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Abstract Primordial black holes (PBHs) may have left an imprint in the form
of a stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) throughout their evolution
in the history of the Universe. This review highlights two types of SGWB: those
generated by scalar curvature perturbations associated with PBH formation in the
early Universe and those composed of ensembles of GWs emitted by PBH binaries.
After describing detection methods and a brief introduction on Bayesian inference,
we discuss current constraints imposed by LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) observations
through the non-detection of the SGWBs and discuss their physical implications.

1 Introduction

A stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) offers an exciting opportunity
to explore primordial black holes (PBHs). The SGWB is a random and persistent
background of gravitational waves (GWs) coming from all directions. It is commonly
referred to as ‘stochastic’ because it can only be characterized statistically. The
sources can be either cosmological or astrophysical. The former serves as a unique
probe of the primordial Universe since it can propagate directly from the early epoch
of inflation. The latter is formed by an ensemble of unresolved astrophysical events,
and is also important for acquiring information on astrophysical source populations
at high redshift, as well as for verifying the existence of PBH binaries.
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This review aims to discuss the implications for PBHs that can be obtained
from SGWB observations. In particular, we review the constraints on PBH models
derived from the nondetection in the most recent observation, namely Observation
run 3 (O3) of the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) detector network. We focus on two
different types of SGWBs: one arising from scalar curvature perturbations associated
with PBH formation and the other generated from the collective GWs emitted by
PBH binaries.

The first source is often termed the scalar-induced GW background (SIGWB).
If there is a mechanism to amplify small-scale density perturbations in the early
Universe, PBHs can form due to the collapse of extremely dense regions. In the
scenario where primordial curvature fluctuations are amplified during inflation,
PBHs form soon after the corresponding modes enter the horizon. Associated with
this process, SGWBs are sourced by the second-order terms of scalar perturbations,
which is predicted in the cosmological perturbation theory [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. In this
case, the peak scale is determined by the detailed mechanism of enhancing scalar
perturbations during inflation, and it corresponds to the frequency of GWs, denoted
by 𝑓 , as

𝑓 =
𝑐𝑘

2𝜋
= 25

(
𝑘

1.6 × 1016 Mpc−1

)
Hz ≃ 5.8 × 10−9𝛼1/2

(
𝑀PBH
𝑀⊙

)−1/2
Hz , (1)

where 𝑘 is the scale of the curvature perturbations, 𝑀⊙ ≃ 2×1033g denotes the solar
mass, 𝛼 B 𝑀PBH/𝑀𝐻 , typically of order unity, is used to account for the deviation
between the PBH mass 𝑀PBH and the horizon mass 𝑀𝐻 1. GW experiments can probe
scales much smaller than those accessible with current cosmological observations.
Thus, they offer a unique opportunity to explore different epochs of inflation.

Second, the SGWB originates from the collective GWs emitted by PBH bina-
ries. In this case, the SGWB consists of an ensemble of a large number of weak,
independent, and unresolved GW sources [7, 8, 9]. Differences between primordial
and astrophysical black holes typically emerge at high redshifts as PBHs form much
earlier than astrophysical black holes. The SGWB provides a unique opportunity to
probe such high redshifts and may offer hints to discriminate between astrophysical
and primordial scenarios [10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. Additionally, the PBH mass function
can be very different from astrophysical ones, and this difference could be promi-
nently reflected in the spectral shape [15, 16]. This SGWB exhibits a peak at the
merger frequency (redshifted), which is determined by the mass of PBHs. Assuming
equal-mass binaries, the energy spectrum has a peak roughly at

𝑓 ≃ 8.3 × 103
(
𝑀PBH
𝑀⊙

)−1
Hz . (2)

1 Here, we have assumed the simplest scenario in which PBHs form with a fixed fraction of the
horizon mass. However, to be precise, simulations of PBH formation show that the PBH mass
depends on both the scale and amplitude of the perturbation from which it forms.
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The spectrum at low frequencies is attributed to the inspiral phase, which can be
tested by the LVK detectors for solar mass PBHs.

As observed in Eqs. (1) and (2), the two SGWB are generated by different mech-
anisms at different times and emerge in completely different frequency bands with
different mass dependencies. Therefore, they can be investigated in multi-wavelength
GW experiments [17], including ground-based/space-borne interferometers, pulsar
timing, etc. In this review, we focus on constraints obtained by the current LVK
detectors, which explore two different PBH masses: assuming 𝑓 = 25Hz, we are
probing PBHs with a mass of 5.0× 10−20𝑀⊙ with SIGWB, while for PBH binaries,
the corresponding redshifted PBH mass is 300𝑀⊙ (due to the low-frequency inspiral
spectrum mentioned earlier, it can also access lower mass PBHs).

We aim to provide an overview of LVK SGWB constraints, hoping to serve as
a useful guide for individuals interested in deriving constraints on their theoreti-
cal models from the data. The review is organized as follows: first, in Sec. 2, we
briefly summarize the standard detection methods of SGWB, which involve cross-
correlation between data from two or more interferometers, as well as the basics of
Bayesian inference, which is often used to provide constraints on model parameters.
Subsequently, in Sec. 3, we describe the current constraints on the SIGWB and
provide their implications for PBH scenarios. In Sec. 4, we discuss the SGWB from
PBH binaries and its constraints by the current LVK observations. We conclude in
Sec. 5 describing future prospects.

2 Analysis techniques for the SGWB search in the
LIGO-Virgo-Kagra collaboration

2.1 Basics and Assumptions

GWs can be described as a small tensor perturbation around the Minkowski back-
ground metric, i.e., 𝑔𝑎𝑏 = 𝜂𝑎𝑏 + ℎ𝑎𝑏 where 𝜂𝑎𝑏 = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) and the tensor
perturbations ℎ𝑎𝑏 satisfy the transverse traceless conditions. They are often ex-
pressed as a superposition of plane waves by decomposing into their Fourier modes
using the two independent polarization states

ℎ𝑎𝑏 (𝑡, x) =
∑︁
𝐴=+,×

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂ ℎ𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 (𝑡−Ω̂·x/𝑐)𝑒𝐴𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂) , (3)

where 𝑓 is the GW frequency. The unit vector Ω̂ represents the direction of propaga-
tion of the wave and is related to the wave vector as k = 2𝜋 𝑓 Ω̂/𝑐. Each plane wave
is characterized by the Fourier amplitude ℎ𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂) and the phase 2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 (𝑡 − Ω̂ · x/𝑐).
The metric perturbations ℎ𝑎𝑏 (𝑡, x) are real numbers, so the plane wave components
satisfy ℎ𝐴(− 𝑓 , Ω̂) = ℎ∗

𝐴
( 𝑓 , Ω̂). The polarization tensors 𝑒𝐴

𝑎𝑏
(Ω̂) denote the two

independent polarizations of GWs. Although the choice of polarization basis is not
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unique and may be chosen based on the specific problem, here we use the most
common basis to define the plus and cross polarizations (𝐴 = +,×)

𝑒+𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂) = �̂�𝑎�̂�𝑏 − �̂�𝑎�̂�𝑏 , (4)
𝑒×𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂) = �̂�𝑎�̂�𝑏 + �̂�𝑎�̂�𝑏 , (5)

where Ω̂, �̂� and �̂� are the unit vectors (see Fig. 1), defined as

Ω̂ = cos 𝜙 sin 𝜃 𝑥 + sin 𝜙 sin 𝜃 �̂� + cos 𝜃 𝑧 , (6)
�̂� = sin 𝜙 𝑥 − cos 𝜙 �̂� , (7)
�̂� = cos 𝜙 cos 𝜃 𝑥 + sin 𝜙 cos 𝜃 �̂� − sin 𝜃 𝑧 . (8)

They satisfy 𝑒𝐴
𝑎𝑏
(Ω̂)𝑒𝐴′ ,𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂) = 2𝛿𝐴𝐴′ .

Fig. 1 The coordinate system consists of the unit vectors Ω̂, �̂�, �̂�, which define the polarization
tensors 𝑒𝐴

𝑎𝑏
(Ω̂) . The unit vector Ω̂ points in the direction of the GW propagation. The other two

unit vectors lie perpendicular to Ω̂.

The metric perturbations ℎ𝑎𝑏 and the Fourier amplitudes ℎ𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂) are random
variables. Hence, the stochastic background is characterized statistically. Due to the
central limit theorem, the SGWB is often assumed to follow a Gaussian distribu-
tion. This assumption arises from the consideration that, in most cases of cosmo-
logical backgrounds, a very large number of Hubble patches in which GWs are
produced are observed across the resolution area of the detector. For astrophysical
backgrounds, it holds if it comprises a sufficiently large number of overlapped inde-
pendent sources. The assumption of Gaussianity simplifies the analysis because the
entire probability density function can be characterized by the quadratic expectation
value, i.e., ⟨ℎ∗

𝐴
( 𝑓 , Ω̂)ℎA′ ( 𝑓 ′, Ω̂′)⟩. Note that a SGWB has a zero mean, indicating

⟨ℎ𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)⟩ = 0.
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Background Information - Random variables

The statistical properties of a random variable 𝑋 are determined by its probability
distribution 𝑝X (𝑥). The 𝑛-th order moments of the distribution are defined by ⟨𝑋𝑛⟩ B∫ ∞
−∞ d𝑥𝑥𝑛𝑝X (𝑥). The first moment, ⟨𝑋⟩, is the mean value of 𝑋 and is usually referred

to as 𝜇. The second moment, ⟨𝑋2⟩, is related to the variance of the distribution as
𝜎2 = ⟨𝑋2⟩ − ⟨𝑋⟩2.

If 𝑋 is a Gaussian random variable, then its probability distribution can be
expressed as

𝑝X (𝑥) =
1

√
2𝜋𝜎

𝑒
− (𝑥−𝜇)2

2𝜎2 , (9)

which implies that 𝑋 is entirely described by its first two momenta. In this case, all
the higher-order moments are either zero or can be expressed as a sum of products
of the first two momenta (Isserlis’ theorem [18]).

