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Cosmological gravitational-wave backgrounds are an exciting science target for next-generation
ground-based detectors, as they encode invaluable information about the primordial Universe. How-
ever, any such background is expected to be obscured by the astrophysical foreground from compact-
binary coalescences. We propose a novel framework to detect a cosmological gravitational-wave back-
ground in the presence of binary black holes and binary neutron star signals with next-generation
ground-based detectors, including Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein Telescope. Our procedure in-
volves first removing all the individually resolved binary black hole signals by notching them out in
the time-frequency domain. Then, we perform joint Bayesian inference on the individually resolved
binary neutron star signals, the unresolved binary neutron star foreground, and the cosmological
background. For a flat cosmological background, we find that we can claim detection at 5o level
when Qper > 2.7 % 10712/\/T0bs/yr, where Tobs is the observation time (in years), which is within a
factor of < 2 from the sensitivity reached in absence of these astrophysical foregrounds.

Introduction. The next generation (XG) of ground-
based gravitational-wave (GW) detectors, such as Cos-
mic Explorer (CE) [1-3] and the Einstein Telescope
(ET) [4, 5], will see an unprecedented increase in sen-
sitivity both to individual compact binary coalescence
(CBC) events and to stochastic signals. This will allow
us to individually resolve nearly all of the binary black
hole (BBH) mergers and a significant fraction of binary
neutron star (BNS) and neutron star-black hole (NSBH)
events in the entire Universe [6, 7]. Furthermore, we
will probe the stochastic gravitational wave backgrounds
(SGWBs) across several orders of magnitude in ampli-
tude [8, 9]. In particular, the detection of a cosmologi-
cal gravitational wave background (CGWB) would open
up a unique window to observe the earliest moments of
the Universe and probe physics at energies close to the
Planck scale [10-17]. This detection is challenging be-
cause of the simultaneous presence of the SGWBs from
CBCs, which effectively act as a foreground, limiting the
sensitivity to other subdominant SGWBs [18].

Several methods have been proposed to bypass the
CBC foreground. Given the high fraction of individu-
ally resolved CBC signals with XG detectors, one could
simply fit and subtract them from the data in the fre-
quency domain to lower the foreground [8, 19]. How-
ever, the recovery of detected signals is never perfect,
and the pile-up of residuals from imperfect subtraction
can produce an effective foreground that is comparable to
the original SGWB before removal [20-22]. Techniques
have been proposed to further reduce this effective fore-
ground in the frequency domain, from applying a projec-
tion method [23, 24] to estimating and subtracting the ex-
pected residual power [25]. Ref. [26] showed that subtrac-

tion results in the frequency domain are actually signifi-
cantly more optimistic if one abandons the linear-signal
approximation in favor of more realistic estimates of the
residuals. On the other hand, Refs. [27, 28] proposed a
time-frequency approach to notch-out the detected sig-
nals by masking the associated pixels. They showed that
this method could reduce the CBC foreground by one
order of magnitude even when residuals from imperfect
recovery are taken into account [28].

All of the aforementioned techniques can only lower
the CBC foreground by removing individually resolved
CBC signals, but the sensitivity to subdominant SGWBs
would still be limited by the BNS signals that are too
weak to be individually detected, where the unresolvable
BNS foreground is about at the order of O(1071!) at
fret = 25Hz [28, 29]. Refs. [30-32] proposed a Bayesian
framework to simultaneously fit all of the CBC signals
without distinguishing between resolved and unresolved.
Ref. [33] suggested using the information on the CBC
population from detected events to predict the fore-
ground from unresolved signals and remove it from the
data. While promising, the computational feasibility of
these methods with a realistic number of events in the
context of XG detectors has yet to be proven.

In this Letter, we propose a novel method that com-
bines the notching procedure of Refs. [27, 28] with the
joint hierarchical inference of Ref. [34]. First, we notch
out all the detected BBH signals, showing that the resid-
ual BBH foreground is negligible. Then, we jointly fit
within a unified Bayesian framework the resolved BNS
events, the foreground from unresolved BNS events, and
a CGWB. For illustration, we apply this procedure to
mock data including realistic BBH and BNS populations



and a flat CGWB.

Astrophysical population and setup. For both BBHs
and BNSs, we assume the same population models as
in Refs. [27, 28]. We employ the PowerLaw+Peak model
from the latest LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) catalog [35]
to characterize the BBH mass distribution, while we as-
sume that the BNS masses are uniformly distributed
within the range [1,2] Mg [35, 36].We assume zero spins
and an isotropic distribution of the orbital orientation
and sky position for all the binaries. To obtain the red-
shift distribution, we convolve the star formation rate
(SFR) [37]
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with a power-law time delay distribution p(tq) ot with
p = —1. The source-frame merger rate R,,(z) then reads

Ro(2) = / " Rp(p)p(ta)dta, (2)
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where zy = z[t(z) — t4] is the binary formation time, we
set tmin = 20 Myr for BNSs and 50 Myr for BBHs, and
we set tmax to be the Hubble time in both cases. We fix
the parameters in the SFR to 2z, = 2.00, a = 2.37 and
b = 1.80 [37], while N is a normalization factor chosen
so that the local merger rate Rg is consistent with the
LVK results [35]. In particular, for BNSs we set Rg =
320 Gpe 2 yr~!; for BBHs, we choose a value of R such
that R,,(z = 0.2) = 28.1 Gpc ™3 yr~! [35].

Besides the CBC signals, we also simulate a power-law

CGWB

Qaw(f) = Qret (fif>a ; (3)

where we choose o = 0 and Qe = 2.0 x 1071 at fror =
25Hz. Our framework is not fundamentally limited by
the exact functional form of the CGWB, and we choose
a simple flat CGWB for demonstration purposes.

