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Due to the sheer complexity of the Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) space mission,
data gaps arising from instrumental irregularities and/or scheduled maintenance are unavoidable.
Focusing on merger-dominated massive black hole binary signals, we test the appropriateness of the
Whittle-likelihood on gapped data in a variety of cases. From first principles, we derive the likelihood
valid for gapped data in both the time and frequency domains. Cheap-to-evaluate proxies to p-p
plots are derived based on a Fisher-based formalism, and verified through Bayesian techniques.
Our tools allow to predict the altered variance in the parameter estimates that arises from noise
mismodeling, as well as the information loss represented by the broadening of the posteriors. The
result of noise mismodeling with gaps is sensitive to the characteristics of the noise model, with
strong low-frequency (red) noise and strong high-frequency (blue) noise giving statistically significant
fluctuations in recovered parameters. We demonstrate that the introduction of a tapering window
reduces statistical inconsistency errors, at the cost of less precise parameter estimates. We also show
that the assumption of independence between inter-gap segments appears to be a fair approximation
even if the data set is inherently coherent. However, if one instead assumes fictitious correlations in
the data stream, when the data segments are actually independent, then the resultant parameter
recoveries could be inconsistent with the true parameters. The theoretical and numerical practices
that are presented in this work could readily be incorporated into global-fit pipelines operating on
gapped data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

On the 20th of June, 2017, the space-based grav-
itational wave (GW) observatory, the Laser Interfer-
ometer Space Antenna (LISA) [1], was selected as the
third large-class mission under the European Space
Agency’s (ESA) Cosmic Vision program [1]. The LISA
space-mission was then adopted by ESA on the 25th
of January, 2024, with launch expected to be in ∼
2034 [2]. The goal of LISA is to observe GWs in
the rich f ∈ [0.1mHz, 0.1Hz] frequency range. GWs
at these frequencies are generated by massive black
hole binaries (MBHBs) [3], extreme mass-ratio inspi-
rals (EMRIs) [4, 5], ultra compact binaries (UCBs) [6]
and stochastic backgrounds [7–13]. In contrast to cur-
rent ground-based detectors, the LISA instrument is ex-
pected to be signal dominated, resulting in a strong
cocktail of millions of GW sources of multiple source
types all overlapping in both time and frequency. In
order to develop and test pipelines for successful source
extraction from LISA data, the community have devel-
oped “LISA Data Challenges” of increasing complex-
ity [14–16]. Recently, there have been major advance-
ments in both computing and LISA data analysis, that
have given rise to proposed solutions to the so-called
“global-fit” problem, defined to be the search and char-
acterization of all resolvable GWs buried within the
LISA data stream [17–20]. Although impressive – mark-
ing a major milestone in LISA data analysis – so far
none of these group’s proposed global-fit solutions were
conducted with realistic LISA data. Indeed, it was as-
sumed that the underlying noise statistics were Gaus-
sian and (weakly-)stationary, facilitating use of rapid-
to-evaluate likelihood models in parameter-inference. In
reality, however, it is well known by the community that
realistic LISA data will contain noise-transients such
as instrumental artifacts (glitches), and be interrupted

via data gaps [21, 22]. The LISA Pathfinder mission,
which demonstrated some of the LISA technology, ex-
hibited such non-stationary features [23]. The Spritz
data challenge [24] was built by the community to test
source extraction pipelines, with an underlying Gaus-
sian noise model with unknown spectral density with
data corrupted via instrumental artifacts in the form of
gaps and glitches. To date and to our knowledge, there
has only been a single attempt at the Spritz data chal-
lenge given by [25, 26]. In their analysis, they assumed
parametric models to detect and subtract glitches while
treating gaps in the data using windowing functions.
As it stands, the windowing procedure will induce non-
stationary features in the underlying noise properties.
This renders usual statistical models utilized for in-
ference of data statistically inconsistent with the data
stream itself, and it is therefore important to assess the
impact of this mismodeling.

Probabilistic models that describe the data stream
must be consistent with the data generating process it-
self. Since the noise is the only probabilistic quantity
that defines the data set, the likelihood used to analyze
the data is determined by the model assumed for the un-
derlying noise process. It is often assumed within GW
astronomy that the noise process is both Gaussian and
stationary, the latter feature giving rise to a Toeplitz
structure in the time-domain (TD) covariance matrix.
An additional simplifying assumption is further placed
on the noise process where not only is it Toeplitz, but
also circulant – infinite duration or periodic if finite.
As demonstrated by Whittle [27], in the stationary and
circulant assumptions, the TD noise-covariance matrix
can be diagonalized in a Fourier basis, resulting in a
likelihood that can be calculated in O(N log2 N) op-
erations. The Whittle likelihood is ubiquitous in GW
astronomy. Since parameter estimation (PE) schemes
usually require many evaluations of a likelihood func-
tion, it is clear why one would want to conduct analysis
in the frequency-domain (FD) assuming these (restric-
tive) conditions are met.

In practice, the assumption that the noise process is
circulant is clearly unrealistic for true LISA data: no
real data stream is periodic and the LISA dataset will
be signal-rich on a finite duration. Attempts to per-
form TD GW data analyses for stationary non-circulant
noise are scarce. One example is given by recent anal-
yses of black hole ring down signals [28–32]. In the
latter case, the short-data segments containing the ring
down signal would suffer from edge effects when ana-
lyzed in the frequency-domain (FD), which could con-
taminate the final results through spectral leakage [33].
Another related problem is given by premerger analyses
for MBHB signals, for which a generalization of whiten-
ing and matched filtering has been proposed in [34]. In
general, TD analyses conducted on large scale data sets
are usually computationally infeasible, simply due to the
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computational cost of computing the likelihood, which
at best is an O(N2) operation, since the covariance ma-
trix entering the likelihood is not diagonal.
In the construction of LISA, instrumentalists will try

to build an instrument such that its noise properties re-
main as close to stationary as possible. However, the
instrument will not be perfect and we must be ready to
account for non-stationary features of the noise when
they are present. Examples could be environmental:
such as impacts from micro-meteorites that collide with
the space-crafts, that will form non-GW induced per-
turbations to the test masses; or instrumental: failure
to discharge the on-board test masses due to charged
particles hitting the test-masses. Such artifacts were
observed in the LISA pathfinder mission [22, 35, 36].
These noise-transients are called glitches, which, if not
accounted for, could feature in PE schemes as biases to
recovered parameters [37]. Such loud noise-transients
could be subtracted from the data stream [38–40], or
simply masked, rendering the glitched data segment un-
usable.

In this paper, we will focus on instrumental artifacts
that result in total losses of data, known as gaps in
the data stream. Alongside gaps introduced by glitch-
masking, LISA will experience instrumental gaps falling
into two categories – scheduled and unscheduled gaps.
Scheduled gaps are breaks in the data stream where
routine maintenance is performed in order to achieve
maximal sensitivity of the instrument. Examples be-
ing antenna re-pointing (gap duration ∼ 3 hours every
∼ 14 days), tilt-to-length coupling constant estimation
(gap duration ∼ 2 days with frequency ∼ four times
per year) and point-ahead angle mechanism (PAAM)
adjustments (three times per day, lasting ∼ 100 sec-
onds each). Unscheduled gaps could be more dangerous
for LISA data analysis due to their unknown duration
and frequency. Examples of unscheduled gaps include
instrumental malfunctions, such as collisions between
micro-meteorites and the craft that may result in the
total loss of the gravitational reference sensor (approx-
imately ∼ 30/yr resulting in ∼ 1 days worth of lost
information for each collision), to minor outages on the
instrument, potentially lasting on the order of ∼ 10 sec-
onds. The lost data types with gap frequency/duration
are listed in [41]. It is clear from this discussion that
both the frequency and cumulative duration of gaps is
large, and so must be accounted for in PE pipelines.
To date there have been a number of studies that

have focused on gaps and non-stationary noise in gen-
eral. On the topic of gaps, there are two families of stud-
ies – the first being data augmentation (gap filling) [42–
45] and the other the windowing procedure [39, 46–48].
Data augmentation uses Bayesian (and recently auto-
encoder [45]) techniques to fill in the data during the
gap segment, usually learning the behavior of the noise
through prior observations. The parameters of the sig-

nal are then recovered from the filled-in data set, facil-
itating use of the rapid-to-evaluate Whittle-likelihood
assuming that the original noise process was Gaussian,
stationary and circulant. However, the procedure used
to fill in the gaps is a computationally expensive pro-
cedure and may be inaccurate if the instrument suffers
significant changes of state as a result of the gap.

Another, albeit simpler approach is the windowing
procedure. The windowing procedure does not attempt
to impute the data in the gap – a binary mask or smooth
window function is applied to the data stream over the
gaps. This allows for a coherent data set to be ana-
lyzed, at the cost of losing out on the stationary nature
of the noise as discussed in [39, 47, 48]. Applying a win-
dow function to a stationary noise process violates the
Toeplitz condition, rendering the overall noise process
non-stationary making the Whittle-likelihood inconsis-
tent with data generation scheme. A number of studies
have applied the windowing procedure, but have not
accounted for the change in the underlying statistics of
the noise process. Our work presented here corrects for
this, providing methodology on how to build probabilis-
tic models that describe the data stream under a variety
of gap scenarios in both the TD and FD.

One of the first studies using the windowing proce-
dure to investigate the impact of gaps on LISA-based
parameter precision studies was performed by Carré and
Porter in [46]. With focus on UCBs, they simulated the
effect of gaps using the windowing procedure. They ana-
lyzed the impact of leakage and performed a monte-carlo
parameter precision study on a large number of UCBs
with gaps. Their results concluded that gaps in the data
stream can lead to loss in precision on parameter esti-
mates. An analysis on MBHBs was performed in [49],
which studied the effect of gaps on the inspiral/merger
phase. They concluded that the impact of gaps grew
in severity the closer the gap was to the merger with
parameter precision estimates degrading dramatically.
In [44, 45], the data augmentation method was applied
on MBHBs and reached similar conclusions. In each
study [44, 46, 49] gaps were simulated by windowing the
data set to zero before and after the gap segment but
did not account for the induced correlations between the
noise components in the FD. A result of this mismod-
eling, as shown in [48], is that not only is the resultant
posterior (co)variance incorrect but the (co)variance of
the posterior scattering can be under/over-estimated.

We believe that the work here forms the most gen-
eral treatment of gaps present in the literature to date.
Our methodology can be applied to any family of gaps
with any duration/frequency and with any underlying
assumptions about the behavior of the noise across the
gap, from coherence to independence. We carefully an-
alyze the windowing procedure and demonstrate how
inference can be performed on gapped time-series in
both the TD and FD, highlighting advantages of each.
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Starting from first principles in the TD, we will derive
expressions for the signal-to-noise ratio, Fisher matrix
and likelihood in the presence of missing data. All of
our results are translated into the FD via linear alge-
bra. We will then extend the results from [48] to de-
rive a Fisher-based approximation to calculate: (1) the
expectation of the posterior scattering caused by noise
mismodeling and (2) the posterior thinning/widening as
a consequence of mismodeling.
The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. IA, we will

outline conventions and set up notation for our linear
algebra formulation of the gaps problem. In Sec. IIA,
we will outline the likelihoods for Gaussian noise in
both the TD and FD. In Sec. II B, we outline what
it means for a stochastic process to be Toeplitz and
circulant, deriving the familiar form of the Whittle-
likelihood. Sec. III outlines methodology on how to ap-
proach gaps: with the marginalization procedure out-
lined in Sec. III A and the windowing procedure (the
two proved to be equivalent) in Sec. III B. We outline
efficient numerical schemes to compute the TD and FD
covariance matrices in the presence of gaps in Sec. III C.
We then derive expressions for the signal-to-noise ratio
and Fisher-matrix in Sec. IIID and Sec. III E respec-
tively. Sec. IV outlines the metrics we will use to as-
sess mismodeling for the gapped noise procedure with
any model-covariance matrix in either the time or fre-
quency domain. Specifically, in Sec. IVA we derive
Fisher-based statistics that are used to assess mismod-
eling data gaps, with Sec. IVB and Sec. IVC focusing
on assuming coherence and incoherence between gapped
segments. Sec. IVD derives expressions that can com-
pare the model posterior variance to the true posterior
variance Eq. (92) and to the expectation of the scat-
ter of the noise fluctuations due to noise mismodeling
given by Eq. (93). In Sec. IVE, we discuss how the
metrics defined by Eqs. (92–93) are computed in prac-
tice. We outline our signal generation, gap placement
and noise models in Sec. VA. We perform an analysis
on circulant, Toeplitz and gated noise covariance matri-
ces in Sec. VIA and Sec. VIB respectively, and in the
Sec. VIC and Sec. VID we discuss numerical routines
on how to handle the degenerate matrices via computing
the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse. Our results section
VII attempts to answer the following questions:

• [Sec. VIIA]: For various realistic noise mod-
els with different behavior at low and high fre-
quencies, is it reasonable to assume the Whittle-
likelihood in the presence of gaps?

• [Sec. VIIC]: What is the impact of the taper-
ing on both time and frequency domains? Espe-
cially during critical observations such as during
the merger phase of a MBHB?

• [Sec. VIID:] Is parameter inference sensitive to

the sampling rate of gapped data?

• [Sec. VII E]: What are the consequences of as-
suming dependence between gap segments when
they are truly independent? And vice versa?

• [Sec. VII F]: Since low frequency noise is chal-
lenging to estimate – what is the impact of mis-
modeling the low-frequency content of the noise
process?

• [Sec. VIIG]: What are the consequences of as-
suming that the underlying noise process is circu-
lant (Whittle-like) when the time-series is of finite
duration (Toeplitz)?

Since our results are based on a Fisher-matrix approxi-
mation, we verify a number of our results using Bayesian
techniques in section Sec. VIIB. Our conclusions and
scope for future work are presented in Sec. VIIIA and
Sec. VIII B respectively.

We understand that this paper is long and rather
technical. For a busy reader, we recommend that they
skip straight to a brief summary of our results that can
be found in the conclusion Sec. VIIIA. The main results
are tabulated in Tabs. IV,VII,XI respectively. We use a
color scheme of green as acceptable, and any other color
as unacceptable for PE.

A. Conventions

Time-domain signals x(t) ≈ {x(ti)}N−1
i=0 are sampled

at discrete times ti ∈ [0,∆t, . . . , (N − 1)∆t] with a uni-
form sampling interval ∆t = ti+1 − ti and with N the
size of the TD data segment, of duration T = N∆t. To
facilitate usage of the fast Fourier transform (FFT), it
is customary to use a segment length that is an integer
power of two in length, so that N = 2J for J ∈ N. We
denote the continuous Fourier transform (CFT) through

x̃(f) = F [x(t)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
x(t)e−2πift dt , (1)

with corresponding inverse

x(t) = F−1[x̃(f)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
x̃(f)e2πift df. (2)

For real signals, x̃(−f) = x̃(f)∗, which implies that the
negative frequencies are related to the positive frequen-
cies by conjugation.

In the discrete domain, x will represent the data vec-
tor with time interval ∆t, so that xi = x(ti), while
x̃ will represent the FD data with frequency inter-
val ∆f = 1/T = 1/(N∆t). Note that we index
the FD data from 0 to N − 1, with the second half
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of the vector corresponding to the negative frequen-
cies: for i = 0, . . . , N/2 − 1, x̃i = x̃(i∆f), while for
i = N/2, . . . , N − 1, x̃i = x̃((i−N)∆f).
We will use the discrete time Fourier transform (DFT)

for N ∈ 2Z+

x̃j = ∆t

N−1∑

i=0

xie
−2πifjti , (3)

with the corresponding inverse discrete Fourier trans-
form (IDFT) given by

xi = ∆f

N−1∑

j=0

x̃je
2πifjti . (4)

Here, ti = i∆t, fj = j∆f , and tifj = ij/N since
∆t∆f = 1/N .

Another useful point of view on the DFT is to repre-
sent it as a linear algebra transformation:

x̃ = ∆t
√
NPx , (5a)

x =
1

∆t
√
N

P †x̃ , (5b)

where we introduced the DFT transition matrix P , built
from powers of the N -th root of unity ω ≡ e2iπ/N :

Pjk =
1√
N

ω−jk . (6)

The transition matrix P is unitary (P † = P−1, where
† stands for the hermitian conjugate) and symmetric
(P T = P ). In our notations, P and P † are built to
be dimensionless with a symmetric normalization, while
x, x̃ have the appropriate normalization for data in the
TD or FD. This linear algebra point of view is useful for
derivations; it is never used for practical computations
as matrix-vector multiplications cost O(N2) operations
while the DFT can be computed in O(N log2 N) thanks
to the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) algorithm.
The ensemble average of a continuous (ergodic) pro-

cess X(t) is denoted by Σ(t, t′) = ⟨X(t)X⋆(t′)⟩. In a
discretized format, we have Σ = Ex[xx

†] ≈ ⟨xx†⟩. Here
Ex[ · ] represents an expectation with respect to the data
generating process that determines x. Parameter sets
are denoted θ, with elements θa ∈ θ and parameter
derivatives given by ∂a := ∂/∂θa for a = 1, . . . , d, with
d the dimension of the parameter space.

II. THE NOISE PROCESS

A. Gaussian noise

The output data stream of a GW detector is assumed
to be a superposition of noise n(t) and a collection of

GW signals belonging to different source types. For
simplicity, we will assume that there is a single GW
signal h(t;θ0) with source parameters θ0 buried in noise
n(t)

d(t) = h(t;θ0) + n(t) . (7)

The data stream (7) contains two key quantities that
impact successful extraction and parameter estimation
of sources in GW astronomy. The first is a determinis-
tic GW signal, for which accurate (and efficient) model
templates can be used to cross-correlate with the data
d(t), in order to pick up observational features of the
signal. The second is probabilistic detector noise: a
culmination of instrumental and environmental fluctua-
tions that perturb the GW detector. Since the noise is
the probabilistic feature, it is the noise distribution that
determines the likelihood required to perform inference
on the signal h(t;θ).

We will always assume that the noise n(t) is a Gaus-
sian time-series, with zero mean and unspecified covari-
ance. Note that this assumption excludes transient dis-
turbances such as instrumental glitches, known to be
common in GW detectors, which depart from being
Gaussian.

In discretized notation, we will write for TD data vec-
tors of length N

d = h(θ0) + n , (8)

and we will represent the noise as following a multivari-
ate normal distribution n ∼ N (0,Σ), where Σ is the
TD noise covariance matrix of shape N ×N with

Σ = ⟨nnT ⟩ . (9)

The likelihood for the data stream given signal param-
eters θ is given by L(d|θ) = p(n = d − h(θ)), where
p(n) is the Gaussian probability density for the noise,
which gives:

lnL(d|θ) = −1

2
xTΣ−1x− 1

2
ln detΣ−N

2
ln(2π) , (10)

where we use the notation x = d − h(θ) = n for
the residual. We will ignore the terms after the first
in Eq. (10), as they appear as normalization constants
when considering the likelihood as a function of θ; they
would need to be considered e.g. for noise estimation.

Since the DFT is a unitary transform of the TD data,
the FD likelihood preserves the same Gaussian struc-
ture. Defining the FD covariance as

Σ̃ = ⟨ññ†⟩ , (11)

from Eq. (5a), one can show that the FD covariance is
related to the TD covariance via the DFT matrix P

Σ̃ = N∆t2PΣP † . (12)
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The TD covariance matrix is given by

Σ =
1

N∆t2
P †Σ̃P . (13)

Using Eqs. (5b) and (13), the FD likelihood reads

lnL(d|θ) = −1

2
x̃†Σ̃−1x̃−1

2
ln det

(
∆f

∆t
Σ̃

)
−N

2
ln (2π) ,

(14)
where we used the unitary character of P and N =
1/(∆f∆t) to rewrite the determinant term.
In this section we have restricted ourselves to one data

stream but we will generalize our results to the full set
of A, E and T time-delay-interferometry (TDI) streams
that LISA will produce in Sec. V.