In this review, we only focus on a Gaussian, stationary, unpolarized, and isotropic
SGWB. This assumption is valid in the case of the SIGWB. The SIGWB signal is
intrinsically non-Gaussian, unlike other cosmological sources, because its source
is second-order in the curvature perturbation. However, the propagation effects of
the GWs across the perturbed Universe suppress the level of non-Gaussianity to
an unobservable level [19, 20]. In the case of the SGWB from PBH binaries (and
in general astrophysical backgrounds), it can deviate from this assumption and the
SGWB can exhibit non-Gaussianity [21], anisotropy [22], and polarizations [23]. In
fact, these additional statistics contain rich information on the black hole population
and help differentiate between different PBH models.

Another major assumption that we make in this section concerns Gaussian, sta-
tionary, and uncorrelated detector noise. Real-world detectors experience numerous
non-Gaussian transient noises, often termed glitches, along with non-stationary noise
characterized by slow variations in detector sensitivity. The stochastic analysis in
the LVK [24, 25, 26, 27] is conducted to ensure that the Gaussianity and stationarity
of noise are consistently maintained through preprocessing the strain data with the
procedure known as gating and implementing the so-called delta-sigma cut. During
the gating process, loud glitches are eliminated by applying an inverse Tukey window
to instances where the data exhibits a significant excess [28]. Residual non-Gaussian
noises and non-stationarities are also addressed through the delta-sigma cut by mon-
itoring the standard deviation of each time-series segment and removing all times
where segments vary too much compared to adjacent segments. See Refs. [29, 30]
for details of data conditioning.

Furthermore, specific sources of correlated noise exist, deviating from our ide-
alized framework. Noteworthy are narrow-frequency noise artifacts such as corre-
lations between the electronics mains frequency (e.g., 60Hz in LIGO and 50Hz in
Virgo) and data sampling referenced to GPS clocks [31]. These known noise lines
are typically notched out, meaning that the values of the spectra at the affected
frequency bins are removed from the analysis. Of particular concern are Schumann
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resonances, electromagnetic phenomena originating from lightning strikes that per-
sist within the Earth’s ionosphere, resulting in coherent oscillations in magnetometer
readings at ground-based GW detectors. These resonances, primarily below 50Hz,
present a significant challenge due to their potential coupling with mirror suspension
systems, electric cables, and electronics. A noise budget for magnetic correlations
was constructed in the observing runs of LIGO-Virgo data [32, 33, 27]. Despite the
current findings indicating no significant evidence for correlated magnetic noise,
future sensitivities demand vigilant consideration of these resonances [34]. One of
the solutions to this challenge could be GW geodesy [35, 36], a new robust method
that enables us to discern between potential correlated noises and genuine SGWB
signals by requiring true observations to be consistent with the known geometry of
the detector network.

2.2 Gaussian, stationary, unpolarized, and isotropic SGWB

The SGWB, being Gaussian with zero mean, isotropic, unpolarized, and stationary
allows us to write the 2-point correlation function as

⟨ℎ∗𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)ℎ𝐴′ ( 𝑓 ′, Ω̂′)⟩ = 1
16𝜋

𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 )𝛿𝐴𝐴′𝛿( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝛿2 (Ω̂, Ω̂′) , (10)

where 𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) is called the strain power spectral density (PSD) and satisfies 𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) =
𝑆ℎ (− 𝑓 ). The SGWB is often characterized by the dimensionless energy density
parameter

ΩGW ( 𝑓 ) = 1
𝜌𝑐,0

d𝜌GW
d(ln 𝑓 ) , (11)

where 𝜌𝑐,0 = 3𝐻2
0𝑐

2/(8𝜋𝐺) is the critical energy density of the Universe today with
𝐻0 being the Hubble parameter at present time. The energy density of GWs, 𝜌GW,
is expressed as

𝜌GW =
𝑐2

32𝜋𝐺
⟨ ¤ℎ𝑎𝑏 (𝑡, x) ¤ℎ𝑎𝑏 (𝑡, x)⟩ . (12)

By substituting (3), we obtain

𝜌GW =
𝑐2

32𝜋𝐺

∑︁
𝐴,𝐴′=+,×

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂
∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂′⟨ℎ∗𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)ℎ𝐴′ ( 𝑓 , Ω̂)⟩

× 4𝜋2 𝑓 𝑓 ′𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 (𝑡−Ω̂·x/𝑐)𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 ′ (𝑡−Ω̂′ ·x/𝑐)𝑒𝐴𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂)𝑒
𝐴′ ,𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂′)

=
𝑐2

128𝐺

∑︁
𝐴,𝐴′=+,×

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂
∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂′𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 )𝛿𝐴𝐴′𝛿( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝛿2 (Ω̂, Ω̂′)

× 𝑓 𝑓 ′𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 (𝑡−Ω̂·x/𝑐)𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 ′ (𝑡−Ω̂′ ·x/𝑐)𝑒𝐴𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂)𝑒
𝐴′ ,𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂′)

=
𝜋𝑐2

8𝐺

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 𝑓 2𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) =

𝜋𝑐2

4𝐺

∫ ∞

0
d 𝑓 𝑓 2𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) . (13)



LVK constraints on PBHs from stochastic gravitational wave background searches 7

In the third step, under the assumption of an unpolarized background, we have
used

∑
+,× 𝑒𝐴

𝑎𝑏
(Ω̂)𝑒𝐴,𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂) = 4. Furthermore, assuming an isotropic background,

the solid angle integral yields a factor of 4𝜋. In the last step, we have replaced
the frequency integration range as

∫ ∞
−∞ d 𝑓 = 2

∫ ∞
0 d 𝑓 . Substituting this result into

Eq. (11), we obtain2

ΩGW ( 𝑓 ) = 2𝜋2

3𝐻2
0
𝑓 3𝑆ℎ ( 𝑓 ) . (14)

This equation implies that, because of the 𝑓 3 dependence, given two detectors with
the same strain sensitivity, the one at lower frequencies is sensitive to lower values
of ΩGW ( 𝑓 ). Consequently, for instance, in the case of LVK O3 analysis, the most
sensitive frequency band for stochastic search lies in the relatively low-frequency
range of 30 − 40Hz, while the noise floor is observed above 100Hz when sensitivity
is plotted in terms of the usual strain noise amplitude.

Now that the energy density spectrum has been introduced, Figure 2 displays
examples of the spectrum of the SGWB for different cosmological models, alongside
the current best upper bounds and future expected GW detector sensitivities. Many
generation mechanisms predict the existence of a SGWB across a wide range of
frequencies, emphasizing the importance of multi-band GW observations in the
future. Current ground-based detectors have limited sensitivity to probe possible
early Universe signals. However, future detectors such as the Laser Interferometer
Space Antenna (LISA) and third-generation detectors like the Einstein Telescope
(ET) could investigate specific sources such as inflation, cosmic strings, and phase
transitions.

2.3 SGWB detection method: cross-correlation technique

In this subsection, we outline the framework for the standard detection method.
Given the stochastic nature of a SGWB, distinguishing between a signal and local
detector noise poses a significant challenge. Thus, SGWB searches often involve
cross-correlating data from pairs of interferometers3 [62, 63, 64]. For a detailed
review, we refer the reader to Ref. [38, 39].

Let us define the output of a detector 𝑠i (𝑡) as the sum of the detector’s noise 𝑛i (𝑡)
and a GW signal ℎi (𝑡), where the label i denotes each detector,

2 Note that some literature (e.g. Ref. [37]) has a factor of 2 difference in the definition of Eq. (10),
resulting in a factor of 2 difference in ΩGW. We follow the definition in Refs. [38, 39], which is
commonly used in LVK stochastic papers.
3 Note that LISA (and possibly ET, whose design is still under consultation) uses the so-called
Time Delay Interferometry (TDI) variables for data processing. In this method, six laser links
are transformed into a null channel containing mainly noise and two orthogonal signal channels,
where the noise is suppressed. In this case, two orthogonal signal channels are not correlated (as
they effectively correspond to two L-shape detectors; one of which is rotated by 𝜋/4 radians with
respect to the other [60]), so the auto-correlation of the two signal channels is used to search for a
SGWB [61].
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Fig. 2 SGWB spectra for several cosmological models (colored solid curves) are compared to
current upper bounds (shaded in gray) and expected sensitivities of future experiments (black
dashed lines). As examples of cosmological sources, we show GW signals from inflation (assuming
𝑅2 inflation [40]) and its modification by a stiff Equation of State [41]. Note that the amplitude and
spectral behavior of these signals heavily depend on the model parameters, and the spectra shown
here represent just one example of this variability. We also depict the GW spectrum of cosmic
string loops [42, 43] (assuming tension 𝐺𝜇 = 10−12) and the electroweak phase transition [44].
Current constraints include the Advanced-LIGO O3 upper bound [27], constraints based on big bang
nucleosynthesis (BBN) and cosmic microwave background (CMB) observations [45], pulsar timing
array [46], astrometric measurement by Gaia satellite [47], and CMB temperature and polarization
observation [48]. Future expected sensitivities include the final sensitivity of Advanced-LIGO [49],
ET [50], DECIGO [51], LISA [52], SKA [53], and LiteBIRD [54]. We assume 3 years of observation
for interferometer experiments and 20 years for the SKA. The blue-shaded band indicates the
expected amplitude of the SGWB due to the cosmic population of compact binary coalescences
(CBCs), based on the observed individual events in the O3 catalog [55]. Note that the expected
spectral amplitude is extrapolated to the LISA frequency band assuming the 𝑓 2/3 dependence of
the inspiral phase [56, 57]. However, the lower frequencies could be modified by the effects of
eccentricity and precession at the time of binary formation [58, 59].

𝑠1 (𝑡) =𝑛1 (𝑡) + ℎ1 (𝑡),
𝑠2 (𝑡) =𝑛2 (𝑡) + ℎ2 (𝑡) .