We consider a network of XG interferometers com-
posed of two 40-km long CE detectors located at the
LIGO Livingston and LIGO Hanford sites [38], and an
ET detector located at the Virgo site [39]. We assume
Gaussian and stationary detector noise, modeled via a
perfectly known power spectral density (PSD) and un-
correlated among different detectors. For both CE de-
tectors, we adopt the PSD curve of Ref. [6], while for
ET we assume the PSD of the triangular configuration
in Ref. [5]. We set the low-frequency sensitivity limit to
be 5 Hz for all detectors in the network.

We use Bilby [40] to simulate and add detector noise
and CBC signals into a time series. For BBH signals, we
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adopt the IMRPhenomXAS waveform model [41], which is
a full inspiral-merger-ringdown, non-precessing waveform
model for the fundamental mode. For BNS signals we use
the inspiral-only TaylorT4 waveform model [42], as we
expect most of the BNS signals in XG detectors to be
inspiral-dominated.

We use pyguwb [43] to simulate and add the CGWB
into the time series and compute cross-correlations for
the stochastic search. With our network of XG detectors,
Ref. [28] showed that combining cross-correlation results
from all ten possible baselines yields an improvement in
the sensitivity of the stochastic search of less than 10%
compared to using a single baseline of two CE detectors.
Using all baselines would require 10 times more compu-
tational power. Therefore, for demonstration purposes,
here we only cross-correlate time series data from two CE
interferometers.

Data-analysis method. We devise a procedure that
combines the notching method of Refs. [27, 28] with the
joint Bayesian inference of Ref. [34].

We assess the detectability of individual CBC sig-
nals by computing their network signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) [44], choosing detection thresholds of SNREPH =
8 for BBHs and SNRENS = 12 for BNSs [28]. With the
population model we adopt, we find that 99.7% of the
BBH and 50.4% of the BNS signals are detected given
two CE and one ET detectors network. We then apply
the time-frequency approach of Ref. [28] to notch out all
the detected BBH signals from the data. As we show be-
low, the remaining BBH foreground, resulting from the
combination of the few unresolved BBH signals and the
residuals from imperfect removal, is weaker than the net-
work sensitivity; hence, we do not include it in the infer-
ence studies.

After applying this notching procedure, the data con-
tains only BNS signals and the CGWB. If we followed
Ref. [28] and notched out the resolved BNS events as
well, we would still be limited by the foreground from
unresolved BNS signals. Instead, we adopt the Bayesian
framework of Ref. [34] to jointly fit the resolved BNS
signals along with the BNS foreground and the CGWB.
Ref. [34] devised this method in the context of current
LVK detectors, where the SGWB complements the hier-
archical inference on individually resolved events by pro-
viding information on the CBC population at high red-
shift [35]. Here, instead, the information from detected
events helps us tighten the constraints on the BNS fore-
ground and distinguish it from the CGWB.

Let us consider a set of data segments {d;}Y>* from
Nobs individual BNS detections and the cross-correlation
spectrum C’*( f) after notching out the resolvable BBH
signals (see the Supplement for the definition of C*(f)).
Their joint likelihood can be written as [34]

Apng) X Lsaws(C*(f)|Ans; Acaws) (4)




where fBNS({di}ﬁv:"fs AgNs) is the usual hierarchical
likelihood for population inference on the detected
events [45, 46], while jSGWB(é*(f”ABNSvACGWB) is
the Gaussian likelihood for stochastic searches [47, 48].
Here Accwn = {Qef, @} encodes the parameters char-
acterizing the CGWB, while Agys is the set of hyperpa-
rameters defining the BNS population, which affect both
the individually detected events and the SGWB from un-
resolved BNS signals. To simplify the inference, we as-
sume that the BNS mass distribution is perfectly known
and that the angular parameters are isotropically dis-
tributed. Hence, the only BNS hyperparameters Apns
that we are inferring are the ones characterizing the red-
shift distribution. In particular, we consider two cases:

1) A simplistic known SFR scenario where we assume
that the SFR is completely known, and all that is
left to determine are the local merger rate, R, and
the power-law index of the time-delay distribution,
p. Then the joint inference involves a total of four
parameters {Apns, Acaws} = {Ro, P, Qret, @}

2) A more realistic unkown SFR scenario where we
assume no prior knowledge of the redshift distribu-
tion, except for its functional form. Following the
approach of Ref. [49], we assume that the merger
rate has the same functional form as the SFR of
Eq. (1), then we fit this function to the merger rate
R, (z) computed via Eq. (2) to obtain the injected
values ainj = 2.15, binj; = 1.40, z;)“j = 1.64. In this
case, we directly infer these parameters along with
the local merger rate Ry, so the joint inference in-
volves a total of six parameters { Apns, Acows} =
{Ro, a, b, Zp, Qref, a}.

Performing full Bayesian parameter estimation (PE)
on thousands of individually resolved BNS signals is
currently computationally unfeasible. Hence, we gener-
ate synthetic samples for the individual BNS likelihoods
on source parameters using the approximate method of
Refs. [34, 50]. For the exact expressions of the joint like-
lihood and additional details on the inference procedure,
we refer the reader to the Supplemental Material.
Joint inference results. For demonstration purposes,
we perform our analysis assuming an observation time
Tops = 10 days. With our population model, this cor-
responds to roughly ~ 650 BBH signals that we notch
out, and ~ 7000 resolvable BNS events that enter the
hierarchical likelihood Zns ({di } X" | Apns).

