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ABSTRACT

Recent pulsar timing array (PTA) observations have detected nanohertz gravitational waves, likely

originating from massive black hole binaries (MBHBs). The detected amplitude is unexpectedly higher

than inferred from the electromagnetic measurements. We present new gravitational wave background

(GWB) results from the ASTRID simulation. Its large volume and on-the-fly dynamical friction for

MBHs provide new insights into the MBHB population, offering a more accurate assessment of its

contribution to the observed GWB. ASTRID predicts a GWB from MBHBs of hc = 2.8 × 10−15,

or ∼ 45% of the observed amplitude at ∼ 4 nHz and hc = 2.5 × 10−16 (5%) with hc ∝ f−1.6 at

∼ 30 nHz. These predictions remain below current PTA constraints but align with previous empirical

models based on the observed MBH mass functions. By comparison, TNG300 with post-processed

MBH dynamics yields a range between 70 − 90% (20% − 30%) of the observed levels at low (high)

frequencies. At low frequencies, ASTRID predicts that the bulk of the GWB originates from MBHB

with masses Mtot = 1 − 3 × 109 M⊙ peaking at z ≈ 0.3, consistent with TNG300. Notably, both

simulations predict significant GWB contribution from minor mergers (q < 0.2) by up to ∼ 40%.

By tracing the full merger trees of local MBHs in ASTRID, we show that they generate GWs at

∼ 10% − 80% of the maximum signal assuming no accretion and recent equal-mass mergers. Finally,

we demonstrate the importance of on-the-fly MBH dynamics, the lack of which leads to 3 − 5 times

excessive mass growth by merger, and a similar boost to the GWB prediction.

Keywords: Gravitational waves— Supermassive black holes —Computational methods

1. INTRODUCTION

Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) recently detected the

stochastic gravitational wave background (GWB), open-

ing up a new window on Massive Black Holes (MBHs)

via their gravitational wave emission. In particular, the

nanohertz frequency band contains a stochastic gravi-

tational wave background derived from the sum of all

massive black hole binaries on bound Keplerian orbits.

A nanohertz GWB has been detected with statistical sig-

nificance between 2-4 σ (e.g. EPTA Collaboration et al.

2023; Reardon et al. 2023; Agazie et al. 2023a,b; Xu
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et al. 2023; Agazie et al. 2024). However, the amplitude

of the measured GWB is apparently larger than many

theoretical predictions. In addition, when modeled as

a single power law, the slope of the observed GWB ap-

pears to be slightly flatter than the S ∝ f−13/3 expected

in the circular, GW-driven case.

Theoretical predictions of the GWB typically use

semi-analytical models (SAMs) to forward model the

MBH binary populations from analytical prescriptions

of the galaxy mass function, galaxy-MBH connection,

merger rate, and/or MBH merging timescales, some-

times combined with simulated galaxy/halo merger

trees (e.g. Wyithe & Loeb 2003; Sesana et al. 2008;

McWilliams et al. 2014; Kulier et al. 2015; Bonetti et al.

2018; Chen et al. 2019; Simon 2023). Other approaches
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try to bypass these detailed models and estimate a max-

imum GWB amplitude assuming that all GWB sources

come from parents of the z = 0 MBHs sitting on the

local scaling relation (e.g. Sato-Polito et al. 2023). Re-

cently, more sophisticated predictions have been derived

using black hole merger catalogs directly from hydrody-

namical simulations with on-the-fly MBH/AGN evolu-

tion (e.g. Kelley et al. 2017a,b; Siwek et al. 2020). How-

ever, these simulations do not track MBH dynamics and

instead rely on repositioning MBHs to the host galaxy

centers, which truncates the MBH merger timescales.

In this work, we present a substantially substantially

improved model for the GWB amplitude and its com-

position using the MBH merger catalog from the cosmo-

logical hydrodynamical simulation ASTRID, which is the

first large-scale simulation to include a dynamic friction

model from dark matter, stars, and gas, following the

MBH mergers down to < kpc scale over a wide range

of mass and redshift. We also show as a comparison set

results from the TNG300 simulation with post-processed

dynamical friction modeling and investigate the effect of

on-the-fly dynamical friction delays and BH mass func-

tions.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we

introduce the two simulations used for this work, with a

focus on the modeling of MBHs. In Section 3, we discuss

the binary formation timescales and show the properties

of MBH mergers and binaries from simulations. Section

4 shows the GWB predictions from the simulations and

provides a detailed analysis of the source demograph-

ics. Finally, in Section 5, we connect MBH binaries and

GWB to the build-up of the local MBH mass function,

by investigating the role of binary formation timescales

in both the GWB production and the MBH mass growth

histories.

2. SIMULATIONS

The main results of this letter rely on the ASTRID cos-

mological hydrodynamic simulation, now run to z = 0

(Zhou 2025). ASTRID contains models for galaxy forma-

tion including gas cooling, star formation, metal return,

BH seeding, merging and accretion as well as supernova

and AGN feedback (including both thermal and kinetic

modes). ASTRID is described fully in the introductory

papers (e.g. Bird et al. 2022; Ni et al. 2022; Chen et al.

2022b, 2023; Di Matteo et al. 2023; Ni et al. 2024). Here

we briefly introduce the basic parameters and BH mod-

eling. ASTRID runs in a uniquely large 250 cMpc/h box

with 2 × 55003 particles, thus a dark matter resolution

element of mass MDM = 9.94 × 106 M⊙. The gravita-

tional softening length is ϵg = 1.5 ckpc/h.