(15)

The basic concept is that, when we correlate the outputs of the two detectors and
integrate them over time, the noise terms cancel out because they are zero-mean
random variables ⟨𝑛i (𝑡)⟩ = 0 and ideally have no correlation with each other
⟨𝑛i (𝑡)𝑛j (𝑡)⟩ ∝ 𝛿ij. As a simple example, if we have two co-located and co-aligned
detectors, so that ℎ1 (𝑡) = ℎ2 (𝑡) = ℎ(𝑡), we can extract the signal in the following
way:
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−𝑇/2
d𝑡 𝑠1 (𝑡)𝑠2 (𝑡) =

∫ 𝑇/2

−𝑇/2
d𝑡

(
𝑛1 (𝑡)𝑛2 (𝑡) + ℎ1 (𝑡)𝑛2 (𝑡) + 𝑛1 (𝑡)ℎ2 (𝑡) + ℎ(𝑡)2

)
≃

∫ 𝑇/2

−𝑇/2
d𝑡 ℎ(𝑡)2 = 𝑇 ⟨ℎ(𝑡)2⟩ . (16)

In reality, the situation is more complex. The LVK analysis employs the opti-
mal filtering method, specifically designed to detect a particular spectral shape of a
SGWB while accounting for the locations of the detectors. It is equivalent to con-
structing the cross-correlation estimator for an observation period 𝑇 using the output
of the two detectors 𝑠1 and 𝑠2 as

𝑌 B

∫ 𝑇/2

−𝑇/2
d𝑡

∫ 𝑇/2

−𝑇/2
d𝑡′𝑠1 (𝑡)𝑠2 (𝑡)𝑄(𝑡, 𝑡′). (17)

The function 𝑄(𝑡, 𝑡′) is known as a filter function, chosen to maximize the signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) for given detector locations and the spectral shape of the GW
signal and detector noise, as we will see shortly. Since we have to determine the
spectral shape of the SGWB, the Fourier transform of this function is sometimes
referred to as a “template”. As described in the following section, to constrain a
particular model, one has to prepare a set of spectral shapes predicted by theory (a
“template bank” in the terminology of matched filtering search) and find the most
probable template by iteratively calculating the estimator of Eq. (17) for different
templates.

Noise and SGWB are assumed to be stationary during the observation time 𝑇 , so
the optimal choice of the filter function depends only on the time differenceΔ𝑡 = 𝑡−𝑡′
and 𝑄(𝑡, 𝑡′) can be written as 𝑄(𝑡 − 𝑡′). Note that the cross-correlation is maximum
when two detectors are co-located and co-aligned, and the filter function has a peak
at 𝑡 = 𝑡′. It falls off rapidly to zero when Δ𝑡 is much larger than the light travel time
between the two sites. Using this fact, one can extend the integration range of 𝑡′ to
[−∞,∞] and perform the Fourier transformation as

𝑌 =

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′𝛿T ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝑠∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠2 ( 𝑓 ′)𝑄( 𝑓 ′) , (18)

where 𝛿T ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′) is a finite time approximation to the Dirac delta function,

𝛿T ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′) =
∫ 𝑇/2

−𝑇/2
d𝑡 𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′ )𝑡 =

sin (𝜋𝑇 ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′))
𝜋( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′) . (19)

For 𝑓 = 𝑓 ′, we have 𝛿T (0) → 𝑇 , and we get the usual Dirac delta function for
𝑇 → ∞.

The expectation value of 𝑌 , denoted by ⟨𝑌⟩, has an associated variance given by
𝜎2

Y = ⟨𝑌2⟩ − ⟨𝑌⟩2. Thus, we define the signal-to-noise ratio as

SNR2 B
⟨𝑌⟩2

𝜎2
𝑌

. (20)
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To calculate ⟨𝑌⟩, we need to evaluate ⟨𝑠∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩. Using Eq. (15) and assuming
uncorrelated random noises, this expectation value can be approximated as

⟨𝑠∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩ = ⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′) + ℎ∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′) + 𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )ℎ2 ( 𝑓 ′) + ℎ∗1 ( 𝑓 )ℎ2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩
≃ ⟨ℎ∗1 ( 𝑓 )ℎ2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩ . (21)

Now let us remove the assumption of co-located and co-aligned detectors. The
GW signal at detector i can be expressed as the contraction between the metric and
the detector ℎi (𝑡) = ℎ𝑎𝑏 (𝑡, xi)𝑑ab (𝑡, xi), where xi is the location of the detector. The
vector 𝑑ab (𝑡, xi) denotes the response of the detector i located at xi and time 𝑡. When
the round-trip light travel time in the detector arms is short compared to the period
of the GWs (which is the case for the LVK detectors), it can be expressed in terms
of the unit vectors along the two laser arms of the detector, �̂� (𝑡, xi) and 𝑌 (𝑡, xi),

𝑑ab (𝑡, xi) ≃
1
2

(
�̂�a (𝑡, xi) �̂�b (𝑡, xi) − 𝑌 a (𝑡, xi)𝑌b (𝑡, xi)

)
. (22)

Then the Fourier amplitude is expressed as

ℎi ( 𝑓 ; 𝑡) =
∑︁
𝐴=+,×

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂ ℎ𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 Ω̂·xi/𝑐𝑒A
𝑎𝑏 (Ω̂)𝑑

ab (𝑡, xi) . (23)

In the equation, we see the contraction of the polarization tensor with the detector
response tensor at location xi and time 𝑡, which is often defined as 𝐹A

i (Ω̂, 𝑡) B
𝑒A
𝑎𝑏
(Ω̂)𝑑ab (𝑡, xi) and called the detector pattern functions. Here the 𝑡 index is kept

to emphasize the fact that the analysis is done per segment of time. In reality,
the direction of the detectors changes due to the Earth’s motion, and this must be
carefully considered when the SGWB is anisotropic. In the following, we omit this
dependence by focusing on the isotropic case, where detectors always receive the
same contributions from the SGWB regardless of changes in the direction of the
detector over time.

Then, Eq. (21) is now expressed as

⟨𝑠∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩

≃
∑︁

𝐴,𝐴′=+,×

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂
∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂′⟨ℎ∗𝐴( 𝑓 , Ω̂)ℎA′ ( 𝑓 ′, Ω̂′)⟩ 𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 Ω̂·x1/𝑐𝑒−2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 Ω̂′ ·x2/𝑐𝐹𝐴
1 (Ω̂)𝐹𝐴′

2 (Ω̂′)

=
3𝐻2

0
32𝜋3 𝑓 3ΩGW ( 𝑓 )𝛿( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)

∑︁
𝐴,𝐴′=+,×

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂ 𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 Ω̂·Δx/𝑐𝐹𝐴
1 (Ω̂)𝐹𝐴′

2 (Ω̂) , (24)

where we have defined Δx B x1 −x2, and have used Eqs. (10) and (14) in the second
step. Then the expectation value of the estimator 𝑌 can be expressed as

⟨𝑌⟩ =
3𝐻2

0
20𝜋2𝑇

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

ΩGW ( | 𝑓 |)
| 𝑓 |3

𝛾12 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑄( 𝑓 ) , (25)
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where 𝛾12 ( 𝑓 ) is a purely geometrical quantity known as the overlap reduction
function (ORF), given by

𝛾12 ( 𝑓 ) B
5

8𝜋

∑︁
𝐴,𝐴′=+,×

∫
𝑆2

dΩ̂𝑒2𝜋𝑖 𝑓 Ω̂·Δx/𝑐𝐹𝐴
1 (Ω̂)𝐹𝐴′

2 (Ω̂). (26)

The pre-factor 5/(8𝜋) is chosen so that 𝛾12 ( 𝑓 ) = 1 for co-aligned and co-located
detectors.

The next step consists of calculating the variance 𝜎2
𝑌

. Assuming the weak-signal
limit, i.e. the detector noise is much larger than the SGWB signal ℎi (𝑡) ≪ 𝑛i (𝑡), we
can approximate 𝜎2

𝑌
= ⟨𝑌2⟩ − ⟨𝑌⟩2 ≃ ⟨𝑌2⟩.4 For a Gaussian random variable, all

cumulants vanish aside from the 2-point cumulants. Thus, using the assumption of
uncorrelated random noises, the 4-point correlation function of the noise is reduced
to

⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′)𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓
′′)𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩

= ⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′)⟩⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓
′′)𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩ + ⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛

∗
1 ( 𝑓

′′)⟩⟨𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′)𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩
+ ⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩⟨𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′)𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓

′′)⟩
≃ ⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛

∗
1 ( 𝑓

′′)⟩⟨𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′)𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩ . (27)

The time-series noise 𝑛i (𝑡) has real numbers and its Fourier transform satisfies
𝑛∗i ( 𝑓 ) = 𝑛i (− 𝑓 ). The same holds for the filter function. Using this, we obtain

𝜎2
𝑌 ≃

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′′

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′′′⟨𝑛∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑛1 (− 𝑓 ′′)⟩⟨𝑛∗2 (− 𝑓 ′)𝑛2 ( 𝑓 ′′′)⟩

× 𝛿T ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝛿T ( 𝑓 ′′ − 𝑓 ′′′)𝑄( 𝑓 ′)𝑄( 𝑓 ′′′)

=
1
4

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 ′𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 ′ |)𝛿2

T ( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝑄( 𝑓 )𝑄∗ ( 𝑓 ′)

=
𝑇

4

∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 |) |𝑄( 𝑓 ) |2 , (28)

where, in the second step, we have used the definition of the one-sided noise power
spectrum5

⟨𝑛∗i ( 𝑓 )𝑛i ( 𝑓 ′)⟩ =
1
2
𝛿( 𝑓 − 𝑓 ′)𝑃i ( | 𝑓 |) . (29)

In the last equality, 𝛿T (0) = 𝑇 is used.
Now we define an inner product between functions 𝐴( 𝑓 ) and 𝐵( 𝑓 ) as

(𝐴, 𝐵) B
∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓 𝐴∗ ( 𝑓 )𝐵( 𝑓 )𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 |). (30)

4 See Ref. [65], for the case of strong-signal regime, where we can no longer neglect the ⟨𝑌 ⟩2 term.
5 Frequencies are positive, leading to a factor of 1/2 in the definition of the noise power spectrum.
The absolute value over 𝑓 is used to emphasize 𝑓 ∈ R+.
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Then the expectation value of the cross-correlation estimator in Eq. (25) can be
written as