In vanilla searches for a single, dominant SGWB, its
SNR is straightforward to compute, and it is a good fig-
ure of merit to estimate whether the target SGWB is
strong enough to be detectable relative to the detector
noise [35, 51, 52]. In our case, instead, we are jointly
fitting for the BNS hyperparameters from individually
detected sources plus two distinct SGWBs, and our tar-
get is, in fact, the subdominant CGWB. Hence, we turn
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FIG. 1. Marginalized Joint posterior distributions on

{Ro, a, Qrer} for the models assuming known SFR (purple
curves) and unknown SFR (green curves). Contours enclose
68% and 95% of the probability mass. Gray dashed lines in-
dicate the true simulated values of parameters.

to a full Bayesian approach and we study the inferred
posterior to find evidence for CGWB detection.

In both our scenarios, we find that the posteriors on
all the parameters are fully consistent with the simulated
values. In Fig. 1, we compare the joint posteriors on
the common parameters for both inferences, namely the
CGWB parameters {Qef, a} and the local BNS merger
rate Rg. As expected, we find that assuming better
knowledge of the BNS redshift distribution has a large
impact on inferring the local merger rate. The 95% con-
fidence interval on Ry roughly doubles going from known
(purple curves) to unknown (green curves) SFR.

However, the joint posterior on {«, e} is remarkably
similar in both analyses, indicating that adding more pa-
rameters to our inference of the BNS redshift distribu-
tion does not have a large impact on the inference of the
CGWB. Crucially, we find that we can confidently claim
the detection of the CGWB in both scenarios: we exclude
Qret = 0 at the 6.8 ¢ level assuming known SFR and at
6.1 0 level with unknown SFR. We refer to Table I for
the marginalized posterior distributions of all parameters
in the different cases.

In Fig. 2, we further compare the marginalized pos-
terior distributions on {Qef, @} from our two joint-
inference scenarios (purple and green curves) with the
posterior from an ideal search for the CGWB where no
CBC foreground is present (orange curves). In other
words, the ideal search corresponds to a benchmark case
where only the CGWB is simulated, and the second term
of Eq. (4) in the form XSGWB(C’*(f)\ACGWB) is used for
the inference. After applying our notching+joint infer-



TABLE I. Marginalized posterior distribution (median and 95% credible symmetric interval).

Scenario Ro P

a b Zp Qrer o

Joint search: Known SFR 31972,  —1.00700%
Joint search: Unknown SFR 305ff§ -
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FIG. 2. Joint posterior distributions on {Qyef, @} across three
different scenarios: known SFR (purple curves), unknown
SFR (orange curves), and an ideal search without any CBC
foreground (green curves). Contours represent 68% and 95%
of the probability.

ence scheme, the recovery of the CGWB is not signif-
icantly affected by the presence of a CBC foreground.
We find that the 1o error on the CGWB amplitude Qqf
increases by a factor of ~ 90% (~ 60%) in the unknown
(known) SFR case compared to the ideal search with no
foreground present. The difference in the marginalized
posterior for the power-law index « is even milder, with
a 19% (17%) increase in the 1o error for the unknown
(known) SFR scenario with respect to the ideal search.

Sensitivity of the CGWB search. In order to fur-
ther assess the constraining power of our procedure, in
Fig. 3 we compare the noise level for stochastic searches,
the uncertainty on the BNS foreground, and the resid-
ual BBH foreground after notching out the resolved sig-
nals. The baseline noise level o, (f) is computed through
Egs. (S1) and (S2) of the Supplement. The uncertainty
on the inferred BNS foreground is estimated by com-
puting energy spectra Qpns(f) for all different posterior
samples and the resulting standard deviation oq,(f) at
each frequency (see the Supplement for the description
of Qpns(f) calculation). The sensitivity of stochastic
searches scales as ~ 1/v/Tops [51], so we show the com-
parlison for different values of Tops by simply rescaling
a0 () = 052 () (VTobs/v/Tls)- We also explicitly
check this scaling by running the same full simulation us-
ing fewer data, in which case we do observe the width of
the posterior distributions of parameters scale as 1/v/Tobs

= Joint search: unknown SFR

that further makes oayys ~ 1/vTobs -

By only injecting BBHs signals into the time series and

notching out the resolvable ones in the time-frequency
domain as we did in Ref. [27, 28], we find that the
residual BBH foreground is ~ 100 times lower than
the baseline noise o, (f) at every frequency, even for 10
yrs observation, which justifies neglecting its contribu-
tion to the joint likelihood in Eq. (4). The uncertainty
on the BNS foreground differs by about 17% between
the inference with known and unknown SFR, and it is
well below the baseline noise at all frequencies, for both
known and unknown SFR, and for all observation times.
This is consistent with the results discussed in the pre-
vious section: the BNS foreground is well constrained
in both our inferences, allowing us to decouple it from
the CGWB. By applying the ~ 1/y/T,ps scaling on the
CGWRB uncertainty, we can project sensitivity estimates
for longer observations than 10 days. For the flat CGWB,
we find that we can exclude Q. = 0 at 5o level for
Qrer = 2.7 x 10712 /\/Typs (2.5 x 10712 /\/Tips) in the un-
known (known) SFR case, where Ty is the observation
time in years.
Conclusions. In this work, we combine the notching
procedure of Refs. [27, 28] with the joint-likelihood ap-
proach of Ref. [34] to search for CGWBs with XG de-
tectors. In this context, we demonstrate a methodology
capable, for the first time, of simultaneously handling
BBH signals, BNS signals, and a CGWB. Considering a
simple population model for the hierarchical inference on
the detected BNS events and a flat CGWB, we find that
we can successfully claim detection of a sufficiently loud
CGWRB within 10 days of observation. In particular, for a
flat CGWB with amplitude of Q,ef = 2.0x 107!, we find
that we can exclude Q.. = 0 at at least ~ 6 o confidence
level, depending on the assumptions on the BNS pop-
ulation model. The uncertainty on the recovered BNS
foreground is well below the detector noise level. If we
project the sensitivity to 1 year of observation, then we
will reach the 50 sensitivity of Q.o = 2.7 x 1072, which
is within a factor of < 2 from the ideal stochastic search
in absence of CBC foregrounds.