The large volume of ASTRID enables us to investigate

rare pairs of very massive BHs with MBH > 108 M⊙.

In ASTRID, BHs are seeded in halos with Mhalo >

5 × 109h−1M⊙ and M∗ > 2 × 106h−1M⊙, with seed

masses stochastically drawn from a power law between

3 × 104h−1M⊙ and 3 × 105h−1M⊙. When the accre-

tion rate is less than 5% of the Eddington ratio and

MBH ≳ 108.5M⊙, the BHs enter a kinetic feedback

mode, similar to Weinberger et al. (2017), but with pa-

rameters that make kinetic feedback moderately less ag-

gressive (Ni et al. 2023).

Uniquely among large-scale cosmological simulations,

ASTRID includes a subgrid dynamical friction model

(Tremmel et al. 2015; Chen et al. 2022a) from dark mat-

ter, stars, and gas, yielding physically consistent black

hole trajectories and velocities. This model, compared

with the repositioning of MBHs used in, e.g. TNG300,

avoids spurious BH mergers and resolves the dynamical

friction timescale down to the numerical resolution limit.

We will show that including dynamical friction signifi-

cantly affects the BH binary population and predictions

for the GWB. Two black holes merge when their sep-

aration is within two times the gravitational softening

length 2ϵg = 3 ckpc/h and if their kinetic energy is dissi-

pated by dynamical friction and they are gravitationally

bound to the local potential.

For a comparison to a simulation using the reposi-

tioning model, we employ the TNG300-1 (TNG300 here-

after) simulation (Pillepich et al. 2018; Springel et al.

2018; Naiman et al. 2018; Nelson et al. 2018; Mari-

nacci et al. 2018), with MBH catalog obtained from the

data release (Blecha et al. 2016; Kelley et al. 2017a).

TNG300 has a box size of 205 cMpc/h with 2 × 25003

particles. In TNG300, BHs have a fixed seed mass

Mseed = 1.18 × 106M⊙ and are seeded in halos with

Mhalo > 7.38× 1010M⊙. ASTRID and TNG300 have sim-

ilar BH feedback and accretion models. However, in

TNG300 the BH kinetic feedback mode is enabled when

the accretion rate is less than 10% of the Eddington ra-

tio and MBH ∼ 108M⊙, a lower mass threshold than in

ASTRID. In TNG300, BHs are continuously repositioned

to the potential minimum of the host halo, and merge

with any other BH coming within twice the gravitational

softening length. This can lead to BHs merging a few

Gyrs early as well as produce spurious mergers leading to

multiple seeding in a single galaxy (Chen et al. 2022a).

By construction only central BHs are included in the

total MBH mass density in TNG300, and the possibility

of BHs leaving the host galaxy or being “off-center” is

neglected.

3. BINARY POPULATION FROM SIMULATIONS



ASTRID GWB 3

3.1. Simulated Mergers and PTA-Band Binaries

While the spatial resolution of large-volume cosmolog-

ical simulations like ASTRID and TNG300 is ∼ kpc, the bi-

nary separations corresponding to the PTA frequencies

are below the parsec scale. For TNG300, due to the lack

of a dynamical friction phase from the repositioning of

BHs, the orbital size at the merger of two BHs is actually

larger than the spatial resolution and close to the radius

of the host galaxies (i.e. BHs are merged at the first close

encounter of their host galaxies). Hence, we first use

analytical estimates of the dynamical friction timescales

from Binney & Tremaine (2008) and Dosopoulou & An-

tonini (2017) to evolve the TNG300 mergers to ∼ kpc

scale pairs (a similar orbital size as ASTRID mergers).

After that, we apply the same phenomenological binary

evolution model as in the NANOGrav 15 Yr MBH binary

population analysis (Agazie et al. 2023b, NG15-binary

hereafter) to follow the MBH pairs from kpc separa-

tion into the PTA band in both simulations. We refer

readers to Appendix A for a detailed description of the

dynamical friction time and binary evolution models.

In particular, we note that the dynamical timescale es-

timated from the analytical models is consistent with

the range of dynamical friction time measured directly

from ASTRID. Here we proceed to showing the simula-

tion mergers and the resulting binary populations after

the binary evolution.

The left panel of Figure 1 shows the simulation merger

rates of merger mergers with mass ratio q = M2/M1 >

0.25 (DF-delayed for TNG300) in mass bins most relevant

for the PTA-band GWB. The merger rates are computed

as the number of mergers expected to reach the Earth

per year in each redshift interval. The most noticeable

difference between the two simulations comes from ma-

jor mergers in the mass range 8.5 < log(Mtot/M⊙) < 9.5.

TNG300 produces ∼ 8 times more mergers than ASTRID

in this single mass bin. The number density in all other

mass bins differ by at most a factor of ∼ 2.

The merger rate difference in the 8.5 <

log(Mtot/M⊙) < 9.5 mass bin results from the differ-

ence in the single MBH mass functions. In the middle

panel of Figure 1, we compare the MBH mass functions

from two simulations at z = 0.25, where (as we will

show later) the bulk of the GWB is sourced. We find

that the two simulation mass functions are consistent at

the most massive end (MBH > 109.5 M⊙). ASTRID has

a small bump near 109 M⊙, but the biggest difference

arises from MBH < 109 M⊙. TNG300 BHs grows more

efficiently into the 108 − 109 M⊙ mass range, leading

to 10 times more BHs between 108 − 109 M⊙ and a

deficit between 107 − 108 M⊙ compared to ASTRID. For

reference, we plot 68% confidence intervals of the mass

functions inferred from the NANOGrav 15 Yr data

(NG15-binary), and the mass function derived from

local scaling relations of MBH- host galaxy properties

derived from electromagnetic (EM) observations (e.g.

