff(ξ, A,Ω) = ΓT (ξ, A)+Ω ·ΓV (ξ, A)+Ω ·ΓS(ξ, A), (4)

where Ω is the power spectrum which encodes its fre-
quency dependence, while the overlap reduction function
(ΓT ,ΓV ,ΓS) describe the angular dependence of the ten-
sor, vector, and scalar modes, respectively. For simplic-
ity, we will treat Ω as a frequency-independent quantity.1

1 It is important to note that different polarization modes exhibit
distinct frequency dependencies, meaning that Ω is, in principle,
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The parameter A is related to the magnitude of the longi-

tudinal mode, defined as A = |k|
k0

, and the dispersion re-

lation is k20 = |k|2+m2 where m is the mass of the gravi-
ton. We provide the detail expressions of (ΓT ,ΓV ,ΓS)
in Appendix B 3. In our Bayes comparison analysis, the
parameters A and Ω are treated as free variables. We
can recover the regular HD curve by setting Ω → 0 and
A→ 1.
Note that Eq. (4) is not the same as Eq.(32) in [26]

which is expressed as

Γeff = ΓT + ΓV
ΩV

ΩT

βT
βV

+ ΓS
ΩS

ΩT

βT
βS
. (5)

where βS = βV = βT = 3/(4π) are normalization factors.
In our approach, to limit the number of free parameters
to two, we assume the power spectra of the scalar and
vector modes to be identical, ΩS = ΩV . This choice
maximizes the contributions from both scalar and vector
modes, allowing them to be parameterized by a single
parameter, Ω.2

D. Non-Gaussian component to SGWB

Different approaches have been proposed to de-
tect non-Gaussianity of the SGWB using PTA experi-
ments [37–39]. Some methods target higher-order corre-
lations between pulsars, although these are challenging
to detect and computationally expensive. In Ref. [39], it
has been suggested that it might be possible to search
for non-Gaussianity by examining its non-linear effect on
the overlap reduction function.

In this paper, we adopt the methodology outlined in
Ref. [27], which focuses on a folded non-Gaussian com-
ponent in the SGWB. In the unpolarized case, the am-
plitude of the trispectrum is characterized by a single
parameter α. Their work provides the following overlap
reduction function

Γ (ζab) ∝∑
A=+,×

∫
S2

dn̂

{
ĒA

a Ē
A
b

(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)

+
4α

[
9
16
ĒA

a Ē
A
a Ē

A
b Ē

A
b + 5
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ĒA

a Ē
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A
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b + ĒA
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)]
(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)

}
,

(6)
where ĒA

a = eA
ij n̂

i
a n̂

j
a, and eA

ij is the basis for the two kinds
of polarization tensors. We provide the detailed expressions
of ĒA

a in Appendix B 4. In our Bayes comparison analysis, the
parameter α is treated as a free parameter, and we recover
the original HD curve when α = 0.

a function of frequency. However, within the sensitivity range
of current PTA observations, the effect of frequency dependence
would be minimal. Therefore, we approximate Ω as frequency-
independent, following the approach of Ref. [26].

2 This strategy is inspired by the approach taken in Ref. [26], as
discussed in their comments below Figure 8.

Bij lnBij Evidence

< 2.5 < 1.1 Comparable

< 20 < 3 Weak

< 150 < 5 Moderate

> 150 > 5 Strong

TABLE I. The values of both the linear and the logarithmic
Jeffreys’ scale.

Models B ln(B) χ2

Hellings-Downs - - 10.25

Genetic Algorithms - - 2.83

Ultralight vector DM 0.29 -1.24 6.39

Spin-2 ultralight DM 0.80 -0.22 8.43

Massive gravity 1.51 0.41 6.91

Non-Gaussianity of SGWB 0.06 -2.85 3.17

TABLE II. The values of log Bayes evidences and the dif-
ferences in χ2 for the different models, obtained using the
NANOGrav data.

III. ANALYSIS

For our analysis, we use the reconstructed overlap re-
duction function obtained through the frequentist opti-
mal statistic from the 15-year pulsar timing dataset col-
lected by the NANOGrav collaboration [40]. The angular-
separation–binned inter-pulsar correlations were constructed
using 2,211 pairings within the 67-pulsar array. For that,
the spectral index was fixed at γ = 13/3, and maximum-a-
posteriori values obtained from a Bayesian inference analysis
were assumed for the pulsar noise parameters and common-
process amplitude. In Fig. 1, the dashed black line represents
the theoretical HD correlation pattern, while the NANOGrav
data points and error bars are shown in blue.

