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The recent evidence of nanohertz (nHz) gravitational wave (GW) background by pulsar timing array (PTA)
collaborations has sparked considerable interest in understanding its astrophysical origins, particularly regarding
supermassive black hole binaries (SMBHBs). In this work, we focus on individual SMBHBs that will be
hopefully detected in upcoming PTA observations. The effect of nHz GWs on the pulse arriving times is in
general decomposed as a pulsar term and an Earth term, where the pulsar term encodes the pulsar-Earth distance
as a phase shift relative to the Earth term, but is usually treated as an extra noise source since the pulsar distance
is in general not well measured with uncertainty larger than the wavelength of nHz GWs. We propose that
the pulsar distance could be constrained by combining the phase information of multiple SMBHBs that are
individually resolved. Using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations, we demonstrate that the pulsar
distances can be measured to better than 0.4 pc (1 pc) for pulsars at 𝐷 ∼ 1 kpc (∼ 2.2 kpc) with 30 years of
observations by a 20-pulsar PTA with a noise level of 𝜎n = 20 ns in the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) era.

I. INTRODUCTION

As gravitational waves (GW) propagate through the Milky
Way, their spacetime perturbations induce detectable varia-
tions in the arrival times of pulsar signals [1]. Thereby, mil-
lisecond pulsars (MSPs [2]) have been used as GW detectors to
monitor the nanohertz (nHz) GWs in the universe by observ-
ing the pulse times of arrival (TOAs) [3, 4], which are named
as the pulsar timing array (PTA). Recent breakthroughs by
several collaborations, including the European Pulsar Timing
Array (EPTA [5]), the Parkes Pulsar Timing Array (PPTA [6]),
the North American Nanohertz Observatory for Gravitational
Waves (NANOGrav [7]), the Chinese Pulsar Timing Array
(CPTA [8]), the MeerKAT Pulsar Timing Array (MPTA [9])
have revealed a GW background signal at 2−4.6 𝜎 confidence
levels through the correlation between the timing residuals of
pulsar pairs [10–14], which is the well known Hellings and
Downs (HD) curve [15].

Supermassive black hole binaries (SMBHBs) with sub-
parsec binary separations are natural sources of nHz stochastic
GWs. These systems originate from galactic mergers, where
two SMBHs are brought into a same galaxy and form a bound
binary through dynamical processes [16]. During their hier-
archical evolution, SMBHBs lose energy via stellar scattering
and viscous gas interactions [17–20], until they transition de-
cisively into the GW-driven regime [21]. There are also plenty
of models attributing the nHz stochastic GWs to various early
Universe processes. To distinguish the two origins, efforts are
made in searching for either signatures of individual SMBHBs
[22–24], or non-Gaussian fluctuations in the signals expected
from a collection of SMBHBs [25–27]. Recently, the MPTA
collaboration reported a hotspot in 7 nHz GW sky map with a
𝑝 value of 0.015 [24], which may have an astrophysical origin
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(a SMBHB), although an origin of noise fluctuations cannot
be confidently ruled out yet. Though none of the efforts above
lead to a confident detection of individual SMBHBs limited by
the current detection accuracy and observation duration, many
works predict that they will hopefully be detected in the near
future [28–33].

When a radio pulse/a photon propagates from a pulsar to the
Earth, its TOA (or equivalently frequency) will be perturbed
by the stochastic GWs. The net effect is integrated as the
difference between two terms that are proportional to the GW
strength at the pulsar 𝒙p when the pulse is emitted 𝑡p and
at the Earth 𝒙E when the pulse is received 𝑡E, respectively,
and are therefore called the pulsar term and the Earth term
[1, 4, 34, 35]. For typical pulsars used in PTAs, the timescale
|𝑡E − 𝑡p | is of O(103) years, the frequencies of the two terms
will differ due to the binary evolution, which is imprinted in
the waveform of the timing residuals [36]. Since the phase
difference between the two terms is proportional to the pulsar
distance 𝐷, it is natural to infer 𝐷 from the timing residuals.
The biggest challenge in this application is that the perturbation
caused by the nHz GW has a period of about 1 year, which
results in a period of ∼ 1 ly in the constraint of pulsar distance
𝐷. To solve this problem, Lee et al. (2011) [37] proposed
that the high-precision timing parallax measurements of the
millisecond pulsars [38–41] could be utilized to eliminate the
periodicity in the pulsar distance constraint, with the help of
the high precision measurements from future radio telescopes,
like the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) [42].

Generally, whether the periodicity in the pulsar distance
𝐷 constraint can be eliminated is determined by three main
factors: the wavelength of the GW 𝜆, the angle between the
source and the pulsar 𝜃, the uncertainty of the timing parallax
measurements 𝜎𝐷 . The first two factors determine the length
period in the direction of pulse propagation perturbed by GWs,
and hence determine the period in the 𝐷 constraint, therefore,
a larger GW wavelength and a smaller 𝜃 correspond to a lager
period in the 𝐷 constraint. And the ratio between the timing
parallax measurement uncertainty 𝜎𝐷 and this period deter-
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mines the ability of suppressing those ‘false’ peaks in the 𝐷

constraint. Based on [37], in the first half of this paper, we use
Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations and give a
more detailed and quantitative analysis of the feasibility of the
timing parallax measurements in eliminating the periodicity.

As we will show later, for pulsars with 𝐷 ≳ 1 kpc, the peri-
odicity in the 𝐷 constraint inferred from PTA observations of
each individual SMBHB cannot be eliminated due to the lim-
ited accuracy of timing parallax measurements. On the other
hand, these constraints from GW signals of different SMBHBs
usually have different periods due to the their different wave-
lengths and sky locations. Based on this fact, we propose that
if these distance constraints are combined, the false peaks in
the 𝐷 constraint can be eliminated.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce
the formula for the timing residuals and the PTA’s responses. In
Sec. III, we introduce the MCMC method and how it is used to
obtain the pulsar distance posteriors. We show the constraints
from a single SMBHB and multiple binaries in Sec. IV. And
we conclude this paper with Sec. V. Throughout the paper,
we use the geometric units with 𝐺 = 𝑐 = 1, and assume the
standard ΛCDM model with parameters from the latest Planck
results, Ωm = 0.3089, Ωb = 0.0486, ΩΛ = 0.6911, ℎ = 0.6774
And we adopt 68% confidence intervals (CI) when showing the
uncertainties of model parameter constraints if not specified
otherwise.