This study represents a crucial step forward in devel-
oping methods to detect CGWBs with XG detectors, but
more work is needed before such methods can be applied
to real data:

(1) We have assumed that the detector noise is perfectly
known, while in practice, it can be challenging to esti-
mate the PSD in the presence of glitches, non-stationary
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FIG. 3. The sensitivity of the CGWB search. The top four dashed curves show the baseline sensitivity to stochastic searches
given different observation times: ten days (pink curve), one month (blue curve), one year (green curve), and ten years (orange
curve). The straight bands represent the uncertainty on the BNS foreground for each observation time, with the same color
scheme. Within each band, the upper (lower) line corresponds to the unknown (known) SFR scenario. The gray curve is the
remaining BBH foreground after notching with 10 days of observation.

noise, cosmological and astrophysical SGWBs.

(2) We have neglected the contribution of NSBHs, which
can give rise to an unresolved foreground that is compa-
rable to the one from BNSs in XG detectors [29]. Our
formalism can be straightforwardly extended to include
a NSBH population. However, this would inevitably in-
crease the computational cost and it could worsen the
constraints on some of the inferred parameters.

(3) When performing hierarchical inference on the re-
solved BNS signals, we generate mock likelihood samples
on the source parameters of individual events by using a
Newtonian approximation of the signals and a Gaussian
approximation of the likelihood [34, 50]. This method
can underestimate errors on source parameters compared
to performing full Bayesian PE with more realistic wave-
form models, although we still expect the population hy-
perparameters to be tightly constrained when the num-
ber of events is large enough [53]. Sampling individual-
event likelihoods with full PE and state-of-the-art wave-
form models for several thousands of BNS signals in XG
detectors is currently computationally prohibitive. Sev-
eral promising techniques to speed up PE in preparation
for XG detectors are being developed [54-57] and can be
incorporated in our formalism in the future.

(4) We assume that the detected CBC signals originate
from the same astrophysical population that generates
the CBC foreground from unresolved signals. The pres-
ence of an unmodeled sub-population predominantly at
high redshifts (e.g., from Population III stars [58] or pri-
mordial black holes [59]) could potentially give rise to
biases in the estimate of the CBC foreground, and thus
affect the detection of the CGWB.

We leave the exploration of these effects to future work.
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Supplemental Material:

A Two-Step Procedure to Detect Cosmological Gravitational Wave Backgrounds
with Next-Generation Terrestrial Gravitational-Wave Detectors

I. NOTCHING PROCEDURE

In this section, we define the cross-correlation statistics we adopt for the stochastic search and briefly outline the
notching procedure of Ref. [S1], which we use to remove all the detected binary black hole (BBH) signals from data.

A. Stochastic search

Let us consider two gravitational wave (GW) detectors I, J with strain time series hy(t), hy(t). To perform the
cross-correlation search for the stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB), we split the strains into time
segments ¢; of duration T' = 4s. For each frequency bin f;, we denote the Fourier transforms of these segments by

h 1,7(ti; f;) and their complex conjugates with an asterisk. For the baseline of these two detectors, one can define the
cross-correlation statistics Cy(t;; f;) and the corresponding variance estimator 6% as [S2, S3]

2 £3 TH (4. £ NP (4. £.
C’IJ(ti;fj) _ (207( fj )Re[hl (tz,fj)h(](tz,f])]

3HET Y1 (f;) ’
R . N 20772f]3 2Pm(ti;f')PnJ (tﬁfj)
sy = ( 33 ) STARA() =Y

Here ~15(f;) is the overlap reduction function between the two detectors [S3], Af = 0.25Hz is the Fourier transform
resolution, P,7(t;; f;) is the power spectral density (PSD) of the Ith detector at time ¢;, and Hy is the Hubble constant.

The time-averaged frequency-domain spectrum oft 7(f;) and its variance 52 ;(fj) can then be obtained by performing
a weighted average over all time segments:

ZC'IJ(ti;fj)&;JQ(ti;fj)
Crify) = = :

ZO’ (ts; f5)
o1 (fa) = Z ! (52)

OIJ(t“ fi)’

With a network of more than two detectors, these spectra can be further combined by computing weighted averages
among all the possible detector pairs. As mentioned in the main text however, in this study we perform the cross-
correlation search using only a baseline of two CE detectors, since including all the other possible baselines would
only lead to a < 10% improvement [S1]. Throughout this work, we denote the frequency domain cross-correlation

spectrum and its variance from this baseline before notching with é’( f) and o2(f), respectively.

B. Mask definition

We notch out all the resolved BBH signals in our dataset by applying the time-frequency approach of Ref. [S1]. We
consider a signal h to be individually resolved if its network signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)

Naet

p=1> () (S3)

J=1
is above a certain threshold, where (-|-) denotes the usual signal inner product

(alb) = 4Re /0 (zéi?;()f Vay, (S4)



and the sum index J runs over all the Ny detectors in the network. For BBHs, we choose a detection threshold of

pﬁEH = 8 [S1]. We estimate the impact of the imperfect recovery of the signals on the notching procedure via their

Fisher matrix [S4]

Ndet
Oh | Oh
Lopg = — == S5
5= (aea 896>J (85)
J=1
with 0% denoting the source parameters. We consider a set of 9 parameters ignoring spin of all compact binary
coalescences (CBCs)
¢ d
0= {ln (/]\\;;) ,n,1n (Mgc) , COS L,cosé,a,w,d)c,tc} ) (S6)

Here, M? = M.(1 + z) is the detector-frame chirp mass, with M. = (mim2)3/%/(my + my)*/®, and m; o the
component masses; 7 = (myms)/(my + mz)? is the symmetric mass ratio; d, is the luminosity distance; ¢, are the
inclination and polarization angles; «, d are the right ascension and declination angles; ¢, t. are the phase and time
of coalescence. We compute the Fisher matrices with the public package GWBENCH [S5].