B. Stationary noise

For real ergodic stationary processes, averaging a
stochastic process over time through expectation En is
equivalent to an ensemble average ⟨·⟩. For now, we make
the assumption that n(t) is a Gaussian and station-
ary process implying that neither the mean or variance
change over time and the auto-covariance function Cn

only depends on the lag τ [50]

Cn(τ) = ⟨n(t)n(t+ τ)⟩ . (15)

From this auto-covariance, the noise Power Spectral
Density (PSD) Sn can be defined as

1

2
Sn(f) =

∫
dτ e−2iπfτCn(τ) , (16)

with the factor 2 being a matter of convention, for Sn

seen as a 1-sided PSD over positive frequencies. The
PSD is real and positive: Sn(f) ≥ 0.
Using the continuous Fourier transform (1), it can

be shown that the ensemble average between the noise
at two different frequencies f, f ′ of either sign is re-
lated to the one-sided Power Spectral Density (PSD)
through [51, 52]

Σn(f, f
′) = ⟨ñ(f)ñ⋆(f ′)⟩ = 1

2
δ(f − f ′)Sn(f) , (17a)

Rn(f, f
′) = ⟨ñ(f)ñ(f ′)⟩ = 1

2
δ(f + f ′)Sn(f) . (17b)

Here Eqs. (17a) and (17b) are a statement that, for
positive frequencies f > 0 and f ′ > 0, the frequency
components among stationary noise components are un-
correlated. Further, Rn(f, f

′) = 0 in that case and the
variance of the real and imaginary components of the
noise process ñ(f) are non-zero and equal.

We now turn to the discrete domain in order to derive
the usual Whittle-likelihood used commonly throughout

GW astronomy. The direct translation of the station-
arity of the noise is that there exists a vector σ repre-
senting the auto-covariance Cn(τ), such that

Σij = σ|i−j| , |i− j| = 0, . . . , N − 1 . (18)

The covariance matrix above has a Toeplitz structure:
entries of the covariance are constant along each diag-
onal of the matrix. The matrix must satisfy additional
constraints arising from the fact that Cn(τ) must be a
valid covariance function that can be written as the in-
verse Fourier transform of a real and positive spectral
density.

The Whittle-likelihood is obtained by imposing a fur-
ther assumption on the covariance, that of a circulant
structure:

σN−i = σi , i = 1, . . . , N − 1 . (19)

This means that the covariance entries are not only con-
stants along diagonals, but now these diagonals wrap
around modulo N . In terms of physical interpretation,
the Toeplitz structure is appropriate for an observa-
tion of a much longer time series, while the circulant
model assumes that the observed data represents the
entirety of the stochastic process, by enforcing period-
icity (which is never physical). In practice, one often
considers a circulant process defined on a time interval
T much longer than the observed data, which is then
a snapshot of that circulant process with a Toeplitz co-
variance. The choice of the circulant length T will affect
the lowest frequency 1/T accessible to the process, and
will in principle change the low-frequency content of the
autocorrelation function – although we do not explore
this in the present paper.

In App. A 1, we demonstrate by direct calculation
that (with no summation over repeated indices)

(PΣP †)ij =
√
Nδij(Pσ)i , (20)

where we have imposed the circulant condition in
Eq. (19). One can now relate the PSD Sn(f) to the
Fourier transform of the auto-covariance function

1

2
Sn(fj) =

√
N∆t(Pσ)j = σ̃j . (21)

Allowing one to read off the elements of σ̃j .

σ̃j =

{
1
2Sn(j∆f) for j = 0, . . . , N/2− 1,
1
2Sn((j −N)∆f) for j = N/2, . . . , N − 1 ,

(22)
with the components of σ̃j being real and positive, and
showing the same symmetry as Eq. (19). The property
σ̃j ∈ R is automatic for a circulant structure, while
the condition σ̃j ≥ 0 can be seen as a condition for
σ to represent an admissible autocorrelation function,
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since the covariance Σ must be positive (as does its

FD counterpart Σ̃). In practice, we typically build the
time-domain σ from the IFT of a positive PSD, not the
other way around. Finally, the use of Eqs. (20), (21)
and (22), one obtains the familiar FD diagonal matrix
valid for both stationary and circulant noise

Σ̃ = N∆t2(PΣP †) = N∆tDiag(σ̃) = Diag

(
Sn

2∆f

)
,

(23)
where the values of the PSD along the diagonal are orga-
nized according to Eq. (22). This is the discrete equiva-
lent to the continuous (and infinite duration) expression
Eq. (17a).
Note however that we have to impose the circulant

condition to arrive at this diagonal structure, which is
never realistic in practice: our data segment is an ex-
cerpt from a continuous physical process that, even if
stationary, has no reason to be periodic. As discussed
in [53], Toeplitz and circulant matrices are asymptoti-
cally equivalent, implying that the Toeplitz matrices are
asymptotically diagonalizable in a Fourier basis. This
means that the Whittle-based likelihood better approx-
imates the exact TD likelihood in the limit of an infinite
observing time. We must therefore see the Whittle-
likelihood as an approximation in that sense. This
Toeplitz versus circulant problem is usually alleviated
by considering data segments that are long enough to
encompass the relevant signal with some margin, and
by applying a smooth taper at each end of the data,
enforcing periodicity of the time-segment. We will dis-
cuss circulant and Toeplitz processes in more details in
Sec. VI, and investigate mis-modeling of such processes
in the results Sec. VIIG.
From the diagonal structure given by Eq. (23), we

can now derive the usual Whittle log-likelihood used
commonly throughout GW astronomy. The matrix
Σ̃−1 is diagonal and readily inverted , and we can
gather positive (j = 1, . . . , N/2 − 1) and negative (j =
N/2 + 1, . . . , N − 1) frequency contributions. The FD
likelihood (14) becomes, with Sj

n ≡ Sn(j∆f),

lnL(d|θ) = −2∆f

N/2−1∑

j=1

∣∣∣h̃j(θ)− d̃j

∣∣∣
2

Sj
n

−
N/2−1∑

j=1

ln
Sj
n

∆t

− ∆f

S0
n

∣∣∣h̃0(θ)− d̃0

∣∣∣
2

− ∆f

S
N
2
n

∣∣∣h̃N
2
(θ)− d̃N

2

∣∣∣
2

− 1

2
ln

S0
n

∆t
− 1

2
ln

S
N
2
n

∆t
− N

2
ln 2π . (24)

This is the Whittle-likelihood in discretized form, where
we kept all the additive constants in lnL. When per-
forming a Bayesian PE of the source parameters with a
known PSD, the terms depending only on Sn are nor-
malization constants that can be ignored. Note also

that the terms at j = 0 and j = N/2 are not relevant
for detectors having a finite frequency range of sensitiv-
ity. This expression (24) is efficient to compute, with
O(N) operations for the sum and O(N log2 N) for the
FFT.

In continuous notations, introducing the usual noise-
weighted inner product

(a|b) = 4Re

∫

f>0

df
ã(f)b̃∗(f)

Sn(f)
, (25)

the result (24) above is the discretized version of

lnLWhittle(d|θ) = −1

2
(h(θ)− d|h(θ)− d) , (26)

up to an additive constant incorporating PSD-
dependent terms as an overall normalization.

The Whittle-likelihood (24) is suitable for parameter
inference provided the noise process is both Gaussian
and circulant. As we will see, the impact of gaps de-
stroys the circulant (and Toeplitz) nature of the TD
noise covariance matrix, making the effective overall
noise process as non-stationary.

III. DIRECT MODELING OF DATA GAPS

A. Analysis set-up

We will now present the direct approach to data gaps,
where we marginalize over the missing data, while re-
taining statistical consistency. We will assume that we
know the noise covariance of the underlying stochas-
tic process representing the instrumental noise, and we
treat the missing data entries as random variables that
will be marginalized over, according to the joint prob-
ability distribution for the full process. We will also
relate this direct approach to the windowing approach.
We recall that, throughout this paper, we keep the as-
sumption that the noise process is Gaussian.

Representing gaps can be done most easily in the TD
and in the language of linear algebra. We present in
App. C a derivation for a generic gap configuration,
but for simplicity we will consider here a setting with
a single gap inside the data set. For illustrative pur-
poses, consider such a data set x = (x0,x1,x2) of length
N = N0+N1+N2 with corresponding covariance matrix
in block matrix form

Σ =



Σ00 Σ01 Σ02

ΣT
01 Σ11 Σ12

ΣT
02 ΣT

12 Σ22


 . (27)

Now consider a gap in the data set, which we will rep-
resent by setting x1 = 0, with observed data given by
x0 and x2. In the direct approach to data gaps, we
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marginalize over the missing data. The marginal joint
probability distribution for the observed noise n0 and
n2 is

p(n0,n2) =

∫
dn1 p(n0,n1,n2) , (28)

where the joint probability p(n0,n1,n2) is described by
the full covariance Σ. Marginalizing a multidimensional
Gaussian distribution is done by directly truncating its
covariance, resulting in a N0 +N2 dimensional matrix

Σmarg =

(
Σ00 Σ02

ΣT
02 Σ22

)
, (29)

and the likelihood therefore features the inverse of the
(N0 +N2)× (N0 +N2) matrix above.
Assuming that Σ00 and the Shur complement of Σ00,

i.e., S = (Σ22 − ΣT
02Σ

−1
00 Σ02) are invertible, the usual

2× 2 block-inverse for a symmetric matrix reads [54]

(Σmarg)−1 =

(
T00 T02

T T
02 T22

)
, (30a)

T00 = Σ−1
00 +Σ−1

00 Σ02S
−1ΣT

02Σ
−1
00 , (30b)

T02 = −Σ−1
00 Σ02S

−1 , (30c)

T22 = S−1 , (30d)

which can be used to obtain

lnLgap(x|θ) =− 1

2
xT
0 T00x0 − xT

0 T02x2 (31)

− 1

2
xT
2 T22x2 + const. , (32)

where as usual we use xj = dj − hj(θ). We see that
this direct approach is straightforward in the TD for
Gaussian noise: we simply have to replace the full co-
variance with a sub-covariance. However, we still need
to draw a connection to the FD which requires N -sized
data segment, and to the windowing approach.

B. The windowing procedure

Introducing a window (or gating) function w(t) can
be represented by an N × N diagonal matrix W =
Diag(w(i∆t), i = 0, . . . , N − 1). In the case where w(t)
is everywhere non-zero, W is invertible. This is the case
where w is a simple deterministic modulation, with no
loss of information. Assuming the data analyst is given
the modulated output Wx, they can still rewrite the
likelihood using

xTΣ−1x = (Wx)
T
(WΣW )

−1
(Wx) (if w ̸= 0) .

Note that the covariance for the modulated dataWΣW
will lose its Toeplitz structure in general; even though

the underlying x is drawn from a stationary process,
such modulated data is manifestly not stationary any-
more – but a modulation can be undone through infer-
ence schemes. For studies on non-stationary noise given
modulated noise processes, we refer the reader to [48]
for further discussion.

Data gaps cannot be undone as they erase informa-
tion, and they can be represented by setting to zero the
corresponding entries in W such that t ∈ gap. While we
could have w implemented via a smooth taper around
the gaps with w(t) ∈ [0, 1], here we will simply consider
a gating1 window of the form

W =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1


 , (33)

and we have

WΣW =



Σ00 0 Σ02

0 0 0
ΣT

02 0 Σ22


 , (34)

which is non-invertible, representing the erasure of in-
formation by the introduction of gaps.

However, the notion of Moore-Penrose pseudo-
inverse [55, 56] will allow us to find a direct connection
to the result in Eq. (28) for the likelihood marginalized
over missing data values. For any matrix A (with no
prerequisites, A can even be non-square), there exists a
unique pseudo-inverse A+ satisfying the four properties

A+AA+ = A+ , (35a)

AA+A = A , (35b)
(
AA+

)†
= AA+ , (35c)

(
A+A

)†
= A+A . (35d)

The pseudo-inverse coincides with the normal inverse
when the matrix is invertible. The following proper-
ties of the pseudo-inverse, that can be checked from
the definition, will be useful for us: if B is unitary
(B†B = 1), (AB)+ = B+A+ = B†A+ and simi-
larly (BA)+ = A+B+ = A+B†. Scalar multiplica-
tion works as for a normal inverse: (αA)+ = A+/α for
α ∈ C, α ̸= 0. Finally, for a block-diagonal matrix, the
pseudo-inverse respects the block-diagonal structure. In
practice, one general algorithm to compute the pseudo-
inverse [57] consists in first computing the singular value
decomposition (SVD) of the matrix, identifying the zero

1 Whenever we refer to a window as a gating window we are
referring to a rectangular window where w(t) = 1 outside the
gap and w(t) = 0 inside the gap.
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singular values (SVs) and setting their reciprocal to zero
when approximating the matrix inverse. This will be
discussed in more detail in Sec. VIC.
For the 3×3 block structure that we have, the pseudo-

inverse can be calculated directly through repeated ap-
plication of the 2× 2 block inverse formula, or checked
a posteriori, resulting in

(WΣW )+ =



T00 0 T02

0 0 0
T T
02 0 T22


 , (36)

with block matrices given as blocks of the 2 × 2 block-
inverse in Eq. (30). Notice that the block diagonal struc-
ture has been preserved. We can verify that

(WΣW )(WΣW )+ =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1


 , (37)

showing that (WΣW )+ is indeed the unique pseudo-
inverse of (WΣW ), satisfying all four properties in
Eq. (35). The likelihood for gated data in the TD reads

lnLgap =(Wx)T (WΣW )+(Wx)

=− 1

2
xT
0 T00x0 − xT

0 T02x2 −
1

2
xT
2 T22x2 , (38)

which is precisely the same form as the TD likelihood
Eq. (32) where we marginalized out the data corre-
sponding to the gap segment x1. This is an impor-
tant point: it shows that marginalizing the data (via
truncating the noise covariance matrix) is equivalent to
treating the data coherently while filling the gap seg-
ment with zeros. The operation on the space of vectors
via (WΣW )+ or (Σmarg)−1 is equivalent in all cases.
We arrive at the gated likelihood

lnLgate(d|θ) = −1

2
xT (WΣW )

+
x , (39a)

= −1

2
(Wx)T (WΣW )

+
(Wx) ,

(39b)

with x = d − h. In the above, the data set is d =
(d0,d1,d2) and the model template is h = (h0,h1,h2);
note here that d1, h1 do not contribute the the like-
lihood. Assuming that the correct pseudo-inverse has
been computed, then its presence will annihilate any
data within the gap segment.
This is a point warranting more discussion. The data

stream of LISA may be a collection of processed data
products via first-stage L0/L1 data pipelines, which will
result in time-ordered data sets [2]. The missing data
segments are segments of data that do not exist be-
tween these data sets. Glitches (or instrumental/envi-
ronmental noise transients) may contaminate the data

stream so violently that they may need to be masked
and thus removed entirely. Throughout this section we
have made the convenient choice to fill in those miss-
ing data segments with zeros in order to “connect”
data products d0 and d2 allowing for a coherent data
set d = (d0,0,d2) to be analyzed. Understand that
this is already placing an assumption that the segments
are correlated, which may not be the case in practice.
This will be investigated in a later Sec. VII E. We have
shown that provided the covariance matrix of the noise
accounts for missing-data as zeros, then the content
of the data stream is irrelevant during the gated seg-
ment. For instance, in terms of the input gated data
Wd = (d0,0,d2), then Eq. (39b) reads equivalently:

lnLgate(d|θ) = −1

2
(Wd−h)T (WΣW )+(Wd−h) ,

(40)

ignoring additive constants. Thus, the content of the
data and model template during the gap segment are
erased entirely. In reality, the data stream during the
gated segment will not exist and could be represented
via NaNs or d1 = 0, the point here is that the choice
would not matter. For inference purposes, we could use
the full model template, fill the gap segment with zeros
or even arbitrary values and always get the same result
for the likelihood.

Note that we were assuming a gating window above,
with w(t) = 0 or w(t) = 1. For a more general tapering
window with w(t) ∈ [0, 1] outside the gap, we can repeat
the same derivation with

W =



W0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 W2


 , (41)

WΣW =



W0Σ00W0 0 W0Σ02W2

0 0 0
W2Σ

T
02W0 0 W2Σ22W2


 , (42)

with W0 and W2 invertible, we would obtain the same
result as in Eq. (39b). Note that when the window is
not a gate, we need to modify Eq. (40) to also apply the
tapering outside of the gaps to the templates h.

We conclude our time-domain prescription of data
gaps with a particularly counter-intuitive point about
gaps with smooth tapers applied pre and post-gap
segment. For the smooth tapering matrix defined in
Eq. (41), it’s easy to show that

(WW+) = (W+W ) =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1


 , (43)
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leading to the observation that

lnLgap ∝ −1

2
(Wx)T (WΣW )+(Wx) (44)

=
(
x1 x2 x3

)


Σ00 0 Σ02

0 0 0
ΣT

02 0 Σ22




+

x1

x2

x3


 (45)

≡ lnLgate . (46)

The above argument proves that there is no loss of
statistical consistency between tapered and gated pro-
cesses. Assuming that the pseudo-inverse has been cor-
rectly computed, the tapering scheme will result in no
loss of information of the signal. From the time-domain
perspective, there is little reason to taper your data
since the gated and tapered process will result in the
same likelihood calculation. However, tapering may
prove advantageous in the FD in order to mitigate edge-
effects as a result of working with finite-duration time-
series.
We will now translate this gap treatment to the FD,

using the version of the formalism that uses windowed
N -size data. Starting from Eq. (39), using the DFT
definitions in Eqs. (5a), we have

Wx =
1√
N∆t

P †W̃x , (47)

for W̃x = W̃ x̃. Since P is unitary, we can absorb it
inside the pseudo-inverse as

P (WΣW )
+
P † =

(
PWΣWP †)+ . (48)

Using Eq. (12) for the FD covariance matrix, and intro-
ducing the notation (note that this is not the diagonal
matrix built from the vector w̃j)

W̃ = PWP † , (49)

we can further rewrite the above as

1

N∆t2
(
PWΣWP †)+ =

(
W̃ Σ̃W̃

)+
. (50)

We finally obtain the FD likelihood in the gap case,
marginalized over missing data,

lnLgap(d|θ) = −1

2

(
W̃x

)† (
W̃ Σ̃W̃

)+ (
W̃x

)
, (51)

with x = d− h(θ) and ignoring additive constants.
Coming back to the implementation choice, we have

a counter-intuitive freedom in how we choose to fill the
missing data values for the template. It is natural to
fill in the model template h with zeros, as the most
convenient choice. For particular GW model templates,
however, we can have situations where the windowing

would strongly affect the shape of the Fourier transform
of the signal. This is already the case for a MBHB,
but it would be much worse for a quasi-monochromatic
GB signal. If a smooth taper were applied to the TD
GB signal, the GBs FD spectrum would no longer be
compact. According to our argument, however, we can
choose to not apply the window to the template, allow-
ing us to use existing codes producing FD templates
with no modification. This implementation would read:

lnLgate(d|θ) = −1

2
(W̃d− h̃)†(W̃ Σ̃W̃ )+(W̃d− h̃) ,

(52)

which may be a more favorable likelihood model to
compute for models built directly in the FD [58–61]. For
smooth tapers, it is necessary to include the window in

the model templates W̃h in Eq.(52).

C. Computing the windowed covariance

If one were to compute the FD covariance with gated
data and transform to the TD covariance, then one is
making the hidden assumption that the data is just
missing observations in the middle of some continuous
process. In other words, the two data segments are de-
pendent and coherent with one another. In this section,
we will provide algorithms that can be used to com-
pute the noise covariance matrix assuming coherence
between observed data segments, which translates both
in the noise level being assumed to be the same before
and after the gap, and in the presence of off-diagonal
blocks in the TD covariance.

In the above, we found that the likelihood can be
written down in terms of the covariance matrices for
the windowed noise process in the time or FD,

〈
(Wn)(Wn)T

〉
= WΣW ,

〈
(W̃n)(W̃n)†

〉
= W̃ Σ̃W̃ . (53)

We will now present how these matrices can be com-
puted in practice.

