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Detecting stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) from cosmic strings is crucial for un-
veiling the evolutionary laws of the early universe and validating non-standard cosmological models.
This study presents the first systematic evaluation of the detection capabilities of next-generation
ground-based gravitational wave detector networks for cosmic strings. By constructing a hybrid
signal model incorporating multi-source astrophysical foreground noise, including compact binary
coalescences (CBCs) and compact binary hyperbolic encounters (CBHEs), we propose an innova-
tive parameter estimation methodology based on multi-component signal separation. Numerical
simulations using one-year observational data reveal three key findings: (1) The CE4020ET net-
work, comprising the Einstein Telescope (ET-10 km) and the Cosmic Explorer (CE-40 km and
CE-20 km), achieves nearly one order of magnitude improvement in constraining the cosmic string
tension Gµ compared to individual detectors, reaching a relative uncertainty ∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5 for
Gµ > 3.5× 10−15 under standard cosmological framework; (2) The network demonstrates enhanced
parameter resolution in non-standard cosmological scenarios, providing a novel approach to probe
pre-Big Bang Nucleosynthesis cosmic evolution; (3) Enhanced detector sensitivity amplifies CBHE
foreground interference in parameter estimation, while precise modeling of such signals could further
refine Gµ constraints by 1 − 2 orders of magnitude. This research not only quantifies the detec-
tion potential of third-generation detector networks for cosmic string models but also elucidates
the intrinsic connection between foreground modeling precision and cosmological parameter estima-
tion accuracy, offering theoretical foundations for optimizing scientific objectives of next-generation
gravitational wave observatories.

I. INTRODUCTION

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from as-
trophysical sources by the LIGO-Virgo collaboration in
2015 [1] marked a significant milestone in GW astron-
omy. As of the latest observations, 90 binary black holes
(BBHs), 2 neutron star-black holes (NSBHs) and 2 bi-
nary neutron stars (BNSs) have been detected [2]. In ad-
dition to these prominent and individually resolvable GW
events, a large number of signals from various sources
remain too weak to be detected individually. The in-
coherent combination of these signals forms a stochastic
gravitational wave background (SGWB) [3–7].

SGWBs originate from various sources, which can
be broadly classified into cosmological and astrophysi-
cal sources. Cosmological sources include cosmic strings
(CSs) [8–13], first-order phase transitions [14–19], infla-
tion [20–25], and other early universe phenomena. As-
trophysical sources include compact-binary coalescences
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(CBCs) (including BBHs, NSBHs, BNSs and white dwarf
binaries) [26, 27], compact-binary hyperbolic encounters
(CBHEs) [28–32], stellar core collapse [33–37] and oth-
ers. These SGWB signals carry crucial information about
cosmic structure formation and evolutionary processes,
offering unprecedented insights into diverse physical phe-
nomena, from compact object dynamics to early universe
evolution.

The detection and analysis of SGWBs, especially those
originating from cosmological processes, has profound
scientific significance. CSs are one-dimensional topolog-
ical defects that form through spontaneous symmetry
breaking during early-universe phase transitions and are
predicted to exist throughout cosmic history [9]. As the
CS network evolves, it produces closed loops that decay,
emitting GWs. The cumulative uncorrelated contribu-
tions from these emissions form a SGWB [38–43]. Ac-
cording to the Standard Model of cosmology, the universe
experienced inflation, followed by radiation domination,
then transitioned to a matter-dominated phase, and fi-
nally entered an accelerated expansion driven by dark en-
ergy. However, current observations offer limited insights
into the era before Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) [44,
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45], and the actual cosmic evolution can significantly
differ from the standard scenario. Non-standard cos-
mologies may significantly affect the SGWB spectrum
from CSs, particularly the high-frequency part [46–54].
Through the observation of CSs, we anticipate establish-
ing significant constraints on cosmological models.

Detecting the SGWB from CSs is challenging be-
cause the GW signals from CSs are weak and obscured
by intense astrophysical foreground noise dominated by
CBCs. Second-generation detectors, including advanced
LIGO [55, 56], advanced Virgo [57], and KAGRA [58],
have not yet detected any cosmological SGWB signals.
This is due to their limited sensitivity and the inability
to resolve most of the CBC foreground [59, 60]. With
the deployment of next-generation (NG) observatories,
we expect to observe a more comprehensive SGWB of
cosmological origin. The NG observatory network is ex-
pected to detect hundreds of thousands of CBC events
annually [61–65], as well as many CBHE events [66].
These observations will enable the development of more
precise astrophysical foreground models, facilitating the
detection of the SGWB from CSs.