Sato-Polito et al. 2023). Both simulations, calibrated

to the local MBH and galaxy properties from EM ob-

servations, agree with the mass function range covered

by local scaling relations. We note the inconsistency

between the single MBH mass function inferred from

local scaling relations (and the simulated mass func-

tions) and that inferred from the GWB measurement.

As discussed in previous works such as Sato-Polito

et al. (2023), there is a 2 − 4.5σ tension between the

maximum GWB based on EM observations and the

measured GWB from PTAs, due to the insufficient

MBH number density on the most massive end. Both

simulations corroborate this inconsistency and highlight

the need for extraordinarily large number of MBHs in

the NANOGrav best fit.

The right panel of Figure 1 shows the MBH binary

mass function at the same redshift. After evolving

the simulation mergers to the separation (frequency)

within the PTA band, we count binaries emitting at

2 nHz < fgw,obs < 40 nHz (the frequency range covered

by the first 20 frequency bins of the NANOGrav 15-

year data) around z = 0.25. The relative abundance

of the q > 0.25 binaries directly reflects the shape of

the single MBH mass function (but shifted to the right

by ∼ 0.5 dex because we are plotting the total mass

of the binary). This is because the abundance of major

mergers is not sensitive to the dynamical friction models

we choose, as all models give relatively short delays in

this mass range when q > 0.25. The abundance of mi-

nor mergers are more sensitive to the estimation of the

dynamical friction timescale, and the predictions from

TNG300 covers a wide range. The similar shapes of the

single and binary mass functions indicate that we can

constrain the single MBH population once we have a ro-

bust understanding of the binary population, and vice

versa.

4. STOCHASTIC GRAVITATIONAL WAVE

BACKGROUND

4.1. GWB from ASTRID and TNG300

With a simulated binary population in the PTA band,

we estimate the total characteristic strain expected

for each observed frequency bin from the angle- and

polarization-averaged strain amplitude of a single binary

on circular orbits (e.g. Finn & Thorne 2000):

h2
s (fr) =

32

5c8
(GM)10/3

dc(z)2
(πfr)

4/3
, (1)
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Figure 1. Left : The merger rates of major mergers (q > 0.25) from simulations in mass bins most relevant for PTA-band
sources. The solid curves show the merger rates from ASTRID. The shaded bands encloses merger rates from TNG300 with a
range of dynamical friction delays. We also include the best-fit binary population from NG15-binary (crosses) at z = 0.5 for
comparison. Simulations show consistent merger rates except for the 108.5 M⊙ < Mror < 109.5 M⊙ mass bin (highlighted by a
red arrow). Middle and Right: Single and binary MBH mass function from ASTRID (green) and TNG300 (purple). We also plot
the constraints on single MBH masses from local scaling relations shown in Sato-Polito et al. (2023)(yellow) and the constraints
from NG15-binary (grey shaded).

where dc(z) is the comoving distance to redshift z, and

M is the chirp mass of the binary. We generate discrete

realizations of the binaries in a light-cone from simu-

lations using a weighted sampling method in Holodeck

following Kelley et al. (2017b). The signal in each dis-

crete frequency bin at f with a width ∆f for the ith

realization is given by

h2
c,i(f,∆f) =

f

∆f

∑
j

Λij h
2
s,j(fr)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
fr=f(1+z)

. (2)

Here we sum over each simulated binary j, and Λij is a

Poisson-distributed weight accounting for the comoving

light-cone volume and the binary orbital evolution time.

We describe the detailed formalism and how we compute

the weights Λij in Appendix B.
In Figure 2, we show the characteristic strain predic-

tion from ASTRID and TNG300 at the first 15 frequency

bins covered by the NANOGrav 15-year measurement

(NG15-gwb). For each simulation, we draw 100 realiza-

tions of the binary population to estimate the range of

possible strain amplitudes following Equation B13. We

plot the median strain of the 100 realizations, as well

as the 68% interval of the distributions around the me-

dian. For comparison, we show the NANOGrav 15Yr

constraints on the GWB in the first 10 frequency bins,

and the constraints from the International PTA Collab-

oration by joining the data from PPTA, NANOGrav,

EPTA and InPTA (Agazie et al. 2024).

Both simulations fall short on the GWB from MBH

binaries in most frequency bins compared to current ob-

servation constraints, especially at high frequencies. We

plot the ratio between the simulation background and

the IPTA constraint as a reference in the bottom panel

of Figure 2. The binary population in ASTRID produces

∼ 45% of the measured background in the lowest fre-

quency bin, and this fraction gradually drops to ∼ 5%

in the 15th bin (f ∼ 1 yr−1) with a power-law slope of

hc ∝ f−1.6 at the high-frequency end. TNG300 produces

higher GWB than ASTRID by a factor of ∼ 2 − 3, but

still lower than the current GWB measurements in most

frequency bins. The drop from a hc ∝ f−2/3 scaling is

slower in TNG300, with a hc ∝ f−1 scaling at 1 yr−1. The

TNG300 band shows uncertainties due to the dynamical

friction modeling, with a factor of∼ 2 difference between

the long-delay and the short-delay models.