⟨𝑌⟩ =
3𝐻2

0𝑇

20𝜋2

(
𝑄( | 𝑓 |), ΩGW ( | 𝑓 |)𝛾12 ( | 𝑓 |)

𝑓 3𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 |)

)
. (31)

Similarly, the variance of 𝑌 , given in Eq. (28), can be written as

𝜎2
Y =

𝑇

4
(𝑄( | 𝑓 |), 𝑄( | 𝑓 |)). (32)

Therefore, the SNR is described as

SNR2 B
⟨𝑌⟩2

𝜎2
Y

=

(
3𝐻2

0
10𝜋2

)2

𝑇

(
𝑄( | 𝑓 |), ΩGW ( | 𝑓 | )𝛾12 ( | 𝑓 | )

𝑓 3𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 | )𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 | )

)2

(𝑄( | 𝑓 |), 𝑄( | 𝑓 |)) . (33)

The filter function 𝑄( | 𝑓 |) is chosen such that the SNR is maximized. This happens
when 𝑄( | 𝑓 |) is

𝑄( | 𝑓 |) = 𝜆
ΩGW ( | 𝑓 |)𝛾12 ( | 𝑓 |)
𝑓 3𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 |)

, (34)

where 𝜆 is a overall normalization constant. Substituting Eq. (34) into Eq. (33) results
in

SNR =
3𝐻2

0
√
𝑇

10𝜋2

( ∫ ∞

−∞
d 𝑓

Ω2
GW ( | 𝑓 |)𝛾2

12 ( | 𝑓 |)
| 𝑓 |6𝑃1 ( | 𝑓 |)𝑃2 ( | 𝑓 |)

)1/2

. (35)

Major implications deriving from this equation are explained as follows:

• The SNR increases proportionally to
√
𝑇 .

• The GW signal amplitude ΩGW ( | 𝑓 |) in the numerator is multiplied by the ORF,
introduced in Eq. (26). It quantifies the reduction in sensitivity of the cross-
correlation due to the response of the detectors as well as their separation and
orientation. In Fig. 3, we plot the ORF between the LIGO and Virgo interferom-
eters.

• The noise power spectra 𝑃i ( | 𝑓 |) in the denominator represent the detector noise.
A smaller 𝑃i ( | 𝑓 |) leads to better detector sensitivity, resulting in an increased
SNR. This naturally suppresses noisy frequencies from the analysis.

• The filter function to maximize the SNR includes the spectral shape ΩGW ( | 𝑓 |),
which is not known a priori. Therefore, we need to prepare a set of filters (tem-
plates) and apply them iteratively to find the maximum SNR.

Background information

In the LVK stochastic analysis, the spectrum is usually modeled using a power law
form

ΩGW ( 𝑓 ) = Ω𝛼

(
𝑓

𝑓ref

)𝛼
, (36)
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Fig. 3 Overlap reduction function (ORF) between the three LIGO-Virgo interferometers, where
‘H’ indicates Hanford, ‘L’ denotes Livingston, and ‘V’ represents Virgo. The curves are calculated
by substituting actual relative positions and orientations of detector pairs (see e.g., Ref. [66] for
parameter values). The ORF starts to oscillate and decay rapidly above the characteristic frequency
𝑓𝑐 = 𝑐/(2Δx) . This implies that nearby detectors in a pair lose less sensitivity at low frequencies
and are more sensitive to a SGWB. The cases in which the ORF is negative as 𝑓 → 0 are due to
the fact that the two interferometers considered for the calculation are rotated by 𝜋/2 radians with
respect to each other.

where 𝛼 denotes the spectral index, 𝑓ref is the reference frequency, and Ω𝛼 represents
the amplitude of the SGWB at 𝑓ref . Typically, 𝑓ref is set to 25Hz, as this frequency
roughly corresponds to the peak sensitivity of the LIGO-Virgo network.

The typical values of the spectral index 𝛼 are 0, 2/3, or 3. For example, 𝛼 = 0
characterizes cosmic strings at the high-frequency end [67] and the slow-roll inflation
(although its amplitude is much smaller than the sensitivity of LVK). The value 𝛼 =

2/3 corresponds to the inspiral phase of compact binary coalescences (CBC) [68].
Finally, when a SGWB arises from the overlap of uncorrelated sources with a typical
time scale of Δ𝜏, it results in white noise (frequency-independent) strain power at
the low-frequency tail 𝑓 < 1/Δ𝜏, corresponding to 𝛼 = 3. This phenomenon can be
observed in phase transition origins [69] or an ensemble of burst-like astrophysical
sources such as supernovae [70].

The CBC background is the most likely source in the LVK frequency band [71].
Therefore, whenever searching for other sources, CBCs must be simultaneously fitted
using this spectrum, as we also do in the following analysis sections. The power law
spectrum with 𝛼 = 2/3, which is typical of the inspiral phase, provides a good
approximation as long as we consider the LVK sensitivities, while it may no longer
be applicable for future detectors, and thus the contributions from the merger and
ringdown phases must be included.
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2.4 Narrowband analysis

As seen in the formulas derived in the previous subsection, it is more convenient
to work in the frequency domain rather than in the time domain. Working in the
time domain requires phase information, which cannot be theoretically predicted
in the case of the SGWB, where random fluctuations come from all directions.
Thus, especially for constructing the filter function that requires information of
the SGWB signal, the frequency domain is simpler and more practical. Therefore,
in real data analysis, we first construct the cross-spectral density (CSD) using the
Fourier-transformed data 𝑠i ( 𝑓 ) as

𝐶12 ( 𝑓 ) B
2
𝑇
𝑠∗1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠2 ( 𝑓 ′) . (37)

It is important to note that in actual searches, the data is divided into short segments,
typically 192 seconds each. This approach allows us to handle gaps in data due to
interruptions in data collection and address potential non-stationarities in the detector
noise over both short and long timescales. Each segment is analyzed individually
first, and then the information from each bin is combined [29]. Additionally, the CSD
is estimated through coarse graining by averaging over neighboring frequencies to
reduce fluctuations in the PSD estimates [72].

In practical terms, measured data are discretely sampled and the analysis is
first performed in discrete bins of frequency. This approach is called narrowband
analysis. The narrowband definition of the estimator can be obtained from Eq. (18)
by reducing the bandwidth of the analysis to 𝛿 𝑓

𝑌 𝑓 = 𝛿 𝑓 · 2Re[𝑠∗1, 𝑓 𝑠2, 𝑓 ]𝑄 𝑓 = 𝛿 𝑓 · 𝑇 Re[𝐶12, 𝑓 ]𝑄 𝑓 . (38)

Here “Re” stands for the real part of a complex number, which arises due to our focus
on positive frequencies, and comes from utilizing the relation

∫ ∞
−∞ d 𝑓 𝑠1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠∗2 ( 𝑓 ) =

2
∫ ∞

0 d 𝑓 Re[𝑠1 ( 𝑓 )𝑠∗2 ( 𝑓 )]. The subscript 𝑓 denotes the value at a frequency bin 𝑓

and is used when we want to emphasize that the value is obtained from data and
is discrete, while the variables with the notation ( 𝑓 ) can be calculated theoretically
without data. Additionally, we use a hat to indicate that the value is constructed from
the data rather than being the true value. With this notation, as derived in Eq. (34),
the optimal filter 𝑄 𝑓 is rewritten as

𝑄 𝑓 = 𝜆
ΩGW, 𝑓 𝛾12 ( 𝑓 )
𝑓 3𝑃1, 𝑓 𝑃2, 𝑓

. (39)

By rewriting Eq. (25), the expectation value of 𝑌 𝑓 is given by

⟨𝑌 𝑓 ⟩ =
3𝐻2

0
10𝜋2𝑇 𝛿 𝑓

ΩGW, 𝑓

𝑓 3 𝛾12 ( 𝑓 )𝑄 𝑓 . (40)
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The factor 2 difference in the coefficient is again due to the fact that we work
with positive frequencies. Let us take the overall normalization constant 𝜆 to satisfy
⟨𝑌 𝑓 ⟩ = ΩGW, 𝑓 . With this choice of normalization, using Eqs. (39) and (40), we
obtain

𝜆−1 = 𝛿 𝑓
3𝐻2

0
10𝜋2𝑇

ΩGW, 𝑓 𝛾
2
12 ( 𝑓 )

𝑓 6𝑃1, 𝑓 𝑃2, 𝑓
. (41)

By substituting Eqs. (39) and (41) to Eq. (38), we obtain the final form of the
estimator,

𝑌 𝑓 =
Re[𝐶12, 𝑓 ]

𝛾12 ( 𝑓 )𝑆0 ( 𝑓 )
, (42)

where we have defined

𝑆0 ( 𝑓 ) B
3𝐻2

0
10𝜋2

1
𝑓 3 . (43)

It is important to note that, by setting the normalization to ensure ⟨𝑌 𝑓 ⟩ = ΩGW, 𝑓 ,
the mean value of the estimator 𝑌 𝑓 directly corresponds to the value of the spectral
amplitude of the SGWB at a frequency 𝑓 . From Eq. (28), we can see that the
associated variance is given by

𝜎2
�̂�𝑓

=
1

2𝑇Δ 𝑓

𝑃1, 𝑓 𝑃2, 𝑓

𝛾2
12 ( 𝑓 )𝑆

2
0 ( 𝑓 )

. (44)

Finally, we aim to utilize the information from all frequency bins, as described
in Sec. 2.3, which is called broadband analysis. The full broadband statistics can be
derived by combining the narrowband statistics of all frequency bins,

𝑌 B

∑
𝑓 𝐻

2 ( 𝑓 )𝜎−2
�̂�𝑓

𝑌 𝑓∑
𝑓 𝐻

2 ( 𝑓 )𝜎−2
�̂�𝑓

, (45)

𝜎−2
�̂�
B

∑︁
𝑓

𝐻2 ( 𝑓 )𝜎−2
�̂�𝑓

. (46)

By weighting with the variance 𝜎2
�̂�𝑓

, this approach assigns less weight to measure-
ments with higher noise levels at frequencies where variances are larger, and it is
optimal in the sense of being an unbiased, minimal variance estimator (for further
details, see Sec. 6.1 of Ref. [39]). Furthermore, the rescaling function 𝐻 ( 𝑓 ) is ap-
plied to reweight the estimate of the spectrum, optimizing the statistic for a specific
shape. This means that the analysis is tailored to seek a specific spectral shape that
is theoretically prepared. For example, in the case of the power law form, Eq. (36),
the function is given by

𝐻ref,𝛼 ( 𝑓 ) =
(

𝑓

𝑓ref

)𝛼
. (47)

This function may be a set of templates to be examined using Bayesian inference to
determine the most probable model, as elaborated in the subsequent subsection.
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In the LVK collaboration, we use a user-friendly Python-based package for the
search of an isotropic SGWB in ground-based interferometer data called pygwb [29,
73]. Its primary purpose is to construct the optimal estimator and variance of the
SGWB, as described by Eqs. (45) and (46). Additionally, it facilitates Bayesian
parameter estimation to constrain SGWB models. It is worth mentioning that in
practical searches, the estimators 𝑌 𝑓 calculated for each time series segment are
combined for the entire observation period before averaging across frequency bins.
While we do not describe the details here, interested readers can find a detailed
explanation in Sec. 3. 3 of Ref. [29].