For each detected BBH event (pPBH > 8), we sample its source parameters from a multivariate normal distribution
N (é, I'~1), with mean located at the true values of the parameters 6. We determine the mask in the time-frequency
domain on zero-noise data containing these sampled signals only. We use Eqs. (S1) to define SNR maps as

SNRuy(ti; £;) = |Cus(tis £3) /o1 (ts; £7)] - (S7)

We adopt an SNR threshold of 5x 10~ to identify the tracks associated to the signals [S1, S6]. Our mask comprises all
the pixels that pass this threshold. Given these masks, we can notch out CBC tracks. We denote the cross-correlation
spectra and the detector noise after notching by C*(f) and (¢*)?(f), respectively.

II. JOINT INFERENCE METHOD

After removing all the resolved BBH signals, we perform joint Bayesian inference on the remaining data, which
contain binary neutron star (BNS) signals, the cosmological gravitational wave background (CGWB), and the notching
residual. In this section, we provide details on the calculation of the joint likelihood we use for the inference.

A. Joint likelihood

Let us consider a BNS population characterized by hyperparameters Agpns and a CGWB with parameters Acgws-
The joint likelihood for the individual BNS detections {d;};°* and the SGWB cross-correlation spectrum C*(f) can
be factorized as [ST7]

L{di} v C*(f)| Apns, Acaws) = Lons({di } o | Apns) X Lsawn(C*(f)|Apns, Acaws) - (S8)

The first term on the right-hand side is the usual hierarchical likelihood for population inference with individually
resolved signals [S8, S9]

Nobs /d0 p(di[0)ppop (0| ABNs)
Anns) [N(ABNs)f(ABNS)]NObse_N(ABNS)E(ABNS) [ H €(Anns)

i=1

ZL({di}iy

(59)

Here, p(d;|0) is the likelihood for the individually detected event i given the source parameters 0; ppop(0|Apns) is
the ensemble distribution of the source parameters given population hyperparameters Agns; Nops is the number of
events actually detected; and {(Apns) is the expected fraction of resolvable events, given a population model with
hyperparameters Agns. We highlight that in this work, we treat detectable and resolvable as synonymous and use
the terms interchangeably.

If the probability of detecting a signal with source parameters 0 is pget(0), the fraction {(Apns) is given by

§(Apns) = /pdet(e)ppop(0|ABNS)d0- (S10)



We compute pget(0) on a grid of masses and redshifts with a hard SNR cutoff. For BNSs, we choose a detection SNR
threshold of pBNS = 12 [S1].The expected total number of events (both resolved and unresolved) given population
hyperparameters Apns, V(Apns), can be calculated as follows:

dve
dz z7

N(Apns) = Tobs/ dz Ron(z|ABNs) (S11)
0

142
where Tops is the observation time, R,,(z|Apng) is the source-frame merger rate per unit comoving volume, and
dV./dz is the comoving volume element per redshift slice dz.

Regarding the BNS population model ppop(0|Apns), we assume that all of the angular parameters are isotropically
distributed and that the mass distribution is uniform, redshift-independent, and perfectly known. In other words, the
only hyperparameters left to determine are the ones characterizing the redshift distribution

Ppop (0| ABNs) o< p(z|Apns) - (S12)

The second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (S8) is the usual Gaussian likelihood for the SGWB cross-correlation
spectrum [S10, S11]

[C*(f:) — Qsaws(fi; Apns, ACGWB)]Q)
2(0*)2(f:) ’

where Qsgws(f) is the expected energy density spectrum of the total SGWB, and the product is over all frequency
bins f;. After notching out all the resolved BBH signals, the expected energy density of the total SGWB consists of
four contributions:

Qsews(f) = Qens(flABns) + Qecaws(flAcews) + QBBH resi (f) + QBBH,unres (f) - (S14)

Here Qpns(f) is the foreground generated by all BNS events (both resolved and unresolved), Qcaws(f) is the
cosmological background, Qppm resi(f) is the residual foreground after notching out the resolved BBH signals,
and QpgH unres(f) is the foreground from the few unresolvable BBH signals. We find that the BBH contribution
QpBH resi(f) + QBBH,unres (f) after notching is well below noise level (see Fig. 4 of the main text). For this reason we
neglect it in our inference, and we only take Qpns(f|Apns) and Qcews(f|Acews) into account. The expected BNS
foreground is given by [S12]

f /Zmax Rm(zlABNS) <dE >
0 N _ g, Bm(2|ApNs) /dE . 515
BNs (f|Asns) pcHo o ‘ (1+2)E(z) \dflra+2)/ p e o

Lsawn(C*(f)|Apxs, Acaws) o [ [ exp ( - (513)

Here, p. is the critical energy density required to close the universe; E(z) = \/ Qa + (14 2)3Qy is the Hubble
parameter at redshift z neglecting radiation density, where we take the energy densities of matter and dark energy
to be Qv = 0.3 and Q, = 0.7, respectively; and (dE/df)apys 18 the expectation value over the BNS population
of the source-frame energy spectrum radiated by a single BNS source. We estimate dF/df via the Newtonian
approximation [S12]

5/3

dE (WG)2/3<MC>ABNS -1/
<df’f(1+z)>ABNS - 3 [FL+2)]72, (S16)

where G is the gravitational constant, and (M)A, is the expectation value of the source-frame chirp mass over the
BNS population.
For the expected CGWB, we instead consider a power-law background

Qcews(fl[Acaews) = Qrer (%) " , (S17)

where Acawn = {Quer, a}. In our simulations, we will assume o = 0 and Quef = 2 x 107 at frof = 25 Hz.