Our predictions assume a relatively short binary for-

mation and hardening timescale of τf = 500Myrs, which

almost maximizes the resulting GWB prediction while

retaining a reasonable binary hardening rate. The abso-

lute maximum of the GWB from the simulations is ob-

tained by assuming (inconsistently) that the MBH pairs

immediately enter the PTA band and that the gravita-

tional wave emission is the only energy-loss mechanism

driving binary orbital decays. We show the maximum

GWB under this assumption in the bottom panel of Fig-

ure 2 (ASTRID GW-Only). The resulting strain ampli-

tude is ≲ 10% higher than that of the fiducial hard-

ening model in the two lowest frequency bins and al-

most identical at higher frequencies, still far short of the

NANOGrav observations. Finally, a nonzero eccentric-

ity can change the shape of the background by shifting

the energy emission to higher frequencies and changing

the orbital decay rate, but the resulting difference is

minor for moderate eccentricity assumptions (< 5% for

e = 0.5, and would only produce lower GWB for e ≳ 0.9.
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Figure 2. Top: The stochastic GWBs generated from the
MBH merger population in cosmological simulations ASTRID
(green) and TNG300 (purple). We draw 100 realizations of
the binary population to estimate the GWB for each sim-
ulation. We show the median value among all realizations
(solid) and the 68% intervals (shaded). We plot the power-
law fit to the joint PTA analysis (black dashed), and the
NANOGrav 15Yr GWB (grey violins) for comparison. Bot-
tom: The ratio between simulation predicted GWB and the
IPTA joint constraints.

The drop in GWB amplitude at high frequencies com-

pared to a power-law scaling is due to the rareness of

sources with high strain (Sesana et al. 2008). For a

given MBH binary population, there is a cut-off mass

(or strain, as formalized in e.g. Sato-Polito & Zaldar-

riaga 2024), above which the total probability of the

occurrence of the PTA band is less than one. Thus we

expect only one source above the cutoff strain in any one

realization, so that these populations do not contribute

to the background.

We illustrate this effect in the top panel of Figure 3,

which shows the contribution to the total strain per log-

arithmic h2
s bin at two frequencies. The solid shaded

regions are sources actually contributing to the GWB,

and the dashed regions are the “fractional sources”,

which exist as individual binaries in the simulations, but

whose very efficient orbital evolution results in sampling

weights Λij ∼ 0 in a light-cone realization.

In ASTRID, the peak of the strain contribution comes

from h2
s ∼ 10−31 − 10−30, equivalent to the strain of

a Mtot ∼ 2 × 109 M⊙ equal mass binary at the peak

Figure 3. GW strain distribution of the GWB sources from
ASTRID and TNG300 simulations. Top: The h2

s distribution
weighted by the amplitude in the second (f2, red) and tenth
(f10, blue) frequency bin of the NG15 data. The solid shaded
regions shows the actual strains contributing to the GWB.
The dashed curves shows potential foreground sources where
the total expected occurrence is 1. For reference, we show
in vertical lines the strain corresponding to a Mtot = 6.4 ×
108 M⊙ and a Mtot = 5.4×109 M⊙ equal mass binary at z =
0.3. Bottom: The ratio between the ASTRID high-frequency
(solid blue), TNG300 low (red shaded) and high (blue shaded)
strain distributions to the ASTRID low-frequency distribution.

redshift z ∼ 0.3 (or a higher total mass with lower q).

At both frequencies the cutoff of integer sources takes

place at or below the peak of h2
s contributions. This

effect is more prominent for high frequencies, as loud

sources spend less time across this frequency bin. At

20 nHz binaries louder than a Mtot ∼ 6× 108 M⊙ major

merger do not contribute to the GWB. The shaded red

region under the blue dashed curve is the amount of

deviation from a hc ∝ f−2/3 scaling in the GWB.

The bottom panel of Figure 3 shows the relative h2
s

distribution between the two simulations. The relative

shape of the h2
s distribution reflects the shapes of the

MBH mass function. Because the Mtot ∼ 108.5 M⊙
“bump” in the TNG300 mass function coincides with the

cutoff strain at the high frequency bin, the TNG300 high-

frequency background contains louder sources (up to

h2
s ∼ 10−31.5) compared to ASTRID, resulting in a shal-

lower slope. Our results demonstrate that the shape

of the GWB can potentially provide constraints on the

MBH mass function beyond current EM observations.
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4.2. GWB Source Demographics

Now we investigate which binaries contribute to the

GWB in each model by analyzing the source distribu-

tions, and show where the differences in the GWB am-

plitude arise.

The top and middle rows of Figure 4 shows the source

contributions to the GWB at two frequencies, binned

by total masses and mass ratios. The signal produced

by any mass/mass ratio range is the area under the 1D

curves covered by that range. The lower left panels in

each subplot display the distribution in the 2D plane of

Mtot and q. For the 1D distributions we also show the

best-fit binary population to the NANOGrav 15Yr data

(NG15-binary) for comparison.

In the low-frequency bin, the simulations show gen-

eral agreement on the peak of the source distribution

around Mtot = 109 ∼ 3×109 M⊙ and q = 0.2 ∼ 0.8, and

the contribution of the most massive binaries (Mtot =

4 × 109 ∼ 1010 M⊙). The disagreement arises from the

8.5 < log(Mtot/M⊙) < 9.5 range, where TNG300 bina-

ries produce 10 times more signal. This is a consequence

of the different BH and binary mass functions. Both

simulations predict a relatively flat distribution in q,

with minor mergers also contributing significantly (up to

∼ 40%) to the background. For the TNG300 predictions,

the exact level of contribution from minor mergers de-

pends on the assumption of the dynamical friction time,

and ASTRID agrees with the short-delay model where

minor mergers contribute ∼ 40%. Finally, we note the

tension between the simulation predictions and the best-

fit model in NG15-binary. The NG15-binary best-fit

model favors a significant contribution from very mas-

sive BHs (log(MBH/M⊙) > 9.5), whereas neither simu-

lation produces as many massive binaries in this mass

range when fitted with the electromagnetic observations.