In order to compare the models we are considering, we
need to perform Bayesian nested model comparison. Bayes
factors for two nested models can be calculated using the
Savage–Dickey density ratio [41, 42]; see also Ref. [43] and
Appendix C for a full derivation. Assuming a Gaussian ap-
proximation of the likelihood, the Savage–Dickey formula for
an extended model M with n parameters θi and flat priors
∆θi, compared to a simpler model M ′ with parameters n′,
where n = n′ + p, is given by:

B =
(
Πp

i=n′∆θi
)

(2π)−p/2 |Fpp|1/2 exp

[
−1

2

(
χ

′2
min − χ2

min

)]
,

(7)

Models Best fit parameters

Ultralight vector DM µ = 1 × 10−24

Spin-2 ultralight DM m = 4.4 × 10−24, α = 5.5 × 10−6

Massive gravity A=0.73, Ω=0.46

Non-Gaussianity of SGWB α = −0.99

TABLE III. The best-fit parameters for each model, obtained
using the NANOGrav data.
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FIG. 1. Comparison of overlap reduction functions for different models. The red curve represents our GA best-fit to the data,
with the gray band indicating its 1σ error. The colored curves represent various models, alternative to the GR prediction, with
best-fit parameters: the orange curve corresponds to Γeff(ξ) for the spin-2 ultralight DM model, the green curve represents
the vector DM model, the purple curve corresponds to the massive gravity model, and the yellow curve illustrates the folded
non-Gaussian component model. Finally, the black curve, shown for reference, represents the HD prediction, while the blue
dots with error bars indicate the NANOGrav 15-year dataset.

where Fpp is the marginalized p×p Fisher matrix of the extra p

parameters, while χ
′2
min and χ2

min are the best-fit chi-squares of
the M ′ and M respectively (see Appendix C for more details).
In our specific case, M consists of four models: ultralight
vector DM, spin-2 ultralight DM, massive gravity, and non-
Gaussian component to SGWB, while M ′ is the HD curve.
Finally, we can also write the log-Bayes factor as

lnB ≃ −1

2

(
χ

′2
min − χ2

min

)
+ ln |Fpp|1/2 + ln

[
Πp

i=n′∆θi

(2π)p/2

]
.

(8)

To assess the strength of evidence supporting or opposing
a model in a comparison between two models using the Bayes
factor B (which represents the ratio of evidences), the up-
dated Jeffreys’ scale can be used [44]. Based on this scale,
if | lnB| < 1.1, the models are comparable, with neither one
being distinctly preferred. When 1.1 < | lnB| < 3 there is
weak evidence favoring one model. For 3 < | lnB| < 5 the
evidence grows moderate, and if | lnB| > 5, there is strong
support for one model over the other. For convenience, we
provide the specific values of both the linear and logarithmic
Jeffreys’ scales in Table I.

In Table II, we present the Bayes and log Bayes evidences
along with the differences χ2 for different models using the
NANOGrav 15-year data set, contrasted to the regular HD
curve. For the HD curve we obtain a fit to the data of

χ2 = 10.25. We also fitted the PTA data through a partic-
ular machine learning approach, named Genetic Algorithms
(GA). Our GA algorithm is a non-parametric approach to de-
scribing the data, searching for the best-fit functional form to
represent it. See Appendix A for a brief description of this
algorithm. Since the GA do not have free parameters, we can
only compute the χ2. This model independent analysis has
been applied to the data for comparison reasons, since non-
parametric methods offer greater flexibility and can identify a
broader array of patterns in the data, minimizing theoretical
assumptions.