B. Mock likelihoods for resolved BNSs

For each detected BNS event (pPN® > 12), the integral in the hierarchical likelihood of Eq. (S9) can be approximated
as an average over discrete likelihood samples

/dO p(di|0)ppop (0| Apns) ~ <ppop(0i‘ABNS)> (S18)

Likelihood samples ’



In a real inference, one typically has access to samples drawn from the individual events’ posterior distributions
p(0]d;), which then need to be reweighted by the adopted parameter estimation (PE) prior p(@) to obtain the
likelihood samples. Performing full Bayesian PE for thousands of BNS events in next generation (XG) detectors is,
however, currently computationally unfeasible. Hence, we generate synthetic likelihood samples for each detected
event following a procedure similar to Refs. [S7, S13].

Given our assumptions on the BNS population model (see Eq. (S11)), for each detected event, we only need to
generate mock likelihood samples on the redshift z. The redshift (or rather, the luminosity distance dy,) is mainly
determined by the waveform amplitude. For BNS signals, the polarization amplitudes A, and Ay can be well
described by the Newtonian approximation [S14]

2\5/6
AL (MZ,dp, cost) = 1/%M(1—|—cos2 L),

on2/3¢3/2d,

z)\5/6
Ay (ME,dy,, cost) = \IEMCOSL.

24 w2/3¢3/2(d;,

(S19)

The resulting strain amplitude is thus

K2 5,5/3
AM:E,dp,cost) = (/A2 + A% = fo(COSL), (S20)
L

where K encodes all the constants and

F(cost) = /(1 +cos?t)? +4cos?e. (521)
For each resolved BNS, we draw likelihood samples for the strain amplitude A from a Gaussian distribution
{A} ~ N(Aa O—A), (822)

where A is the true value determined via the injected parameters. In this formalism, oa represents the detector noise
level, and the ratio p* = A/0 4 is a proxy for SNR. We fix the value o4 = 1.09 x 102 such that the number of signals
that satisfy p* > pBNS = 12 in this approximation matches the number of resolved BNS signals in our pipeline. We
then draw likelihood samples for the detector-frame chirp mass M?Z and the factor F(cos¢) from Gaussian distributions

centered at the injected values M., F(cost):

12

{MZ} ~ N(ﬂz,aM;) , {F(cosi)} ~ N(.T(cos L),O']:%) . (S23)

The values of o and o are derived from Ref. [S7]. In their work, they provide a reference error og = 0.15 for the
projection factor [S15]

F?(a,é
0= 4\/+(OZ’¢)(1 + cost?)? + F2(a, 6,9) cos? ¢, (S24)

where F; (o, d,1) are the antenna patterns of a given GW detector. By fixing Fy and Fyx to their sky-averaged
values (F7)gy = (F2)sky = 1/5 [S14] and comparing with Eq. (521), we obtain

)
oF & goe =0.167. (525)

Regarding the chirp mass, Ref. [S7] provides a value of op = 0.08 M for BBHs. Since in this work we apply
the formalism to BNS signals, we empirically scale this value to oay = 0.01 Mg. We check the validity of this
approximation in the next section.

Given likelihood samples for A, M?Z and F(cos¢), we finally obtain likelihood samples for dj, by inverting Eq. (520),
and we convert them into redshift samples assuming the Planck 2018 ACDM cosmological model [S16]. Albeit
simplistic, this method allows us to capture some of the key correlations that drive the uncertainty on the redshift,
namely SNR, inclination, and chirp mass [S7].



C. Comparison with Fisher matrix

As an alternative, one could generate mock likelihood samples for individually resolved BNSs via the Fisher ap-
proximation [S4]. For instance, this is the approach we used to estimate errors on BBH source parameters in the
notching procedure (see Sec. IB). However, the approximation is strictly valid only in the high-SNR regime, and
a large fraction of the resolved BNS signals have SNR barely above the detection threshold. Furthermore, several
events are expected to produce ill-conditioned Fisher matrices [S17], which are notoriously unreliable to invert and
can significantly mispredict the likelihood [S18]. While these effects do not cause significant issues in the notching
procedure [S1], they can significantly impact the estimate of the error on luminosity distance (and thus redshift) [S19].

For these reasons, and given the demonstrative purpose of this work, we choose to generate mock likelihood samples
with the approach described in the previous Section.

2.5 B Method based on the Fisher Matrix
B Method used in this paper
2.0+
® 1.5
0.5 ‘
T T

T T T T
12.2 12.9 13.8 15.0 15.1 15.3 16.0 18.2 18.4 19.7
Event SNR p* = A/o4

FIG. S1. Comparison between mock likelihoods on redshift obtained either via Fisher matrix (blue distributions) or via the
approach of Sec. IIB (orange distributions). Results are shown for several low-SNR BNS events and with well-conditioned
Fisher matrices drawn from our population. Dashed lines indicate 25%, 50%, and 75% quantiles.

In Fig. S1, we compare mock likelihood redshift samples generated with a Fisher-matrix approximation and with the
approach described in Sec. IT B. We show results for several BNS events with low effective SNR p* (which are expected
to provide the dominant contribution to the uncertainty in the population inference) and well-conditioned Fisher
matrices. The Fisher matrices are generated with the public package GWFish [S20] considering all nine parameters
listed in the Eq. (S6) and IMRPhenomXAS waveform model. The estimated marginalized likelihoods with the two
methods are in good agreement for all the events shown, validating the robustness of our approach.