In this study, we explore the ability of NG ground-
based GW detector networks to detect CSs. Our objec-
tive is to determine whether ground-based GW detectors
can detect non-standard features in the SGWB spectrum
from CSs, thereby contributing to the reconstruction of
the universe’s pre-BBN history. We employ the compo-
nent separation method [67] to isolate CS signals from
astrophysical foregrounds. Our analysis includes both
the standard cosmological model for CSs and the impact
of non-standard cosmologies on their SGWB spectrum.
We consider a more comprehensive range of astrophys-
ical foreground noise, including both CBC and CBHE
foregrounds. Additionally, we investigate the impact of
excluding the CBHE foreground on the precision of CS
constraints.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we dis-
cuss the sensitivity of NG ground-based GW detector
networks. In Sec. III, we describe the SGWB from CSs,
CBCs, and CBHEs. In Sec. IV, we introduce the compo-
nent separation method and data simulation techniques,
and simulate one year of observational data. In Sec.V,
we present the results of CS observations derived from
the one-year simulated data after removing astrophysical
foregrounds. The conclusion is given in Sec. VI. We work
with natural units c = ℏ = 1.

II. SENSITIVITY FOR DETECTOR
NETWORKS

We focus on NG ground-based GW detectors, the Ein-
stein Telescope (ET) [68] and Cosmic Explorer (CE) [69],
which are expected to be operational around 2035. For
ET sensitivity, we adopt the baseline configuration, ET-
D, which consists of a triangular array of three Michel-
son interferometers, each with 10-km-long arms [70]. For

CE sensitivity, we consider two equal-arm L-shaped in-
terferometers, CE-40 and CE-20, with arm lengths of 40
km and 20 km, respectively [65]. The strain sensitivities
of these detectors are shown in the left panel of Fig. 1.
We consider three observational scenarios for NG ground-
based GW detectors: 1. A single ET detector, which in-
cludes three Michelson interferometers with 10 km arm
lengths. 2. The CE network (CE4020), which consists of
two NG detectors: CE-40 with a 40 km arm length and
CE-20 with a 20 km arm length. 3. The CE and ET net-
work (CE4020ET), which includes three NG detectors:
CE-40 with a 40 km arm length, CE-20 with a 20 km
arm length, and ET-D with 10 km arm lengths arranged
in a triangular configuration.
The sensitivity of a detector network depends not only

on the one-sided strain power spectral density (PSD)
of individual detectors but also on their relative posi-
tions and orientations, described by the overlap reduction
function γ(f). The overlap reduction function γ(f) quan-
tifies the sky- and polarization-averaged cross-correlation
between the responses of two detectors as follows [3]:

γ(f) =
5

8π

∫
dn̂FA

1 (f, n̂)FA
2 (f, n̂)e−i2πf n̂∆x. (1)

Here, n̂ denotes the unit vector pointing to a direction
on the sky, ∆x represents the separation vector between
detectors 1 and 2, and A indicates the polarization basis.
Using Table II of Ref. [71], we determined the positions
and orientations of the CE and ET observatories. The
middle panel of Fig. 1 illustrates the overlap reduction
functions for different detector networks.
In this study, we choose the frequency range from 5

Hz to 512 Hz. This lower cut-off frequency is chosen to
align with the proposed design sensitivities of CE and
ET [72]. The upper cut-off frequency is set at 512 Hz,
following standard analysis, since the overlap reduction
function of this detector pair has negligible power beyond
this frequency. To assess the ability of different detector
networks to detect SGWB signals over a one-year obser-
vation period, we use the 1σ power-law integrated (PI)
curves described in Ref. [73], shown in the right panel of
Fig. 1.