2.5 Bayesian inference

The current LVK stochastic analysis employs a hybrid approach that combines fre-
quentist and Bayesian analysis techniques [74]. Specifically, certain frequentist statis-
tics, namely 𝑌 𝑓 and 𝜎2

�̂�𝑓

combined for the entire observation period, are calculated
as described in the previous subsection. Subsequently, their frequency series are
utilized as the fundamental input data for a Bayesian analysis to calculate posterior
probability distributions of model parameters, typically to provide upper bounds
on the spectral amplitude of the SGWB. The hybrid frequentist-Bayesian analysis
method has been utilized over the years to establish upper bounds on GWBs with
various amplitudes and spectral shapes [25, 26, 27]. Reference [75] has demonstrated
that this hybrid approach does not lose information compared to a fully Bayesian
search, which produces posterior distributions from the full time-series data rather
than from the frequency series of frequentist statistics.

The Bayesian approach offers advantages over frequentist methods, as with a
proper choice of the prior, the posterior distribution provides more information about
the true parameter within the identified region. This frequentist-Bayesian approach
allows us to conveniently explore arbitrary spectra of the SGWB and is often used
for parameter estimation to provide constraints on a certain cosmological model.

Background Information - Quick summary of Bayesian inference

In Bayesian inference, probabilities are related to knowledge about an event (or
signal). For example, when we want to infer the amplitude of a SGWB (𝑎), the data
(𝑑) are known and it is the value of 𝑎 that is uncertain. The relevant probability is
that the amplitude has a certain value, given the data. This probability distribution is
the posterior 𝑝(𝑎 |𝑑). This is unlike in frequentist inference, where the uncertainty is
intrinsic to the data, and the relevant probability is that of observing the data given
a signal of amplitude 𝑎. This probability is known as the likelihood, represented by
𝑝(𝑑 |𝑎). If we assume that 𝑁 time-series data samples 𝑑 = {𝑑 𝑗 } is the sum of the
signal 𝑎 and white, zero-mean noise noise 𝑛 𝑗 , i.e. 𝑑 𝑗 = 𝑎 + 𝑛 𝑗 , with variance 𝜎, the
likelihood function can be described as
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𝑝(𝑑 |𝑎) = 1
(2𝜋)𝑁/2𝜎𝑁

exp

[
− 1

2𝜎2

∑︁
𝑗

(𝑑 𝑗 − 𝑎)2

]
. (48)

The likelihood and the posterior distribution are related by the Bayes’ theorem, given
by

𝑝(𝑎 |𝑑) = 𝑝(𝑑 |𝑎)𝑝(𝑎)
𝑝(𝑑) , (49)

where 𝑝(𝑎) is the prior probability distribution for the amplitude. The prior represents
the knowledge about the range and distribution of the parameter in the model (the
SGWB amplitude in this example). The normalization factor 𝑝(𝑑) is the marginalised
likelihood or evidence, obtained by integrating over the model parameters, 𝑎 in this
case, 𝑝(𝑑) =

∫
𝑝(𝑑 |𝑎)𝑝(𝑎)d𝑎.

Utilizing the estimator and the variance in each frequency bin, 𝑌 𝑓 and 𝜎2
�̂�𝑓

, con-
structed from the data, the likelihood function that is used in the LVK collaboration
is [74]

𝑝({𝑌 𝑓 }|Θ) ∝ exp
−

∑︁
𝑓

(𝑌 𝑓 − 𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ))2

2𝜎2
�̂�𝑓

 , (50)

where 𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ) represents the true value of 𝑌 , determined by an assumed model and
dependent on a set of model parameters Θ. We remind the reader that the mean value
of the estimator 𝑌 𝑓 directly corresponds to the value of the spectral amplitude of
the SGWB at a frequency 𝑓 , as mentioned in the previous section. Thus, 𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ) is
sometimes written as ΩGW ( 𝑓 |Θ).

In our searches, we always compute the Bayes factor, a measure of the relative
evidence provided by the data for two competing hypotheses. This factor facilitates
the comparison of how effectively each hypothesis aligns with the observed data,
thereby quantifying the strength of support for one hypothesis over the other. Given
two hypotheses H0 and H1, the hypothesis of having a signal and the hypothesis of
only having noise in the data, the Bayes factor is defined as

B =
𝑝(𝑑 |H1)
𝑝(𝑑 |H0)

, (51)

where 𝑑 represents the data and 𝑝(𝑑 |H𝑖) is the evidence of model H𝑖 . It is customary
to present the logarithm of the Bayes factor. For positive values, hypothesis H1 is
preferred over H0. In the case of the search for a SGWB, we typically compute the
Bayes factor between the hypothesis of a signal being present and the hypothesis of
only noise being present in the data. Another example is the comparison between
the hypothesis of the existence of only general relativity (GR) polarization (tensor
polarization) and non-GR polarizations (additional scalar/vector polarizations) [76].
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Background information - Bayesian credible interval

While all the information from a Bayesian inference run is encoded in the posterior
distribution, the posterior mean and probability intervals are concise ways of ex-
pressing the results of an analysis. A Bayesian confidence interval (CI), also referred
to as a credible interval (CI), represents the degree of belief about an event. It is
defined by the area under the posterior distribution between two parameter values
with the range containing a particular percentage of probable values. If the data are
insufficient to determine the model parameter, we can obtain a Bayesian upper limit
(UL), where one end of the interval is determined by the smallest value that the
parameter can take.

Practically speaking, the CI or UL is obtained by integrating the posterior dis-
tribution on a parameter until xx% of the area under the posterior is achieved. The
value of the parameter for which this occurs is the CI or UL on the parameter at the
xx% confidence level (CL). In literature, we often find 90% and 95% CI. The 90% is
preferred for its stability, as insufficient sampling points may lead to instability in the
tail distribution. The 95% is chosen primarily motivated by its intuitive relationship
with the standard deviation (2𝜎). It is recommended to have a sample size of at least
104 for precise computation of the 95% CI [77, 78]. The definition for the CI and
UL is represented graphically in Fig. 4.

Another noteworthy aspect is that the 68% and 95% CIs do not correspond to the
notion of 1 and 2 𝜎 regions in two dimensions. In this case, within the 1𝜎 region,
the Gaussian distribution contains 39% of the volume, not 68%. Therefore, it is
important to carefully choose the wording of “𝜎” or “%” when displaying the results
of parameter estimation using 2-dimensional contour plots. The default corner plot
output of pygwb utilizes the 𝜎 notation.

This section concludes with a brief discussion on priors. Prior distributions rep-
resent the beliefs or knowledge about the parameters of a model before observing the
data. These distributions encode information available before data collection and, as
mentioned earlier, are used in Eq. (49), to form posterior distributions after observing
the data. The choice of the prior distribution is a critical aspect of Bayesian analysis,
and it is essential to ensure that this choice does not unduly affect the final results.

When certain parameters are well known or constrained by either theory or ex-
periment, their priors can incorporate this information. In contrast, non-informative
or weakly informative priors are applied for parameters that are not well known. For
instance, a linear or log flat prior might be used. An example of an informative prior
is seen in the context of estimating astrophysical foreground amplitude in SGWB
parameter estimation. Direct detections of individual CBC events help update the
parameters of the CBC population, leading to better estimates of the spectral am-
plitude of the CBC foreground [25]. As a result, more constrained priors on this
parameter can be established.
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Fig. 4 Graphical representations of a Bayesian 90% credible interval (CI) and 95% upper limit
(UL), assuming that the posterior is dependent on a parameter 𝑎. Left: The area below the posterior
𝑝 (𝑎 |𝑑) colored in light blue represents the CI, which coincides with 90% of the total area. The
two boundaries of the interval are commonly determined by the so-called Highest Density Interval
(HDI), which is defined to contain the required area such that all points within the interval have a
higher probability density than points outside the interval. In other words, the probability density at
the two boundaries is the same. Right: The area below the posterior 𝑝 (𝑎 |𝑑) colored in light blue
coincides with a 95% of the total area. The lower bound coincides with the lowest possible value 𝑎

can take, as determined by the prior distribution. The value of the parameter 𝑎 at the upper bound
corresponds to the 95% UL.

2.6 Calibration uncertainties in the search for the GWB

The data obtained from ground-based GW detectors requires calibration to translate
the digital output of the detector into a relative displacement of the test masses within
the detectors. This calibration process introduces both statistical uncertainties and
systematic errors, which are commonly referred to as calibration uncertainties [79].
For an in-depth examination of calibration uncertainties in the Advanced-LIGO
detectors, the reader is referred to Ref. [80].