The NG15-binary also inferred a background completely

dominated by major mergers with q ∼ 1, as a result of

the particular ansatz of the galaxy pairing chosen in the

forward modeling. Including more contributions from

low-q mergers may alleviate the need for a large contri-

bution of very massive BHs to the observed background.

In the high-frequency bin (the right panel of Fig-

ure 4), there are more differences between the simula-

tions. While the GWB in ASTRID consists of sources

from a wide range of masses 107.5 − 109.3 M⊙, the

TNG300 background is dominated by a narrow mass

range (108.5 − 109 M⊙). The main reason is again the

different shape of the BH mass functions. The dom-

inant sources are shifted to lower-mass binaries com-

pared with the f = 0.12 yr−1 bin fall within the mass

range where the two simulations differ the most. In

the bottom panels of Figure 4, we show the redshift

distribution of the GWB sources from the simulations.

The distributions align perfectly for the low-frequency

sources (f = 0.12 yr−1), with a peak at z = 0.25 − 0.3.

The high-frequency (f = 0.62 yr−1) sources are shifted

to higher redshift (z = 0.5 − 0.6) in TNG300 due to the

early MBH growth by merger (see the next section), but

remain around the same redshift for ASTRID binaries.

5. MAKING OF THE MASS FUNCTION BY

MERGERS

The massive end of the BH mass function at each red-

shift is closely related to the rate and distribution of

mergers prior to that redshift. This provides a mapping

between the local BH mass function and the expected

GWB, with certain assumptions about the merger his-

tories of the local BHs. In an optimistic scenario of zero

accretion and when each local MBH is the descendant

of an infinite number of equal-mass mergers, Sato-Polito

et al. (2023) compute the maximum GW strain from

MBH binaries given a local MBH mass function.

In reality, MBHs have gone through many e-folds of

mass growth before entering into the merger-dominated

growth phase. Moreover, efficient binary formation and

merger may only take place under certain host galaxy

conditions and orbital configurations. To this end, the

full accretion and merger history of MBHs from hy-

drodynamical simulations such as ASTRID can provide

constraints on the mapping between the local BH mass

function and the GWB signal.

In the left two panels of Figure 5, we show the mean

h2
s produced by past mergers of local MBHs in each

mass bin. We trace all mergers experienced by the

massive progenitor of each local MBH, and sum up the

strain contribution from each MBH according to Equa-

tion B13. We then take the mean of the total h2
s pro-

duced per local MBH in each bin of the local MBH mass

function. To better illustrate the GW efficiency, we plot

the expected h2
s per local BH as a fraction of the optimal

strain amplitude, computed assuming no gas accretion

and an equal-mass merger for each local BH at z = 0.1.

The absolute magnitude h2
s can be read off from the

labeled dashed lines.

In the low-frequency bin, BHs heavier than 109 M⊙
at z ∼ 0 are relatively efficient in generating the GWB,

making up to 80% of the optimal signal per BH. This

means that most BHs in this bin have gone through a

major merger in the recent past, after the phase of signif-

icant mass growth by accretion. However, we see from

the bottom panel that this part of the mass function

does not contribute to the signal at higher frequencies,

because their orbital decay is too rapid at small sepa-

rations and so the expected occurrence rate is low. For



ASTRID GWB 7

Figure 4. Distribution of total mass, mass ratio and redshift of MBH binaries weighted by their contribution to the GW
background (h2

s) at f = 0.125 yr−1 and f = 0.625 yr−1. We compare the populations from ASTRID (green) and TNG300 (purple)
with the best-fit semi-analytical model from NG15-binary (grey dashed). For the 2D distribution, we plot the peak of each
distribution in crosses, and the 68% contribution contour around the peak. For ASTRID, we also plot the 95% contour in light
green.

Figure 5. Left and Middle: GW production efficiency from past mergers of each local remnant BH as a function of their
present-day masses, at f = 0.125 yr−1 (4 nHz, top) and at f = 0.625 yr−1 (20 nHz, bottom). We characterize this efficiency as a
fraction of an optimal strain (h2

s,optimal) expected per local BH (see text for details). The prediction from ASTRID merger trees
is shown in green. We illustrate the effect of merging BHs without a dynamical friction phase using the efficiency computed
from fake BH merger trees constructed using MBH pairs separated by ∆r = 5kpc (yellow). Right : cumulative mass growth by
merger assuming no dynamical friction time compared to the real ASTRID mergers. We show the relative merger mass growth
for local remnant BHs in three mass bins.
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BHs below 109 M⊙, the GW production efficiency drops

significantly and stays at a constant value of ∼ 10% the

optimal efficiency. This is because smaller MBHs gain

most of their mass through accretion, and sustained a

relatively high accretion rate after their last major merg-

ers. This transition is also related to the BH accre-

tion/feedback mode in ASTRID: kinetic feedback mode

starts at above ∼ 109 M⊙ in the ASTRID model. We also

find that in ASTRID, the total GW signal produced by

the entire merger history is dominated by one event, and

this holds for all mass bins.