II. PTA OBSERVABLE

A. Timing Residuals

For a GW source with right ascension (RA) 𝛼 and declina-
tion (DEC) 𝛿, the GW tensor at (𝑡, 𝒙) can be written as

ℎ𝑖 𝑗 (𝑡 − 𝒙 · Ω̂) = 𝜖+𝑖 𝑗ℎ+ (𝑡 − 𝒙 · Ω̂) + 𝜖×𝑖 𝑗ℎ× (𝑡 − 𝒙 · Ω̂), (1)

where Ω̂ = −(cos 𝛿 cos𝛼, cos 𝛿 sin𝛼, sin 𝛿) is the GW prop-
agation direction. The two polarization tensors 𝜖 𝐴

𝑖 𝑗
(Ω̂) (𝐴 =

+, ×) above are defined by

𝜖+𝑖 𝑗 ≡ 𝛼̂𝑖𝛼̂ 𝑗 − 𝛿𝑖𝛿 𝑗 , (2)

𝜖×𝑖 𝑗 ≡ 𝛼̂𝑖𝛿 𝑗 + 𝛼̂ 𝑗𝛿𝑖 , (3)

where 𝛼̂ and 𝛿 are two unit vectors orthogonal to Ω̂,

𝛼̂ = (− sin𝛼, cos𝛼, 0), (4)

𝛿 = (− sin 𝛿 cos𝛼, − sin 𝛿 sin𝛼, cos 𝛿). (5)

Consider a pulsar that emits pulses of frequency of 𝜈0 along the
direction 𝑝. As the pulses propagate, they will be perturbed by
ℎ𝑖 𝑗 (𝑡−𝒙·Ω̂) and result in the following changes in the frequency
of the pulses received by the observer [1, 4, 34, 35, 43],

𝑧(𝑡, Ω̂) ≡ 𝜈(𝑡) − 𝜈0
𝜈0

=
1
2

∑︁
𝐴=+,×

[
𝐹𝐴Δℎ𝐴(𝑡, Ω̂)

]
,

(6)

where 𝐹𝐴 are the antenna beam patterns, which are defined as

𝐹𝐴 ≡
𝑝𝑖 𝑝 𝑗

1 + Ω̂ · 𝑝
𝜖 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 (Ω̂), 𝐴 = +,×, (7)

and the term Δℎ𝐴(𝑡, Ω̂) represents the difference of the GW
tensor between the pulsar and the observer. For Earth ob-
servers, Δℎ𝐴(𝑡,Ω) can be written as

Δℎ𝐴(𝑡,Ω) = ℎP
𝐴 − ℎE

𝐴 = ℎ𝐴(𝑡 − 𝐷 − 𝐷Ω̂ · 𝑝) − ℎ𝐴(𝑡), (8)

here 𝐷 is the pulsar distance, ℎP
𝐴

and ℎE
𝐴

are the pulsar term
and Earth term, respectively. In practice, time residuals are
used as the PTA observable, which are the integrals of 𝑧(𝑡, Ω̂)
from the start of the observation,

𝑅(𝑡) =
∫ 𝑡

0
d𝑡′ 𝑧(𝑡′, Ω̂). (9)

B. GW waveform

In this work, we focus on GW signals from circular SMB-
HBs. In the plane wave approximation, the waveform can be
written as [44]

ℎ+ (𝑡) = ℎ0 [ cos 𝜄 sin 2𝜓 sin(𝜔𝑡 +Φ0)

− 1
2
(1 + cos2 𝜄) cos 2𝜓 cos(𝜔𝑡 +Φ0)],

(10)

ℎ× (𝑡) = −ℎ0 [ cos 𝜄 cos 2𝜓 sin(𝜔𝑡 +Φ0)

+ 1
2
(1 + cos2 𝜄) sin 2𝜓 cos(𝜔𝑡 +Φ0)],

(11)

where 𝜄 is the inclination angle, 𝜓 is the polarization angle, 𝜔
is the GW angular frequency, Φ0 is the initial phase, and the
GW amplitude ℎ0 is

ℎ0 =
28/3M5/3

𝑐

𝑑𝐿
𝜔2/3, (12)

where

M𝑐 ≡ (𝑚1𝑚2)3/5

(𝑚1 + 𝑚2)1/5 (1 + 𝑧) (13)

is the redshift chirp mass of the SMBHB, 𝑑𝐿 is the luminosity
distance, and 𝑧 is the redshift. The power of GW radiation
from a circular binary is known as [44]

𝑃 =
25/4 (M𝑐𝜔)10/3

5
, (14)

and the total energy of the binary is

𝐸 = −2−5/3M5/3
𝑐 𝜔2/3, (15)

therefore, the rate of 𝜔 change over time is

¤𝜔 =
3
5

27/3M5/3
𝑐 𝜔11/3. (16)
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Usually, during the observation period of the PTA, the angular
frequency change during the observation period ¤𝜔𝑇 ≪ 𝜔 is
negligible. However, for the pulsar term ℎP

𝑖 𝑗
, its time difference

from the Earth term is

Δ𝑡 ≡ 𝐷 (1 + Ω̂ · 𝑝) = 𝐷 (1 − cos 𝜃) ≫ 𝑇, (17)

where cos 𝜃 ≡ −Ω̂·𝑝, and the difference in the angular frequen-
cies of the two terms is Δ𝜔 ≈ ¤𝜔Δ𝑡. For M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ ,Δ𝑡 =
103 years, 𝜔 = 30 nHz event, Δ𝜔 ≈ 1.6 nHz. We assume the
the angular frequencies of the pulsar and Earth terms 𝜔P and
𝜔E remain constant during the PTA observation period, and
adopt this “bichromatic wave approximation” in the following
calculations.