As expected, Table II shows that the GA provides the
best fit to the data in terms of the χ2 value. For the ul-
tralight vector DM model our analysis gives a log Bayes ra-
tio of ln(B) = −1.24, suggesting a weak evidence in favor
of this model and against the regular HD curve. Second,
the spin-2 ultralight DM model yields a log Bayes ratio of
ln(B) = −0.22, indicating that the HD curve and this model
are comparable according to Jeffrey’s scale. Third, in the
case of the massive gravity model we find that ln(B) = 0.41,
suggesting that this model and the HD curve are statistically
equivalent, with neither being distinctly preferred. Finally,
our fourth model in consideration is the implementation of
a non-gaussianity parameter of SGWB where ln(B) = −2.85
resulting in weak evidence in favor of this model and against
the HD curve. We found that α = −0.99 produced the best
fit to the data. However, note that the authors of Ref. [27]
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present a different claim, stating that a negative α is strongly
disfavored.

This discrepancy is likely due to differences in the methods
used for normalization. We also find ln(B) = −2.19 for α =
10, showing that this parameter region is statistically in weak
evidence in favor of this model.

In Fig. 1, we present the different functional forms of the
overlap reduction function, Γeff(ξ), for each model, using the
best-fit parameter values listed in Table III. The red curve
represents our GA best-fit to the data, with the gray band
indicating its 1σ error. For reference, the black curve rep-
resents the HD curve, while the blue dots with error bars
correspond to the NANOGrav 15-year dataset. Interestingly,
the model-independent fit by GA exhibits a slight deviation
from the standard HD curve, exceeding 1σ in certain angular
ranges, although higher-quality data will be needed to provide
stronger evidence for a claim. We must also take into account
the intrinsic variance of the HD curve [45, 46]. The colored
curves depict the best fit for each model: the orange curve
corresponds to Γeff(ξ) for the spin-2 ultralight DM model,
the green curve represents the vector DM model, the pur-
ple curve corresponds to the massive gravity model, and the
yellow curve illustrates the folded non-Gaussian component
model, which is the preferred model among the four consid-
ered. We can see that the folded non-Gaussian component
model has the most similar shape function than the GA re-
construction, lying in between the gray error band.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have performed a comparative Bayesian
analysis using the NANOGrav 15-year dataset to explore four
distinct models that modify the overlap reduction function of
the SGWB. These models include ultralight vector DM, spin-
2 ultralight DM, massive gravity, and a folded non-Gaussian
component to SGWB. The objective was to assess their abil-
ity to reproduce the observed correlations between pulsars,
particularly the well-known HD curve, which serves as a key
signature of an isotropic SGWB in the framework of GR.

Our analysis yields several key findings: For the spin-2 Ul-
tralight DM and massive gravity model both of them exhibit
Bayesian evidence suggesting statistical equivalence with the
HD curve. Specifically, the Bayesian log ratio for the spin-2
Ultralight DM model is ln(B) = −0.22, and for the mas-
sive gravity model it is ln(B) = 0.41. These results indi-
cate that neither of these models is strongly preferred over
the traditional HD curve, implying that modifications from
these DM models do not significantly improve the fit to the
data. In contrast, the data shows weak evidence in favor of
the ultralight vector DM model and the folded non-Gaussian
component, with a log Bayes factor of ln(B) = −1.24 and
ln(B) = −2.85 respectively. This suggests that including an
ultralight bosonic field or a folded non-Gaussian component
provide a better description of the observed data, though the
evidence is not conclusive.

Overall, our results demonstrate that while modifications
to the standard HD curve offer alternative explanations for
the observed data, no single model provides definitive evi-
dence of a departure from the HD curve. The weak statistical
preferences observed across multiple models suggest that cur-
rent data is not yet sufficient to decisively favor any of these
theoretical extensions. Future datasets with improved signal-

to-noise ratios may help to clarify the validity of these models
and provide valuable insights into fundamental physics be-
yond the current framework of cosmology.
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Appendix A: Genetic Algorithms

Here, we provide a brief overview of the genetic algo-
rithms (GAs) and their integration into our analytical frame-
work. GAs have been extensively used in cosmology and have
demonstrated effectiveness in reconstructing various datasets
across diverse contexts. For more detailed discussions, readers
can refer to several relevant studies [47–62]. Outside of cos-
mology, genetic algorithms (GAs) are also applied in particle
physics [63–65], astrophysics [66–68] as well as pulsar timing
parameter estimation [69]. Additional uses of symbolic re-
gression techniques in physics and cosmology can be found in
Refs. [70–77].