In the TD, the computation of the windowed covari-
ance is straightforward. In functional notations, we have

⟨w(t)n(t)w(t′)n(t′)⟩ = w(t)w(t′)Cn(t, t
′) , (54)

and the translation of the above direct product in dis-
crete notations is, for i, j = 0, . . . , N − 1,

(WΣW )ij = wiwjΣij , (55)

where w is the vector of values for the window.
To build the circulant TD noise covariance matrix, an

inverse discrete-Fourier transform of the PSD Sn(f) is



11

computed, which then forms the first row of the matrix.
As the matrix is circulant, one can easily construct the
matrix via Eq. (19). Constructing the Toeplitz matrix
is slightly more involved, since Eq. (16) is a definition
that assumes infinite observation times. In practice, we
construct the inverse discrete-Fourier transform of the
PSD Sn(f) assuming twice the observation time. Half
of the time-array is chosen to be the first row of the
matrix and, applying Eq. (18), one can construct the
resultant Toeplitz matrix. When gaps are present, one
simply truncates the rows and columns corresponding to
the time-indices where the gap is present (see Eq. (34)).
Note that this process is not invariant to the choice of
the length of the extended circulant process, of which
our Toeplitz process is a snapshot. Choosing more than
twice the target length would change the low-frequency
content of the autocorrelation function. We did not ex-
plore this aspect in the present study.
In the FD, the product with the window becomes a

convolution, according to

w̃n(f) =

∫
du w̃(u)ñ(f − u) . (56)

Using Eq. (17b) for stationary noise, the functional FD
covariance becomes [39, 47]

Σwn(f, f
′) = ⟨w̃n(f)w̃n(f ′)∗⟩

=
1

2

∫
du Sn(u)w̃(f − u)w̃(f ′ − u)∗ . (57)

In linear algebra notations, this result will translate into
a discrete convolution. First, from our definition for W̃ ,

W̃ij =
(
PWP †)

ij
=

1

N

∑

k

ωk(i−j)w̃k . (58)

For discrete convolutions, it is useful to introduce pe-
riodic indices, to be interpreted modulo N . We will
denote them with an overline, w̃k = w̃k mod N . Us-
ing these notation allows to simplify intermediate sums
while ignoring edge effects on indices. Using the diag-
onal structure for the FD covariance given by Eq. (23)
in the circulant case, we obtain the convolution

(
W̃ Σ̃W̃

)
ij
=

∆f

2

N−1∑

k=0

Sk
nw̃i−kw̃

∗
j−k

. (59)

The above matrix can be computed more efficiently
than with the apparent O(N3) of this formula, by us-
ing the FFT for convolutions. Namely, for each peri-
odic diagonal j − i = p mod N , if we define the vector

v
(p)
i = w̃iw̃

∗
i+p

, then the computation for this diago-

nal can be seen as the computation of the convolution∑
Sk
nv

(p)
i−k. The latter convolution can be computed by

taking the IFFT of the product of the two vector’s FFT,

for an overall cost of O(N log2 N). This needs to be
done for each diagonal, which gives the overall scaling
O(N2 log2 N)or computing the full matrix2.

Computing the pseudo-inverse of that matrix, how-
ever, requires computing its SVD in O(N3), as we will
describe in Sec. VIC. Below in Alg. 1 we provide pseudo-
code that can be used to compute the FD noise covari-
ance matrix assuming a Circulant and Gaussian noise
process. When building the frequency-domain gated co-
variance matrix for Toeplitz processes, we found it sim-
pler to construct the time-domain covariance Σtoe and
compute Σ̃ = (N∆t)−2PΣtoeP †. Analytical formulae
for the FD variate of the Toeplitz matrix are given in
App.A 2, Eq. (A14). The TD and FD covariances for
both Circulant and Toeplitz processes will be illustrated
and discussed in Sec.VI.

Algorithm1 Fourier Domain Noise Covariance

Require: Sn PSD values of length N/2+1, w window array
in TD of length N and ∆t the sampling interval.

Ensure: Σ̃ (Fourier-domain covariance matrix, complex ar-
ray)
N ← length(w)
∆f ← 1/(N∆t)
Compute Fourier transform: w̃ ← ∆t · FFT(w)
Initialize 0← u ∈ CN×1

Complex Σ̃← Zero Matrix of size N ×N .
u[0 : N/2 + 1]← Sn,
u[N/2 + 1 : N ]← Sn[1 : −1] with Sn reversed
for diagonal ∈ {0, . . . , N/2} do

wshift ← permute(w, -diagonal)∗

v ← w ·wshift

û← FFT(u)
v̂ ← FFT(v)
D← (∆f/2) · IFFT(û · v̂)
Set diagonal of Σ̃← D
if diagonal ̸= (N/2) then

Assign D∗ to mirrored diagonal entries
end if

end for
return Σ̃

2 Similarly, given knowledge of the TD noise covariance ma-
trix the act of Σ̃ ∝ PΣP † is equivalent to taking an FFT
on the columns of the matrix Σ (pre-multiplying by P ) and
then an IFFT on the post-matrix rows (equivalent to post-
multiplying by P † = P−1). The cost of this operation scales
like O(N2 log2 N). for data lengths a power of two. The al-
gorithm in the text computes each diagonal separately, which
could be advantageous for band-dominated matrices, should we
truncate the matrix to a preset number of diagonals.
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D. Signal-to-noise ratio

In this section, we rewrite the usual definitions for
the Wiener filtering and Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR)
in the TD, using the same linear algebra notations as
in previous sections, and adapt the derivation to the
presence of gaps in the data.

For a given filter k(t), we consider the L2 inner prod-
uct of this filter with the data stream

∫
dt k(t)d(t).

We introduce the “signal” and “noise” as the expecta-
tion value of the inner product when a signal h(t;θ) is
present in the data, and its standard deviation when the
signal is absent (the expectation value of the noise be-
ing zero), respectively. The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
is then

(
S

N

)
=

∫∞
−∞ dt k(t)h(t;θ)

√〈(∫∞
−∞ dt k(t)n(t)

)2〉
, (60)

and we wish to optimize this SNR by best matching the
chosen filter k to the target signal h(t;θ), assumed to
be known.
In linear algebra notations, the filter and waveform

templates become vectors k,h ∈ RN (we omit the θ-
dependency in h) and the SNR is

(
S

N

)
=

kTh√〈
(kTn)

2
〉 =

kTh√
kTΣk

, (61)

where we used the TD noise covariance matrix in Eq. (9)
to rewrite the denominator.
For Σ symmetric and positive definite, there exists

precisely one positive definite and symmetric square-
root matrix3 Σ1/2 such that Σ = Σ1/2Σ1/2 [62]. De-
noting the inverse square root as Σ−1/2 and using the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∣∣kTh
∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣
(
Σ1/2k

)T (
Σ−1/2h

)∣∣∣∣ ≤
√
kTΣk

√
hTΣ−1h ,

(62)
with the bound being saturated for the two vectors be-
ing collinear, that is to say for Σ1/2k ∝ Σ−1/2h, or
equivalently for

k ∝ Σ−1h . (63)

Coming back to the expression of the SNR (61), this
gives the optimal square SNR as

ρ2opt =

(
S

N

)2

opt

= hTΣ−1h . (64)

3 This would still hold with positive-semi-definite matrices.

Working in the FD rather than in the TD, The ex-
pressions Eqs (5b) and (13) allow us to write Eq. (64)
in the form

ρ2opt = h̃†Σ̃−1h̃ . (65)

For stationary noise (and in the circulant case), Σ̃ is
diagonal and this inner product becomes a simple sum,
as in Eq. (24), which is the discrete equivalent of the
usual expression ρ2opt = (h|h) using the functional inner
product defined by Eq. (25).

Now, considering the case of data gaps, we can define
the observed data stream via Wh and marginalised TD
covariance matrix WΣW . The SNR is then

(
S

N

)
=

kTWh√〈
(kTWn)

2
〉 =

kTWh√
kTWΣWk

. (66)

As in the case of the likelihood, we can either work
with an explicit expression of the pseudo-inverse in a
3×3 block structure as in Sec. III, or use the reordering
notations of App. C, and obtain for the optimal SNR

(ρgapopt )
2 = (Wh)T (WΣW )+(Wh) . (67)

In the above, the factor W in Wh is only mandatory if
the window is not a pure gating window but includes a
smooth tapering on the segments outside the gaps. We
remind the reader that the presence of (WΣW )+ kills
all imputed information within the gap segment, imply-
ing that we are free to use the non-gated templates for
SNR computations. Similarly, the string of equalities
leading to the statement in Eq. (46) applies here, show-
ing that the SNR of the gated signal is identical to the
SNR of the tapered process. Hence the only portion
of the signal that results in information loss is only the
segment of zero data – during the gap. This phenomena
will be verified in Fig. 12 found in Sec. VID.

We will see in later sections that tapered waveforms
with assumed Whittle-based diagonal covariances could
significantly impact the SNR of the source, especially
when information-rich content of the signal is being
erased.

The translation to the FD is the same as for the like-
lihood, and reads

(ρgapopt )
2 = (W̃h)†(W̃ Σ̃W̃ )+(W̃h) . (68)

E. Fisher matrices

The Fisher matrix (FM) formalism is a useful tool
for approximate PE, and we will use it extensively in
the rest of the paper. We repeat here the derivation of
the consequences of the linearized signal approximation,
adapted to the case of data with gaps.
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We start by writing the linearized signal approxima-
tion for the Whittle-likelihood (26) and with the func-
tional overlap (25), for simplicity of notation before
adapting to the gap case. We expand the signal at linear
order in deviations from the true parameters θ0 as

h(θ) = h(θ0) + ∆θa∂ah(θ0) +O(∆θ2) . (69)

Given a noise realization so that d = h+n and in the ab-
sence of waveform uncertainties the likelihood becomes
a quadratic form [63] in ∆θ:

lnL = −1

2
(∆θa −∆θ̂a

bf)Γab(∆θb −∆θ̂b
bf)

− 1

2
(n|n)− (∂ah|n)(Γ−1)ab(∂bh|n) (70)

+O(∆θ3)

with quantities

Γab = (∂ah|∂bh) , (71)

∆θ̂a
bf =

(
Γ−1

)
ab

(∂bh|n) . (72)

Notice that the first term in Eq. (70) is of the same form
of a multivariate-Gaussian distribution with parameter
covariance matrix given by Γ−1 centered on “best-fit”

parameters ∆θ̂a
bf. Direct calculation4 shows that

En [−∂a∂b log p(θ|d)] =
〈
(∂a∂bh|n)

〉
+
〈
(∂ah|∂bh)

〉

= (∂ah|∂bh)
= Γab

allowing us to identify the matrix Γ in Eq. (71) as the
expectation of the observed information matrix, usually
called the FM.

The FM Γ ∼ ρ2 and ∆θa
bf ∼ ρ−1, meaning that the

first term in (70) is an O(ρ) quantity whereas the last
two terms are O(1) quantities. This reasoning implies
that in the limit of high signal-to-noise ratio, those lat-
ter terms can be neglected and the likelihood can be
approximated as a multi-variate Gaussian distribution
with parameter covariance matrix given by Γ−1 and

maximum likelihood estimate given by ∆θ̂a
bf [65–67].

These best-fit parameters are unbiased ⟨∆θ̂bf⟩ = 0, and
with variance given by the Fisher covariance itself,

〈
∆θ̂a

bf∆θ̂b
bf

〉
=
(
Γ−1

)
ac

(
Γ−1

)
bd
⟨(∂ch|n)(n|∂dh)⟩

=
(
Γ−1

)
ac

(
Γ−1

)
bd
Γcd

=
(
Γ−1

)
ab

, (73)

where we used ⟨(a|n)(n|b)⟩ = (a|b), easily derived us-
ing Eq. (17a). We will refer to these “best-fit” quanti-

ties ∆θ̂a
bf as “noise biases” 5, in contrast to the Cutler-

Vallisneri biases that arise in the context of waveform
systematics [67].

Coming back to the gap case, in linear algebra nota-
tions, we start from the likelihood in Eq. (39) and apply
the same linearization of the signal around the true pa-
rameters. We obtain again a quadratic form, with the
new FM

Γgap
ab = (W ∂ah)

T
(WΣW )+ (W ∂bh) , (74)

and best-fit parameters

∆θ̂a
bf,gap =

(
Γ−1
gap

)
ab

(W ∂bh)
T
(WΣW )+ (Wn) ,

(75)
which provide an unbiased estimator for the parameters
with variance

〈
∆θ̂a

bf,gap∆θ̂b
bf,gap

〉
=
(
Γ−1
gap

)
ac

(
Γ−1
gap

)
bd

〈
(W ∂ch)

T
(WΣW )+ (Wn) (Wn)

T
(WΣW )+ (W ∂dh)

〉

=
(
Γ−1
gap

)
ac

(
Γ−1
gap

)
bd
(W ∂ch)

T
(WΣW )+WΣW (WΣW )+ (W ∂dh)

=
(
Γ−1
gap

)
ac

(
Γ−1
gap

)
bd
(W ∂ch)

T
(WΣW )+ (W ∂dh)

=
(
Γ−1
gap

)
ac

(
Γ−1
gap

)
bd
Γgap
cd

=
(
Γ−1
gap

)
ab

, (76)

4 Under specific regularity conditions (see page 64
in [64]), it can be shown that En [−∂a∂b log p(θ|d)] =
En [∂a log p(θ|d)∂b log p(θ|d)] with latter expression the for-
mal definition of the FM. A short calculation shows that
Γab = En [∂a log p(θ|d)∂b log p(θ|d)] = (∂ah|∂bh).

5 The quantities ∆θ̂a
bf are not biases in the statistical sense, since

⟨∆θ̂a
bf⟩ = 0. However, as LISA will observe a single noise real-

ization that in principle will “shift” recovered parameters away
from the true parameters, these noise fluctuations represent the
“bias” in individual observations.
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where we have used ⟨(Wn) (Wn)
T ⟩ = WΣW and

one of the defining properties of the pseudo-inverse,
A+AA+ = A+. The equivalent expressions in the FD
are obtained with the same rewriting that we used for
the likelihood, using the unitarity of P to absorb it un-
der the pseudo-inverse. This results in

Γ̃gap
ab =

(
W̃ ∂ah

)†
(W̃ Σ̃W̃ )+

(
W̃ ∂bh

)
, (77)

and

∆θ̂a
bf,gap =

(
Γ̃−1
gap

)
ab

(
W̃ ∂bh

)†
(W̃ Σ̃W̃ )+

(
W̃n

)
.

(78)

IV. QUANTIFYING NOISE MISMODELING
ERRORS

Having explored how to write down the correct like-
lihood, SNR and FM in the presence of data gaps (and
possibly of a tapering window), we will now present
tools to assess the impact that mismodeling the statis-
tics of the noise could have on PE.

A. Effects of mismodeling the noise process

In all mismodeling cases that we will consider, the
approximate model for the likelihood L′ will remain
Gaussian-like, in the sense that it will possess the struc-
ture

lnL′(d|θ) = −1

2
(Wx)

T
(Σ′)

+
(Wx) . (79)

We have written the model’s inverse covariance (Σ′)
+

generically as a pseudo-inverse and in the TD, but in
applications we might be using an invertible covariance
(e.g. when using the Whittle-likelihood), and we might

be working in the FD. To connect to the correct model-
ing case, in this notation, this inverse covariance absorbs
the effect of windows: (Σ′)

+
correct = (WΣW )

+
.

Note that we do not consider the case where we apply
the window to the data but not the template, as we were
able to do in Eq. (52) when using the correct covari-
ance with the gating window. This would complicate
notations and also presumably represent an additional
source of errors whenever using an approximate inverse
covariance; in all applications, we will apply the same
window (gating or tapering) to the data stream and to
the templates, Wx = Wh(θ)−Wd.

The wrong likelihood defined in Eq. (79) does not en-
code the correct statistics for the windowed noise pro-
cess. Since it retains the usual quadratic structure, we
can repeat the steps leading to the derivation of the FM
and noise bias. Using the linearized signal approxima-
tion, we obtain the FM

Γ′
ab = (W ∂ah)

T
(Σ′)

+
(W ∂bh) , (80)

that will differ in general from the correct FM Γab. We
also obtain the following noise bias, for a given noise
realization n,

(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′
= (Γ′)

−1
ab (W ∂bh)

T
(Σ′)

+
(Wn) . (81)

These best-fit parameters should not be interpreted as
giving only the best-fit in L2 sense of the template h(θ)
to the data d: the model’s pseudo-inverse covariance
(Σ′)

+
intervenes in the computation. Inaccuracies in

this covariance will impact the best-fit solution.
Over many realisations of the noise, the best-fit

parameters are still unbiased by construction, with〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ 〉
= 0, but they will have a variance that

does not match the expected parameter covariance rep-
resented by the FM and encoded in the posterior distri-
butions,

〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂b

bf

)′〉
= (Γ′)

−1
ac (Γ′)

−1
bd

〈
(W ∂ch)

T
(Σ′)

+
(Wn) (Wn)

T
(Σ′)

+
(W ∂dh)

〉

= (Γ′)
−1
ac (Γ′)

−1
bd (W ∂ch)

T
(Σ′)

+
WΣW (Σ′)

+
(W ∂dh) , (82)

where the inner matrix products do not simplify further, in general (Σ′)
+
WΣW (Σ′)

+ ̸= (WΣW )+, so that
this parameter bias covariance will not match the model’s Fisher covariance (nor the correct Fisher covariance):

〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂b

bf

)′〉
̸= (Γ′)

−1
ab . (83)

Only in the case where Σ′ ≡ WΣW , i.e., where the model noise covariance matrix matches the noise covariance
matrix of the underlying noise process, would we achieve a simplification and thus equality in Eq. (83). In the FD,
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Eq. (82) reads

〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂b

bf

)′〉
=
(
Γ̃′
)−1

ac

(
Γ̃′
)−1

bd

(
W̃ ∂ch

)† (
Σ̃′
)+

W̃ Σ̃W̃
(
Σ̃′
)+ (

W̃ ∂dh
)
, (84)

with Γ̃ given by the Whittle-based FM computed in the FD. We remark that Eq. (84) was derived in [48] that
explored mismodeling non-stationary processes in ground-based detectors as stationary in the context of modulations
and bursts, but not gaps.

B. Coherent Whittle-likelihood

In practice, as discussed in Sec. III B, for data with
gaps one could make the choice to treat the data seg-
ment as a whole, using the Whittle-likelihood for that
full segment, while simply filling the missing data in the
gap with zeroes. We can either use a gating window wg,
or apply a tapering window wt smoothing each side of
the gap. This approach has been used in a number of
works [25, 39, 44, 45, 47–49, 68]. Thus the approximate
likelihood, denoted with a prime, would read

lnL′(d|θ) = −1

2
(Wx)

T
Σ−1 (Wx) , (85)

with x = h(θ) − d. In practice, this allows for an effi-
cient computation in the FD,

lnL′(d|θ) = −1

2

(
W̃x

)†
Σ̃−1

(
W̃x

)
, (86)

where Σ̃ is diagonal, as for the Whittle-likelihood, with
components given by (23), and where the window would
be applied in the TD to the residual x before taking an
FFT. We could instead use the Toeplitz form of Eq. (85)
and transform the likelihood into the FD. A major dis-
advantage would be that the favored diagonal structure

of the FD likelihood would be lost (a result of assum-
ing Toeplitz, but not circulant) and this rarely, if not
ever done in practice. For this reason, we will use the
Circulant condition to facilitate the rapid-to-evaluate
Whittle-likelihood. Later in results Sec. VII we will test
mismodeling errors when assuming the underlying pro-
cess is circulant when the true noise-process is Toeplitz.

We can apply the results of Sec. IVA with the re-
placement (Σ′)+ = Σ−1, and distinguish two cases:

• W = Wg, a gating window, meaning we directly
fill the gaps with zeros and leave the rest of the
data untouched;

• W = Wt, a smooth tapering window: we taper
each gap edge using the Planck window (E1) with
a lobe length that we will allow to vary from 1
minute to 2 hours.

The naive gating approach will give us a worst-case es-
timate of the impact of the gap. The tapering approach
will reduce the impact of the mismodeling, but will also
erase some of the information conveyed by the data in-
side the tapering lobes, depending on the lobe length6.

The results of Sec. IVA give in this context

Γ′
ab = (W ∂ah)

T
Σ−1 (W ∂bh) , (87a)

(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′
= (Γ′)

−1
ab (W ∂bh)

T
Σ−1 (Wn) , (87b)

〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂b

bf

)′〉
= (Γ′)

−1
ac (Γ′)

−1
bd (W ∂ch)

T
Σ−1WΣWΣ−1 (W ∂dh) . (87c)

6 The loss of information during the tapering scheme is a feature
of mismodeling the data using the Whittle-like circulant covari-
ance matrix. If the model covariance were consistent with the
tapered noise, no information would be lost. See Eq. (46) and
surrounding text for a reminder.

Eqs. (87c) and (87a) will be used extensively in the re-
sults Sec. VIIA, namely to test the appropriateness of
the Whittle-likelihood on gated and tapered data for PE
purposes.
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C. Segmented Whittle-likelihood

The previous Whittle model for the likelihood in
Sec. IVB treats the data segment as a whole (and
thus coherent). Another approach would be to segment
the data, treating each data segment between gaps as
independent from the others, and using the Whittle-
likelihood for stationary (and circulant) noise on each
of these data segments. We will also use the same noise
model before and after the gap segments. Assuming in-
coherence between data segments gives an advantage of
working with data chunks of limited size where the data
gaps simply amount to ignoring certain segments. The
caveats are that:

• One neglects all noise correlations between sep-
arate segments. As we will see in details in
Sec. VII E, this loss of information is in fact very
minor.