The Bayesian analysis for a SGWB has to account for these calibration uncertain-
ties [81]. To address this, we introduce an unknown calibration factor Λ, which has
a mean value of 1 and a variance of 𝜀2. Thus the probability distribution for Λ is
given by

𝑝(Λ) ∝ exp
[
− (Λ − 1)2

2𝜀2

]
. (52)

Note that we impose the constraint that Λ must be positive, and Λ = 1 corresponds
to perfect amplitude calibration.

The likelihood function for the Bayesian analysis, introduced in Eq. (50), is
constructed using the narrowband estimator 𝑌 𝑓 along with its associated error 𝜎�̂�𝑓

.
With the inclusion of calibration uncertainties, if the calibration is imperfect (Λ ≠ 1),
the set of estimators {𝑌 𝑓 } represents measurements of Λ𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ), where 𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ) is
a model described by parameters Θ. Consequently, the likelihood is modified as
follows,
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𝑝({𝑌 𝑓 }|Θ,Λ) ∝ exp
−

∑︁
𝑓

(𝑌 𝑓 − Λ𝑌 ( 𝑓 |Θ))2

2𝜎2
�̂�𝑓

 , (53)

and the posteriors are obtained by marginalizing over Λ,

𝑝({𝑌 𝑓 }|Θ) =
∫

dΛ 𝑝({𝑌 𝑓 }|Θ,Λ)𝑝(Λ) . (54)

Given our assumption of the Gaussian distribution for Λ as stated in Eq. (52),
we can analytically perform the integration, which is implemented in the pygwb
package [29].

3 Constraints on a scalar-induced gravitational wave background

In this section, we present an overview of the latest constraints derived from the
initial three observing runs conducted by the LVK collaboration regarding a scalar-
induced GW background (SIGWB) [82, 83, 84], which is closely associated with the
formation of PBH [5]. This section is based on the results presented in Ref. [83].

Among the processes for deriving constraints from LVK data, a crucial initial
decision involves modeling the spectral shape of the curvature power spectrum to be
explored in the analysis. Typically, an agnostic approach is adopted, and no specific
inflation model is selected. It is customary to opt for a log-normal shape for the peak
in the curvature power spectrum

P𝜁 (𝑘) =
𝐴

√
2𝜋Δ

exp
[
− ln2 (𝑘/𝑘∗)

2Δ2

]
, (55)

where the peak in the curvature power spectrum is defined by its position 𝑘∗ with
its width controlled by the parameter Δ and its amplitude characterized by the
integrated power 𝐴. In the Δ → 0 limit, the spectrum reduces to a Dirac delta
function P𝜁 (𝑘) = 𝐴𝛿(ln(𝑘/𝑘∗)).

Given the curvature perturbation spectrum, the energy density spectrum for the
SIGWB is calculated using the approximated analytical expression [85, 86]

ΩGW (𝑘)ℎ2 = 1.62 × 10−5
(

ΩR,0ℎ
2

4.18 × 10−5

) ( 𝑔∗
106.75

) ( 𝑔∗,s
106.75

)−4/3

× 1
12

∫ 1

−1
d𝑥

∫ ∞

1
d𝑦 P

(
𝑘
𝑦 − 𝑥

2

)
P

(
𝑘
𝑥 + 𝑦

2

)
𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦), (56)

where ΩR,0 is the present value of the energy density fraction of radiation, ℎ is the
dimensionless Hubble constant, and 𝑔∗ and 𝑔∗,s are the effective number of degrees
of freedom for energy density and entropy density, respectively. The function 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦)
is given by
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𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦) = 288(𝑥2 + 𝑦2 − 6)2 (𝑥2 − 1)2 (𝑦2 − 1)2

(𝑥 − 𝑦)8 (𝑥 + 𝑦)8

×
[(
𝑥2 − 𝑦2 + 𝑥2 + 𝑦2 − 6

2
ln

��� 𝑦2 − 3
𝑥2 − 3

���)2
+ 𝜋2

4
(𝑥2 + 𝑦2 − 6)2𝜃 (𝑦 −

√
3)

]
.

(57)

The LIGO-Virgo network exhibits its sensitivity in the frequency range between 10−
500Hz, corresponding to wavenumbers between approximately 1016 and 1017Mpc−1.
These scales re-entered the horizon when temperatures were above 108GeV, so we
can adopt 𝑔∗ = 𝑔∗,s = 106.75 within the Standard Model paradigm.

Figure 5 illustrates the GWB spectrum assuming a log-normal curvature power
spectrum with different values of the width parameter Δ, while keeping 𝐴 and 𝑓∗
fixed. It can be observed that, for larger Δ, the peak is smoothed out, and the spectral
amplitude decreases. The integrated amplitude 𝐴 serves as the normalization of the
SGWB amplitude, and the entire spectrum scales as ΩGW ( 𝑓 ) ∝ 𝐴2. The peak scale
𝑘∗ = 2𝜋 𝑓∗/𝑐 determines the frequency at which the SGWB spectrum peaks. The
spectrum exhibits a peak at approximately the same wavenumber as the curvature
power spectrum. The entire spectrum is shifted to lower or higher frequencies without
changing the spectrum shape when a different value of 𝑘∗ is used.

Fig. 5 Example of the SGWB spectrum. Different curves correspond to different values of the width
parameter Δ = 0.04, 0.2, 1. The other parameters are fixed as 𝐴 = 1 and 𝑓∗ = 𝑐𝑘∗/(2𝜋 ) = 100Hz.
Additionally, we plot the O3 HLV PI sensitivity curve as a dashed blue line.

To derive constraints on the SIGWB from LVK data, we conduct a Bayesian search
using the methodology outlined in Section 2.5. Specifically, we utilize data products
obtained from the stochastic isotropic analysis of the initial three observational runs
of the LVK network, employing the former stochastic pipeline (similar to pygwb).
In addition to the SIGWB signal, we include the CBC foreground, ΩGW,CBC ( 𝑓 ) =
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Ωref ( 𝑓 / 𝑓ref)2/3 with 𝑓ref = 25Hz, in the analysis, and estimate the background
amplitude parameter Ωref simultaneously. Therefore, the Bayesian search involves
four parametersΘ = (Ωref, 𝐴, 𝑘∗,Δ), with their respective priors described in Table 1.
The priors on the integrated power 𝐴 and the peak wavenumber 𝑘∗ are selected so
that the resulting signals could be detectable by the LVK network. Furthermore,
the width parameter Δ is strategically chosen to encompass both narrow and wide
peaks. Additionally, the prior on Ωref is informed by prior estimates of the CBC
background [71].

Parameter Prior
Ωref LogUniform(10−10, 10−7)
𝐴 LogUniform(10−3, 100.5)

𝑘∗/Mpc−1 LogUniform(1013, 1021)
Δ LogUniform(0.05, 5)

Table 1 Summary of prior distributions used in the Bayesian analysis. We have four free parameters:
Ωref is the amplitude of the CBC background at 25 Hz, 𝐴 is the integrated power of the log-normal
distribution of the curvature power spectrum, 𝑘∗ is the peak position, and Δ is the width.

The posterior distributions for the model parameters obtained from the Bayesian
analysis are shown in Fig. 6. The posterior on Ωref allows to obtain an UL of
6.0 × 10−9 at 95% CL, which is consistent with the UL obtained in the O3 agnostic
isotropic GWB search [27]. Data excludes a part of the parameter space in 𝑘∗
and 𝐴. Exclusions at 95% CL are obtained in the region where the LIGO-Virgo
interferometers have the highest sensitivity, 𝑘∗ ∈ [1016, 1017]Mpc−1. The posterior
of Δ shows no preference for any range of values. Finally, we have obtained a Bayes
factor of logBCBC+PBH

noise = −0.8, which indicates that there is no evidence for a GWB
signal.

The 2-dimensional contour plot as well as the 1-dimensional posterior distribu-
tions in Fig. 6 are produced by marginalizing over the other parameters. Marginaliza-
tion involves integrating the posterior probability over other parameters. For example,
consider that we have the the joint posterior distribution 𝑝(𝜃1, 𝜃2 |𝑑) and we are in-
terested in the constraint on parameter 𝜃1. Then the marginalized distribution of 𝜃1
is obtained by 𝑝(𝜃1 |𝑑) =

∫
𝑝(𝜃1, 𝜃2 |𝑑) d𝜃2, and the integration range is determined

by the prior range of 𝜃2.
It is important to note that such marginalized constraints are prior dependent,

especially when the parameters lack precise determination and the posterior distri-
bution fails to converge to zero at the edge of the priors. For instance, the integrated
power 𝐴 remains unconstrained for excessively large and small 𝑘∗ values due to the
limited frequency coverage of the LVK sensitivity. Consequently, the marginalized
constraint on 𝐴 weakens with a larger prior range of 𝑘∗ because we assign a greater
weight to such unconstrained regions by expanding the integration range of 𝑘∗.
Therefore, instead of discussing the marginalized constraints, we rerun the Bayesian
search by fixing the values of Δ and 𝑘∗ to obtain ULs on 𝐴, thereby avoiding the
influence of prior choice. The results for different combinations of Δ and 𝑘∗ are
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Fig. 6 Figure retrieved from Ref. [83]. Posterior distributions on the parameters of the curvature
power spectrum describing the peak of the curvature perturbations.

summarized in Table 2. The most stringent ULs are obtained for 𝑘∗ = 1017Mpc−1,
corresponding to ∼ 100Hz, where the interferometers have their highest sensitivity.
For large widths, Δ ≫ 1, the spectrum becomes flat and the UL on 𝐴 becomes inde-
pendent of the scale. The most stringent UL is obtained for a narrow peak Δ = 0.05
and 𝑘∗ = 1017Mpc−1. In all these runs, the ULs at 95% CL on Ωref are between
5.5 × 10−9 and 6.6 × 10−9, which is consistent with the isotropic results from the
first three observing runs.

𝑘∗ = 1015 Mpc−1 𝑘∗ = 1017 Mpc−1 𝑘∗ = 1019 Mpc−1

Δ = 0.05 2.1 0.02 1.4
Δ = 0.2 2.2 0.03 1.6
Δ = 1 1.6 0.05 1.8
Δ = 5 0.2 0.2 0.3

Table 2 Upper bounds on the integrated power 𝐴 of the curvature power spectrum at 95% CL for
fixed values of the peak position 𝑘∗ and width Δ.