Finally, the timing residual can be written as

𝑅(𝑡) = −(2M𝑐)5/3

𝑑𝐿

×
{[
𝜔

− 1
3

P cos(𝜔P𝑡 +Φ0 −Φp) − 𝜔
− 1

3
E cos(𝜔E𝑡 +Φ0)

]
× cos 𝜄(𝐹+ sin 2𝜓 − 𝐹× cos 2𝜓)

+
[
𝜔

− 1
3

P sin(𝜔P𝑡 +Φ0 −Φp) − 𝜔
− 1

3
E sin(𝜔E𝑡 +Φ0)

]
×1 + cos2 𝜄

2
(𝐹+ cos 2𝜓 − 𝐹× sin 2𝜓)

}
,

(18)
where Φ0 is the initial phase of the Earth term, ΦP is the phase
difference between the Earth term and the pulsar term. In the
linear approximation,

𝜔P ≈ 𝜔E − ¤𝜔EΔ𝑡, (19)

and

ΦP ≈ 𝜔EΔ𝑡 −
1
2
¤𝜔EΔ𝑡

2. (20)

Note that when a binary has a high 𝜔 and is close to merging,
the GW frequency evolves so fast that the above approximation
breaks down. Fortunately, since the rate of SMBHB sources
at 𝜔 is proportional to ¤𝜔−1, the linear approximation remains
valid for the majority of SMBHBs. Therefore, we ignore
SMBHBs exhibiting rapid frequency evolution and assume all
SMBHBs satisfy Eqs. (19) and (20) in this work.

C. Pulsar Timing Array

Following the setup in Ref. [31], we consider a small SKA
PTA with 𝑁psr = 20 pulsars and assume a white noise with
standard deviation 𝜎𝑛 = 20 ns in TOAs of each pulsar. For
the pulsar positions, we select 20 pulsars with timing parallax
measurements in the EPTA DR2 [45] (see Table I for more in-
formation). We also consider three different observation spans
with 𝑇 = 10, 20, 30 years, respectively, and an observation
cadence with Δ𝑇 = 2 weeks. The number of each pulsar’s
TOA measurements 𝑁obs is therefore 𝑇/Δ𝑇 . The signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) of the 𝑖-th pulsar’s timing residuals is given

by

SNR2
𝑖 =

𝑁obs∑︁
𝑗=1

[
𝑅2
𝑖
(𝑡 𝑗 )
𝜎2
𝑛

]
, (21)

where 𝑅𝑖 is the timing residual of the 𝑖-th pulsar, 𝑡 𝑗 is the time
of the 𝑗-th measurement, and the total SNR is

SNR2 =

𝑁psr∑︁
𝑖=1

SNR2
𝑖 . (22)

In this work, we adopt SNR = 8 as the detection threshold.

Name RA DEC 𝐷 (kpc)
J0030+0451 0h30m27.4s 0h19m26.6s 0.323
J0613-0200 6h13m44.0s -0h08m03.1s 0.99
J0751+1807 7h51m09.2s 1h12m30.6s 1.17
J1012+5307 10h12m33.4s 3h32m28.2s 1.07
J1022+1001 10h22m58.0s 0h40m07.5s 0.85
J1024-0719 10h24m38.7s -0h29m17.3s 0.98
J1455-3330 14h55m48.0s -2h14m03.1s 0.76
J1600-3053 16h00m51.9s -2h03m35.3s 1.39
J1640+2224 16h40m16.7s 1h29m36.6s 1.08
J1713+0747 17h13m49.5s 0h31m10.5s 1.136
J1730-2304 17h30m21.7s -1h32m18.1s 0.48
J1744-1134 17h44m29.4s -0h46m19.6s 0.388
J1751-2857 17h51m32.7s -1h55m51.1s 0.79
J1801-1417 18h01m51.1s -0h57m10.3s 1.0
J1804-2717 18h04m21.1s -1h49m10.1s 0.8
J1857+0943 18h57m36.4s 0h38m53.1s 1.11
J1909-3744 19h09m47.4s -2h30m57.0s 1.06
J1911+1347 19h11m55.2s 0h55m10.3s 2.2
J1918-0642 19h18m48.0s -0h26m50.3s 1.3
J2124-3358 21h24m43.8s -2h15m55.0s 0.47

TABLE I: The pulsars used in this paper, where we select 20
pulsars with timing parallax measurements in the EPTA DR2

[45]. More details can be found in [46].

III. METHODOLOGY

In the above section, we describe the response of the PTA
to GWs from SMBHBs. As shown in Eq. (18), the observed
timing residuals 𝑅(𝑡) contain information about the pulsar dis-
tance 𝐷 in two aspects: 1) the frequency evolution Δ𝜔/ ¤𝜔 and
2) the phase difference Φp. Since the observable 𝑅(𝑡) is a pe-
riodic function of Φp with a period 2𝜋, we expect a broad (and
usually single-peak) constraint on 𝐷 from the frequency evo-
lution, and a multi-peak constraint from the phase difference
Φp due to the period 2𝜋 in Φp. In this section, we will in-
troduce how to use Bayes’ theorem to extract this information
and obtain the constraints of 𝐷.
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A. Bayesian Parameter Estimation

From the Bayes’s theorem, the posterior of parameters 𝜽 can
be written as

𝑃(𝜽 |𝑹) ∝ 𝜋(𝜽)L(𝑹 |𝜽), (23)

where 𝑹 is the data, 𝜋(𝜽) is the prior, L(𝑹 |𝜽) is the likelihood.
For the timing residuals, the log-likelihood is

logL(𝑹 |𝜽) = −1
2

𝑁psr∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑁obs∑︁
𝑗=1

[
𝑅𝑖 (𝜽 , 𝑡 𝑗 ) − 𝜇(𝜽0, 𝑡 𝑗 )

𝜎𝑛

]2
, (24)

where 𝜇(𝜽0, 𝑡 𝑗 ) represents the timing residuals with injection
parameters 𝜽0. With the above log-likelihood, we use the
MCMC method in bilby [47] to estimate the posterior of 𝜽 .