Finally, we revisit the difference in the MBH mass

function between ASTRID and TNG300 in the 108 −
109 M⊙ mass bin, since we have shown in previous sec-

tions that this discrepancy drives the difference in the

amplitudes and slopes of the GWB background predic-

tions. In particular, we investigate how early mergers of

MBH pairs without a dynamical friction phase in TNG300

boost mass growth for MBHs in the PTA band. To do

so, we construct fake MBH merger trees built for each

local MBH in ASTRID, by assuming that the massive

progenitor merged with every MBH that came within

5 kpc, about twice the gravitational softening in TNG300

and the typical separation of MBHs after galaxy merg-

ers.

We first show the effect of early merging on the GW

production efficiency in the left two panels of Figure 5.

We find there is a boost in the GW efficiency by a factor

of 5− 10 for BHs with MBH < 109 M⊙, and that boost

becomes more prominent for smaller BHs. For the most

massive BHs, the total strain per remnant BH decreases

with the early mergers. This is because in ASTRID, these

massive BHs had their most recent mergers after they

complete the bulk of mass growth by gas accretion and

enter into the low-accretion mode. Without a dynamical

friction delay, they would experience their final major

merger earlier, so that they may still grow significantly

by gas accretion afterwards.

The right panel of Figure 5 more explicitly shows the

effect of merging without a DF phase on the mass growth

rate by merger. We compare the cumulative increase of

the MBH masses due to mergers in the fake merger trees

constructed from MBH pairs, with the real ASTRIDMBH

mergers. The excess (or deficit in the most massive bin)

of merger mass gain is shown by the ratio between the

fake merger accretion and real merger accretion in each

mass bins of the final (real) BH masses. For MBHs with

MBH,final < 109 M⊙, early merger of pairs can lead to

a 3 − 5 times overestimation of merger mass accretion.

This is likely responsible for the accumulation of MBH

in 108−109 M⊙ in the TNG300 simulation, and the higher

GWB signal.

6. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We have examined the stochastic gravitational-wave

background from massive black hole binaries in the

nanohertz band, focusing on the improved predictive

power of the ASTRID simulation. ASTRID couples large

volume and high resolution with an on-the-fly dynami-

cal friction treatment for MBHs, thereby removing de-

generacies inherent to previous simulations that rely on

repositioning black holes for mergers and fully post-

processed orbital decay. We have shown that by explic-

itly modeling MBH orbits, ASTRID provides robust pre-

dictions for the GWB from MBH mergers, accounting

for ∼ 45% of the current PTA-inferred GWB amplitude

at ∼ 4nHz, and dropping to ∼ 5% at higher frequen-

cies (∼20nHz) with a slope of hc ∝ f−1.6. This places

the ASTRID-based prediction only a factor of two be-

low the amplitude measured by PTAs, making it directly

testable with current and upcoming data releases.

We compared these results against TNG300—a simi-

larly large volume cosmological hydrodynamical simu-

lation that implements MBH mergers with reposition-

ing—to highlight how repositioning systematically in-

creases the MBH mass function in the range relevant for

the GWB, leading to a higher GWB amplitude. Even

when dynamical-friction delays are introduced in post-

processing, the initial repositioning framework already

imprints more total mass growth by mergers, underscor-

ing the fundamental limitations of that approach. In

contrast, ASTRID self-consistently tracks MBH orbital

evolution from large scales, enabling us to set a reliable

upper limit on how much MBH mergers can contribute

to the background. Orbital decay models with short de-

lays and a maximum possible GWB do not significantly

differ from our predictions.

At low frequencies (f = 0.12 yr−1), simulations pre-

dict very consistent source distributions, with the bulk

of the GWB coming from MBH binaries with binary

masses Mtot ≈ 2 × 109 M⊙, mass ratios q ≈ 0.2 and

at redshift z ≈ 0.3. We find that minor mergers can

contribute up to 40% of the background. At higher

frequencies, the GWB in ASTRID consists of sources

from a wide range of masses (107.5−109.3 M⊙), whereas

the TNG300 background is dominated by a narrow mass

range (108.5 − 109 M⊙). The binary mass function di-

rectly reflects the shape of the BH mass function, the

amplitude and slope of the GWB can provide direct con-

straint on the detailed shape of the BH mass function.

By tracing the full merger trees of local MBHs, we

show that they generate GWs at ∼ 10% − 80% of the

maximum efficiency computed by assuming no accretion

and equal-mass mergers. Finally, we emphasize the im-

portance of on-the-fly BH dynamics modeling, the lack



ASTRID GWB 9

of which can leads to ∼ 5 times more mass growth by

mergers in the 108 − 109 M⊙ mass range.

Our findings demonstrate the importance of explicit

dynamical friction modeling in achieving GWB pre-

dictions from simulations with MBHB. The fact that

ASTRID’s predicted amplitude sits below but within a

factor of a few of the current PTA measurement un-

derscores how close we are to resolving the MBH binary

contribution. Continued improvements in PTA sensitiv-

ity and further refinements to on-the-fly MBH physics

will soon allow us to discriminate among different mass

functions and binary evolution models and pin down the

detailed role of MBH binaries in shaping the observed

low-frequency gravitational-wave sky. If the current dis-

crepancy persists in the future GWB detections, we may

need to reconsider the current MBH-galaxy relations

(e.g. Liepold & Ma 2024), or incorporate contribution

from new physics models (e.g. Caprini & Figueroa 2018;

Christensen 2019).
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Figure A.1. Merging timescale of massive mergers (Mtot > 2×108 M⊙) in ASTRID. Top: Distribution of the merging timescale
from galaxy pairing (∆r < 30kpc) to numerical merger (∆r ∼ 1 kpc for ASTRID) (red), and from 5kpc to numerical merger (blue).
Bottom: The MBH merging timescale below 5 kpc plotted against the mass ratio q. For comparison, we also plotted widely
adopted analytical galaxy merging (Chen et al. 2019) and dynamical friction timescales (Binney & Tremaine 2008; Dosopoulou
& Antonini 2017).