In Fig. 7, the LVK bounds on the curvature power spectrum amplitude (shaded
red area) are compared with other cosmological constraints for a very narrow peak
(Δ → 0) in the left panel and for a relatively wide spectrum (Δ = 1) in the right
panel. LVK bounds exhibit heightened stringency compared to indirect constraints



24 Alba Romero-Rodrı́guez and Sachiko Kuroyanagi

from BBN/CMB (shaded blue area) within the 1016 − 1019 Mpc−1 region. Despite
this, the PBH formation constraints (green solid lines) emerge as the most stringent
across all scales. It is noteworthy, however, that with the anticipated sensitivities of
Advanced-LIGO (depicted by the dashed red line) and ET (depicted by the dashed
orange line), these bounds are expected to surpass even those derived from PBH
formation.
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Fig. 7 Figures retrieved from Ref. [83]. The bounds set on 𝐴 from the LVK O3 data (shaded red
region) are compared with other observational constraints (Left: for Δ → 0. Right: for Δ = 1.).
The bottom and top horizontal axis represent the peak scale of the curvature perturbation 𝑘∗ and
the PBH masses associated with the scale, respectively. The shaded blue region are indirect bounds
by BBN/CMB on the SGWB abundance. The bounds from PBH formation are calculated for two
benchmark cases: {𝜅 = 3.0, 𝛿c = 0.65} (solid dark green) and {𝜅 = 11.0, 𝛿c = 0.45} (solid light
green). Further details can be found in the main text. The evaporation timescales of PBHs (𝜏 = 𝑡0
and 1s) are also indicated with dashed green lines for reference, where 𝑡0 is the present time. Lastly,
the dashed red line represents the bound expected from LIGO-design sensitivity, while the dashed
orange line denotes that of ET.

Background information - Relation between PBH mass and scale of curvature
perturbations

PBHs are produced by critical collapse when large curvature perturbations of scale
𝑘 re-entered the horizon. The mass of the PBH is determined by the horizon mass,
𝑀𝑘 , which is given by [87]

𝑀𝑘 ≈ 1.4 × 1013𝑀⊙

(
𝑘

Mpc−1

)−2 ( 𝑔∗
106.75

)1/2 ( 𝑔∗,s
106.75

)−2/3
. (58)

The PBH mass 𝑀PBH then follows the scaling law [88]

𝑀PBH = 𝜅𝑀𝑘 (𝛿m − 𝛿c)𝛾 , (59)

where 𝛿m is the density contrast, which is related to the curvature perturbations 𝛿𝜁
by 𝛿m = 𝛿𝜁 − 3𝛿2

𝜁
/8. The value of the parameter 𝜅 depends on the procedure used to

smooth the primordial perturbations [89]. The value 𝛾 = 0.36 is the universal critical
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exponent during radiation domination [90]. Finally, to explain the critical collapse,
it is customary to introduce the density contrast induced by curvature fluctuations
at some scale, denoted by 𝛿. If the density contrast exceeds the critical value 𝛿c, the
region collapses gravitationally and forms a PBH after the fluctuation re-enters the
horizon. An estimate of the value of 𝛿c was first obtained by Carr in Ref. [87], where
the Jeans mass of the fluctuation was studied. This study led to 𝛿c = 1/3. More
recent numerical studies have shown that the value of 𝛿c is a bit higher.

For the two benchmark cases to produce the green curves in Fig. 7, the critical
value for the density contrast is chosen to be 0.45 and 0.65, which are paired with
𝜅 = 11.0 and 𝜅 = 3.0, respectively. The difference in the estimate of PBH abundance
between the two benchmark cases reflects the uncertainties in the calculation of the
PBH formation. To calculate the bounds of 𝐴 obtained from constraints in PBH
formation, the PBH abundance from the peak in the curvature power spectrum was
calculated following the procedure in Ref. [91].

Background information - Other observational constraints

Here we provide brief descriptions of other observational constraints shown in
Fig. 7:

• BBN/CMB indirect SGWB constraints: BBN and CMB can indirectly constrain
the amplitude of the SGWB. In the case of BBN, these indirect bounds emerge
from the fact that introducing an additional radiation energy component, includ-
ing the SGWB, influences the expansion rate of the Universe. This impact on the
cosmic expansion can be examined through the analysis of light element abun-
dances produced during the BBN epoch [37]. Similarly, the presence of a SGWB
at the time of CMB decoupling introduces alterations to both the observed CMB
and matter power spectra in a manner identical to massless neutrinos [92]. Recent
joint CMB+BBN analysis implies that Δ𝑁eff < 0.136 at 2𝜎 [45], which leads to
ΩGWℎ2 < 1.53 × 10−6. This provides mild constraints on the curvature perturba-
tion spectral amplitude applicable in a wide range of frequencies 𝑓 > 2×10−11Hz,
which corresponds to 𝑀PBH < 1038g.

• Constraints on evaporating PBHs: When the PBH mass is below 5×1014g, PBHs
evaporate through Hawking radiation by today and cannot explain the abundance
of dark matter in the present cosmological epoch. Particularly, in the PBH mass
range of 1014 – 1015g, the abundance of PBHs strongly radiating in the present
Universe is strictly constrained by extragalactic 𝛾-ray background observations.
Furthermore, the PBH mass range of 1013 – 1014g is constrained by the CMB, as
PBH evaporations affect CMB observations in various ways. Additionally, lower
PBH mass ranges, 109 – 1013g, are constrained by BBN, as extra radiation from
evaporating PBHs alter light element abundances. In Fig. 7, we illustrate the
collective envelope of these constraints [93, 94] with green curves. For reference,
we also show green dashed lines labeled as 𝜏 = 𝑡0 (indicating PBHs that evaporate
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today) and 𝜏 = 1s (representing those that completely evaporated before BBN),
between which constraints of the CMB and BBN should lie.

In summary, the Bayesian analysis does not show evidence for a GWB signal,
though it does allow the exclusion of certain regions within the model’s parameter
space. Constraints have been established based on the peak’s width, its position, and
the integrated power, surpassing the constraints from BBN and CMB observations
in the range of approximately 1015 < 𝑘/Mpc−1 < 1018. These constraints, achieving
𝐴 ≃ 0.02 for a narrow peak centered at 𝑘 ≃ 1017Mpc−1, remain formidable, rivaling
the restrictions arising from the PBH abundance, which must not exceed various
bounds set by cosmological observations. However, we find that current ground-
based experiments at their design performance and the third-generation experiments,
such as ET, will reach the required sensitivity to set even more stringent upper bounds,
providing a very powerful probe of the standard formation mechanism of very light
PBHs.

Finally, we note that, although we have been discussing the constraints assuming
a Gaussian distribution of the primordial curvature perturbations, many inflation
models predicting PBHs exhibit non-Gaussian distributions [95, 96, 97, 98], which
changes the SGWB constraints. As studied in the literature [99, 100, 101, 102, 103,
104], non-Gaussianity enhances or suppresses the SGWB spectral amplitude. In
particular, when we consider the quadratic local-type non-Gaussianity often param-
eterized by the 𝐹NL parameter, the overall spectral amplitude is enhanced, with a more
pronounced elevation at high frequencies. This leads to stronger constraints on the
curvature perturbation amplitude 𝐴 for the large non-Gaussian case. Reference [84]
discussed constraints using LVK O3 data assuming local-type non-Gaussianity with
the 𝐹NL parameterization and found that there is a strong degeneracy in the param-
eters of 𝐴 and 𝐹NL. In the limit of large non-Gaussianity (𝐹NL ≳ 4), a 95% UL is
found to be 𝐹NL𝐴 ≤ 0.115, 0.106, 0.112 at fixed scales of 1016, 1016.5, 1017 Mpc−1,
respectively, for Δ → 0.

4 Constraints on SGWB from PBH binaries

In this section, we review the constraints on a SGWB from PBH binaries. PBHs have
sufficient time to form binary systems after their creation and eventually emit strong
GWs when they merge. Those that occur near us can be detected as individual events,
while those at high redshift cannot be resolved individually; instead, the ensemble
of them can be detected as a SGWB.

In contrast to the SIGWB described in the previous section, the theoretical pre-
diction for the amplitude of the SGWB formed from PBH binaries is less robust due
to several uncertainties. These uncertainties stem from factors such as the binary
formation mechanism, the probability of disruption by a third body, and additional
waveform-altering factors like eccentricity, spin, and precession, etc. (we refer the
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reader to Ref. [105] for an overview). Consequently, even if constraints on the SGWB
amplitude are obtained from data, translating them to PBH parameters involves a
lot of theoretical uncertainties. Therefore, it is essential to approach the results with
caution and carefully consider the assumptions that are made. In this section, we de-
scribe the most basic calculation method and briefly review the constraints obtained
using the LVK data in the literature.

The energy density of the SGWB generated by PBH binaris can be derived by
integrating single contributions over redshift 𝑧 and the two binary component masses,
𝑚1 and 𝑚2, as follows [7]

ΩGW ( 𝑓 ) = 𝑓

𝜌𝑐,0

∫
d𝑧′

∫
d ln𝑚1

∫
d ln𝑚2

1
(1 + 𝑧′)𝐻 (𝑧′)

×
d2𝜏merg (𝑧′, 𝑚1, 𝑚2)

d ln𝑚1d ln𝑚2

d𝐸GW ( 𝑓𝑠)
d 𝑓𝑠

, (60)

where 𝑓𝑠 = 𝑓 (1 + 𝑧) is the redshifted source frame frequency, with 𝑧 being redshift,
𝐻 (𝑧) is the Hubble expansion rate, and 𝜏merg is the differential merger rate per unit
time, comoving volume, and mass interval.