From Eq. (18), the timing residuals contain 8 source param-
eters, (𝛼, 𝛿, log(𝑑𝐿), 𝜄, M𝑐, 𝜓, 𝜙0, 𝜔E), and 2𝑁psr pulsar
parameters, 𝜔P,𝑖 and ΦP,𝑖 , with 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, · · · , 𝑁psr. It is
important to note that the two sets of pulsar parameters are
not independent, they can both be obtained from 𝐷𝑖 and other
source parameters via Eqs. (19) and (20). There are actually
only 8 + 𝑁psr independent parameters in the timing model.
However, if 𝐷𝑖 are directly treated as parameters, the likeli-
hood function will appear a high level of periodicity about
𝐷𝑖 , as explained in the beginning of this Section. As a result,
model parameter sampling will suffer severe efficiency prob-
lem due to fragmented parameter space exploration. To solve
the parameter sampling efficiency problem caused by the peri-
odicity, we decompose the Bayesian inference as two steps: 1)
we treat 𝐷𝑖 and ΦP,𝑖 as independent parameters, and set ΦP,𝑖
as a variable in the range of (0, 2𝜋] in the parameter inference;
2) the information of 𝐷𝑖 is encoded in both the 𝐷𝑖 posterior
and the ΦP,𝑖 posterior. We obtain the full constraint on 𝐷𝑖 by
post-processing the MCMC samples in the ΦP,𝑖’s parameter
space. Details will be introduced in the following subsection.

In step 1) of the above procedure, we find 𝐷𝑖 is gener-
ally poorly constrained, where 𝐷𝑖 is constrained from the
frequency evolution Δ𝜔𝑖 = 𝜔P,𝑖 − 𝜔E while 𝜔P,𝑖 is loosely
constrained due to SNR𝑖 ≪ SNR. In comparison, the timing
parallax measurement of the pulsar distance 𝐷𝑖 is more in-
formative, which we therefore use as a prior. As a result, the
majority of the 𝐷 information is encoded in the prior and in
the phase ΦP,𝑖 .

Another point to note is that when the SMBHB event is
localized well, there will be a substantial chance to uniquely
identify the host galaxy through multi-messenger observations
[48]. In this case, we replace the priors of 𝛼, 𝛿, log(𝑑𝐿)
with delta functions peaked at their injection values, and these
three parameters will not be randomly sampled in the MCMC
simulations [47]. Considering the accuracy of SKA, in this
paper we focus on the discussion of the case of SMBHBs with
host galaxies identified.

Table II lists the parameters and priors used in MCMC
simulations. As an estimate of uncertainties of timing parallax
measurements 𝜎𝐷 , we adopt the formula in [37]

𝜎𝐷 ≃ 2.34
cos2 𝛽P

(
𝑁obs
100

)− 1
2
(

𝐷

1 kpc

)2 ( 𝜎𝑛

10 ns

)
pc, (25)

where 𝛽P is the ecliptic latitude of the pulsar. In Table III, each
pulsar’s 𝜎𝐷 with different observation timing spans is listed.

Parameter Prior Minimum Maximum
𝛼 Delta 𝛼

𝛿 Delta 𝛿

log(𝑑𝐿) Delta log(𝑑𝐿)
𝜄 Sine 0 𝜋

M𝑐 LogUniform 0.1M𝑐 10M𝑐

𝜓 Uniform 0 𝜋

𝜙0 Uniform 0 2𝜋
𝜔E Uniform 0 2𝜔E
𝐷𝑖 Gaussian N(𝐷par,𝑖 , 𝜎𝐷,𝑖)
ΦP,𝑖 Uniform 0 2𝜋

TABLE II: The priors used in simulations.

𝜎𝐷(pc) 10 years 20 years 30 years
J0030+0451 0.30 0.21 0.17
J0613-0200 3.48 2.46 2.01
J0751+1807 3.98 2.81 2.29
J1012+5307 5.45 3.86 3.15
J1022+1001 2.09 1.48 1.21
J1024-0719 3.01 2.13 1.74
J1455-3330 1.81 1.28 1.05
J1600-3053 5.77 4.08 3.33
J1640+2224 6.54 4.63 3.78
J1713+0747 5.06 3.58 2.92
J1730-2304 0.67 0.47 0.39
J1744-1134 0.46 0.32 0.26
J1751-2857 1.82 1.29 1.05
J1801-1417 2.97 2.10 1.72
J1804-2717 1.86 1.32 1.08
J1857+0943 5.00 3.53 2.89
J1909-3744 3.49 2.47 2.02
J1911+1347 21.36 15.10 12.33
J1918-0642 5.26 3.72 3.04
J2124-3358 0.71 0.50 0.41

TABLE III: The uncertainty 𝜎𝐷 of pulsar distance measured
with timing parallax with different observation timing spans.

B. Pulsar Distance Constraints

After obtaining the posterior of ΦP,𝑖 in step 1), step 2) is
to convert the constraint on ΦP,𝑖 to a constraint on 𝐷𝑖 . From
Eq. (20), the posterior of 𝐷𝑖 can be obtained from

P(𝐷𝑖) ∝
∑︁
𝑘

P[𝐷 (ΦP,𝑖 + 2𝑘𝜋, 𝜔E,M𝑐, cos 𝜃)], (26)

where 𝑘 = 0, 1, 2, · · · . In general, this posterior consists of
peaks with a roughly same shape, and the separation between
the 𝑘-th and (𝑘 + 1)-th peaks is about

𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1 ≈ 2𝜋/(1 − cos 𝜃)𝜔E. (27)
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For the SKA, the width of the 𝑘-th peak Δ𝐷𝑘 is mainly deter-
mined by the uncertainty of 𝜔E,

Δ𝐷𝑘/𝐷 ≈ Δ𝜔E/𝜔E . (28)

If Δ𝐷𝑘 ≳ 𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1/2 when Δ𝜔E ≳ 𝜋/Δ𝑡, different peaks of
𝐷𝑖’s posterior will have a significant overlap, so that the final
constraints become nearly uniformly distributed. This means
the pulsar distance will not be able to be constrained through
the ΦP,𝑖 measurements. For Δ𝑡 = 103 years, the threshold is
about Δ𝜔E,thr ≡ 𝜋/Δ𝑡 ≈ 0.2 nHz. In general, a high SNR≫ 8
PTA observation is required for obtaining a desired constraint
with Δ𝜔E < Δ𝜔E,thr unless cos 𝜃 ∼ 1.