• One uses the Whittle-likelihood on short seg-
ments, which comes with errors in itself at the
segment edges. As in the previous section, this
can be alleviated by tapering, but tapering itself
erases some information contained in the data.

• One will observe a loss of resolvable frequen-
cies, impacting sensitivity for low-frequency
gravitational-wave sources. Assuming LISA is
sensitive to sources for f ∈ (10−4, 10−1), this be-
comes problematic for data segments of length
T ≲ 3 hours.

Note that this approach is perhaps the closest to short-
time Fourier transform or time-frequency methods.

In our gap-in-the-middle notations, this approach is

equivalent to taking

(Σ′)
+
=



(Σcirc

00 )−1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 (Σcirc

22 )−1


 , (88)

where Σcirc
11 , Σcirc

33 are both circulant matrices built from
the same PSD (assumed to be known), for the segment
lengths N1 and N3. Note that these block matrices are
not sub-matrices of Σ, i.e. Σcirc

11 ̸= Σ11, even if Σ is
itself Toeplitz or circulant. To reduce edge effects, win-
dows W1, W3 are used to taper both ends of each seg-
ment.

In a more general notation for K segments indexed by
I = 1, . . . ,K, the model likelihood is then a sum over
the segments that are not part of the set of gaps,

lnL′(d|θ) = −1

2

∑

I /∈gaps

(WIxI)
T
(Σcirc

II )−1 (WIxI) ,

(89a)

= −1

2

∑

I /∈gaps

(
W̃IxI

)†
(Σ̃circ

II )−1
(
W̃IxI

)
,

(89b)

with xI = hI(θ)−dI the residual on the segment I. In

the FD, each Σ̃circ
II is diagonal and the FFT can be used;

the length of each segment NI is decided by the gap lo-
cations and will not be a power of 2 in general. This will
have an impact on speed of the discrete Fourier trans-
form, making it at worst an O(N2) operation rather
than a O(N log2 N) operation.

The results of Sec. IVA for the model’s FM and noise
bias also become sums over I, in the same fashion:

Γ′
ab =

∑

I /∈gaps

(WI∂ahI)
T (

Σcirc
II

)−1
(WI∂bhI) ,

(90a)
(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′
= (Γ′)

−1
ab

∑

I /∈gaps

(WI∂bhI)
T (

Σcirc
II

)−1
(WInI) ,

(90b)

The bias covariance, however, is a double sum over
all segments that are observed:

〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂b

bf

)′〉
= (Γ′)

−1
ac (Γ′)

−1
bd

∑

I /∈gaps

∑

J /∈gaps

〈
(WI∂chI)

T (
Σcirc

II

)−1
(WInI) (WJnJ)

T (
Σcirc

JJ

)−1
(WJ∂dhJ)

〉

= (Γ′)
−1
ac (Γ′)

−1
bd

∑

I /∈gaps

∑

J /∈gaps

(WI∂chI)
T (

Σcirc
II

)−1
WIΣIJWJ

(
Σcirc

JJ

)−1
(WJ∂dhJ) . (91)

Indeed, even if our model assumes segment indepen- dence, cross-terms between segments appear because
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the true underlying noise process n will have in general
correlations between different segments, represented by
ΣIJ with I ̸= J .

D. Mismodeling measures

Recall that our framework is different from mismodel-
ing induced by systematic errors in the waveform mod-
els [69]. In the latter case, the part of the shift be-
tween best-fit and true parameters due to waveform er-
rors is deterministic, although it will vary from source
to source. Here, our biases in Eq. (81) are zero-mean,
but have the wrong statistics (82).

In our case, we have two types of mismodeling errors
introduced by our use of the wrong statistical model for
the likelihood:

• A mismatch between the width of the posteriors
obtained with the wrong model likelihood and cor-
rect model likelihood.

• A mismatch between the scatter of best-fit param-
eters when varying the noise realization and the
width of the modelled posteriors.

The first type of error motivates the introduction of
noise mismodeling posterior width ratio measuring the
ratio of 1σ errors between the incorrect and correct anal-
yses, as approximated in the Fisher approach:

Ξa =

√
(Γ′)

−1
aa√

(Γ)
−1
aa

, (92)

where (Γ)
−1
aa is the correct Fisher covariance. The

effect measured posterior width ratio is qualitatively
similar (although not identical, as correlations could
change) to a loss of SNR. For instance, we might want to
alleviate the effect of gaps by introducing an aggressive
tapering window around them, but this would come at
the expense of a loss of information reflected by values
Ξ > 1.

The second type of errors lead us to introduce the
noise-mismodeling posterior scatter-to-width ratio

Υa =

√〈(
∆θ̂a

bf

)′ (
∆θ̂a

bf

)′〉

√
(Γ′)

−1
aa

. (93)

We will sometimes refer to Eq. (93) in short by the
scatter-to-width ratio. When forming the product ΞaΥa,
the approximate FM Γ′ cancels out and we end up with

a ratio. The numerator is the variance of an unbiased
estimator of the posterior co-variance, while the denom-
inator is the FM for the true noise process, Γ; this means
that the Cramer-Rao inequality [63, 70, 71] applies and
ensures that

ΞaΥa ≥ 1 . (94)

The scatter-to-width ratio Υa will be the most im-
portant quantity we will compute. It is a measure of
the statistical consistency of the use of an incorrect sta-
tistical model for the noise, and provides a quick-to-
compute proxy for a probability-probability (PP) plot.
The numerator measures the scatter of best-fit param-
eters, while the denominator measures the width of the
posterior, both obtained with the same approximate
likelihood. A value Υa > 1 indicates that the scat-
ter in the posterior mode is larger than the posterior
width; therefore, for most noise realizations, the true
parameters will be excluded by the posteriors, leading
to statistically significant random biases. For a concrete
example of a case where Υa > 1, see Fig. 14 and Fig. 17
below in the results section Sec. VII. A value Υa ≃ 1 is
the target, it would indicate that the bias scatter and
posterior width are comparable, see Fig. 15 for an exam-
ple. When using the correct likelihood, we have exactly
Υa = 1, as shown by Eq. (76).

We will use these Υa for diagonal elements of the co-
variance that are scaled by the approximate Fisher co-
variance so they can be understood to represent “num-
ber of sigmas” with respect to the approximate pos-
terior. We could also compare off-diagonal components
(without the square roots), representing correlations be-
tween parameters. In practice we found that the values
of Υa and Ξa for different physical parameters θa showed
the same overall trends, and in tables we will show sim-
ply their average over parameters

Υ ≡ 1

d

d∑

a=1

Υa , Ξ ≡ 1

d

d∑

a=1

Ξa . (95)

An important remark in contrasting the roles of the
posterior width ratio Ξa and scatter-to-width ratio Υa

is the following: what happens if one uses a wrong noise
model that under- or over-estimates the overall noise
level, while having the correct correlations? This would
translate as Σ′ = λ2Σ (or for the PSD, S′

n = λ2Sn)
for some factor λ > 0 (quadratic for the covariance,
linear for the noise). Fisher covariances would scale
as (Γ′)−1 = λ2Γ−1, marking a widening in the ap-
proximate posterior. However, noise biases (81) are
insensitive to λ; these max-likelihood biases are sen-
sitive to the noise spectral shape, not to the noise
level (similarly, in the context of waveform modeling er-
rors, Cutler-Vallisneri biases are SNR-independent). We
would therefore have Ξa = λ, Υa = 1/λ, and ΞaΥa = 1,
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saturating the bound in Eq. (94). These scalings are in
line with intuition: for λ > 1, we overestimate the noise,
the posteriors would be too wide, encompassing the true
parameters too often; for λ < 1, we underestimate the
noise, the posteriors are too narrow and they often ex-
clude the true parameters. As useful as this example
is, we stress that in the rest of the paper, we focus on
the mismodeling of noise correlations, not of the over-
all noise level. We will see examples where Ξa ≃ 1 but
Υa > 1 and conversely. We present examples in Tables
IV and V, computed via the Whittle-likelihood to ana-
lyze gated data for a noise process with a large red-noise
(low frequency) component.

E. Computing the parameter bias covariance

In general, we will be in a situation where compu-
tations with the correct likelihood are expensive, while
using the incorrect model likelihood is much cheaper.
While the ratio of Fisher covariances Ξa can perhaps
be approximated by the ratio of SNRs, the scatter-to-
width ratio Υa is the most important and informative
quantity and requires computing the parameter bias co-
variance defined by Eq. (82). Different approaches can
be used to compute it in practice:

• A direct computation of Eq. (82), which re-
quires in general to compute the N × N matrix
(Σ′)

+
WΣW (Σ′)

+
, which can be challenging for

large N .

• A Monte-Carlo computation of the variance, by
simulating many realizations of the noise n and
using the noise biases in Eq. (81) for estimating
the biases, using only the model likelihood.

• Full Bayesian PE using a set of noise realizations,
producing directly max-likelihood parameters as
best-fit parameters (without the linearized signal
approximation).

In the second approach, we bypass the limitations im-
posed by working with N×N matrices where all that is
required is the ability simulate noise realizations n ac-
cording to the correct covariance Σ. The computation of
each noise bias itself then only involves the model like-
lihood, not the correct one. If we can also compute the
associated Fisher covariance, this means that we can
compute Υa, with only the cheaper model likelihood;
by contrast, Ξa requires the Fisher covariance for the
correct likelihood.
Full Bayesian PE sampling is expensive in itself, po-

tentially also for the model likelihood, and can be used
as a check of the linear signal approximation estimate for
biases. In our analysis, we will verify through multiple
PE simulations that the three approaches are consistent

System Mz/M⊙ q χ1 χ2 z tc ι φ λL βL ψL

M3e7 3× 107
2 0.5 0.5 1 0 π/3 1.1 0.8 0.3 1.7

M3e6 3× 106

Table I. Physical parameters of our two MBHB systems:
redshifted mass Mz, mass ratio q, aligned spin components
χ1,χ2, redshift z, coalescence time tc, inclination ι, az-
imuthal phase φ, LISA-frame sky longitude and latitude
λL,βL, LISA-frame polarization ψL.

with each other. This is demonstrated in Fig. 17. If do-
ing a series of Bayesian PE runs, we would be close to
producing a PP-plot – with the difference that a PP-
plot requires in principle to randomize also the input
parameters of the signal, according to the priors used.

It is important to emphasize that the computation
of the parameter bias covariance (82) does not rely on
any assumption about the underlying noise process: the
noise n can also be non-Gaussian [72]. The assumption
that enters the derivation is that the model likelihood
itself is Gaussian. In the direct computation approach,
we only need access to the variance of the noise process
(before applying windows) ⟨nnT ⟩. In the Monte-Carlo
approach, we only need to be able to simulate multiple
draws of n. We do remark however that, when n is non-
Gaussian, the distribution of the estimator itself may no
longer be Gaussian so it’s statistical properties may not
be entirely represented by the covariance matrix.

Finally, although we focus here on non-stationarity in
the data stream in the form of data gaps, we stress that
the tools described above could apply to other forms
of mismodeling: mismodeling of the PSD itself, non-
stationarities in the form of a modulated galactic bi-
nary foreground or evolving instrumental PSDs, and
non-Gaussian features such as non-Gaussianity in the
foreground or instrumental glitches.

V. WAVEFORM AND NOISE MODELS

A. MBHB signals and analysis setup

We apply our methods to the case of MBHB observa-
tions by LISA. At high masses, these signals are short
and dominated by the merger. We will consider two
MBHB systems at redshift z = 1, with redshifted masses
M = 3 × 107M⊙ and M = 3 × 106M⊙; their parame-
ters, otherwise identical, are given in Tab. I. The lighter
signal will extend to higher frequencies and allows us to
explore the importance of the frequency content of the
signal itself. Focusing on high-mass systems allows us
to capture most of the SNR (SNR values are given in
Tab. III) in a short data segment where we can apply
the full treatment of gaps by marginalization described
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Figure 1. (Top Panel): We present the M3e7 case with parameters given in the top row of Tab. I. The full extent of the
data is [0, 81920]s and the greyed out regions indicate the gap placements (Given in Tab.II) we will consider throughout this
work. The blue/red is the second generation TDI variable A/E given by the response of the instrument to the incoming
MBH radiation. (Bottom Panel):) The same as the top panel, but with MBH/gap parameters given in the bottom row of
Tab. I and Tab. II respectively.

System T ∆t N t0 ∆T gap
merger ∆T gap

inspiral Merger gap Inspiral gap

M3e7
81920s 10s 8192 64800s

1hr
7hr

[63000s, 66600s]
[25200s, 50400s]

M3e6 15min [64350s, 65250s]

Table II. Segment length and gap configurations for our two MBHB systems. Note that the merger gap has a different length
for the two masses: 1hr for M3e7 and 15min for M3e6.

SNR No gap Merger gap Inspiral gap

M3e7 2238 1372 2234
M3e6 4811 1361 4807

Table III. SNR of our MBHB systems in different gap sce-
narios.

in Sec. III, which requires to work with N×N matrices.
This full treatment will give us a crucial point of refer-
ence to assess modeling errors with the tools of Sec. IV.

We consider different gap scenarios, described in full
in Tab. II. In order to gauge the importance of gap lo-
cation, we introduce either a 7h gap during the inspi-
ral, which represents perhaps the most realistic instru-
mental setting (particularly if the gap is planned), or a
gap centered right on the merger, which represents the
worst-case scenario of an unlucky unplanned gap; note
however that the most massive signals are short and

vulnerable even to planned gaps in the absence of an
advance detection. For the gap at merger, we choose
a different duration of 1h for M = 3 × 107M⊙ and
15min for M = 3× 106M⊙; the merger signal is longer
at high masses, and this choice is done in order to ar-
rive at roughly the same SNR after introducing the gap.
The SNR values obtained with and without the gaps are
listed in III. For tapering, we employ a Planck window
as described in App. E.

The waveforms themselves are produced with the FD
waveform model IMRPhenomHM [73] with higher harmon-
ics {(2,2),(2,1),(3,3),(3,2),(4,4),(4,3)}. We restrict the
parameter space to spins that are aligned with the an-
gular momentum. Although more recent and more ac-
curate models are available (e.g. [74]), we do not expect
the waveform choice to have an impact on the noise mis-
modeling errors (beyond qualitative differences like the
inclusion of higher modes, as they change the morphol-
ogy of the posteriors, see [75] for more details). We do
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not consider waveform systematics in the present study,
and the waveform model is identical for simulated data
and analysis templates.

In our analysis, we generate the MBHB GW sig-
nals and compute the LISA response in the FD using
lisabeta [75]. We approximate LISA orbits as having
constant and equal armlengths. Again, we do not ex-
pect that more realistic LISA orbits and response would
change our results about the effects of gaps specifically,
as the same approximations enter the simulations and
the templates.

Bayesian parameter estimation is performed using the
parallel-tempered code ptemcee [76], that is based on
the ensemble sampling technique [77, 78].

B. LISA response and TDI

We will give a minimal account of the Time-Delay
Interferometry (TDI) observables that form the LISA
data stream (see [2] for an introduction to the LISA
mission), as we wish to highlight later on the impor-
tance of the noise spectral content, from red noise to
blue noise. We use the notations of [75]. In the equal-
armlength approximation, the one-arm laser frequency
shift observables, yslr = (νs − νr)/ν, measured between
emitting spacecraft s and receiving spacecraft r along
the link l take the form [79] (setting c = 1):

yslr =
1

2

nl ⊗ nl

1− k · nl
: [H(t− L− k · ps)−H(t− k · pr)] ,

(96)
where k is the GW propagation unit vector, nl is the
unit vector from s to r along the LISA arm, ps, pr are
the spacecraft positions at some time t, and H is the
GW in 3 × 3 matrix form (see the notations of [75]).
The notation ⊗, : indicates that H is contracted twice
with nl.

TDI is a construction that allows to reproduce in
post-processing interferometric configurations allowing
to reduce the otherwise dominant laser noise, and is
crucial to enable LISA observations ([80–86], see [87]
for a review). Multiple variables can be constructed,
see e.g. [86]. First-generation TDI cancels laser-noise
for static, unequal-arms. Second-generation TDI is nec-
essary to provide the needed cancellations for realistic
orbits, with armlengths changing over time [83–86]. For
recent work on TDI including higher-generation TDI,
we refer the reader to Refs. [88–91].

The full TDI expressions simplify drastically in the
approximation of equal-armlengths, treating all delays
as equal on both ways along each arm. There is then
a single delay in the construction, L/c ≃ 8 s for L =
2.5Gm. With the notation ysr,nL = ysr(t− nL) (drop-
ping the middle index), the first-generation and second-

generation TDI Michelson observables X1, X2 read:

X0 = y31 + y13,L − (y21 + y12,L) ,

X1 = X0 −X0,2L ,

X2 = X1 −X1,4L . (97)

Other Michelson variables Y , Z are obtained by cyclic
permutations. Here, X0 could be seen as a 0-th genera-
tion Michelson TDI. Geometrically (see Fig. 3 of [86]), it
would correspond to a single pass along each arm; such
a combination does not cancel laser noise for unequal
arms.
Uncorrelated combinations A, E and T [92] can be

built from X, Y , Z (of any generation) as

A =
1√
2
(Z −X) ,

E =
1√
6
(X − 2Y + Z) ,

T =
1√
3
(X + Y + Z) . (98)

These combinations present the advantage of featuring
uncorrelated instrumental noise, allowing to treat these
three channels as three independent detectors. This is
only true for equal armlengths, and we would have to
consider correlations across channels in any realistic set-
ting for the instrument; we will retain this approxima-
tion for simplicity here. The channel T is strongly sup-
pressed at low frequencies, where only the two channels
A, E survive.
As illustrated by (97), successive TDI generations cor-

respond in first approximation to discrete derivatives of
the data stream. In the FD, delays are simple phase fac-
tors and these finite differences take simple expressions.
In [75], we introduced a notation for rescaled TDI vari-
ables, factoring out these frequency-dependent terms as

ã, ẽ =
e−2iπfL

i
√
2 sin(2πfL)

× Ã, Ẽ , (99)

and a different rescaling for T̃ , which is unnecessary for
this work.

In our study, we will use these different TDI genera-
tions to explore the importance of red and blue noise;
a derivative changes the spectrum of a variable by one
power of f , and second-generation TDI is therefore a
process that has a blue tilt compared to first-generation.
Our nomenclature for tables and figures is:

• TDI0: channels A0, E0 given by the combina-
tions (98) from X0, Y0, Z0 given in (97); they
differ by a constant factor from the variables given
in (99) as ã, ẽ = −

√
2Ã0, Ẽ0 (while t̃ of [75] is not

the same as T̃0);
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• TDI1: channels A1, E1 given by the combina-
tions (98) from X1, Y1, Z1 given in (97);

• TDI2: channels A2, E2 given by the combina-
tions (98) from X2, Y2, Z2 given in (97).

We will also ignore the T channel entirely for our low-
frequency signals. Assuming independence across the A,
E TDI channels (of any generation), the log-likelihood
becomes a sum over the two channels. For instance, (39)
becomes

lnLgap = −1

2

∑

C=A,E

(WxC)
T (WΣCW )

+
(WxC) ,

(100)
with in fact an identical noise covariance for the two
channels, ΣA = ΣE . Similarly, all expressions of
Secs. III and IV for the SNR, Fisher matrices, noise bi-
ases, with and without mismodeling, are similarly given
with sums

∑
A,E(. . . ).

Strictly speaking, gaps would differently affect the dif-
ferent TDI generations. As shown by Eq. (97), the TDI

construction involves delayed combinations of the base
observables ysr. This leads to (a priori) a loss of infor-
mation at the edges of the missing base data, leading to
a wider data gap, an effect that is worse for higher-order
TDI constructions. For TDI2, the maximum delay that
intervenes in (97) is 7L/c ≃ 58s (1 for TDI0, +2 for
TDI1, +4 for TDI2). In the gap case, this leads to the
SNR being slightly different for the three TDI versions.
We leave these differences aside in the present study, and
the gaps are treated as covering the same time interval
in all TDI generations. We refer the reader to Ref. [91]
for more discussions related to how gaps impact TDI
variables for various generations.