APPENDIX

A. BINARY EVOLUTION TIMESCALES

There are several analytical models for estimating the dynamical friction time scales (e.g. Chandrasekhar 1943;

Dosopoulou & Antonini 2017), and the results are also sensitive to how one sets the Coulomb logarithm parameter Λ.

Meanwhile, these models come with idealized assumptions that may not apply in realistic galaxy mergers (e.g. Chen

et al. 2024). Therefore, when post-processing TNG300 mergers, we aim to encapsulate a range of possible dynamical

friction times by taking those that give the shortest and longest timescales while still falling within the range predicted

by ASTRID.

In Figure A.1, we show the distribution of the galaxy merger and the dynamical friction timescales for all MBH

mergers with Mtot > 5 × 108 and q > 0.05 in ASTRID. We plot the times between ∆rpair = 5kpc/30 kpc and the

ASTRID MBH merger (∆r ∼ 1kpc), where T (∆rpair) is the time that an MBH pair first reaches a separation of ∆rpair.

MBH pairs in this mass range typically spend 1Gyr between 30 kpc and 1kpc, and 300− 500Myrs between 5 kpc and

1kpc. The timescale has a strong dependency on the mass ratio, as shown in the bottom panel of Figure A.1, and also

predicted by analytical dynamical friction models.

In the same plot, we compare the dynamical friction time estimated from ASTRID to a few widely adopted analytical

models. Tgal−gal,fid refers to the galaxy merger timescales adopted in semi-analytical models to evolve galaxy pairs at

∼ 5 − 30 kpc into MBH pairs at ainit ∼ 1 kpc (e.g. Chen et al. 2019; Agazie et al. 2023b). More specifically, the line

we plot assumes the fiducial parameters in NG15-binary:

Tgal−gal (q⋆, z
′) = 0.5Gyr (1 + z)−0.5q−1

⋆ , (A1)

where q⋆ is the galaxy mass ratio. We note that the full parameterization also allows for a power-law dependency on

the primary galaxy mass, but the power-law index is assumed to be 0 in NG15-binary.
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We also show two estimates of the dynamical friction timescale based on the models from Binney & Tremaine (2008)

(applied by e.g. Volonteri et al. 2020) and Dosopoulou & Antonini (2017) (applied by e.g. Katz et al. 2020). The first

model:

Tdf,BT08 = 12.5
1

lnΛ

(
Re

10kpc

)2 ( σ

300 km s−1

)(
MBH,2

108M⊙

)−1

Gyr (A2)

computes the sinking time of a bare MBH sinking in an isotropic potential and provides an upper bound to our

estimation. Re is the half-mass radius of the primary galaxy, σ is the velocity dispersion of the primary galaxy, MBH,2

is the mass of the secondary MBH, and lnΛ = 1+Mgal/MBH. We also include a factor of 0.3 for moderately eccentric

orbits. The second model

Tdf,DA17 = max
(
Tdf,BT08/1000, T

strip
⋆

)
(A3)

with

T strip
⋆ = 0.3

1

lnΛ

(
Re

10kpc

)( σ

300 km s−1

)2
(
100 km s−1

σs

)
Gyr (A4)

assumes the optimistic case where the secondary MBH is embedded in a stellar core 1000 times its mass and thus sinks

∼ 1000 times faster. It then takes into account the tidal stripping of the stellar core during infalling with T strip
⋆ . Here

σs is the velocity dispersion of the secondary galaxy.

The corresponding timescales for the three models above are shown in the bottom panel of Figure A.1. For the

two DF models, we show the estimations for an MBH pair with Mtot = 109 M⊙. The analytical estimations are in

broad agreement with the ASTRID prediction (blue and red curves), although there is an order of magnitude difference

between the models. Since realistic galaxy and MBH merger scenarios are often complex and not entirely captured

by one of the models (as can be seen also in the wide scatter of the ASTRID prediction), we apply both the DA17 and

BT08 models to evolve the TNG300 MBH mergers down to ∆r ∼ 1 kpc to bound the TNG300 predictions.

Energy loss due to gravitational radiation alone cannot bring most MBH pairs to coalescence within the Hubble

time. Previous works have shown that multiple channels of orbital delays through interactions with field stars, dark

matter, and gas are crucial for the formation of a bound MBH binary and the final coalescence (e.g. Chandrasekhar

1943; Begelman et al. 1980; Sesana et al. 2007; Haiman et al. 2009). However, direct modeling of these processes

from the environmental information in cosmological simulations is difficult (but see e.g. Li et al. 2024, for a recent

attempt). Therefore, we use the the phenomenological binary evolution model in the holodeck package to model

the environment-driven orbital decay (Kelley et al. 2017a; Agazie et al. 2023b). The total orbital decay rate is the

superposition of the environment-driven decay and the gravitational-wave driven decay:

da

dt

∣∣∣∣
tot

=
da

dt

∣∣∣∣
gw

+
da

dt

∣∣∣∣
phenom

, (A5)

where the gravitational-wave-driven orbital decay rate is given by (Peters 1964):

da

dt

∣∣∣∣
gw

= −64G3

5c5
m1m2Mtot

a3
, (A6)

and the parametrized phenomenological model takes the form

da

dt

∣∣∣∣
phenom

= Ha ·
(

a

ac

)1−vinner

·
(
1 +

a

ac

)vinner −vouter

. (A7)

In this model, Ha is the normalization factor, νinner and νouter are the two power-law slopes of various binary hardening

phases, with the transition at the critical separation ac. We note that normalization is done by setting the total

lifetime of the binary τf =
∫ aisco

ainit

(
da
dt

)−1
da, instead of Ha, and ainit here sets the initial separation from which the

phenomenological model starts.