In combination with the prior information 𝜋(𝐷𝑖) in Table III,
we obtain the full constraint on 𝐷𝑖 from PTA observations of
a single SMBHB as

PDF(𝐷𝑖) = 𝜋(𝐷𝑖)P(𝐷𝑖), (29)

where 𝜋(𝐷𝑖) := N(𝐷𝑖 , 𝜎𝐷,𝑖) is a Gaussian function, and
P(𝐷𝑖) is a periodic function defined in Eq. (26). The ‘false’
peaks in P(𝐷𝑖) will be suppressed by the prior informa-
tion from timing parallax measurements. In the case of
𝜎𝐷,𝑖 ≪ 𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1, the periodicity in 𝐷𝑖’s posterior will be
eliminated completely. Meanwhile, if the error bar of a sin-
gle peak in P(𝐷𝑖) is much smaller than 𝜎𝐷,𝑖 , PTA observa-
tions of such SMBHB can significantly improve pulsar distance
measurements and we label them as golden events. We take
𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1 > 3𝜎𝐷,𝑖 as the threshold of golden events, which
requires

cos 𝜃 ≳ 1 − 2𝜋
3𝜔E𝜎𝐷,𝑖

. (30)

In particular, when

2𝜋
3𝜔E𝜎𝐷,𝑖

> 2, (31)

SMBHBs in all directions satisfy Eq. (30).
The above analysis is suitable for pulsars with high timing

parallax measurement accuracy with 𝜎𝐷,𝑖 ≲ 𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1. How-
ever, when 𝜎𝐷,𝑖 ≳ 𝛿𝐷𝑘,𝑘+1, the timing parallax measurement
is unable to eliminate the periodicity in 𝐷𝑖’s posterior. In
such case, it is necessary to find another way to eliminate the
periodicity of 𝐷𝑖 .

Generally, the posteriors of 𝐷𝑖 from different SMBHBs typ-
ically have different periods due to different binary frequencies
𝜔E and different sky locations cos 𝜃, and ‘fake’ peaks in the
constraints obtained from observations of different SMBHBs
will be located at different values. This property thus can be
used to solve the periodicity in 𝐷𝑖’s constraint. Combining all
the information form 𝑁 different SMBHBs, the full constraint
becomes

PDF(𝐷𝑖) = 𝜋(𝐷𝑖)
𝑁∏
𝑛=1

P𝑛 (𝐷𝑖) . (32)

The ‘fake’ peaks in P𝑛 (𝐷𝑖) will have the potential to cancel
each other out, ultimately leaving only a single sharp true
peak. In the next section, we will discuss these two methods
of eliminating periodicity.
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FIG. 1: The posterior corner plots of 𝜔E, M𝑐 and
ΦP,J0613−0200. The blue (orange) contours represent the

constraints inferred from PTA observations of a GW source
with 𝜔E = 10(30) nHz, M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ , 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc, 𝑇 = 30
years. For convenient comparison, the differences with the

injected values (Δ𝜔E and ΔΦP,J0613−0200) are plotted instead.
Shown above each panel is the 1 − 𝜎 error bar in the 𝜔E = 10

nHz case.

IV. RESULTS

A. Constraints from Individual Sources

Simulations in [32] show that chirp massesM𝑐 and frequen-
cies of SMBHBs detectable by PTA are mainly distributed
around M𝑐 ∼ 1010 𝑀⊙ and 𝑓 = 3 − 15 nHz, respectively.
Though their simulations are based on an assumed near-future
PTA, the results may vary considerably between different PTAs
due to observed selection effects. However, the detectable
SMBHBs in their simulations still represent the sources with
the highest SNRs, which are crucial for pulsar distance con-
straints. Based on these simulations, we consider the SMBHB
samples with M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ , 𝜔E = 10, 30 nHz, and observa-
tion periods of𝑇 = 10, 30 years. For each case of M𝑐, 𝜔E, 𝑇 ,
we sample 20 SMBHBs with an isotropic distribution in teh
sky, uniform distributions in cos 𝜄, 𝜓, Φ0, and 𝑑𝐿 = 5, 20
Gpc, respectively. Here 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc is roughly the lower limit
of a M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ SMBHB according to recent PTA data
releases [22, 49], and 𝑑𝐿 = 20 Gpc is close to the upper limit
that can be used for pulsar distance constraints in the tests. We
simulate the observations of each event, conduct the parame-
ter inference using MCMC simulations, and present the pulsar
distance measurement results for J0030+0451, J0613-0200,
J1911+1347 as examples of pulsars with 𝐷 ≈ 0.3, 1, and 2
kpc, respectively.

In Fig. 1, we analyze two representative SMBHBs with
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a same chirp mass (M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙) and a same luminosity
distance (𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc), but different frequencies 𝜔E = 10(30)
nHz as examples. Assuming a mock PTA observation of 𝑇 =

30 years, we find their SNRs are SNR = 408 and 263, respec-
tively, which is consistent with the dependence of the signal
amplitude on the frequency 𝑅(𝑡) ∝ 𝜔

−1/3
E [see Eq. (18)]. The

posterior corner plots of three model parameters 𝜔E,Mc,ΦP
are plotted, where Δ𝜔E/𝜔E ∼ ΔM𝑐/M𝑐 ∼ O(SNR−1), and
ΦP,J0613−0200 is relevant to the signal of pulsar J0613-0200
only, therefore is less constrained .

Combining the prior information 𝜋(𝐷) and the ΦP con-
straint, we obtain the pulsar distance constraint PDF(𝐷𝑖)
[Eq. (29)]. Fig. 2 and 3 show the constraints of pulsar distance
produced by single events with 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc. In each panel,
the pulsar distance constraints from mock PTA observations of
20 SMBHBs are plotted with gray lines, as well as the timing
parallax measurement plotted with a black line. To present the
results more visually, we highlight a single peaked result with
green line and a multi-peaked result with orange line.