C. Noise models

Throughout our analysis we will focus on three noise
curves each with different properties. We will use the
SciRDV1 noise curve given in the LISA mission require-
ments document [93]. We will define the instrument re-
lated single-link optical metrology noise POMS and test
mass acceleration noise Pacc by (restoring factors of c)

POMS(f) = (15× 10−12m)2

(
1 +

(
2mHz

f

)4
)(

2πf

c

)2

Hz−1 (101)

Pacc(f) = (3× 10−15 ms−2)2

(
1 +

(
0.4mHz

f

)2
)(

1 +

(
f

8mHz

)4
)(

1

2πcf

)2

Hz−1 (102)

The noise curves for the A and E channels in each TDI configuration, TDI0, TDI1 and TDI2 respectively, are given
by

SA0,E0
n (f) = 2 [2(3 + 2 cosx+ cos 2x)Pacc(f) + (2 + cosx)POMS(f)] , (103a)

SA1,E1
n (f) = 4 sin2 xSA0,E0

n (f) , (103b)

SA2,E2
n (f) = 4 sin2 2xSA1,E1

n (f) . (103c)

where x = 2πfL/c, L = 2.5 Gm the length of the LISA arms and c the speed of light. We also account for the
presence of the galactic foreground Sc(f), which is folded into Sn(f) 7→ Sn(f)+Sc(f), according to [94, 95]. In this
work, we assume a LISA observation duration Tobs = 4yr to set the level of this foreground.

With cadence ∆t = 10 seconds over a ∼ 22.475 hour
long interval, plots for the different noise curves are
given in Figs. (103a - 103c).

Noise described by the STDI0
n PSD, yields a pow-

erful red-noise component at low frequencies, propor-
tional to ∼ 1/f4. Time-domain noise generated from
STDI0
n would describe low frequency oscillations of the

arms with noise amplitudes many orders of magni-
tude higher than noise generated from the TDI1 and
TDI2 noise curves respectively. Similarly, TDI1 noise

curve STDI1
n (f) yields a non-trivial red noise compo-

nent ∼ 1/f2. The TDI2 noise curve STDI2
n , in contrast

to both TDI0/1 curves, is a white noise process for low
frequencies f → 0. Each process demonstrates the same
blue noise behavior in general for high frequencies ∼ f2.
In contrast to TDI0, both TDI1 and TDI2 have “zero-
crossing” behavior that increase in number for higher
frequencies. In [75], TDI0 was constructed for the sake
of convenience to avoid such zero-crossings resulting in
0/0 numerical instabilities. For more discussion, please



22

10−4 10−3 10−2

Frequency [Hz]

10−45

10−43

10−41

10−39

10−37

10−35

10−33
S
n
(f

)
[1

/H
z]

Power Spectral Densities

TDI0

TDI1

TDI2

Figure 2. The blue, orange and green curves depict the
behavior of the noise curves given by STDI0

n (f) (103a),
STDI1
n (f) (103b) and STDI2

n (f) (103c) respectively. The
white dwarf background is present and it has been assumed
that LISA has been operational for one year.

refer to Eqs.(29–33) in [75].

VI. ANALYSIS OF THE NOISE COVARIANCE
MATRICES

With noise models described by Eqs. (103a-103c), gap
structure in Tab.II and tapering function (E1), and with
formalisms developed in Sections IIIA and III C, we are
now in a position to numerically investigate the impact
of gaps on the noise covariance matrix in both the time
and FD. Sec. VIA illustrates the differences between
circulant and Toeplitz structures. Sec. VIB demon-
strates the impact of gaps on the covariance matrices,
manifesting as a breakdown of the TD Toeplitz struc-
ture leading to an overall non-stationary process. In
Sec. VIC, we outline our numerical schemes detailing
how we compute pseudo-inverses in practice. Through-
out this section, we will consider an observation time of
T ∼ 22.435 hrs with cadence ∆t = 10 s resulting in a
data stream of length N = 8192 with lowest resolvable
frequency ∆f ∼ 1/T ≈ 10−5 Hz.

A. Circulant and Toeplitz processes

Plots of the circulant and Toeplitz matrices are given
respectively in Figs. (3-4). In Fig. 3, the matrices are
circulant (19), obeying not only the Toeplitz rule of con-
stant entries along each diagonal, with all entries de-
duced from the first row of the matrix, but also showing
a circular symmetry: each row is permuted by one el-
ement to the right with respect to the previous row,

wrapping around the edge. The first row is also sym-
metric with respect to its middle point. Notice that
the matrices in Fig. 4 maintain the Toeplitz property
in Def. (18) but lack circular symmetry: different rows
are not related by a cyclic permutation. There are clear
differences in the TD noise covariance matrices between
the two cases. The FD can shed further light on the
differences between the two stationary processes. We
can compute

Σ̃circ = N∆t2(PΣcircP †) = Diagonal Matrix , (104)

Σ̃toe = N∆t2(PΣtoeP †) = Banded Matrix . (105)

The matrix Σ̃circ is a diagonal matrix with elements
given by the noise curves Eqs.(103a–103c). Converting
the Toeplitz TD noise covariance matrices to their FD
analogs Σ̃toe results in a banded matrix with sub-leading
off-diagonal elements. This result was expected given
the calculation present in App. A 1 leading to Eq. (A14).

A plot of the main diagonal of the circulant matrix Σ̃circ

compared to the leading and sub-leading diagonals of
Σ̃toe is given in Fig. 5. For TDI1, it appears that the
assumption of a circulant process when the underlying
process is Toeplitz appears reasonable for our range of
observable frequencies. At high frequencies one obtains
a near perfect match between the Toeplitz and circulant
based FD matrices, with minor deviations at low fre-
quency. The leading diagonals are subdominant, with
power decreasing monotonically. For TDI0, the noise
is (significantly) under-estimated which would result in
tighter posteriors and significantly larger bias-scatters
with respect to the true posterior. In the context of
Sec. IVD, we would expect the scatter-to-width ratios
Υa ≫ 1. We find the same result for TDI2, but per-
haps to a slightly lesser degree than TDI0. We remark
that this is consistent with our later findings in Tab.XI
found in the results Sec. VII, where we perform param-
eter inference assuming the underlying noise process as
circulant when in reality it is Toeplitz.

In our work, unless stated otherwise, we will assume
that the underlying noise process is both stationary,
circulant and gaps modeled as missing data. This is
to remain in line with the general community that use
the Whittle-likelihood on the usual assumption that the
noise is circulant,and it allows us to isolate the effects of
gap mismodeling from the effects of Toeplitz/circulant
mismodeling.

B. Noise covariance matrices with gaps

The left-most panels in Figs. (6 – 8) visually demon-
strate the impact of a single gap on the TD noise covari-
ance matrix with noise curves TDI0/1/2 respectively.
Notice that both the circulant and Toeplitz structure,
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Figure 3. (Left to right panels:) Time-domain and circulant noise covariance matrices for TDI0/1/2 respectively.
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Figure 4. (Left to right panels:) Time-domain and Toeplitz noise covariance matrices for TDI0/1/2 respectively.

as depicted via Fig. 3, is now lost, and instead a rank de-
ficient matrix (see Eq.(34)) features. The individual di-
agonal sub-matrices each have a Toeplitz structure and
are not circulant. The off-diagonal sub-matrices repre-
sent correlations of the noise process pre and post gap
segment. If these off-diagonal matrices were neglected,
then the analyst would be making the assumption that
the noise pre and post gap is independent. This was
mentioned in Sec. IVC, where the analyst may decide
to make the approximation that the individual diagonal
sub-matrices are circulant. Notice, that since the circu-
lant property is lost in the individual main diagonal sub-
matrices, their FD covariances cease to be diagonal, and
the Whittle-likelihood loses validity. These noise mis-
modeling investigations will be discussed in more detail
in the results Sec. VII E.

The TD noise covariance matrices can also be ex-
pressed in the FD. For TDI0, the middle panel of

Fig. 6 is the FD version of the TD gated noise co-
variance matrix given by the left panel of Fig. 6, com-
puted via Alg. 1. The excess power at low frequencies
f ≈ 10−5 Hz, given by the steep rise of the red-noise
dominated noise curve, correlates strongly with higher
frequencies as f → 0.05Hz. Introducing a taper with
lobes of length 30 minutes mitigates the leakage effects,
restoring the banded nature of the FD noise covariance
matrix. The correlations between low and high frequen-
cies are still present and this is due to the enormous
red-noise component of the noise-curve for TDI0. For
TDI1, the middle and right panels of Fig. 7 demon-
strate to a slightly lesser degree the effects of leakage,
with tapering focusing the power more along the main
diagonals. The same for TDI2 is observed in Fig. 8, but
with the additional feature of correlated zero-crossings
between frequency components. In the limit as ∆t → 0+

(higher Nyquist frequency) and/or infinite observation
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Figure 5. (Top plot): Comparison between (in red) TDI0
PSD, the main diagonal of circulant noise process, with
the main diagonal (D = 0, blue) and sub-leading diagonals
(D = {20, 40}, orange and green respectively) of the same

noise curve but given by a Toeplitz process Σ̃toe. (Middle
and bottom plot): The same as the top plot but for (in
purple) TDI1 noise curves and (in blue) TDI2 noise curves
respectively. mismodeling the Toeplitz process as a circulant
process (most common in practice) appears to be worse for
TDI0 and TDI2 than the TDI1 noise curve. The Toeplitz
TDI1 process looks to be well approximated by the corre-
sponding circulant process.

times similar features would be observed in TDI1, but
not TDI0.

The tapering scheme, in theory, should not impact ob-
servables involving inner products with the noise covari-
ance matrices in the FD assuming the model covariance
matrix is consistent with the true noise covariance ma-
trix. The likelihood (and SNR) should be independent
of the tapering scheme and information lost should only
happen during the gated segment. The band-diagonal
nature of the FD noise covariance matrices for TDI1 and
TDI2 could be exploited to accelerate likelihood compu-
tations. However, we will see in the next Sec. VIC that
the introduction of a smooth taper makes the computa-
tion of the pseudo-inverse challenging.

C. Pseudo-inverses with gated functions

The gated TD noise-covariance matrix has a block-
like structure, which facilitates a relatively simple com-
putation of the pseudo-inverse. The gated FD noise-
covariance matrix has no obvious structure to take ad-
vantage of. Below we will outline a numerical scheme
that allows for an exact calculation of the pseudo-inverse
for FD noise covariance matrices assuming a simple gat-
ing function. The results are then extended to windows
with non-trivial lobes in Sec. VID.

In App. D we prove that the number of zero-
eigenvalues in the FD gated noise-covariance matrix is
equivalent to the number of zero rows (or columns)
in the TD gated covariance matrix. Following [57],
one can compute the Singular Value Decomposition
(SVD) Σ̃gate = UΛV † to obtain the pseudo-inverse as

Σ̃+ = V Λ+U †. Since the matrix Σ̃gate is hermitian
symmetric, the number of zero-eigenvalues are equiva-
lent to the number of zero-singular values in the matrix
S. Fig. 9 shows a plot of the normalized singular matrix
S/max(S) computed via the SVD of Σ̃gate for each of
the TDI0/1/2 noise curves using a rectangular window.
The parameters of the rectangular window are given by
the last column of Tab. II. On all panels in Fig. 9, the
red curves are the SVs that correspond to the gap. The
blue curves are the SVs that point towards data points
that exist between gap segments. The top plot is for
TDI0, where we observe a steep drop in the SVs that
represents the strong red-noise component of the noise
curve. This feature is not present in TDI1 or TDI2.
We understand from previous arguments that the num-
ber of zero-SVs are precisely the number of time-bins
where the window function is zero. In practice we set
these zero-SVs as infinite so they will not contribute in
matrix calculations using the inverse Λ+. The routine
outlined here will always calculate the unique pseudo-
inverse for the FD covariance matrix for simple gating
functions.

Computing the pseudo-inverse in the TD is trivial in
our set up. The pseudo-inverse of the TD noise co-
variance matrix is simply the inverse of the individual
block Toeplitz matrices as discussed in section IIIA. For
a generic gap configuration, the same method applies
after a reordering of the matrix, as shown in App. C.
This becomes more challenging if a smooth taper is ap-
plied, since the action of the taper increases the condi-
tion number of the matrix. One could apply a similar
logic of the discussion surrounding (106) for the TD
matrix to compute the pseudo-inverse. Whenever cal-
culations are conducted in the TD, we will never taper
the data to ensure that our results are as numerically
stable as possible.
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Figure 6. (Left panel:) Time-domain gated noise covariance matrix for a circulant process with a TDI0 noise curve. Here
the gap is represented via zeros in the noise covariance matrix. (Middle panel:) The FD representation of the left-most
panel. (Right panel:) The FD noise-covariance matrix of the left-most panel but with a smooth 30 minute taper at each
endpoint of the gap segment. Notice that the powerful red-noise component of TDI0 yields significant leakage (and thus
correlations) amongst the frequency components of the middle panel. The right-most panel has precisely the same power as
the middle panel, but more concentrated along the diagonals (and 0− f frequency correlations).
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Figure 7. The same set up as Fig. 6 but for TDI1. The middle panel, in contrast, retains diagonal dominance but much of
the power leaks out into neighboring frequency bins. This effect is reduced significantly if a 30 minute taper is applied as
shown by the right-most panel.

D. Pseudo-inverses with tapering functions

It was seen in the right-most panels of Figs. (6–8),
that there was clear impact of tapering on the struc-
ture of the FD noise-covariance matrix. The presence
of a taper marginally complicates the computation of
the pseudo-inverse, since there is now a smooth drop to-
wards the SVs that cause the bad behavior of the noise
covariance matrix. As such, there is no clear criterion
on how many SVs to remove when smooth tapers are
introduced (see [47] for more discussion). To get by this,
we normalize the SVs by S/max(S) ∈ [1, 0) and define

a tolerance 0 ≤ ϵ ≪ 1, such that

Λ+
i 7→

{
Λ−1

i Si/max(S) > ϵ

0 otherwise.
(106)

The ideal choice of ϵ would be small enough such that
maximal information during the tapering scheme is re-
tained and the matrix is well behaved. In this section,
we will demonstrate the implications for the FD anal-
ysis if a smooth taper were applied to the TD data.
We refer the reader to Fig. 11, which illustrates our ta-
pering scheme unique to this section. We will study
a gap at merger elapsing one hour, with one window
function a simple binary mask (gate) and the other a
smooth taper which lobe lengths ∼ 2 hours. The num-
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Figure 8. The same set up as Fig. 6 but for TDI2. The zero crossings of the PSD (as shown in Fig. 2) are seen along the
main diagonal of the middle panel and correlations with that zero crossing are shown by the fainter patches in both the
middle and right panels. Like the right-most panels of Fig. 6 and Fig. 7, the leakage effects are reduced significantly only if
a smooth taper is applied.

ber of zero-data is identical between the two windowing
cases. The blue stars in Fig. 10 are the result of FD
SNR computations via Eq.(68) for different choices of
small ϵ when computing the pseudo-inverse using the
regularization procedure outlined in Eq. (106). The red
horizontal dashed line is the SNR of the gated MBH
signal given by the blue curve in Fig. 11. The green
horizontal dashed line is the SNR of the tapered MBH
when using a diagonal (Whittle) based noise covariance
matrix. In the limit as ϵ → 0+, the FD SNR tends to-
wards the gated SNR, implying that all of the informa-
tion is retained during the tapering scheme. Notice that
the SNR assuming a Whittle-based covariance, with ta-
per applied to the MBH, is significantly less than the
SNRs computed using correct pseudo-inverses that cor-
rectly account for the windowed noise process. To put
this into perspective, the SNR of the yellow curve in
Fig. 11 is equivalent to the SNR of the blue curve in
Fig. 11, thanks to the appropriate incorporation of the
window in the covariance itself. If the window was not
incorporated into the noise covariance matrix, then this
situation is equivalent to analyzing a signal that tapers
to zero whilst the noise does not, yielding a lower SNR.
This validates the claim made around Eq. (42), that in-
formation is only lost during the gated segment of the
data stream. Assuming the pseudo-inverse is correctly
calculated, information should be retained during the
smooth tapering procedure.

To close this section, we plot the tapered FD co-
variance matrix and corresponding pseudo-inverse (with
regularization ϵ = 10−13) in the left and right panels of
Fig. 12. To add to the middle and right panels of Fig.(6
– 8), we observe that the gentler the tapering scheme the
more the power is concentrated along the main diago-
nals. The right-most plot is a plot of the pseudo-inverse,

possessing little exploitable structure aside from the fact
that the matrix is Hermitian. The pseudo-inverse is a
dense matrix, making FD likelihood computations ex-
pensive ∼ O(N2). We are hopeful that there will ex-
ist methods that can improve the cost of computing
the likelihood in the FD through, perhaps, exploiting
band-diagonal nature of (W̃ Σ̃W̃ ) and accelerating us-
ing parallelization techniques on Graphical Processing
Units (GPUs). Performance studies of the TD and FD
likelihoods are a topic we did not explore in great detail,
and we will leave this matter for future work.

Since there are no obvious cost reductions (yet) for
analyses conducted in the FD, we will use the TD meth-
ods described in this paper to compute quantities pre-
sented in the results Sec. VII. We have checked that
calculations (involving Υ and Ξ as defined in Eq. (95)
remain unchanged whether computations are performed
in either the FD or TD.

VII. RESULTS

The first instance of mismodeling that we will con-
sider is the case of the improper use of the Whittle-
likelihood, appropriate for Gaussian stationary noise,
to analyze a data stream where missing data breaks the
stationary feature of the stochastic process.

The advantage of using the Whittle-likelihood is
obvious from the computational standpoint, allowing
for O(N log2 N) likelihood evaluations. Searching for
sources in LISA could be done using cheap Whittle-
based likelihoods, before further refinements are made
with the full, correct but more expensive likelihoods.
We want therefore to ascertain what would be the con-
sequences of using the Whittle-likelihood despite the
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Figure 9. (Top plot to bottom plot): Normalised SVs of
the FD noise covariance matrix for TDI0/1/2 respectively.
In red/blue are the SVs that are retained/discarded. Since
we use a rectangular window, we know precisely that the
zero-SVs correspond to the number of zeros in the window
function wrect.

presence of gaps in the data, and whether introducing a
smooth taper around gaps can alleviate noise mismod-
eling errors.
Here, we will assume that we know exactly the PSD

and the covariance Σ of the underlying noise process.
We also assume that the noise process is coherent over
the full interval, and the gap acts as a mask, causing
data to be missing without any other impact on its
statistics. We will come back to the case where the true
noise process is independent before and after the gap in
Sec. VII E. We will also assume that the Σ covariance
has a circulant structure, and not only Toeplitz, on the
full segment:

Σ = Σcirc (107)

This is not physical, as no real data stream will have
this property; we make this choice so that the discrete
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Figure 10. (Red horizontal dashed line): The SNR of
the M3e7 MBH with one hour gap at merger using a gat-
ing function, with pseudo-inverse computed using only the
(blue) SVs retained in the bottom panel of Fig. 9. (Green
horizontal dashed line): The SNR of the MBH using a
smooth taper with 2 hour length lobes with Whittle-based
noise covariance. (Blue farfalle): The SNR computations
now using a smooth tapering function (see the yellow ta-
pered MBH signal in Fig. 11) with pseudo-inverse computed
with increasing accuracy as ϵ→ 0.

Whittle-likelihood (24) is exact before gaps are intro-
duced, in order to isolate other sources of mismodeling
from the Toeplitz/circulant mismodeling, to which we
will come back in Sec. VIIG.

A. Mismodeling Whittle on gapped data

In order to assess the impact of noise mismodeling in
the presence of data gaps with a Whittle-based approx-
imation, we start by computing the mismodeling ratios
defined in Eq. (92) and Eq. (93), for the different sys-
tems and TDI/gap configurations described in Sec. V.
Results are reported for Υ in Tab. IV and for Ξ in Tab. V
with layout of the tables described in Tab. IV. With in-
dependent codes developed specific to the FD, we have
verified results found in the the top row of Tab. IV and
Tab. V.