In an actual inference, one would need to perform full Bayesian PE on all the resolved BNS events, which is
currently computationally unfeasible in the context of XG detectors. In practice, we expect that considering more
realistic waveform models with more parameters compared to Egs. (S19) and performing full PE would lead to wider
redshift likelihoods compared to our approach. This is due both to the correlations introduced by the additional
parameters, and to the potentially non-Gaussian nature of the likelihoods for low-SNR events. In this sense, our
results represent an optimistic forecast of the capability of our framework in the context of XG detectors. However,
we argue that the analysis performed in this work only makes use of 10 days of data, and tight constraints on
the population parameters can always be achieved by stacking a larger number of events together. Several promising
methods to accelerate PE in preparation for XG detectors are being developed (see e.g. [S21-525]) and can potentially
be incorporated in our framework in the future.
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FIG. S2. Inferred posterior distributions on the BNS hyperparameters and the CGWB parameters for the scenarios with known
(left corner plot) and unknown (right corner plot) SFR. The gray dashed lines indicate the injected values, while the gray
dotted lines show the 95% credible intervals in the marginalized 1D posterior distributions.

ITIT. ADDITIONAL RESULTS
In this section, we provide more details on the results of our joint inference and compare them with the constraints

one would obtain from (i) individual BNS detections only, or (ii) the SGWB search only.

A. Joint inference results

TABLE I. Priors placed on the hyperparameters describing the BNS merger rate and population and the CGWB.

Parameter Prior Minimum Maximum
Ro Log-uniform 10 1700
P Uniform -3 0
a Uniform 0 10
b Uniform 0 10
Zp Uniform 0 4
Qref Log-uniform 10~ 15 1010
«@ Uniform -3 3

In Fig. S2, we show the posterior distributions on all the parameters of our joint inference for both scenarios we
consider. The priors we impose are listed in Table I. As discussed in the main text, we find that the CGWB parameters
are well constrained in both cases, allowing us to exclude a Q.. = 0 amplitude at least 6 o level. With only 10 days of
observation, corresponding to roughly ~ 7000 detections of individual BNS events, we find that the hyperparameters
of the BNS redshift distribution are also well constrained. The 95% errors on all the parameters describing the shape
of the merger rate are of order ~ 10% or less. The median and 95% credible interval of the posterior distributions of
all parameters are shown in Table I of the main text.

The constraints on the source-frame BNS merger rate as a function of redshift are shown in Fig. S3. The grey
curves are obtained with different posterior samples on the BNS hyperparameters, namely {Ro,p} ({Ro,a,b,2,}) in
the case with known (unknown) SFR. Assuming prior knowledge of the SFR, and thus including fewer parameters in
the inference, allows for more stringent constraints in R,,(z) in all redshift bins. This effect is particularly prominent
at redshifts z 2 3, where less BNS detections are available. In particular, we show the ratio of the standard deviations
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FIG. S3. Inferred source-frame BNS merger rate R, (z) as a function of redshift in the two scenarios we consider. Each gray
curve corresponds to the merger rate obtained with a different posterior sample on BNS hyperparameters. The three dashed
black curves denote the median and 90% quantiles. The red curve depicts the injected R (2).
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FIG. S4. Ratio of the standard deviation in the inferred BNS merger rate Ry, (z) as a function of redshift between the unknown
SFR and the known SFR cases.

in the inferred merger rate between the two cases in Fig. S4. The standard deviation in the unknown SFR case is
larger by a factor of < 2 at low redshifts, and then starts increasing monotonically at z 2 3.

In Fig. S5, we show the inferred energy spectra Qaw(f) for both the BNS foreground and the CGWB using
Eq. (S15) to Eq. (S17). We find that the BNS foreground spectrum can be tightly constrained in both scenarios we
consider. The uncertainty on the BNS foreground is larger in the more realistic case with unknown SFR, reflecting
the larger uncertainty on the merger rate shown in Fig. S3. In particular, we find that the standard deviation on
Qcw(f) is roughly ~ 20% smaller in every frequency bin in the case with known SFR, namely okagwn SFR(f) =
0.83 opgknown SFR( ). The recovered CGWB is remarkably similar in both cases, reflecting the similarity in the joint
posterior distribution of (Qyef, ). Constraints get significantly worse at higher frequencies, as the baseline sensitivity

to stochastic searches decreases.

B. Joint inference vs individual BNS only

In Fig. S6, we compare the posterior distributions on BNS hyperparameters from the joint inference with the posteri-
ors resulting only from the hierarchical inference on the individually detected BNS signals. In other words, we compare
inference results obtained from the full joint likelihood .Z({d;}~", C*(f)|Asns, Acaws) of Eq. (S8) with results
obtained from just the first term of the same equation, Zans({d;}~N'*|Apxs). The priors on the hyperparameters
are the same as in Table I.

We find that the two posterior distributions are remarkably similar. This is a crucially different conclusion from
the results shown in Ref. [S7] in the context of current GW detectors LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK). Putting together
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FIG. S5. Inferred energy density Q2aw of the BNS foreground and CGWB as a function of frequency in the two scenarios we
consider. Each gray curve represents the resulting Qaw (f) from a different posterior sample. The red straight line indicates
the injected Qaw (f) for the BNS foreground, while the blue line represents the injected Qaw (f) for the CGWB. The dashed
black curves depict the median and 90% quantiles.

data from the first two LVK observing campaigns (O1/02), they found that constraints on the BBH merger rate
significantly improve when including SGWB data in the population inference. In particular, constraints on the
behavior of the merger rate at redshifts z 2 0.5 were dominated by the stochastic search results. Their findings
were primarily caused by the limited number of individual detections available (~ 10) and the fact that all of the
detected events originate from BBHs in the local Universe. After increasing the number of individual BBH detections
to 44 events by the first half of the third observing run (O3a), the LVK collaboration already found that constraints
from direct detections begin to dominate over bounds from the stochastic foreground [S2]. In both of these cases,
the information comes from the non-detection of the astrophysical SGWB. The expected detection of the SGWB
from CBC with LVK at design sensitivity could once again provide improvements in the BBH merger rate constraints
compared to individual detections [S2]. With XG detectors, however, our results suggest that the sheer number of
detections, the higher detection fraction, and the larger redshift horizon imply that the constraints from individual
detections completely dominate over the bounds from the SGWB, even for BNSs and with just 10 days of observation.