From Eqs. (25) and (30), a closer pulsar will have a higher
fraction of golden events. Thus in the left panels, for the
𝐷 = 0.323 kpc pulsar, J0030+0451, all constraints are single
peaked. In the case of 𝑇 = 10 yr, PTA observations of a
SMBHB with 𝜔E = 10 nHz can slightly improve the constraint
on 𝐷. The best constraint is 𝐷 = 323.18+0.24

−0.24 pc, which is 13%
tighter than the timing parallax measurement. For 𝜔E = 30
nHz events, the constraints are generally better than those at
lower frequency. As a result, the best measurement of 𝐷

reaches about ±0.20 pc.
With longer observation time span 𝑇 , the uncertainty of

timing parallax measurement scales as 𝑇−1/2, but the uncer-
tainties of 𝜔E and ΦP are roughly proportional to 𝑇−1. So
in the bottom panels, the improvements produced by the PTA
observations are much larger than in the 𝑇 = 10 years case. In
the case with 𝜔E = 30 nHz, 𝑇 = 30 years, the best constraint
reaches 0.04 pc, which improve the timing parallax measure-
ment uncertainty 𝜎𝐷 = 0.17 pc by a factor of 4.

When the pulsar is farther away, the periodicity in the pulsar
distance posterior becomes harder to eliminate due to the worse
timing parallax prior. Thus, in the case of 𝜔E = 30 nHz
with 𝐷 = 0.99 kpc pulsar J0613-0200, there are multiple
peaks in the posterior. As for those golden events, the best
constraint reaches ∼ 0.2 pc. For the 𝐷 = 2.2 kpc pulsar
J1911+1347, only nearly aligned SMBHBs with cos 𝜃 ∼ 1
satisfy the criterion for golden events. Therefore, the fractions
of golden events are much smaller than for closer pulsars, as
shown in the right panels of the Fig. 2 and 3. Despite their
rarity, these golden events can all significantly improve the
constraints from ∼ 10 pc to a few or sub pc.

For more distant SMBHBs with 𝑑L = 20 Gpc, the SNRs
are much lower and we only show the pulsar distance mea-
surement results with long observation span 𝑇 = 30 years in
Fig. 4. From the left panels, for J0030+0451, a 𝜔E = 10
nHz event cannot effectively improve the measurement of 𝐷.
However, several high frequency SMBHBs can still constrain
𝐷 to ≲ 0.14 pc. In the upper middle panel, for J0613-0200,
8 (7) events qualify as golden events in the case of 10(30)
nHz, respectively. The best constraints for for J0613-0200 are

𝐷 = 990.2+1.3
−1.3 pc and 𝐷 = 991.6+0.8

−0.8 pc in the two cases, re-
spectively. For J1911+1347, only one SMBHB with 𝜔E = 10
nHz qualifies a golden event, from which the pulsar distance
is constrained as 𝐷 = 2203.1+3.6

−3.5 pc.
From the results above, we can conclude that for a 𝐷 ≲ 1 kpc

pulsar, nHz GW observations of SMBHBs in combination with
the timing parallax measurement are highly likely to constrain
the pulsar distance to a sub-pc level. For more distance pulsars,
golden events are possible only when the source’s direction is
is closely aligned with the pulsar. However, considering the
limited precision of parallax measurements for these pulsars,
a single golden event could significantly improve the pulsar
distance measurements.

B. Constraints from Multiple Sources

In the previous subsection, we show the constraint produced
by each golden event alone. In addition to those golden events,
there are a number of events that cannot individually constrain
pulsar distance due to the high periodicity in the posteriors. It
is interesting to note that the peaks in the posteriors tend to be
rather narrow (see the orange lines in Fig. 3 as examples). As
mentioned in Sec. III, if the ‘fake’ peaks can be eliminated
by other GW sources with different periods, these events can
provide a good joint constraint on the pulsar distance.

To show the feasibility of this method, we select the
J1911+1347’s distance posteriors with multi-peaked structure
from the lower-right panel of Fig. 3, and show their joint con-
straints with different event numbers in Fig. 5. When using ≤4
SMBHBs, the combined results still show strong periodicity.
As more SMBHBs are included, false peaks in the posteriors
gradually disappear. With 8 SMBHBs, only one clear peak
remains, giving a pulsar distance constraint of ±0.28 pc.

In the example above, the true peak stands out with fake
peaks eliminated from multiple non-golden events. In actual
observations, the inclusion of golden events will significantly
accelerate this process. As a result, the joint constraint from
multiple sources is highly sensitive to the existence of golden
events. To demonstrate the joint constraints from different
SMBHB samples, we perform 1000 repeated random sam-
plings of 5, 10, and 15 subsets from each of the 20 previously
simulated SMBHB populations. Fig. 6 shows the derived con-
straint distributions on pulsar distances for these subsamples
under a 30-year observation period. As a reference, the timing
parallax measurement 𝜎𝐷 as well as 0.5𝜎𝐷 , 0.2𝜎𝐷 , 0.1𝜎𝐷 are
plotted in each panel.

For J0030+0451, we find the pulsar distance constraint from
multiple sources scale as Δ𝐷 ∝ 𝑁−1/2 because all events
are golden events. Generally, the results of 𝜔E = 30 nHz
sources are better than the 𝜔E = 10 nHz cases due to better
measurement of ΦP. For both cases with 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc, > 90%
sub-samples of 𝑁 = 5 can constrain the pulsar distance with
uncertainty < 0.5𝜎𝐷 . And 10 sources with 𝜔E = 30 nHz,
𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc can constrain 𝐷 to about ±0.03 pc. In the case of
𝑑𝐿 = 20 Gpc, only a small fraction of 𝑁 = 15, 𝜔E = 30 nHz
sub-samples reach an accuracy of 0.5𝜎𝐷 .