We adopt the same fiducial values for the binary evolution parameters ac = 100 pc, νouter = 2.5 as in NG15-binary for

a direct comparison. For the free parameters, we take the best-fit value of the Phenom+Astro analysis in NG15-binary

at νinner = −0.45 and τf = 500Myr (NG15-binary favors a super efficient binary evolution and we have chosen a more

conservative timescale here), and note that this choice pushes the GWB estimate towards the higher end for a given

population of MBH pairs. Finally, ainit is set at the MBH separation immediately before merger in ASTRID and thus
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slightly different between each merger (due to the gravitational-bound check). The values are narrowly distributed

around 1 kpc, which is also the fixed ainit = 1kpc assumed in NG15-binary. This also justifies the choice of the same

τf for a direct comparison.

B. ESTIMATING GWB FROM SIMULATION BINARIES

We follow the steps laid out in Sesana et al. (2008) to derive the expression of the total characteristic strain

amplitude produced by a population of binaries. The total observed characteristic strain at frequency fobs produced

by the superposition of gravitational radiations from MBH binaries can be computed by integrating over distribution

of sources

h2
c(f) =

∫
dMtotdqdz

∂4N

∂Mtot∂q∂z∂ log fr
h2
s (fr)

∣∣∣∣
fr=f(1+z)

. (B8)

Here dN is the number of sources in the differential Mtot, q and z bins emitting at the source-rest frame log frequency

bin [log fr, log fr + d log fr]. h2
s(fr) is the angle- and polarization-averaged strain amplitude of a single binary on

circular orbits, and can be expressed in terms of the source properties as (e.g. Finn & Thorne 2000):

h2
s (fr) =

32

5c8
(GM)10/3

dc(z)2
(πfr)

4/3
, (B9)

where dc(z) is the comoving distance to redshift z, and M is the chirp mass of the binary related to the MBH masses

(m1,m2), the total mass Mtot, and the mass ratio q by

M =
(m1m2)

3/5

(m1 +m2)1/5
= Mtot

q3/5

(1 + q)6/5
.

We can get a more intuitive expression of Equation B8 in terms of the comoving number density of sources n = ∂N
∂Vc

by noting that
∂4N

∂Mtot∂q∂z∂ log fr
=

∂n

∂Mtot∂q∂z

∂Vc

∂z

∂z

∂t︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vfac

∂t

∂ log fr︸ ︷︷ ︸
tfac

.

Substituting this relation to Equation B8, we get

h2
c(f) =

∫
dMtotdqdz

∂n

∂Mtot∂q∂z
Vfactfach

2
s (fr)

∣∣∣∣
fr=f(1+z)

. (B10)

Here Vfac is the volume of the comoving shell of signals reaching the Earth per unit time and can be reduced to a

simple expression

Vfac = 4πc(1 + z)d2c .

The time factor tfac represents the rate at which a binary passes through a logarithmic frequency bin. The longer a

source population spends in a frequency bin, the more they would contribute to the observed GWB at that frequency.

We relate it to the rate of binary orbital decay as

tfac =

(
da

dt

)−1
da

dfr

dfr
d log fr

= −2

3
a

(
da

dt

)−1

,

where a is the binary separation, and we have used the forb − a relation for Keplerian orbits and the relation between

GW emission frequency and fr = 2forb for a circular binary in the derivation above. The total orbital decay rate da
dt

is described previously in Equations A5-A7.

The expression in Equation B10 is convenient because it separates the distribution of the binaries and the observation

frequencies. It can be used to convert any source number density distribution into the number of observed sources at a

given frequency, with the weight Vfac tfac. In the real Universe and in the simulations, the GW sources are discrete, such

that the integral of continuous distribution becomes a sum of a discrete terms. We approximate the source number

density n(z) = ∂N(z)
∂Vc

with the number of binaries in the simulation n(z) = Nsim(z)/Vsim, and so each simulation binary

j has a mean weight of:

Λj =
Vfac,j tfac,j

Vsim
(B11)
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To create discrete realizations of GWB sources from simulation events, we follow Kelley et al. (2017a) and assume

the weight of each simulation binary follows the Poisson distribution Λij ∼ Poisson(Λj), so the estimated stochastic

background in realization i is

h2
c,i(f) =

∑
j

Λij h
2
s,j(fr)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
fr=f(1+z)

. (B12)

Finally, we also note the discreteness in the observable frequency bins, with a minimum bin size set by the total

observation time ∆f = 1/Tobs. A source observed at frequency f stays in the frequency bin [f, f +∆f ] for n = f/∆f

cycles. The final signal in each discrete frequency bin for the ith realization is given by

h2
c,i(f,∆f) =

f

∆f

∑
j

Λij h
2
s,j(fr)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
fr=f(1+z)

. (B13)

We show results of the GWB and contributing sources estimated through this equation.
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