The columns in those tables give the result for the dif-
ferent generations TDI2, TDI1 and TDI0 as introduced
in Sec. V. The expected outcome of the L0/L1 noise re-
duction pipeline will be TDI2 [2], but comparing with
noise processes corresponding to TDI1 and TDI0 allows
us to understand the effect of the shape of the PSD, from
blue-noise dominated for TDI2, to featuring both blue
and red noise for TDI1, and to strongly red-noise domi-
nated for TDI0 (as illustrated in Fig. 2). In each case we
show the results for both gap configurations, during the
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theory, albeit very counter-intuitive, the SNR of the orange and blue curves above are identical, provided the noise covariance
includes the effect of the tapering.
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Mismodeling Υ
data gaps TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Merger Insp. Merger Insp. Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

Coherent, gap Whittle, gated 12.2 40.5 1.3 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.0 1.0 39.7 38.0 21.9 6.4
Coherent, gap Whittle, taper 10min 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 8.6 3.2 5.5 1.6
Coherent, gap Whittle, taper 30min 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 6.1 2.0 3.0 1.1

Coherent, gap Seg. Whittle, taper 10min 1.1 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 10.7 2.9 6.5 1.9
Coherent, gap Seg. Whittle, taper 30min 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 6.6 2.0 3.6 1.4

Table IV. (From left to right): The “Data” column describes how the data stream was generated and should be regarded
as the truth. The “model” column represents the approximate likelihood used in the model. The next three main columns
represent which TDI process is used, TDI2/1/0 respectively. The sub-columns distinguish between a gap placement during
the merger or inspiral, and between high and low-mass MBHBs with M = 3e6 or M = 3e7. We refer to Fig. 1 for signal
illustrations and gap placement. (From top to bottom): “Data” is always the same here: the data is first treated as
coherent (and circulant) over the full segment, and then a gap is introduced. “Model”: “Whittle” implies that the full-
segment Whittle covariance is used as in IVB, effectively ignoring the gap in the covariance, while either gating or tapering
the data on 10, and 30 minutes respectively. “Seg. Whittle” means that a segmented Whittle likelihood is used, treating
data segments before and after the gap as independent, as in Sec. IVC; tapering is applied at both ends of each segment.
(Table entries): individual numerical results are the scatter-to-width ratio Υ (93), averaged over parameters as in (95).
Υ measures statistical inconsistency, Υ ≫ 1 shows posteriors that are scattered from the truth much more than they are
wide. The colors green/yellow/orange/red indicate the magnitude of the deviation from 1 on a scale of acceptable (green)
to unacceptable (red).

Mismodeling Ξ
data gaps TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Merger Insp. Merger Insp. Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

Coherent, gap Whittle, gated 0.8 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0
Coherent, gap Whittle, taper 10min 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.7 1.0 1.0
Coherent, gap Whittle, taper 30min 1.2 3.9 1.0 1.0 1.3 3.9 1.0 1.0 1.3 3.7 1.0 1.0

Coherent, gap Seg. Whittle, taper 10min 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.8 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.8 1.0 1.0
Coherent, gap Seg. Whittle, taper 30min 1.2 4.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 3.9 1.0 1.0 1.3 3.8 1.0 1.0

Table V. Identical layout as Tab.IV except that Ξ is shown, representing the averaged ratio between the true and model
posteriors widths, in accordance with Eqs. (92) and (95).

inspiral or right at merger, and for both MBHB masses,
M = 3× 107M⊙ (M3e7) and M = 3× 106M⊙ (M3e6).

The first three lines of Tab. IV and Tab. V show the
result for the approach of Sec. IVB, where we use a
Whittle-likelihood for the full segment. The first line
shows the result without a taper (the window is a direct
gating function, 1 or 0), the second and third line for
a tapering window as defined in Eq. (E1), with lobe
lengths of 10 minutes and 30 minutes respectively.

We first observe that Υ is always much larger than 1
for TDI0, catastrophically so as Υ is counted in units of
σ. Tapering helps in reducing these values significantly
but does not eliminate the problem, with a slightly bet-
ter performance of the longer tapering lobes. We at-
tribute this to the fact that TDI0 is very red-noise dom-
inated, with long-range correlations encoded in the high

values of the PSD at low frequencies, which make the
effect of gap mismodeling much more pronounced. The
values of Ξ, however, are close to 1 for the gap in the
inspiral in all cases, while raising above 1 for the gap at
merger when tapering is introduced.

At this point, we wish to raise a word of caution. In
GW astronomy, it is common to use sky-averaged sensi-
tivity curves [96] for SNR computations and simplified
parameter estimation purposes with Fisher matrices.
Sensitivity curves incorporating the transfer function
into the PSDs can result in large red-noise components,
worse than our TDI0 example. For such a dominant red-
noise process, in early explorations we found scatter-to-
width ratios that were very severe (Υ ≫ 1), but ratios
of posteriors widths that were mild (Ξ ∼ 1). This indi-
cates that exploratory studies investigating SNRs and
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Fisher Matrices may be fine but PE studies with simu-
lated noise would become problematic when using sen-
sitivity curve-based noise, with a poor representation of
the impact of gaps compared to realistic TDI2 data.
Focusing on the gap at merger, we see that treating

the gap through a naive gating window (with no taper)
gives unfavorable Υ values for TDI2. The gating win-
dow case is not as bad for TDI1, with a difference that
may be attributed to the stronger blue noise component
of TDI2. However, introducing tapering significantly
limits the issue, with Υ close to 1 for the high-mass sys-
tem M3e7, while the lower-mass system M3e6 has values
below 1 indicating that posteriors are too broad with re-
spect to their scatter. The values of Ξ are lower than 1
for the gating window, indicating underestimated pos-
terior widths. With tapering, the values of Ξ rise above
1, particularly for the M3e6 case, indicating that taper-
ing, if it limits statistical inconsistency by decreasing Υ,
worsens information loss by increasing Ξ.

The gap in the inspiral, by contrast, induces much
weaker mismodeling errors for TDI2 and TDI1, with
values for both Υ and Ξ that are close to 1 in all cases,
except when using a gating window in the TDI2 case for
Υ. This is an important and positive result: the inspiral
gap represents a more typical configuration, while the
gap at merger represents a worst-case scenario.

The last two lines of Tab. IV and Tab. V correspond to
the segmented Whittle approach of Sec. IVC. Although
they are two parts of a coherent noise process realiza-
tion, the data segments before and after the gap are
treated as independent, and we use a Whittle-likelihood
on each of those segments, with a tapering at each end
of the segments. The two lines show the results for a
lobe length of 10 minutes and 30 minutes respectively.

The behavior of this segmented Whittle model is very
similar to the full-data Whittle model across all config-
urations, with the same qualitative behavior in both
Υ and Ξ when using the same tapering lengths. This
points towards a limited, or even negligible, impact of
correlations across the gaps, with independence being a
safe approximation to make – we will directly test for
this in Sec. VII E below.

B. Parameter estimation examples

The mismodeling ratios Υ and Ξ are useful to paint a
qualitative picture of mismodeling errors in a synthetic
manner, but they are based on the FM approach, relying
on a linearized signal approximation around the true
parameters. It is therefore important to validate this
approach with full Bayesian PE runs, which will also
give us a better illustration of the full posteriors than the
Gaussian approximation with a Fisher based covariance.

The PE runs are performed with the TD implemen-

tation of the likelihoods, using the prescription out-
lined in in Sec. III A with likelihood given by Eq.(40).
We will only present results for the TDI2 case, with a
gap at merger, for both masses M = 3 × 107M⊙ and
M = 3 × 106M⊙. The noise realization n is kept the
same in all simulations. The posterior samples obtained
span all 11 physical parameters, but to save space we
will only show corner plots for two subsets: the intrinsic
parameters {Mc, q, χ+, χ−}, and the most important
extrinsic parameters {D, ι, λL, βL} (see the caption of
Tab. I). We found that the correlations in the full corner
plots are comparable to those shown in these reduced
plots. In all corner plots, we show the result of the lin-
ear signal approximtion estimate for the max-likelihood
bias obtained with each likelihood model.

We start by showing in Fig. 13 posteriors for the
case where we do not introduce any gap (where the
Whittle-likelihood is valid), and for the statistically cor-
rect treatment of the merger gap described by the gated
likelihood in Eq. (39). This comparison demonstrates
how much information is erased by the gap, and we see
that the introduction of the gap significantly broadens
the posteriors, in line with the degradation in SNR given
by Tab. III. The estimates for the best-fit parameters
given by (75) are in good agreement with the posteri-
ors.

Next, Fig. 14 compares the correct gated likelihood
to the Whittle-likelihood for the full segment described
in Sec. IVB, with a direct gating window. As predicted
by Tab. IV and Tab. V, we see that the width of the
Whittle posterior is comparable to the correct one for
M3e7, and significantly smaller for M3e6, while their
center are moved away to the point of excluding the true
parameters with great significance. Importantly, we find
that the noise biases as estimated by (81), if not exact,
are reasonably accurate in evaluating the magnitude of
the bias. This is an important check as the validity of
the Fisher approach, which is intrinsically only a local
approximation to the posterior distribution.

Fig. 15 shows the same comparison, but this time in-
troducing a smooth tapering window with a lobe length
of 10 minutes. As predicted by Tab IV and Tab. V,
for the heavy system M3e7, the introduction of this ta-
per gives a posterior that is in good agreement with the
correct posterior, both in centering and width. For the
M3e6 system, however, the posteriors are significantly
broadened. They are still compatible with the true pa-
rameters, with slightly larger biases; in accordance with
the expected value Υ = 0.9 in Tab. IV, the broaden-
ing of the posteriors dominates over the slight change in
biases, and the max-likelihood parameters are actually
closer to the true parameters in units of σ-deviations.
We also notice that posteriors in extrinsic parameters
are non-Gaussian.

Finally, Fig. 16 compares the correct likelihood to the
segmented Whittle-likelihood as described in Sec. IVC,
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Figure 13. (Top Row/Bottom Row) Parameter estimation results for the case M3e7/M3e6, gap at merger. The inference
is done on the full parameter space but we show only sub-corner plots for the intrinsic parameters on the left and extrinsic
parameters on the right. The black vertical and horizontal lines indicate the true parameters. The yellow posteriors show
for reference the result of parameter estimation on a data stream without any gap using the Whittle-based likelihood (which
is then the correct likelihood by assumption). The blue posteriors were generated by performing inference on a data stream
with gaps during the merger phase when using a model that is statistically consistent with the data generation process, as
described in Sec. III. The blue and yellow lines are the corresponding Fisher-based predictions of the MLE.
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Figure 14. A similar configuration to figure 13. The blue posteriors are the result of parameter estimation on a data stream
with gaps using the correct gated likelihood. The red posteriors were generated by performing inference on a data stream
with gaps during the merger phase when gating the data (no tapering) and using the Whittle-likelihood of Sec. IVB, which
is statistically inconsistent with the data generating process.

with the same tapering lobe lengths equal to 10 minutes.
We find comparable results to Fig. 15, in accordance to
Tab. IV and Tab. V, with good results for M3e7 and sim-
ilarly broadened posteriors for M3e6. We verify again
that biases seem well estimated by the formula given by
Eq. (90).

The full PE runs that have just been discussed show
a good level of agreement between the measured noise
biases and (90) and the true max-likelihood parameters
found in PE. In order to validate the synthetic Fisher-
based error measures Υ and Ξ, we repeated this check
multiple times.
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Figure 15. The same set up as figure 14 but applying a 10 minute taper before and after the gap segment when using the
approximate Whittle-likelihood of Sec. IVB, represented by the green posterior. The blue posterior, as before, represents a
truthful run where the gated data stream is inferred with a likelihood built from a gated covariance.

For this set of PE runs, performed 350 random draws
of the noise realization n, focusing on the Whittle case
with a simple gating window, for TDI2 and M3e7 with
a merger gap (first line, leftmost entry in Tab. IV and
Tab. V). This choice allows us to validate these noise
bias estimates in a regime where the parameter shifts
are multiple units of σ, while the Fisher approach relies

on a local approximation to the likelihood. We expect
the linear signal approximation bias estimates to work
better in the other cases with tapering, as they show
more moderate biases.

The results are shown as a corner plot in Fig. 17. Note
that this is not a corner plot for posterior samples. In-
stead, this is showing a (multidimensional) histogram of



34

1.
99

2.
00

2.
01

2.
02

q

0.
49

50
0.
49

65
0.
49

80
0.
49

95
0.
50

10

χ
+

1.
21

00

1.
21

25

1.
21

50

1.
21

75

Mc (107M�)

0.
16

2
0.
16

5
0.
16

8
0.
17

1

χ
−

1.
99

2.
00

2.
01

2.
02

q
0.
49

50

0.
49

65

0.
49

80

0.
49

95

0.
50

10

χ+

0.
16

2
0.
16

5
0.
16

8
0.
17

1

χ−

1.
03

5
1.
04

0
1.
04

5
1.
05

0
1.
05

5

ι
(r

ad
)

0.
78

4
0.
79

2
0.
80

0
0.
80

8

λ
L

(r
ad

)

6.
64

6.
72

6.
80

6.
88

D (Gpc)

0.
28

8
0.
29

4
0.
30

0
0.
30

6

β
L

(r
ad

)

1.
03

5
1.
04

0
1.
04

5
1.
05

0
1.
05

5

ι (rad)
0.
78

4
0.
79

2
0.
80

0
0.
80

8

λL (rad)
0.
28

8
0.
29

4
0.
30

0
0.
30

6

βL (rad)

1.
98

4
1.
99

2
2.
00

0
2.
00

8
2.
01

6

q

0.
49

8
0.
50

0
0.
50

2
0.
50

4

χ
+

1.
21

60

1.
21

68

1.
21

76

1.
21

84

Mc (106M�)

0.
16

0
0.
16

5
0.
17

0
0.
17

5
0.
18

0

χ
−

1.
98

4
1.
99

2
2.
00

0
2.
00

8
2.
01

6

q
0.
49

8
0.
50

0
0.
50

2
0.
50

4

χ+

0.
16

0
0.
16

5
0.
17

0
0.
17

5
0.
18

0

χ−

1.
03

2
1.
03

8
1.
04

4
1.
05

0
1.
05

6

ι
(r

ad
)

0.
75

0
0.
76

5
0.
78

0
0.
79

5
0.
81

0

λ
L

(r
ad

)

6.
72

6.
78

6.
84

6.
90

D (Gpc)

0.
29

5
0.
30

0
0.
30

5
0.
31

0

β
L

(r
ad

)

1.
03

2
1.
03

8
1.
04

4
1.
05

0
1.
05

6

ι (rad)
0.
75

0
0.
76

5
0.
78

0
0.
79

5
0.
81

0

λL (rad)
0.
29

5
0.
30

0
0.
30

5
0.
31

0

βL (rad)

Figure 16. The same set up as Fig.15 but where the model likelihood, represented by the brown posterior, is instead the
segmented Whittle model of Sec. IVC, and the independence between segments is assumed. A smoothing taper of 10
minutes is applied to both ends of each segment. The blue posterior, as before, represents the truthful situation where a
gated likelihood is used to perform inference on a gated data stream.

max-likelihood values extracted from the PE runs, es-
timates for the max-likelihood calculated according to
Eq. (87b), along with ellipses corresponding to a Gaus-
sian distribution using the direct expression given by
Eq. (87c) for the bias covariance. The comparison be-

tween the ellipses and the contours for the biases is a
pure consistency check, relying only on the Gaussian na-
ture of the noise. The comparison between the contours
for the biases and the contours for the max-likelihood
results from PE is a stronger check, verifying that the
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Figure 17. In this figure, which is not a corner plot for a posterior, we are checking the agreement between the Fisher-based
estimation for max-likelihood estimates and max-likelihood parameters found in full PE runs. We use the TDI2 noise curve
with MBH primary mass M = 3e7, with a gap during the merger, and consider the Whittle likelihood with gated data (the
configuration of Fig. 14). In red we plot the histogram of max-likelihood values obtained from full PE using 350 different
noise realisations. In blue we plot the histogram of max-likelihood values calculated through Eq.(87b). Finally, the black
curve is a Gaussian distribution, centered on the true parameter with parameter covariance matrix equivalent to Eq.(87c).
Note that the scale is different from the previous corner plots: the width shown here is set by the scale of the posterior
scatter of Fig. 14, which is much larger than the posterior width for this case where Υ≫ 1.
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Fisher results are accurate enough even though indi-
vidual posteriors might be non-Gaussian. We find an
overall good agreement, with some overall noise that is
due to the limited number of simulations (350). We see
some deviations in some parameters, for instance D and
λL, that show a clear deviation between the two distri-
butions. Given that the gated Whittle has large biases
and plays the role of a stress-test here, we conclude that
the estimates shown in Tab. IV and Tab. V are at least
qualitatively reliable.

C. Influence of the tapering length

The effect of introducing a smooth tapering window is
crucial, in both reducing the mismodeling ratio Υ (im-
proving the statistical consistency of posteriors) at the
price of increasing the mismodeling ratio Ξ (broadening
the posteriors and erasing information). We found a
strong dependency of the results on the chosen tapering
length, and we explore this dependency in Fig. 18 for the
full-segment Whittle-likelihood of Sec. IVB and Fig. 19
for the segmented Whittle-likelihood of Sec. IVC

In both these figures, we show the dependency of the
SNR, Ξ and Υ on the tapering length, exploring lengths
chosen to be powers-of-2 in minutes from 1 to 128. We
focus on the TDI2 case, with a gap at merger. We recall
that the gap length itself is different for the two masses,
of 1 hour for M3e7 and of 15 minutes for M3e6. We
also show individual curves for the different parameters
Ξa, Υa, illustrating that the trends are similar across
parameters. We also show the reference value of the
SNR obtained with the correct treatment of the gap.
Both the Whittle and the segmented Whittle-

likelihood show the same qualitative trends. We see
that increasing the lobe length washes away informa-
tion, as expected: this is evident in both SNR and Ξ.
There is a marked difference between the M3e7 (1-hour
gap, lower-frequency signal) and M3e6 (15-minutes gap,
higher-frequency signal) cases: Ξ degrades much faster
for increasing lobe length for M3e6, while for M3e7 there
is an extended range where Ξ ≃ 1. For the shortest lobe
lengths, in both cases, we obtain an overestimated SNR
and values Ξ < 1. The behavior of Υ, with an explosion
towards Υ > 1, particularly pronunced for the low-mass
case M3e6, and values Υ ≲ 1 for longer tapering lobes.

The results for the Whittle and the segmented
Whittle-likelihood are almost identical for both the SNR
and Ξ. The behavior in Υ is also close, with one notice-
able difference for short tapering lengths in the M3e6
case, where the segmented Whittle model seems to per-
form better with a more limited increase.

Overall, Fig. 18 and Fig. 19 indicate the existence of
an optimal tapering length, which is in line with intu-
ition: the tapering window must alleviate the statisti-

cal inconsistencies concentrated near the edges of the
gap, while avoiding erasing too much of the information
conveyed by the signal there. We find indeed that Ξ
increases, Υ decreases, for an increasing lobe length. In
our case, it seems that the value of 10 minutes shown
in Tab. IV and Tab. V is close to optimal (while a bit
high for the M3e6 case).

Our tools allow to look systematically for an optimal
tapering length, optimizing for both Υ and Ξ simulta-
neously, or possibly optimizing their product ΞΥ which
is bounded from below by 1 and whose dependency on
tapering length has a characteristic U-shape. This could
be done quite fast when working with Fisher matrices
and linear signal approximation biases, without the need
for full PE runs.

More explorations would be needed to understand the
dependency of the optimal tapering length: does it de-
pend primarily on the length of the gap? On the mor-
phology of the signal, in particular its high-frequency
content ? How much does this optimum vary for differ-
ent signals? We leave these questions for future work.

D. Influence of the cadence

We conclude this exploration of gap mismodeling with
an important observation. The frequency resolution in
the discrete FD is ∆f = 1/T , where T is the total du-
ration of the data. On the other hand, the cadence
or time step ∆t drives the frequency extent, through
fNyquist = 1/(2∆t). The lowest and highest frequen-
cies present in the data are therefore driven by 1/T and
1/(2∆t) respectively. Considering the noise PSDs illus-
trated in Fig. 2, we can see that for a red process T will
affect the importance of the red noise, while for a blue
process ∆t will affect the importance of the blue noise.

All our results presented above were produced with
a cadence ∆t = 10s (while the L1 TDI data is rather
expected to use ∆t = 5s – this factor of 2 in the data size
N eases our computations). Our most massive system,
with M = 3 × 107M⊙, is so massive that a Nyquist
frequency of 5mHz (a cadence of ∆t = 100s) would be
sufficient to resolve it.