III. COMPONENTS OF THE STOCHASTIC
GRAVITATIONAL WAVE BACKGROUND

The SGWB is characterized by its spectral emission,
which is the primary target of stochastic GW searches.
The spectrum is commonly parametrized by the GW
fractional energy density spectrum ΩGW(f), defined as

ΩGW(f) =
1

ρc

dρGW(f)

d ln f
, (2)

where dρGW(f) represents the energy density of GWs
from the source within the frequency range f to f + df ,
and ρc denotes the critical energy density of the universe.
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FIG. 1. Sensitivity of different detector networks in detecting the SGWB. Left : Amplitude spectral densities for the three
detectors in the networks. Middle: Overlap reduction functions for each baseline in different detector networks, normalized
such that γ(f) = 1 for co-located and co-aligned L-shaped detectors. Right : 1σ PI curves showing the sensitivity of the various
detector networks considered in this study to the stochastic gravitational-wave background [73].

The fractional energy density spectra of SGWB from
different sources exhibit unique characteristics. This pa-
per considers three sources of SGWB: CSs, CBCs, and
CBHEs. Among these, the SGWB generated by CSs is
the primary signal of interest, while the other two are
treated as foreground noise.

A. Stochastic gravitational wave background from
cosmic strings

CSs are one-dimensional topological defects that arise
from the spontaneous breaking of U(1) symmetry in the
early universe [9]. The primary source of GWs emitted
by a CS network is the continuous formation of loops
during network fragmentation, occurring when strings
self-intersect or collide. These loops, acting as sources
of GWs, persist throughout the entire history of the uni-
verse, contributing to a SGWB through the superposi-
tion of numerous uncorrelated emissions [38–43]. The
impact of cosmology on the GW spectrum arises from
two competing effects: the red-tilt (caused by the red-
shifting of GW energy density) and the blue-tilt (due to
the loop production rate). During radiation domination,
these two effects cancel each other out, leading to a flat
spectrum [52]. Since the frequency range of ground-based
GW detectors corresponds to the CS GW spectrum dur-
ing the radiation era, studying the characteristics of this
spectrum can provide valuable insights into the universe’s
expansion history.

CSs have been extensively studied in standard cos-

mology [42, 43, 74–91]. Additionally, several CS models
in non-standard cosmology have been proposed [46–54].
These models modify the CS GW spectrum. Specifically,
the high-frequency spectrum no longer remains flat but
exhibits different spectral indices. Next, we will discuss
the CS GW spectrum in both standard cosmological and
non-standard cosmological models.

1. Standard cosmological model

We adopt the template from Ref. [92] to represent the
GWs of CSs. This template accurately predicts the am-
plitude of the radiation-era plateau and fits well with the
high-frequency cutoff and low-frequency peak from loops
decaying during the matter era, providing a detailed de-
scription of the SGWB produced by CSs. In this tem-
plate, we constrain only one parameter: the string ten-
sion Gµ. The other parameters, such as the loop size
α and the total power of CS emission Γ, are fixed at
α = 0.1 and Γ = 50. Based on Planck 2018 data [93],
we set H0 = 100 h km/s/Mpc, with h = 0.678, and
assume a flat universe where radiation and matter den-
sity parameters at the present time are Ωm = 0.308 and
Ωr = 9.1476× 10−5, respectively. GW emission from CS
loops arises from three distinct periods: loops formed and
decayed during the radiation period, loops formed dur-
ing the radiation period and decayed during the matter
period, and loops formed during the matter period.
For loops formed and decayed in the radiation era, the

SGWB takes the following form [92]:
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Ωr
CS(f) =

128

9
πArΩr

Gµ

ϵr

[(
f(1 + ϵr)

BrΩm/Ωr + f

)3/2

− 1

]
, (3)

where ϵr = αξr/ΓGµ, ξr = 0.271, Ar = 0.54, and Br =

4H0Ω
1/2
r /(ΓGµ). For loops formed during the radiation

period and decayed during the matter period, the SGWB
is given by the following expression [92]:

Ωrm
CS (f) = 32

√
3π(ΩmΩr)

3/4H0
Ar

Γ

(ϵr + 1)3/2

f1/2ϵr

×

 (Ωm/Ωr)
1/4(

Bm (Ωm/Ωr)
1/2

+ f
)1/2

[
2 +

f

Bm (Ωm/Ωr)
1/2

+ f

]
− 1

(Bm + f)1/2

[
2 +

f

Bm + f

] , (4)

where Bm = 3H0Ω
1/2
m /(ΓGµ). For loops formed during the matter period, the SGWB is expressed as follows [92]:

Ωm
CS(f) = 54πH0Ω

3/2
m

Am

Γ

ϵm + 1

ϵm

Bm

f

{ 2Bm + f

Bm(Bm + f)
− 1

f

2ϵm + 1

ϵm(ϵm + 1)
+

2

f
log

(ϵm + 1

ϵm

Bm

Bm + f

)}
, (5)

where ϵm = ϵrξm/ξr. We have the parameters ξm =
0.625 and Am = 0.039.