In the non-spinning limit, the single source energy spectrum is given by the
following phenomenological expression [106]

d𝐸GW ( 𝑓 )
d 𝑓

=
(𝐺𝜋)2/3

3
M5/3

𝑐 𝑓 −1/3 ×


(
1 + 𝛼2𝑢

2)2 for 𝑓 < 𝑓1,

𝑤1 𝑓
(
1 + 𝜖1𝑢 + 𝜖2𝑢

2)2 for 𝑓1 ≤ 𝑓 < 𝑓2,

𝑤2 𝑓
7/3 𝑓 4

4
(4( 𝑓 − 𝑓2 )2+ 𝑓 2

4 )2 for 𝑓2 ≤ 𝑓 < 𝑓3 ,

(61)
where M𝑐 = (𝑚1𝑚2)3/5/(𝑚1 + 𝑚2)1/5 is the chirp mass and 𝑢 = 𝑐−1 [𝜋(𝑚1 +
𝑚2)𝐺 𝑓 ]1/3. The frequencies with index 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, 4 are given by 𝑓𝑖 = 𝑐3𝑢3

𝑖
[𝜋(𝑚1 +

𝑚2)𝐺]−1 with

𝑢3
1 = 0.066 + 0.6437𝜂 − 0.05822𝜂2 − 7.092𝜂3,

𝑢3
2 = 0.185 + 0.1469𝜂 − 0.0249𝜂2 + 2.325𝜂3,

𝑢3
3 = 0.3236 − 0.1331𝜂 − 0.2714𝜂2 + 4.922𝜂3,

𝑢3
4 = 0.0925 − 0.4098𝜂 + 1.829𝜂2 − 2.87𝜂3 , (62)

where 𝜂 = 𝑚1𝑚2/(𝑚1+𝑚2)2 is the symmetric mass ratio. The other fitting parameters
are given by 𝛼2 = −323/224 + 451𝜂/168, 𝜖1 = −1.8897, 𝜖2 = 1.6557, and

𝑤1 = 𝑓 −1
1

[1 + 𝛼2𝑢
2
1]

2

[1 + 𝜖1𝑢1 + 𝜖2𝑢
2
1]2

,

𝑤2 = 𝑤1 𝑓
−4/3

2 [1 + 𝜖1𝑢2 + 𝜖2𝑢
2
2]

2 . (63)

The merger rate is a key factor to see the model dependence of PBHs. It depends
on the population of black holes and the binary formation scenario, and their details
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affect the spectral shape. There are two major binary formation channels [16, 107].
One is the so-called early binary formation, where a binary is formed by a pair of
closely spaced PBHs with the surrounding third object acting on the pair via a tidal
force that generates the angular momentum of the binary [108, 109]. In this case, the
merger rate is given by

d2𝜏merg (𝑧, 𝑚1, 𝑚2)
d ln𝑚1 d ln𝑚2

= 3.4 × 106 𝑓sup (𝑚1, 𝑚2, 𝑓PBH) 𝑓 53/37
PBH 𝜓(𝑚1)𝜓(𝑚2)

×
(
𝑡

𝑡0

)−34/37 (
𝑚1 + 𝑚2

𝑀⊙

)−32/37 (
𝑚1𝑚2

(𝑚1 + 𝑚2)2

)−34/37
yr−1Gpc−3 , (64)

where 𝑓sup (𝑚1, 𝑚2, 𝑓PBH) is a supression factor that takes into account several phys-
ical effects (see Ref. [110, 111] for details), 𝑓PBH B ΩPBH/ΩDM is the fraction of
PBHs in dark matter, and 𝜓(𝑚) is the PBH mass function defined by

𝜓(𝑚) B 1
𝜌PBH

d𝜌PBH
d ln𝑚

. (65)

The value of the suppression factor is still not clearly understood, but a plausible range
is 0.001 < 𝑓sup < 0.1 when considering a monochromatic PBH mass function [105].

Another channel is the so-called late binary formation, where PBH binaries are
formed by tidal capture in very dense halos during the matter-dominated era [112,
113, 114]. In this case, the merger rate is given by

d2𝜏merg (𝑧, 𝑚1, 𝑚2)
d ln𝑚1 d ln𝑚2

= 𝑅clust 𝑓
2
PBH

(𝑚1 + 𝑚2)10/7

(𝑚1𝑚2)5/7 𝜓(𝑚1)𝜓(𝑚2) yr−1Gpc−3 , (66)

where 𝑅clust is a scaling factor that depends on the PBH clustering properties and
velocity distribution. A rough estimation, using a simplified model where the PBH
density is uniformly enhanced within the halo, yields 𝑅clust ∼ 102 − 103 [105].
However, this estimate has not been thoroughly refined by considering factors such
as dynamical heating, the merger and disruption history of PBH clusters, and the
radial distribution of PBHs within a cluster. Additionally, the effects of an extended
mass function are likely to be complex.

Now, with predictions for the merger rate given by Eq.(64) or (66) and the energy
spectrum for single sources provided by Eq.(61), we can calculate the SGWB spec-
trum by substituting them into Eq. (60). In the left panel of Fig. 8, we show the SGWB
spectrum of PBH binaries, assuming a monochromatic mass function for different
values of PBH masses and considering both early and late binary formation. We can
see that SGWB from early formation channel generically dominates the one from late
formation channel when the PBH mass is 𝑀PBH < O(10)𝑀⊙ . Roughly speaking, the
redshifted PBH mass determines the peak frequency of the SGWB. The single source
emits the strongest GWs at the merger, corresponding to the peak frequency 𝑓2 in
Eq. (61). For binary PBHs of equal mass, it is given by 𝑓2 = 8286(𝑀⊙/𝑀PBH)Hz. In
the right panel, we depict the spectrum assuming a lognormal Gaussian distribution
of the PBH mass function 𝜓(𝑚) = 1/(

√
2𝜋𝜎) exp[− ln(𝑚/𝜇)2/(2𝜎2)] for different
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width parameters 𝜎. We observe that a wider mass function smooths out the peak of
the spectrum.
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Fig. 8 Left: Spectra of the SGWB from PBH binaries plotted assuming monochromatic mass
function for different values of PBH masses (lines correspond to 𝑀 = 100, 10, 1, 0.1𝑀⊙ from left
to right). Solid red curves are calculated assuming early binary formation channel with 𝑓sup = 0.002.
Dashed black curves are calculated assuming late binary formation channel with 𝑅clust = 102.
𝑓PBH = 1 is assumed for both cases. Right SGWB spectra for different width of the lognormal mass
function (lines correspond to 𝜎 = 2, 1, 0.2 from left to right; PBH mass is fixed to be 𝜇 = 1𝑀⊙).
Solid red and dashed black curves corresponds early and late formation channels, respectively. O3
sensitivity is also plotted with the dotted blue curve for comparison.

As far as we consider PBH masses smaller than O(10)𝑀⊙ , it is most likely
that we will observe the ΩGW ∝ 𝑓 2/3 behavior of the inspiral phase with ground-
based detectors. Therefore, the astrophysical CBC background, jointly considered
with the SGWB signal in the previous section, effectively represents the PBH binary
background. The most conservative 95% UL on Ωref obtained in the previous section
isΩref < 6.6×10−9 at 25Hz. For a monochromatic mass function, it is straightforward
to show that the spectral amplitude during the inspiral phase depends on ΩGW ∝
𝑀

89/111
PBH for early binary formation and ∝ 𝑀

5/3
PBH for late binary formation. Therefore,

the bound on Ωref can provide ULs on the following combinations of parameters

𝑓sup 𝑓
53/37
PBH (𝑀PBH/𝑀⊙)89/111 ≲ 2.6 for early binary formation (67)

𝑅clust 𝑓
2
PBH (𝑀PBH/𝑀⊙)5/3 ≲ 200 for late binary formation (68)

Note that, for 𝑀PBH > O(10)𝑀⊙ , this argument is not applicable as the spectrum
no longer follows the ΩGW ∝ 𝑓 2/3 behavior. When we have observations with better
sensitivity across a wider frequency range, we must be cautious about deviations
from the spectral shape of ΩGW ∝ 𝑓 2/3 for even smaller PBH masses, and more
precise considerations are needed.

Reference [115] performed parameter estimation for a SGWB from PBH binaries
using LVK data. As seen in their work, with the current sensitivity of the exper-
iments, we are unable to obtain useful constraints on the model parameters, but
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third-generation detectors will be a powerful tool to extract information on PBH
populations [12].

5 Conclusions

In this review, we have explored potential signals of PBHs in SGWB observations. We
have delved into two distinct types of signals: those associated with PBH formation in
the early stages and signals arising from the binaries of PBHs. We have discussed their
current constraints, focusing on observations from the recent LVK O3 run. These
two observables probe completely different epochs of the Universe; one provides
access to the very early radiation-dominated phase, while the other probes PBHs in
the late Universe. The scales of PBHs probed by the LVK detectors are also very
different: the former imposes limits on PBHs of 10−24𝑀⊙ to 10−18𝑀⊙ , while the
latter exhibits sensitivity to O(101−100)𝑀⊙ .

Present constraints already provide meaningful limits, and even stronger con-
straints will become available with enhanced sensitivity in ongoing and upcoming
observation runs, O4 and O5. Moreover, third-generation detectors, such as the Ein-
stein Telescope (ET) and the Cosmic Explorer (CE), are expected to significantly
increase sensitivity, reaching ΩGW ∼ 10−13 and expanding the frequency range. Ad-
ditionally, while not explored in detail here, space-based GW detectors like LISA,
TianQin, Taiji, DECIGO, and other exciting proposals can offer intriguing con-
straints in a similar manner. Furthermore, pulsar timing arrays offer another avenue
to probe SGWB at nano-Hz frequencies. In such cases, the corresponding PBH mass
tends to shift toward higher masses because of the lower targeting frequencies of
these experiments. All the advancements in GW probes will enable us to explore
a much broader parameter space of PBH models. We conclude with Fig. 9, which
presents the anticipated future explorations for PBHs across a wide range of mass
scales, highlighting the immense potential of future GW experiments to explore new
physics.
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111. Gert Hütsi, Martti Raidal, Ville Vaskonen, and Hardi Veermäe. Two populations of LIGO-
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