In Tab. VI, we contrast the mismodeling ratio Υ
that we would obtain with a cadence of ∆t = 10s or
∆t = 100s, for the gated Whittle-likelihood. We see
that changing the cadence would strongly change the
mismodeling ratio for TDI2, reducing it from ∼ 12 to
∼ 1.4. We attribute this to the fact that TDI2 is a
blue process, and the smaller sampling rate reduces the
relative importance of the high-frequency noise. This
change would have a moderate effect in the TDI1 case,
and a worsening effect in the TDI0 case, mostly likely
indicative of a breakdown in the linear signal approxi-
mation, since for large values of Υ the best-fit parame-
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Figure 18. (Top row from left to right):) Respective SNR, Ξ and Υ computations as a function of the lobe-length in
minutes for the M = 3e7 case. The horizontal black line represents the true values with model TD noise covariance matrix
consistent with the gated TD noise-covariance matrix. The blue dots are computations for SNR, Υ and Ξ using a Whittle-
based covariance matrix assuming dependence between segments. The fainter blue lines are the individual parameter Υa

and Ξa values. (Bottom row from left to right): The same set up as the top row, but with the M3e6 case.
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Figure 19. The same set up as figure 18 except with model covariance matrix replaced by the Segmented-Whittle covariance
(assuming independence between gap segments).
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Mismodeling Υ data gaps:
effect of cadence – M3e7 merger TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Data Model dt = 10s dt = 100s dt = 10s dt = 100s dt = 10s dt = 100s

Coherent, gap Whittle, gated 12.2 1.4 1.2 1.0 39.7 74.6

Table VI. A similar set up to Tab.IV but only focusing on the M3e7 case with gap at merger, using a model covariance
matrix consistent with Whittle and gating the data. The two variables changed in our experiments here are the cadence
∆t ∈ [10, 100] seconds and noise curve TDI2/1/0 respectively from left to right.

ters are many σ’s away from the truth.
We conclude that the cadence can have an effect on

the gap mismodeling that must not be overlooked. Di-
rect downsampling of the data, prior to analysis, is an
operation that could be implemented easily, although
only relevant for low-frequency signals. Our results
might change when using the more realistic cadence of
∆t = 5s. The effect of the total length on red noise
would also need to be explored, which we leave for fu-
ture work.

E. Mismodeling data segment independence

Data segment independence might be an important
question for LISA data analysis, as interruptions in the
data stream might be of different nature. At one ex-
treme, for missing data, the data gap acts as a mask
and the underlying unmasked noise process n does not
lose coherence and is not affected by the gap at all. At
another extreme, the data gap corresponds to a major
disturbance of the instrument, and the data before and
after the gap are best represented as pertaining to two
separate, statistically independent experiments. Note
that the latter case is a hard limit for data imputa-
tion methods [43–45, 97], as they cannot invent data
joining two independent processes in a consistent way.
For a real instrument, the truth might lie somewhere
in-between these two extremes.
More generally, we might want to cut the data

stream in different independent pieces for computa-
tional reasons, in order to keep the length of each data
sub-segment low. By construction, under the inde-
pendence assumption, the covariance matrix becomes
block-diagonal, with blocks that are much more man-
ageable than the full N × N matrix. Another motiva-
tion can be to improve the stationary nature on each
sub-segment by considering a different PSD on each,
better resolving PSD drifts and slow variations in the
GB foreground.
Therefore, we investigate the mismodeling errors in-

duced by both scenarios: assuming that the data seg-
ments are independent when they are in fact segments
from a coherent stochastic process; and assuming that
the data segments are coherent when they are in fact

independent. Here we want to isolate the effect of seg-
ment independence from the effect of gap mismodeling.
To this end, we do not use the Whittle-likelihood but
use the correct gap treatment of Sec. III B.

In the first scenario, where the data is coherent but
the model independent, we have for the data and model
respectively

⟨(Wn)(Wn)T ⟩ = WΣW =



Σ00 0 Σ02

0 0 0
ΣT

02 0 Σ22


 ,

(Σ′)+ =



Σ−1

00 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 Σ−1

22


 . (108)

We remark here that the configurations presented in
Eq. (108) are subtly different from the model specified
by Eq. (88), in Sec. IVC. Notice that the individual
blocks inΣ00 andΣ22 are Toeplitz and, in the model as-
suming incoherence, we are using block inverses of those
specific Toeplitz matrices. This isolates two sources of
mismodeling that was present in Eq. (108), where one
assumes the underlying process is circulant and the data
segments between gaps are independent. In this case, we
are mismodeling independence but correctly modeling
the underlying process as Toeplitz. The model likeli-
hood here Σ′, although modeling stationary noise, is
not Whittle-based.

In the second scenario, where the data is independent
but the model is coherent, we exchange the role of the
two matrices for the data and model:

⟨(Wn)(Wn)T ⟩ = WΣW =



Σ00 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 Σ22


 ,

(Σ′)+ =



Σ00 0 Σ02

0 0 0
ΣT

02 0 Σ22




+

. (109)

We extend the analysis by considering a data split,
without any missing data between the two data seg-
ments. This situation is closest to the voluntary seg-
mentation that one might implement for long signals
for computational reasons [98–102]. It represents a use-
ful check: the longer the gap is, the more justified it
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Mismodeling Υ
segment independence TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Merger Insp. Merger Insp. Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

Coherent, gap Incoherent, gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Incoherent, gap Coherent, gap 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 26.2 8.1 13.4 14.2

Coherent, split Incoherent, split 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Incoherent, split Coherent, split 5.6 2.1 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.6 1.0 1.0 27.3 41.0 11.8 11.9

Table VII. The same set up as Tab.IV with different assumptions. The data generation process “Data” and the “Model”
used for the likelihood all start from the same underlying circulant full-segment covariance and apply the correct treatment
of the gap from Sec. III. For “Coherent” the covariance blocks describing correlations between before/after gap segments are
kept, for “Incoherent” they are ignored (see Eqs. (108) and (109)). In the second part of the table, “Split” indicates that the
data stream is directly split into two parts, with no gap in-between.

Mismodeling Ξ
segment independence TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Merger Insp. Merger Insp. Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

Coherent, gap Incoherent, gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Incoherent, gap Coherent, gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Coherent, split Incoherent, split 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.0
Incoherent, split Coherent, split 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0

Table VIII. The same set up as Tab.VII, but computing Ξ instead.

will be to treat the data before/after the gap as inde-
pendent, since correlations will be dominated by short
timescales (the near-diagonal elements of the covariance
matrix); a zero-length gap is therefore a worst-case sce-
nario for ignoring correlations between segments present
in the data. In this scenario, the gated covariance and
the pseudo-inverse model covariance matrices are the
same as in Eq. (108) and Eq. (109), but eliminating the
middle line and column since there is no gap present.

We report the resulting mismodeling ratios in
Tab. VII and Tab. VIII. The results for the case where
the data is coherent (dependent) but the model incoher-
ent (independent) show very little mismodeling in both
Υ and Ξ, whether the gap is present or whether we sim-
ply split the data in two segments. We find small losses
of SNR and deviation of Ξ from 1, but they are limited
and below 1%. Our intuition would tell us that ignor-
ing cross-block terms in the covariance matrix means
that we choose to neglect some information by ignoring
correlations. This test shows that the amount of in-
formation erased is negligible. By contrast, in the case
where the data is incoherent but the model is coherent,
while we still find Ξ ≃ 1, we also find Υ > 1 in most
cases. These values are very large for TDI0, but also
deviate significantly from 1 for TDI2, and are worse for
the case where the data is simply split in two. Here, our

intuition would say that we are analyzing the data while
inventing correlations that are not here in reality. The
presence of the gaps (putting some distance between
the two segments) alleviates but does not eliminate the
issue.

The near-absence of mismodeling errors when enforc-
ing segment independence, even without gaps, at the
expense of a negligible loss of information, is a vali-
dation of methods based on data segmentation. It is
also consistent with the findings of Sec. VIIA where the
full-segment Whittle model and the segmented Whittle
model were giving comparable results. On the other
hand, the presence of mismodeling errors when en-
forcing data coherence on independent segments is a
cautionary tale for treating instrument disturbances as
missing data in a coherent process. In short, wrongly
assuming coherence can be dangerous, assuming inde-
pendence is safe.

We did not explore the impact of tapering windows
in this experiment. Although the correct gap treatment
does not require any tapering, in the present case the
independence represents another source of mismodeling,
and it is possible that tapering would alleviate the mis-
modeling in the case where the data is incoherent and
the model coherent (at the expense of erasing some in-
formation, as always).
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Figure 20. (In blue): The usual noise curve for TDI2 given
by Eq. (103c). (In red): The noise curve for TDI2 but
with a f−4 red noise degradation at low frequencies, as given
in (110).

F. Mismodeling the noise PSD at low frequencies

We have seen in previous sessions that the frequency
content of the noise process, from a red process like
TDI0 to a blue process like TDI2, can strongly affect the
importance of mismodeling errors. Another important
point is the role of mismodeling the low-frequency noise.

In the standard setting of gravitational-wave data
analysis, the stationarity justifies independence in the
FD, and the bucket shape of the instrument’s sensitiv-
ity justifies ignoring the low and high frequency regions
where all signals would be drowned in noise. The lower
frequencies, in particular, are a difficult limit to build
a statistical understanding of any instrument: longer
data stretches are needed to resolve lower frequencies,
and stationarity makes less sense as an assumption. For
instance, this is true of LIGO-Virgo instruments[Ollie:
help] and also of LISA Pathfinder [21, 23, 35, 36]. PSD
estimation itself is challenged at low frequencies, with
the lack of data challenging statistical averaging proce-
dures (such as Welch’s) and resulting in a large uncer-
tainty [103–106].

Yet the presence of gaps breaks the stationary fea-
ture of the noise in principle, and allows for correlations
across the frequency band. Hence a natural question: do
we need to model accurately the PSD at low frequencies
to avoid introducing noise mismodeling errors ?

We will address this question by focusing on the TDI2
case. As shown in Fig. 20, a simple noise model for
TDI2, dominated by point-mass noise at low frequen-
cies, gives white noise below ∼ 10−4 Hz. However, it
is possible that other unmodeled sources of noise would
start dominating there; and it is likely that the instru-
ment models that we build on the ground would be-
come more inaccurate in that range. We will consider

an alternative PSD with a f−4 red noise explosion below
∼ 10−4Hz, following (see (102))

Pacc(f) → Pacc(f)

[
1 +

(
f0
f

)α]
, (110)

with the values f0 = 10−4Hz, α = 4. The corresponding
PSD, that we will call TDI2red, is shown in Fig 20. We
stress that this model is ad hoc and not based on any
detailed instrumental considerations. In the following,
it will serve as a toy model to investigate the effect of
mismodeling this type of additional red noise.

Assuming that the true PSD of the noise process is
TDI2red while the PSD TDI2 is used in the model, we
compute mismodeling ratios Υ and Ξ in different gap
scenarios and report the results in Tab. IX and Tab. X.

In the first scenario, we do not introduce any gap
in the data stream. The two processes are stationary
(and circulant) so the covariance is diagonal in the FD.
We are still mismodeling the PSD at low frequencies,
but even with the underestimation of the noise there
the signal is drowned in noise, neutralizing mismodeling
errors. We check that Υ = 1 and Ξ = 1 in that case.

In the second scenario, we introduce a gap that is cor-
rectly modeled, while mismodeling the low-f PSD. That
is to say, the model likelihood respects the construction
of Sec. III B, but starting with a PSD that is TDI2 in-
stead of TDI2red. While we obtain Ξ ≃ 1, we get values
Υ > 1 in all cases, the worst being the M3e7 case with
the gap at merger. This means that, due to the presence
of gaps, the low-f PSD mismodeling contaminates the
analysis, even though the gap themselves are properly
accounted for.

In the third scenario (lines 3-5) we investigate the case
where we both: (i) mismodel the PSD at low-f and (ii)
mismodel the gap by using the Whittle-likelihood, as
in Sec. IVA, with different tapering windows. With a
simple gating window, we find large values Υ > 1 and
also values of Ξ < 1. Both issues are mitigated but
not eliminated by introducing a tapering window. In
particular, we find some mismodeling Υ > 1 (but Ξ ≃ 1)
even for the inspiral gap, which contrasts with Tab. IV.

These results call for caution when dealing with mis-
modeled low-frequency noise, even when correctly tak-
ing the gaps into account. However, we did not ex-
plore possible simple solutions. In the stationary case
without gaps , applying a simple high-pass filter to the
data eliminates the low-frequency content. One could
construct a filtering procedure, properly generalized to
work in the presence of gaps. We also note that the
large uncertainty on the low-f part of the PSD should
be marginalized over as part of the LISA global fit. We
leave these questions for future work.
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Mismodeling Υ
low-f PSD TDI2

Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

PSD TDI2red, no gap PSD TDI2, no gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, gap 2.2 1.3 1.2 1.1
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, gated 13.4 40.9 1.6 1.4
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, taper 10min 3.6 1.2 1.3 1.1
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, taper 30min 2.2 1.0 1.2 1.1

PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, gated 9.6 39.0 1.2 1.2
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, taper 10min 1.6 1.3 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, taper 30min 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0

Table IX. The same set up as Tab. IV, except that we test for the mismodeling of noise processes with unknown large red
noise components. Here TDI2red is the TDI2 noise curve with an f−4 explosion at low frequencies given in Eq. (110) and
shown in Fig. 20, while TDI2 is the usual noise curve that approaches a constant as f → 0+. In the first line, no gap is
present and the only mismodeling is that of the PSD. In all other cases, the data features a gap. In the second line, the model
likelihood incorporates the gap correctly according to Sec. III, while using the wrong PSD. In the Whittle case (lines 3-5),
either gated or tapered, the same models are used as in Tab. IV, but this time the PSD is another source of mismodeling.
We also show in the last three lines the result for a Whittle likelihood model where the PSD TDI2red is correctly modeled.

Mismodeling Ξ
low-f PSD TDI2

Merger Insp.

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

PSD TDI2red, no gap PSD TDI2, no gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, gap 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, gated 0.8 0.5 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, taper 10min 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2, Whittle, taper 30min 1.2 3.9 1.0 1.0

PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, gated 0.9 0.5 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, taper 10min 1.1 1.7 1.0 1.0
PSD TDI2red, gap PSD TDI2red, Whittle, taper 30min 1.2 3.9 1.0 1.0

Table X. The same set up as Tab.IX, but computing Ξ instead.

G. Mismodeling the stationary process as
circulant

Finally, we will close our mismodeling investigations
with the a limited investigation of the effect of mismod-
eling a Toeplitz covariance matrix as a circulant matrix.
As explained in Sec. IVA, the true covariance of the sta-
tionary noise process will have a Toeplitz structure. But
the FD covariance is only diagonal when the covariance
is circulant. In our previous tests, we have taken a cir-
culant covariance over the full segment to be the true
covariance, because we wanted to isolate the different
sources of mismodeling. For a reminder, we refer the
reader to figures 3 and 4 for a visual illustration of the
differences between circulant and Toeplitz matrices re-
spectively. It may also be worth reading the caption and
the surrounding text of Fig.(5) of the potential impact

of mismodeling a Toeplitz process as circulant.

We now investigate the Toeplitz-circulant mismodel-
ing errors more rigorously by considering a data stream
with no gaps, computing mismodeling ratios when the
true covariance is Toeplitz while the model likelihood is
circulant (Whittle). The results for Υ are reported in
Tab. XI, comparing two scenarios: in one, we use the
raw data; in the other, we taper the data at each end of
the data segment.

We can see that we find Υ > 1 for TDI2, large values
of Υ for TDI0, while Υ ≃ 1 TDI1. Introducing a ta-
pering window gives Υ ≃ 1 for TDI2, and reduces but
does not fully eliminate the mismodeling for TDI0. We
do not present a table for Ξ since in all cases we find
Ξ ≃ 1. The tapering introduced here is at the edges of
the data segment, away from the merger that dominates
the SNR.
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Mismodeling Υ

Toeplitz/circulant TDI2 TDI1 TDI0

Data Model M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6 M3e7 M3e6

Toeplitz, no gap Circulant, no gap, no taper 1.1 1.4 1.0 1.0 37.3 37.3
Toeplitz, no gap Circulant, no gap, taper 1hr 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.1 1.3

Table XI. The same set up as Tab.IV, except computing mismodeling errors Υ under the assumption that the underlying
noise process is circulant when in reality it is Toeplitz. We either keep the data as it is or apply a taper of 1hr at both ends
of the data segment. We do not incorporate data gaps in this specific study.

Note also that, when using a segmented Whittle-
likelihood, the model covariance is circulant on each
segment while the true covariance, taken to be circu-
lant over the full range of the data, is not circulant on
the segments. Yet, in Tab. IV and Tab. V, the seg-
mented Whittle and full Whittle (i.e. coherent) give
similar results, pointing towards a limited impact of this
mismodeling.

We conclude that tapering the ends of the data seems
to prevent mismodeling errors due to the use of a circu-
lant structure, except for the red-noise dominated pro-
cess TDI0. Note that when Whittle is used in practice,
it is generally with a tapering window. Transient signals
that are confined to the inside of the data interval will
not be affected much by such a window tapering the end
points of the data.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

A. Conclusions

The primary focus of this work is to understand the
impact data gaps have on PE studies for GW signals in
LISA data. Data gaps, whether planned or unplanned,
are unavoidable and will have to be included in future
LISA data analysis pipelines. In our work, limiting our-
selves to a stationary Gaussian underlying noise process,
we have explored how the presence of gaps breaks the
stationary feature of the observed data.

Working in the TD, in Sec. III we presented a for-
malism describing the likelihood of the observed data
obtained by marginalizing over unobserved data values,
then translated the result to another point of view where
the gap is represented by a gating window applied to
the original-sized data. The use of the Moore-Penrose
pseudo-inverse is crucial, allowing for a direct transla-
tion of all results to the discrete FD. The formalism
allows for the introduction of smooth windows tapering
each gap edge. This approach relies on using N ×N co-
variance matrices and is limited to short data stretches,
however it represents an exact treatment of gaps and can
be used to assess mismodeling errors induced by other
approximate treatments. The concepts within this pa-

per are robust to any family of data gaps LISA may
expect – be them scheduled/unplanned gaps of any du-
ration.

We developed a formalism to describe these mismod-
eling errors in Sec. IV, based on the FM approach. Mis-
modeling the noise process will lead to biases in the PE
that, although zero-mean, will have the wrong statistics.
For a generic mismodeled Gaussian likelihood, We intro-
duce two complementary error measures: Ξ in Eq.(92)
that measures the broadening of the posteriors, describ-
ing how much information is erased (notably, by the use
of tapering windows), and Υ in Eq.(93), which measures
the bias covariance (scatter of the max-likelihood) in
units of the σ of the model posterior, describing the
statistical inconsistency induced by the mismodeling.
These error measures can be computed for any Gaus-
sian model likelihood, as long as the true process can
be simulated, and are much faster to evaluate than PP
plots requiring full Bayesian PE.

We focused on MBHB signals in LISA, as described
in Sec. V. We only considered a short data stretch of less
than one day, which is enough to represent the merger
of MBHB signals if their masses are large enough, and a
limited array of cases, for a gap at merger or in the late
inpiral, and for a heavier of lighter black hole. We inves-
tigate different TDI generations (TDI2, TDI1, TDI0), to
explore the effect of the frequency content of the noise,
from blue noise at high frequencies to red noise at low
frequencies. In Sec. VI we compared covariance matri-
ces for both circulant and Toeplitz structured covariance
matrices, showing qualitatively their differences in both
the TD and FD. We also demonstrated the impact of
gaps with/without tapering on the covariance matrices,
showing that hard cut-offs in the window function used
to mimic gaps introduce highly non-trivial leakage in
the FD noise-covariance matrix, giving both dense and
degenerate matrices. Tapering concentrates the power
more along the main diagonals, but degeneracy is still
present. We then demonstrated a practical method to
compute the pseudo-inverse of both the TD and FD
noise covariance matrices by identifying the singular val-
ues corresponding to the gaps and excluding them.

We then applied our error measure formalism to dif-
ferent mismodeling cases in Sec VII, exploring the ef-
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fects of mismodeling the gaps, data segment indepen-
dence, and the low-frequency PSD, as well as a limited
exploration of the mismodeling of the true Toeplitz co-
variance with a circulant covariance. We also ran a set
of full PE runs validating our approach. A highlight of
our findings would include:

• Assuming the correct pseudo-inverse for the gated
covariance matrix has been calculated, the likeli-
hood is invariant to whether the model templates
are gated or not. See Eq. (40) and Eq. (52).

• There is no loss of information concerning the ta-
pered signal assuming that the tapering scheme
has been correctly incorporated into the pseudo-
inverse of the windowed noise covariance matrix.

• There is a strong contrast between blue and red-
noise processes; red noise is associated with long-
lived correlations, and gap mismodeling is the
worst in that case, but a naive gating window with
no smooth taper also gives large errors for the blue
process TDI2. This is demonstrated in Tab. IVA.