In our approach, we model the desired NANOGrav 15-year
data set as chromosomes, similar to the composite structure in
genetics, with individual features acting as ’genes.’ A fitness
function, comparable to a loss function in machine learning,
links the chromosomes to the properties of the target solution,
allowing us to assess how closely a candidate solution aligns
with the available data. In this case, the fitness function
is defined as the sum of χ2 values from various likelihoods.
By employing GAs, we aim to optimize feature selection and
iteratively refine the solution space to find the configurations
that best match the data. The basic steps of a GA can be
summarized as follows:

• Initialization: A population of potential solutions is
randomly generated, with each individual representing
a possible solution to the optimization problem.

• Fitness Evaluation: Each individual’s fitness is mea-
sured using a fitness function that evaluates how well
they solve the problem.

• Selection: The best-performing individuals are chosen
to create the next generation, with the probability of
selection based on their fitness scores.

https://github.com/RubenArjona
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• Crossover: The selected individuals combine genetic in-
formation to create a new generation, with offspring
formed by mixing traits from each parent.

• Mutation: A small proportion of the offspring undergo
random mutations to introduce genetic diversity into
the population.

• Termination: The algorithm concludes when a set num-
ber of generations is reached or when a solution meets
predefined fitness criteria.

After the GA code terminates, it produces an analytic best-fit
function, which describes the data and can be used for further
analyses.

Appendix B: Overlap reduction function expressions

We present a detailed derivation of the overlap reduction
functions for the four models considered in this paper.

1. Ultralight vector dark matter

The overlap reduction function Γeff for vector DM, within
the frequency band encompassing 2πf = 2µ, where µ denotes
the DM mass, can be expressed as

Γeff(ξ, µ) =
ΦGW(µ/π)

ΦGW(µ/π) + ΦDM

[
ΓHD(ξ) +

ΦDM

ΦGW(µ/π)
ΓDM(ξ)

]
.

(B1)
The normalization is chosen such that Γeff(0) = 1/2, with
ΓHD(ξ) representing the standard HD pattern produced by a
SGWB. The function ΦGW(µ/π) at f = µ/π is estimated to
be [24]:

ΦGW(µ/π) ∼ 5 × 10−34yr2
( µ

10−22eV

)−13/3
(

15yr

Tobs

)
, (B2)

where Tobs is the observation time. The function ΦDM is
assumed under the condition that DM consists entirely of ul-
tralight DM and disregarding any stochastic effects, and is
defined as

ΦDM ∼ 7 × 10−37yr2
( ρDM

0.4GeV · cm−3

)2
(

10−22eV

µ

)6

,

(B3)

where ρDM is the DM density and taken to be ρDM = 0.4GeV·
cm−3.

2. Spin-2 ultralight dark matter

The overlap reduction function Γeff of spin-2 ultralight DM
at frequency fm = m/2π, where m is the mass of the DM
particle, can be written as [25]

Γeff(ξ,m, α) =
ΦGW(m/2π)

ΦGW(m/2π) + ΦDM(α)
ΓHD(ξ)+

ΦDM(α)

ΦGW(m/2π) + ΦDM(α)
ΓDM(ξ)

(B4)

where α is the parameter that corresponds to the coupling
between the ultralight DM field and matter and the normal-
ization is selected such that Γeff(0) = 1/2 and ΓHD(ξ) is the
HD pattern due to a SGWB.

The amplitude of the correlation due to the SGWB
ΦGW(m/2π) is given by

ΦGW(m/2π) ∼ 1×10−32yr2
( m

10−22eV

)− 13
3

(
15yr

Tobs

)
. (B5)

The amplitude of the correlation due to the ultralight DM
can be written as

ΦDM ∼ 6 × 10−33yr2
(

ρDM

0.4GeV/cm3

)
×

( α

10−6

)2 ( m

10−22eV

)−4

,

(B6)

where ρDM = 0.4GeV · cm−3.