For J0613-0200, as the fraction of golden events is still high,
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FIG. 2: The constraints of pulsar distance from SMBHBs with M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ , 𝜔 = 10 nHz, 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc. The upper and
bottom panels represent the results with 𝑇 = 10, 30 years’ observation periods, respectively. And the left, middle, right panels

represent the constraints on J0030+0451, J0613-0200, J1911+1347’s distance, respectively. In each panel, a green line, an
orange line and a black line are plotted, which represent a single peaked result, a multi-peaked result, and the timing parallax

measurement, respectively.
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FIG. 3: The same with Fig. 2, but for 𝜔E = 30 nHz sources.
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(f) J1911+1347, 𝜔E = 30 nHz

FIG. 4: Same to Fig. 2, but for 𝑑𝐿 = 20 Gpc sources with 𝑇 = 30 years. The upper, bottom panels represent the constraints
from 𝜔E = 10 nHz, 30 nHz sources, respectively.

the constraints are also roughly ∝ 𝑁−1/2. Only a few sub-
samples with 𝑁 = 5 still have a multi-peaked measurement of
𝐷, and their results are much worse than other sub-samples and
approach 𝜎𝐷 . Since the J0613-0200’s 𝜎𝐷 is much larger than
J0030+0451’s, 10 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc sources can improve the pulsar
distance measurements to 0.1𝜎𝐷 in both high frequency and
low frequency cases. And when 𝑑𝐿 = 20 Gpc, the constraints
can also reach 0.5𝜎𝐷 .

For the J1911+1347, the high periodicity leads to a clear
stratification in the pulsar distance constraints. The upper part
consists of sub-samples where false peaks are not completely
eliminated, and the constraints are typically worse the 4 pc. In
contrast, the constraints are significantly better with Δ𝐷 ≲ 1
pc in the lower part.

In the case of 𝑑𝐿 = 20 Gpc, 𝜔E = 10 nHz, the golden event
(the green line in the upper right panel of Fig. 4) improves
the distance constraint 𝐷 to ∼ 4 pc though the joint constraint
from all the non-golden events does not contribute much con-
straining power. In the case of 𝜔E = 30 nHz, no golden events
exist, and the combined constraints from all non-golden events
still exhibit multiple peaks, failing to enhance distance mea-
surement precision.

C. Constraints with Multiple Sources: a realistic population

To demonstrate the actual use of nHz GWs in measuring
pulsar distances, we sample SMBHBs from the BBH popu-
lation model constructed by [30] and [50]. First, we adopt
the mass distribution model in [50], which is based on the
NANOGrav 15-year data set (See Fig. 3 in [50]) for details).
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FIG. 5: We select the multi-peaked posteriors of
J1911+1347’s distance given by 𝜔E = 30 nHz, 𝑇 = 30 years,
𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc sources, and show the joint constraints of these

posteriors with different numbers of events.

For SMBHBs with large chirp mass (𝑀𝑐 > 109), the SMBHB
merger rate 𝑅 is roughly power-law distributed with 𝑀𝑐 with
an index of -3.5, where 𝑀𝑐 = M𝑐/(1+ 𝑧) is the physical chirp
mass. For the redshift distribution, we adopt the model in [50],
which combines various BBH evolution tracks, galaxy mass
functions, galaxy merger rates and SMBH-host relations. The
Fig. 17 in [30] shows that for massive SMBHBs, log10 𝑅 is
roughly proportional to 𝑧−0.4. After combining their models,
the merge rate of SMBHB with 𝑀𝑐 ∈ [109, 1010.5) 𝑀⊙ and
𝑧 ∈ [0.01, 3) is about 1.2 × 10−3 year−1.
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FIG. 6: Distributions of pulsar distance’s constraints Δ𝐷 with different numbers 𝑁 of GW sources. The orange and blue violins
represent the distributions of 𝜔 = 10 nHz and 𝜔 = 30 nHz sources, respectively. The observation time spans for all sources are

30 years. As a reference, the timing parallax measurements 𝜎𝐷 as well as 0.5𝜎𝐷 , 0.2𝜎𝐷 , 0.1𝜎𝐷 are also plotted in solid,
dashdot, dotted, dashed gray lines, respectively.
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FIG. 7: The parameters of 48 SMBHB samples simulated,
where the 𝑥-axis, 𝑦-axis, color represent source redshift 𝑧,

source frequency 𝜔E and chirp mass M𝑐, respectively.

From Eq. (16), it is straightforward to find the time to coa-
lescence is

𝑡 − 𝑡𝑐 =
5

216/3M
−5/3
𝑐 𝜔−8/3 (33)

where 𝑡− 𝑡𝑐 ∼ Myr for a nHz source with M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ . The
number of sources with GW frequencies lying between 𝜔1 and
𝜔2 is therefore 𝑅 × [𝑡 (𝜔1) − 𝑡 (𝜔2)]. As a result, we find 104

sources in total with 𝜔 ∈ [5, 50) nHz, 𝑀𝑐 ∈ [109, 1010.5) 𝑀⊙
and 𝑧 ∈ [0.01, 3). We randomly sample 104 SMBHBs from
the distribution above and select massive sources with M𝑐 >

5×109 𝑀⊙ , 𝜔E > 8 nHz (approximately the lowest frequency

a PTA can probe within 30 years). 48 SMBHBs satisfying the
above criteria are selected and are shown in Fig. 7.

Similar to in the previous subsections, we use the MCMC
method to quantify measurement precision of pulsar distances
with nHz GWs from the selected SMBHBs (see Fig. 8 and
Table IV). Assuming a short PTA observation span 𝑇 = 10
years, the constraint uncertainties Δ𝐷 for pulsars with 𝐷 ∼ 1
kpc are found to be about 2 − 4 pc. The variance in the dis-
tance measurement uncertainties of different pulsars is primar-
ily attributable to (i) random orientations of sources relative
to pulsars, and (ii) prior 𝜋(𝐷) differences in parallax methods
caused by pulsar distances and ecliptic latitude. About half
of the pulsars exhibits ≳ 20% improvements in distance con-
straints. The largest improvement in distance measurement is
found for J1911+1347 (𝐷 = 2.2 kpc), with its distance uncer-
tainty reduced by a factor of ∼ 3 (from 14.87 pc to 5.55 pc),
as shown in the right bottom panel of Fig. 8.