• A gap during the inspiral gives much smaller er-
rors than a worst-case gap happening at merger
for MBHs. This is consistent with the analysis
presented in [26, 44, 45, 49].

• Introducing tapering windows reduces statistical
inconsistency errors significantly, at the expense
of broadened posteriors.

• Adjusting the tapering length makes a significant
difference, with an exchange between statistical
inconsistency and information erasure; our meth-
ods can be used to cheaply find an optimal taper-
ing length.

• A segmented Whittle-likelihood, treating the data
before/after gap as independent, gives results that
are similar to a full-segment Whittle-likelihood.

• Treating data segments as independent when they
are in reality correlated, even in the case of a data
split (no in-between gap), gives little to no errors.

• Treating data segments as correlated when they
are in reality independent leads to significant er-
rors.

• mismodeling the low-f PSD by underestimating
the red noise leads to significant errors, even when
properly taking the gaps into account. Taper-
ing mildly alleviates this issue, but does not com-
pletely remove it.

• Treating the data as circulant when it is in fact
Toeplitz appears reasonable provided smooth ta-
pers are applied to the data stream.

We believe that the methodology discussed in this
paper is a suitable procedure for assessing noise mis-
modeling errors in presence of data gaps and may be
essential in validating LISA global fit pipelines. When
in doubt, we strongly suggest that you smoothly taper
your data.

B. Future work and outlook

The present paper presents a preliminary exploration
of gap mismodeling, calling for many extensions, some
which could be achieved with the same formalism. One
strong limitation of the results presented is that we
only considered a short stretch of data, appropriate only
for merger-dominated MBHB signals. This choice was
made to allow for a complete exploration and thorough
validation of the method, comparing with the exact
treatment of the gaps requiring to work with N × N
matrices. However, assessing the mismodeling error Υ,
representing statistical inconsistency, is in fact only as
expensive as working with the fast approximate likeli-
hood, provided the true noise can be simulated (note
that this is not true for Ξ, which compares the model
Fisher covariance with the true model covariance). Hav-
ing built confidence in the methods, they could be ap-
plied to longer signals: GBs, EMRIs, SBHBs. In partic-
ular, the segmented likelihood seems a promising avenue
to explore and our method could assess the systematics
introduced.

We also limited ourselves to a few examples, and a
more systematic study of the role of the gap length,
signal characteristics. Our method applies to any data
plan, for instance for short repeated gaps.

Some of our formalism translates directly to other
contexts, where instead of a gap we have an abrupt ter-
mination of the data. In ringdown analyses [28, 31, 107–
109] the analyst purposely selects data that starts
shortly after the amplitude peak, right where the signal
is strongest. In pre-merger analyses of MBHBs [34], the
observed data ends right where the signal is the loudest.

While we saw that the low-frequency noise can be
responsible for noise mismodeling errors, we did not ex-
plore how filtering or whitening methods, that can read-
ily eliminate low-f noise in the stationary case, can be
adapted to the presence of gaps.

Beyond data gaps, the same mismodeling formalism
could be used to assess other approximations and errors
made in the covariance matrix. The mismodeling ratios
that we introduced allow for a much faster computa-
tion than building PP plots, which requires repeating
full PE runs for many noise realizations. The approx-
imations that we could explore include non stationary
in the true noise process, either in the form of instru-
mental PSD drifts or in the form of annual modulations
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of the GB confusion foreground. Our formalism only
requires that the model likelihood is Gaussian, and that
the true noise can be simulated; as such, it could also
be used to explore noise mismodeling errors caused by
non-Gaussian features, such as distributions with heav-
ier tails [110–112] or glitches [22, 113, 114].

Time-frequency methods using the short-time-fourier-
transforms (STFTs) [115–117] or Wilson-Daubechies-
Meyer (WDM) basis functions [118] appear to be grow-
ing in popularity. Within the WDM formalism, the
window functions in both time and frequency are lo-
cal, which have proved advantageous on data streams
with mild non-stationary features (e.g., drifts to the
PSD) [13, 119, 120]. We have demonstrated in our
TD / FD analysis that it may be reasonable to assume
independence between segments if the underlying data
stream is dependent. The same could be said for analy-
ses conducted in the time-frequency domain. However,
we are certain that working in time-frequency would
still be negatively impacted by noise processes with sig-
nificant red noise. Similarly, time-frequency analyses
are not invincible to artifacts arising from edge-effects
when due to working with finite length time-series as
discussed in [120]. This rich body of work will be left to
future work.
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Appendix A: Discrete Fourier transform of the
time-domain covariance

1. The circulant case

We will now derive a FD equivalent of eq. (9), for the
matrix ⟨ññ†⟩. In our notations,

ñ = ∆t
√
NPn , (A1a)

ñ† = ∆t
√
NnTP † , (A1b)

so that the FD analog of the covariance reads

Σ̃ ≡ ⟨ññ†⟩ = N∆t2P ⟨nnT ⟩P † = N∆t2PΣP † . (A2)

We can compute explicitly (with implicit labels on sums
extending from 0 to N − 1):

(PΣP †)ij =
1

N
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k

∑

l

ω−ikΣklω
lj , (A3a)
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ω−ikωljσk−l +
1

N

∑

k

N−1∑

l=k

ω−ikωljσl−k , (A3c)

=
1

N

∑

k

k∑

m=1

ωk(j−i)ω−mjσm +
1

N

∑

k

N−k−1∑

m=0

ωk(j−i)ωmjσm , (A3d)

where we used the Toeplitz structure, the symmetry of σ for negative indices, and changed variables to m = k − l
and m = k + l. Using the circulant structure, we can rewrite the first term as:

1

N

∑

k

k∑

m=1

ωk(j−i)ω−mjσm =
1

N

∑

k

k∑

m=1

ωk(j−i)ω−mjσN−m =
1

N

∑

k

N−1∑

m=N−k

ωk(j−i)ωmjσm , (A4)
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where we used ωN = 1. We can now gather terms as

(PΣP †)ij =

(
1

N

∑

k

ωk(j−i)

)
N−1∑

m=0

ωmjσm = δij

N−1∑

m=0

ω−mjσm = δij
√
N (Pσ)i , (A5)

where we used the circulant condition again in the last equality to change the sign of the exponent.

We can also do a similar computation with the trans-
pose of Ñ instead of its Hermitian conjugate, which will
allow us to complete the description of the statistics of
the real and imaginary parts of Ñ . This is a repetition

of the computation of PΣP †, changing simply the sign
of the exponent of ω. Without detailing each step, we
get (mind the special case i = j = 0)

(PΣP T )ij =

(
1

N

∑

k

ω−k(i+j)

)
N−1∑

m=0

ω−mjσm = (δi,0δj,0 + δN,i+j)

N−1∑

m=0

ω−mjσm . (A6)

We arrive at (note that the last index is j and not i)

(PΣP T )ij =
√
N (δi,0δj,0 + δN,i+j) (Pσ)j . (A7)

Thus, considering the N × N matrix form with four
quadrants for positive and negative frequency entries,
PΣP † has a diagonal structure through the positive-
positive and negative-negative quadrants, while PΣP T

has an anti-diagonal-like structure i + j = N (and not
i+j = N−1, as it would be for the main anti-diagonal)
extending through the positive-negative and negative-
positive frequency quadrants, plus an extra component
at i = j = 0.

2. The Toeplitz case

We now investigate the case where the TD covariance
Σ has a Toeplitz but not circulant structure.

First, we note that, if we build the auto-covariance as
an IFT of the noise PSD, we will automatically get a

circulant structure: if σ̃ is built according to (22) and

if σ = P †σ̃/(∆t
√
N), then we have explicitly

σi =
1

2N∆t


S0

n − SN/2
n +

N/2−1∑

k=1

(
ωik + ω−ik

)
Sk
n


 ,

(A8)
so that σi ∈ R and σi = σN−i.

This means that a non-circulant autocorrelation re-
quires another generation procedure; one such way is to
generate a circulant covariance of size 2N×2N with the
IFT, then extract its first quadrant to obtain an N ×N
Toeplitz matrix.

Coming back to the computation of ⟨ññ†⟩, we have
to remember that we used the circulant condition twice.
We will get an extra contribution from σN−m ̸= σm

in (A4), and we have to stop before the last inequality
in (A5). As a result,

(PΣP †)ij = δij
∑

m

ωimσm +∆ij , (A9)

where

∆ij =
1

N

∑

k

k∑

m=1

ωk(j−i)ω−mj (σm − σN−m) =
1

N

N−1∑

m=1

(
N−1∑

k=m

ωk(j−i)

)
ω−mj (σm − σN−m) . (A10)

For i = j, the sum in parenthese is N −m, and we have

∆ii =
1

N

N−1∑

m=1

(N −m)ω−mi (σm − σN−m) =

N−1∑

m=1

ω−miσm − 1

N

N−1∑

m=1

m
(
ωmi + ω−mi

)
σm (A11)

For i ̸= j,

N−1∑

k=m

ωk(j−i) = −1− ωm(j−i)

1− ωj−i
for i ̸= j . (A12)

So, for i ̸= j we have

∆ij = − 1

N

N−1∑

m=1

ω−mj − ω−mi

1− ωj−i
(σm − σN−m) , (A13a)

=
1

1− ωj−i

1

N

N−1∑

m=0

(
ω−mi − ω−mj − ωmi + ωmj

)
σm ,

(A13b)



46

which we can rewrite using Pσ. Gathering the diagonal and off-diagonal terms, we obtain

(PΣP †)ij = δijΛi +Ωij , (A14a)

Λi = σ0 +
1

N

N−1∑

m=1

(N −m)
(
ωmi + ω−mi

)
σm , (A14b)

Ωij =
1√
N

1

1− ωj−i

[
(Pσ)i − (Pσ)∗i − (Pσ)j + (Pσ)∗j

]
for i ̸= j . (A14c)

In this rewriting, we can check that Λi ∈ R and Ω is Hermitian, Ω† = Ω.
This calculation can be repeated, with few changes, for the computation of PΣP T . This is required if one needs

a complete control on both real and imaginary parts in the FD; however, PΣP † is enough to express the likelihood.
The result reads

(PΣP T )00 = σ0 +
2

N

N−1∑

m=1

(N −m)σm , (A15a)

(PΣP T )i,N−i = σ0 +
1

N

N−1∑

m=1

(N −m)
(
ωmi + ω−mi

)
σm for i = 1, . . . , N − 1 , (A15b)

(PΣP T )ij =
1√
N

1

1− ω−i−j

[
(Pσ)i − (Pσ)∗i + (Pσ)j − (Pσ)∗j

]
for i+ j ̸= 0, N . (A15c)

Appendix B: Fourier-domain noise generation in
the circulant case

We give here a detailed description of noise gener-
ation in the discrete FD, in the circulant case. This
will constitute a discrete equivalent of the better-known
functional relations (17).

We wish to draw a FD realization of the noise, ñ,
given a PSD Sn(f). We first recall that, since n ∈ RN ,
ñ is entirely represented by its N/2 + 1 components
ñj for j = 0, . . . , N/2 included, with other components
being then fixed as ñN−j = ñ∗

j for j = 1, . . . , N/2 − 1.
Moreover, ñ0, ñN/2 ∈ R, which brings us back to N
degrees of freedom.

We will introduce random variables for the real and
imaginary parts as ñj = Aj + iBj for j = 0, . . . , N/2
included (we will come back later to B0 and BN/2).
By assumption, Aj , Bj are Gaussian (as linear com-
binations of the Gaussian vector n). Considering (23)
and (A7) in the quadrant J0, N/2K2, we see that ⟨ññ†⟩
has support on the diagonal, while ⟨ññT ⟩ only has sup-
port at i = j = 0 and i = j = N/2. Off-diagonal, we
get

⟨(Aj + iBj)(Ak ± iBk)⟩ = 0 (j ̸= k) , (B1)

from which we deduce that Aj , Bj are independent from
Ak, Bk when j ̸= k. In turn, along the diagonal, for

j = 1, . . . , N/2− 1, we get

⟨(Aj + iBj)(Aj − iBj)⟩ =
Sj
n

2∆f
, (B2a)

⟨(Aj + iBj)(Aj + iBj)⟩ = 0 , (j = 1, . . . , N/2− 1)
(B2b)

The real and imaginary part of the second relation give
that ⟨A2

j ⟩ = ⟨B2
j ⟩ and ⟨AjBj⟩ = 0, so the Gaussian vari-

ables Aj , Bj are independent with the same variance.
The first relation gives ⟨A2

j + B2
j ⟩ = 2⟨A2

j ⟩ = 2⟨B2
j ⟩ =

Sj
n/(2∆f), and we obtain that

Re ñj , Im ñj ∼ N
(
0,

Sn(j∆f)

4∆f

)
(j = 1, . . . , N/2−1) ,

(B3)
and are independent both from each other and across
frequency bins.

Coming back to the special cases j = 0 and j = N/2
with a non-zero component for ⟨ññT ⟩, we get

⟨(Aj + iBj)(Aj − iBj)⟩ =
Sj
n

2∆f
, (B4a)

⟨(Aj + iBj)(Aj + iBj)⟩ =
Sj
n

2∆f
, (j = 0, N/2)

(B4b)

The second equation gives ⟨AjBj⟩ = 0 as before. We
then get ⟨A2

j + B2
j ⟩ = ⟨A2

j − B2
j ⟩, which shows that Bj
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is identically zero, as it should be for ñ to be the DFT
of a real vector. We arrive at

Re ñj ∼ N
(
0,

Sn(j∆f)

2∆f

)
, Im ñj = 0 (j = 0, N/2) ,

(B5)
which completes the result. Thanks to independence, we
can draw FD circulant noise with individual Gaussian
draws.
Once noise is generated in the FD efficiently thanks

to the independence property, it can be translated back
to the TD via an IFFT. One efficient strategy to gen-
erate noise in the Toeplitz case is to artificially extend
the Toeplitz covariance as a circulant covariance over
an segment of length 2N , draw an extended circulant
noise realization in the FD, and perform an IFFT to
obtain TD noise of length 2N ; the first half of this vec-
tor then gives an N -sized TD realization of the desired
noise process with a Toeplitz covariance.

Appendix C: Likelihood with gaps using a
permutation and masks

We can treat the general case of an arbitrary data
plan, with multiple gaps of varying lengths,with the help
of Boolean masks. We can define a mask as a boldface
index g such that xg is the subvector of values inside gap
segments, of length Ng. Similarly, for matrices Σ¬g,¬g

is the (N −Ng)× (N −Ng) submatrix of values outside
of the gap segments. The marginalization over elements
of a Gaussian vector,

p(n¬g) =

∫
dng p(ng,n¬g) , (C1)

gives p(n¬g) ∼ N (0,Σ¬g,¬g). This gives the log-
likelihood

lnLgap(d¬g|θ) =− 1

2
xT
¬gΣ

−1
¬g,¬gx¬g − 1

2
detΣ¬g,¬g

− 1

2
(N −Ng) ln 2π , (C2)

We can reorder indices to put all indices pertaining
to the gaps at the end, by introducing a permutation7

σ, such that

{
σ(i) ≤ N −Ng for i ̸∈ gap segments

σ(i) > N −Ng for i ∈ gap segments .
(C3)

The precise ordering within the gap and no-gap seg-
ments will not matter, for a simple connection with the

7 Not to be confused with the auto-covariance vector.

mask notation we can assume that we keep the relative
ordering on each sub-segment. In our linear algebra no-
tations, this permutation can be represented by a matrix
R such that

Rij = δiσ(j) . (C4)

A permutation matrix is automatically orthogonal (it
preserves the scalar product), RTR = 1. If W =
Diag(wg(i∆t), i = 0, . . . , N − 1) with wg a gating win-
dow, we will define the reordered gated covariance as

Σ̊ ≡ RWΣWRT , (C5)

and we can check explicitly, using(C4), that

Σ̊ij =
∑

k

∑

l

RikwkΣklwlRlj

=
∑

k

∑

l

δiσ(k)wkΣklwlδlσj

= wσ−1(i)Σσ−1(i)σ−1(j)wσ−1(j)

=

{
Σσ−1(i)σ−1(j) if i, j ≤ N −Ng

0 else i ∈ gap segments ,
(C6)

so that the reordered covariance has the block structure

Σ̊ =

(
Σ¬g,¬g 0

0 0

)
, (C7)

with pseudo-inverse

Σ̊+ =

(
(Σ¬g,¬g)

−1 0
0 0

)
. (C8)

Similarly, if we define reordered gated vectors

x̊ ≡ RWx =

(
x¬g

0

)
, (C9)

the block structure shows directly that the marginal-
ized likelihood can be written in terms of our reordered
matrices and vectors as (ignoring constants)

lnLgap(d¬g|θ) = −1

2
x̊T Σ̊+x̊ . (C10)

Now, we can use the properties of the pseudo-inverse
and the fact that R is orthogonal to rewrite

x̊T Σ̊+x̊ = xTWRT
(
RWΣWRT

)+
RWx

= xTWRTR (WΣW )
+
RTRWx

= (Wx)T (WΣW )
+
Wx . (C11)

Thus, we arrive at our expression (39) for the likelihood
in presence of gaps.
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Note that we could also have used the re-ordered but
not gated data vectors

•
x ≡ Rx =

(
x¬g

xg

)
, (C12)

and the likelihood would retain the same expression
thanks to the structure of Σ̊+:

lnLgap(d¬g|θ) = −1

2

•
x
T
Σ̊+ •

x . (C13)

Similarly to the previous case, we have

•
x
T
Σ̊+ •

x = xT (WΣW )
+
x , (C14)

in which we recognize the property that the likelihood
is insensitive to the content of the residual vector inside
the gap, so gating the residual is facultative.

Appendix D: Degenerate gated covariance matrices
in time and frequency domain

Let WΣW = Σgap ∈ RN×N . From the rank–
nullity theorem, we must have that rank(Σgap) +
nullity(Σgap) = N . Making reference to App.C,
Eq. (C7) there are an equivalent number of linearly
dependent rows and columns in Σgap, implying that
the dimension of the column space dim(Col(Σgap)) =
rank(Σgap) = N − Ng, for Ng the number of zero
columns of the matrix Σgap. We remark here that the
swapping of rows and columns will not change the di-
mension of the column space. By the rank-nullity theo-
rem, the dimension of the null space nullity(Σgap) = Ng,
meaning that there are Ng vectors v ∈ null(Σgap) such
that Σgapv = λv = 0. Hence there must exist Ng many
zero eigenvalues in the matrix Σgap. We can translate

this into the FD via the unitary DFT matrix P

Σgapv = 0

P [(WΣW )]vP † = 0

(W̃ Σ̃W̃ )ũ = 0

Σ̃gapũ = 0

implying that PvP † = ũ ∈ null(Σ̃gap). Finally, not-

ing that rank(Σgap) = rank(P †Σ̃gapP ) = rank(Σ̃gap),

which implies that nullity(Σgap) = nullity(Σ̃gap), there
must be Ng zero-eigenvalues in the FD gated covariance

matrix Σ̃gap. Finally, since ũ = PvP †, there exists a 1-
1 correspondence between the zero-eigenvalues between
the TD and FD covariance matrices. This means that
the zero-eigenvalues present due to the gated segment in
the TD matrix correspond to the zero-eigenvalues of the
FD matrix. Finally, Since the matrix Σ̃gap is hermitian
symmetric, the Singular Values (SVs) following a SVD
are equivalent to the absolute values of the eigenvalues,
i.e., S(Σ̃gap)i = |λ(Σ̃gap)i|. In conclusion, there are Ng

many singular values of the FD gated noise covariance
matrix.

Appendix E: Details on the tapering window

When smoothly tapering signal at the edges of a data
gap or at the ends of the data segment, we will use a
Planck window, as described in [122]. For a window
w(t) that is zero outside of [ti, tf ], smoothly transitions
from 0 to 1 on [ti, ti + ∆ti] and back from 1 to 0 on
[tf −∆tf , tf ], the expression is

w(t) =





0 for t ≤ ti
1

1+exp
[

∆ti
t−ti

+
∆ti

t−(ti+∆ti)

] for ti < t < ti +∆ti

1 for ti +∆ti ≤ t ≤ tf −∆tf
1

1+exp
[
−

∆tf
t−tf

−
∆tf

t−(tf−∆tf )

] for tf −∆tf < t < tf

0 for t ≥ tf
(E1)

For instance, multiplying the data with 1 − w would
implement a gap on [ti + ∆ti, tf − ∆tf ] with tapering
lobes ∆ti, ∆tf .
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