3. Massive gravity

For massive gravity model, the effective overlap reduction
function can be given by summing the contributions from ten-
sor, vector, and scalar modes,

Γeff(ξ, A,Ω) = ΓT (ξ, A) + Ω · ΓV (ξ, A) + Ω · ΓS(ξ, A). (B7)

The overlap reduction function of the tensor modes is given
by

Γ0,T =
−π
6A5

βT
4

[
4A

(
−3 +

(
−6 + 5A2) cos ξ

)
+ 12

(
1 + cos ξ +A2(1 − 3 cos ξ)

)
ln

1 +A

1 −A

+
3
(
1 + 2A2(1 − 2 cos ξ) −A4

(
1 − 2 cos2 ξ

))
lnL1√

(1 − cos ξ) (2 −A2(1 + cos ξ))

]
,

(B8)

where A = |k|
k0

, βT = 3
4π

which is a normalization factor introduced to impose Γ(|f |) = 1 for coincident, co-aligned detectors [26],
and

L1 ≡

[
1 + 2A2(1 − 2 cos ξ) −A4

(
1 − 2 cos2 ξ

)
− 2A

(
1 −A2 cos ξ

)√
(1 − cos ξ) (2 −A2(1 + cos ξ))

]2
(1 −A2)4

. (B9)
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For the vector modes, the overlap reduction function is defined as

Γ0,V =
βV
8

k20
m2

8π

A5

[
A

3

(
A6 cos ξ − 2A4(5 cos ξ + 3) + 2A2(11 cos ξ + 6) − 6(2 cos ξ + 1)

)
+

(
A2 − 1

)2 ((
A2 − 2

)
cos ξ − 2

)
ln

(
1 −A

1 +A

)
+

(
A2 − 1

)2 (
1 −A2 cos ξ

)
lnL1

2
√

(1 − cos ξ) (2 −A2(1 + cos ξ))

]
,

(B10)

where βV = 3
4π

,
k2
0

m2 = 1
1−A2 and L1 is defined in Eq. (B9). Finally, for the scalar mode, the overlap reduction function is

defined as

Γ0,S =
βS
4

π

6A5

[
4A

(
9 + 4A4 + 18 cos ξ − 3A2(4 + 5 cos ξ)

)
− 12

(
1 −A2) (2A2 − 3 − 3 cos ξ

)
ln

1 −A

1 +A

−
9
(
1 −A2

)2
lnL1√

(1 − cos ξ) (2 −A2(1 + cos ξ))

]
,

(B11)

where βS = 3
4π

and L1 is defined in Eq. (B9).

4. non-Gaussian component to SGWB

For the non-Gaussian component model, the overlap reduc-
tion function is given by

Γ (ξab) ∝∑
A=+,×

∫
S2

dn̂
ĒA

a Ē
A
b

(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)
+

+4α
(

9
16
ĒA

a Ē
A
a Ē

A
b Ē

A
b + 5

8

(
ĒA

a Ē
A
a Ē

A
a Ē

A
b + ĒA

a Ē
A
b Ē

A
b Ē

A
b

))
(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)

,

(B12)

where ĒA
a = eAijn̂

i
an̂

j
a, and eAij is the basis for the two

kinds of symmetric polarization tensors (+,×). We rep-
resent the GW direction along the spatial coordinates in a
Cartesian system using n̂, which corresponds to (x̂, ŷ, ẑ).
Additionally, we define two unit vectors, û and v̂, that
are orthogonal to n̂, see also [39]:

û = n̂×ẑ
|n̂×ẑ| ,

v̂ = n̂×û
|n̂×û| .

(B13)

These quantities can also be represented in spherical co-
ordinates as

n̂ = (sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ),

û = (cos θ cosϕ, cos θ sinϕ,− sin θ),

v̂ = (sinϕ,− cosϕ, 0).

(B14)

The vectors û and v̂ are not the only unit vectors orthog-
onal to n̂. In a more general case, û and v̂ can be rotated
around n̂ by an angle ψ:

û′ =cosψû+ sinψv̂,

v̂′ =− sinψû+ cosψv̂.
(B15)

Then we can write the two kinds of polarization tensors
as

e
(+)
ij = û′iû

′
j − v̂′iv̂

′
j ,

e
(×)
ij = û′iv̂

′
j − v̂′iû

′
j ,

(B16)

where later we have to average over this angle ψ since
observables should not depend on it. Finally, to have
fully defined the vector ĒA

a and ĒA
b we have that

n̂a = (0, 0, 1),

n̂b = (sin ξ, 0, cos ξ).
(B17)