With a long PTA observation span 𝑇 = 30 years, nHz
GWs significantly improve the pulsar distance constraints, with
Δ𝐷 < 0.4 pc for 18 pulsars (out of 20), and Δ𝐷 = 0.82 pc even
for J1911+1347 ( ∼ 15 times better than the timing parallax
measurement). It is worth note that there is still a double-peak
structure in the distance constraint of J0751+1807 (left bottom
panel of Fig. 8). The reason is the number of events that are ef-
fective in constraining the pulsar distance 𝐷 strongly depends
on the relative orientations between SMBHBs and pulsars, and
under the set of samples simulated above, this number is too
low to constrain J0751+1807’s distance well. Excluding this
specific case, GW observations achieve improvement factors
of 2.5–15 in pulsar distance constraints across the remaining
pulsars.
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FIG. 8: The constraints on pulsar distance with the simulated SMBHB samples. The blue, red, green lines represent the results
with 𝑇 = 10, 20, 30 years, respectively. As a reference, the results without the priors of the timing parallax measurements are

plotted in dashed lines.

As a comparison, we also show the pulsar distance con-
straints from PTA observations of nHz GWs alone without
imposing timing parallax priors (Fig. 8). The results are simi-
lar to the cases with timing parallax priors imposed, especially
for 𝑇 ≥ 20 years, indicating that nHz GWs can potentially
serve as an independent methodology for precision measure-
ment of pulsar distances.

V. CONCLUSION

With strong evidence of stochastic nHz GWs recently re-
ported by [10–14], the detection of individual SMBHBs in the
nHz band is also becoming foreseeable. In general, the effect
of a nHz GW source on pulsar timing can be decomposed
as an earth term and a pulsar term, where the pulsar term
has usually be treated as a random noise because its phase
Φp ≈ 𝜔𝐷 (1−cos 𝜃) [Eq. (20)] is subject to a large uncertainty
if the pulsar distance 𝐷 is not well known. In this work, we
have investigated how well the pulsar distances can be mea-
sured from PTA observations of nHz SMBHBs in the SKA
era when the pulsar term is expected to be measured with a

reasonable precision (ΔΦP ≲ 1, see Fig. 1). Since the pulsar
term is a periodic function of Φp with a period 2𝜋, the derived
constraint on the pulsar distance 𝐷 is therefore periodic with
a period 2𝜋/[𝜔(1 − cos 𝜃)].

One way to eliminate the periodicity in the pulsar distance
constraint is incorporating extra information, e.g., the prior
information from the timing parallax measurement. To in-
vestigate the methodological feasibility, we perform MCMC
simulations for a population of individual SMBHBs with
M𝑐 = 1010 𝑀⊙ , 𝑑𝐿 = 5 Gpc, 𝜔E = 10/30 nHz. For pulsars
with 𝐷 ≲ 1 kpc, the priors from timing parallax measurements
effectively suppress periodicity in distance constraints induced
by individual SMBHBs. For a 𝑇 = 30 years observation pe-
riod, these single-peaked golden events can improve timing
parallax measurements by a factor of up to 4. For pulsars
with 𝐷 ∼ 2 kpc, the limited ability of timing parallax priors
in eliminating periodicity leads to a low golden event frac-
tion. However, these rare golden SMBHBs can reduce pulsar
distance uncertainties from ∼ 10 pc to ∼ 1 pc.

In addition to the prior information from the timing par-
allax measurement, the joint constraint from PTA observa-
tions of multiple SMBHBs is also useful in eliminating the
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Pulsar 𝐷(kpc) Δ𝐷(pc)
10 years 20 years 30 years

J0030+0451 0.323 0.25(0.30) 0.12(0.21) 0.07(0.17)
J0613-0200 0.99 3.32(3.48) 0.59(2.46) 0.29(2.01)
J0751+1807 1.17 3.68(3.98) 2.07(2.81) 1.79(2.29)
J1012+5307 1.07 3.64(5.45) 1.82(3.86) 0.38(3.15)
J1022+1001 0.85 2.00(2.09) 0.64(1.48) 0.24(1.21)
J1024-0719 0.98 2.67(3.01) 2.51(2.13) 0.28(1.74)
J1455-3330 0.76 1.89(1.81) 0.37(1.28) 0.21(1.05)
J1600-3053 1.39 5.14(5.77) 4.51(4.08) 0.37(3.33)
J1640+2224 1.08 3.18(6.54) 0.76(4.63) 0.34(3.78)
J1713+0747 1.136 3.06(5.06) 0.79(3.58) 0.36(2.92)
J1730-2304 0.48 0.53(0.67) 0.23(0.47) 0.10(0.39)
J1744-1134 0.388 0.38(0.46) 0.16(0.32) 0.08(0.26)
J1751-2857 0.79 1.26(1.82) 0.39(1.29) 0.20(1.05)
J1801-1417 1.0 1.87(2.97) 0.54(2.10) 0.28(1.72)
J1804-2717 0.8 1.27(1.86) 0.39(1.32) 0.20(1.08)
J1857+0943 1.11 2.26(5.00) 0.81(3.53) 0.34(2.89)
J1909-3744 1.06 2.31(3.49) 0.56(2.47) 0.26(2.02)
J1911+1347 2.2 5.76(21.36) 1.57(15.10) 0.82(12.33)
J1918-0642 1.3 2.36(5.26) 0.89(3.72) 0.37(3.04)
J2124-3358 0.47 0.52(0.71) 0.23(0.50) 0.12(0.41)

TABLE IV: The error bars of the pulsar distance
measurements from PTA observations with different

observation times. As a reference, the timing parallax
measurements in Table III are also listed in brackets.

false peaks in the pulsar distance constraint, since the period
2𝜋/[𝜔𝑖 (1−cos 𝜃𝑖)] in the pulsar distance constraint from each
SMBHB differs. As an example, we show in Fig. 5 the joint
constraint of the distance to pulsar J1911+1347 from 30 year
PTA observations of different numbers of SMBHBs. To show
the actual performance of this method, we then simulate a
sample combing the SMBHB population models from [30]
and [50]. With this sample, 20 and 30 years of observations
can constrain most pulsars’ distances to 1 pc and 0.4 pc, re-
spectively, which are much better than the accuracy of the
timing parallax measurements.

In this work, we propose that future PTA observations of
nHz SMBHBs is of great potential in precision measurement
of pulsar distance measurement. Note that we have only con-
sidered a PTA of 20 pulsars as a proof of principle. In reality,
more PTA pulsars will further improve both the SMBHB pa-
rameters and the constraints of pulsar distances.
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