C. Joint inference vs SGWB only

In Fig. S7 we compare posteriors on the BNS hyperparameters and CGWB parameters from the joint inference
with posteriors resulting from an inference with SGWB data only. In other words, this time we compare inference
results obtained from the full joint likelihood .2 ({d;}Yt=, C*(f)|Apns, Acaws) of Eq. (S8) with results obtained

i=1 >
just with the second term of the same equation, Zsaws(C*(f)|Asns, Acaws). For simplicity, we only show results
for the more realistic case with unknown SFR. Once again, we adopt the same priors as in Table I.

We find that the constraints on all parameters are orders of magnitudes weaker when considering only SGWB data
than with the joint inference. In particular, with a SGWB-only analysis, the marginalized 1D posterior on the CGWB
amplitude Q.o becomes fully consistent with . = 0, preventing us from claiming detection of the CGWB. This
is caused by the fact that the BNS foreground completely dominates over the CGWB, as expected. The stringent
constraints on the BNS merger rate from individual detections in the joint inference allow us to pin down the BNS

foreground and to disentangle it from the CGWB, consistently with the discussion in the previous sections.

IV. SANITY CHECK: ASSUMPTIONS ON THE JOINT LIKELIHOOD

Formally, the joint likelihood can be factorized in the form of Eq. (S8) if and only if the estimators of individual
BNS signals and of the cross-correlation spectrum are independent random variables. Although these two analyses
process raw data very differently, the cross correlation spectrum C*(f) also contains information from the individually
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FIG. S6. Comparison between posteriors on the BNS hyperparameters resulting from the joint inference (green contours) and
with individual BNS detection only (purple contours). The contours correspond to 68% and 95% of the probability, respectively.
Results are shown for both the known (left corner plot) and unknown (right corner plot) SFR scenario.

resolved BNS signals, meaning that the two are not independent Therefore, strictly speaking, Eq. (S8) can only be
considered an approximation to the true joint likelihood for {dl} °r< and C’*( -

To our knowledge, this issue has not been discussed in the hterature before, neither in the paper that originally
proposed this expression for the joint likelihood [S7], nor in subsequent applications by the LVK collaboration [S2].
With current GW detectors, the number of detected events {dl}f\’:"'fs is so small compared to the total number of
mergers that happen in the entire Universe (and thus enter C*(f)), that the approximation is likely justified. As
detectors keep improving and the fraction of individually resolved signals increases, it is unclear when Eq. (S8) will
start to break down. In particular, with our population model and choice of XG detector network, we find that ~ 50%
of all the BNS signals are detected, meaning that the “double counting” of such signals in both {d;}°>* and C*(f)
can potentially bias the inference.

To circumvent the issue and test the validity of the assumption in Eq. (S8), we propose a straightforward alternative
approach that consists of partitioning the data into two independent sets. For example, if data from 20 days of
observation are available, one can use data from the first 10 days exclusively for hierarchical inference on individual
BNS detections {d;}Yb*) and data from the remaining 10 days exclusively for the stochastic search to calculate C*(f).
This method is certainly suboptimal, as it does not make use of all the information in the data, but it ensures the
joint likelihood can now safely be written in the form of Eq. (S8) without any approximation.

In Fig. S8 and Fig. S9, we compare results obtained by using the same dataset for both the hierarchical inference
and stochastic search (i.e., the approach used in the rest of this study and in previous literature [S2, S7]) with results
obtained with the novel approach just discussed, where the dataset is partitioned into two independent chunks. In
practice, in the former case (labeled as Single Analysis in the figure) we simulate 10 days of data and use them both
to calculate the cross-correlation spectrum C*(f) and to extract resolved BNS signals {d;}°>*. In the latter case
(labeled Half-6-Half), we generate two independent realizations of 10 days of data and use one to compute C*(f),
and one to extract {d;}°*. We then apply the same factorized joint likelihood of Eq. (S8) to both cases. Except
small variations, the postenor distributions obtained via the two analyses are largely consistent with each other, both
for the known and unknown SFR scenario. This suggests that using the same dataset for both terms in Eq. (S8) is
a robust approximation for the purposes of our study, and any potential double counting does not significantly bias
the inference.

We stress that this conclusion might change for different detector networks or population models, if the relative
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FIG. S7. Comparison between posteriors on the BNS hyperparameters and the CGWB parameters resulting from the joint
inference (purple contours) and from SGWB data only (green contours). The contours correspond to 68%, and 95% of the
probability mass, respectively. No prior knowledge of the SFR is assumed, other than its functional form.

constraining power of the two likelihood factors in Eq. (S8) differs significantly from our study. In such a case, the
partitioning method proposed in this Section provides a viable and immediate solution. Different partition strategies
can also be explored to identify the optimal split of the dataset, i.e., how much observation time to consider for
the individual detections {dl}fvz"i’s versus the cross-correlation spectrum C*(f). Finally, another way to ensure that
the joint likelihood can be factorized into two independent contributions, as in Eq. (S8), is to further subtract the
individually resolved BNS signals before computing C*( f). If the subtraction residuals are negligible, this implies
that only unresolved signals and the CGWB contribute to C'*( f), ensuring that it is independent from {dl}f\ﬁ"f In
this case, however, the expression for the SGWB likelihood of Eq. (S13) needs to be modified to account for selection
effects, since the unresolved signals no longer represent a fair draw from the BNS population. We leave a more detailed
exploration of these avenues to future work.
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FIG. S9. Same as Fig. S8, but for the unknown SFR scenario.
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