To reproduce Figure 1 of Ref. [27] we have to solve the
following integrals

Γ (ξ) ∝∑
A=+,×

3

32π

∫ π

0

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

sin θdψdϕdθ

(
ĒA

a Ē
A
b

(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)
+

+4α
(

9
16
ĒA

a Ē
A
a Ē

A
b Ē

A
b + 5

8

(
ĒA

a Ē
A
a Ē

A
a Ē

A
b + ĒA

a Ē
A
b Ē

A
b Ē

A
b

))
(1 + n̂a · n̂) (1 + n̂b · n̂)

)
,

(B18)

and finally normalize it so that Γ (ξ = 0) = 1/2.

Appendix C: Bayes factors and Savage-Dickey
formula

Here we provide a brief derivation of the Savage-Dickey
formula, as applied in our case, i.e. comparing a simple
model with a more complicated model, in the case where
they are nested. To keep the notation simple but gen-
eral, we consider a simpler model M ′ with n′ parameters
denoted by θi, i ∈ [1, n′] and a more general model M
with n = n′ + p parameters θi, where i ∈ [1, n], so that
n′ < n.
Then, assuming Gaussianity, the χ2 for both cases can

be written as

χ2(θ) = χ2
min + (θ − θmin)i Fij (θ − θmin)j + . . . , (C1)

where Fij is the Fisher matrix of the parameters and the
unnornalized likelihood is of the form

L = exp
[
−χ2(θ)/2

]
. (C2)

The evidence is then the integral over all the parame-
ters. Assuming flat priors in some range ∆θi, which we



8

can assume they are much larger than the width of the
likelihood so that the integration limits can be extended
to infinity, we have for the M ′ model:

EM ′ =

∫ (
Πn′

i ∆θ−1
i

)
exp

[
−χ2(θ)/2

]
dn

′
θ

≃
(
Πn′

i ∆θ−1
i

)
(2π)n

′/2 exp
[
−χ

′2
min/2

]
|F ′|−1/2,

(C3)

and similarly for the M model:

EM ≃
(
Πn

i ∆θ
−1
i

)
(2π)n/2 exp

[
−χ2

min/2
]
|F |−1/2, (C4)

where in both cases F and F ′ are the Fisher matrices of
the parameters for the two models.

The Bayes ratio between the two models M ′ and M is
then

B ≡ EM ′

EM

≃

(
Πn′

i ∆θ−1
i

)
(2π)n

′/2 exp
[
−χ′2

min/2
]
|F ′|−1/2(

Πn
i ∆θ

−1
i

)
(2π)n/2 exp [−χ2

min/2] |F |−1/2

= (Πp
i=n′∆θi) (2π)

−p/2 |Fpp|1/2 exp

[
−1

2

(
χ

′2
min − χ2

min

)]
,

(C5)

where we used the fact that n = n′ + p and that in the
case of the nested models, the Fisher matrix of the bigger
model F with dimensions n × n is a block matrix with
respect to the smaller model F ′ with dimensions n′ × n′

and n > n′. Thus, schematically we have

Fnn =

(
F

′

n′n′ Fn′p

Fpn′ Fpp

)
, (C6)

where the subscripts indicate the range of the indices.
Then, we have the identity,

|F | = |Fpp| |F ′ − Fn′p F
−1
pp Fpn′ |

≃ |Fpp| |F ′|, (C7)

where in the second line we neglected the correlations
between the new parameters and the old ones. Thus, we
can write the log-Bayes factor as

lnB ≃ −1

2

(
χ

′2
min − χ2

min

)
+ ln |Fpp|1/2 + ln

[
Πp

i=n′∆θi
(2π)p/2

]
.

(C8)

Overall, if lnB > 0 there is some evidence in favor
of model M ′ (the simpler model), otherwise if lnB < 0
there is some evidence in favor of model M (the bigger
model), which can interpreted with the Jeffreys scale.

Finally, it should be noted that Eqs. (C5) and (C8)
should be used and interpreted with care, as they make
several assumptions:

• The likelihood is close to a Gaussian.

• The new parameters p are very weakly correlated
with the old ones, i.e. Fn′p ≃ 0.

• The flat priors are much larger than the width of
the likelihood, so that the integration can be ex-
tended to infinity.
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