Therefore, the SGWB generated by CSs can be well
approximated as

ΩCS(f) = Ωr
CS(f) + Ωrm

CS (f) + Ωm
CS(f), (6)

for α ≥ ΓGµ. Since this model excludes the effec-
tive number of relativistic degrees of freedom (DoF) in
the Standard Model, the CS GW spectrum in the high-
frequency range can be approximated as a constant.

2. Non-standard cosmological model

The modification of the CS GW spectrum under non-
standard cosmology is discussed in Ref. [94]. It is as-
sumed that before the recent radiation era, at temper-
atures T > Trd, the energy density of the universe is
dominated by a new energy component, whose energy
density scales as ρ ∝ a−3(1+w), where w is the equation-
of-state parameter for this period. In this case, for high
frequencies f > frd, the CS gravitational wave spectrum

Ω∗
CS(f) is modified as follows:

Ω∗
CS(f) =

ΩCS(f) for f ≤ frd,

ΩCS(frd)
(

f
frd

)−d

for f > frd,
(7)

where d =

{
1 for w ≤ 1

9 ,

−2 3w−1
3w+1 for w > 1

9 .
(8)

The characteristic frequency frd, above which the spec-
trum is modified, is related to the temperature of the
universe at the onset of the recent radiation era, Trd,
through the following analytical approximation [50]:

frd =
(
8.67× 10−3Hz

)( Trd

GeV

)(
10−12

αGµ

)1/2

, (9)

in this case, we do not consider the effect of the effec-
tive relativistic DoF and set Trd = 1GeV. For values
of w ranging from w = 1/9 to w = 1 , the spectrum
evolves differently. For w ≤ 1/9, the predicted spectrum
remains unchanged, closely matching the spectrum of
strings formed during inflation [51]. For 1/9 < w < 1/3,
the spectrum exhibits a negative slope for f ≥ frd. When
w = 1/3, the spectrum corresponds to that of the stan-
dard cosmological model. For w > 1/3, the spectrum
exhibits a positive slope for f ≥ frd. When w = 1, the re-
sults align with the spectrum of CSs during the kination-
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FIG. 2. GW fractional energy density spectrum in modified
pre-BBN scenarios. This figure illustrates examples of the
GW fractional energy density spectrum generated by CSs in
modified pre-BBN scenarios with a reheating temperature of
Trd = 1GeV. The shaded area represents the 1σ PI sensitivity
window of three networks [73]. The solid line represents the
case with Gµ = 1× 10−10, and the dashed line represents the
case with Gµ = 1× 10−16. The lines in different colors repre-
sent different values of w. For frequencies greater than 5 Hz,
the spectrum can be approximated by a power-law function.

dominated era immediately following inflation [52]. Ad-
ditionally, Ref. [95] analyzes a combination of pulsar
timing array (PTA), BBN, and cosmic microwave back-
ground data, yielding w = 0.44+0.52

−0.40 at the 95% confi-
dence level. Therefore, we set w = 1, w = 1/2, w = 1/3,
and w = 1/4 to investigate these different scenarios.

In Fig. 2, we present examples of the GW fractional
energy density spectrum generated by CSs in modified
pre-BBN scenarios with Trd = 1 GeV. We note that for
Trd = 1GeV and Gµ ≥ 1×10−16, frd is always less than 5
Hz, which represents the lower cut-off frequency we have
set. Therefore, we express the power-law function as:

ΩCS(f) = ΩCS

(
f

f∗

)αCS

, (10)

where f∗ = 25Hz, ΩCS = ΩCS(f∗) as defined in Eq. (6),
and αCS = −d as defined in Eq. (8).

B. Stochastic gravitational wave background from
compact-binary coalescences

In actual detections, the data include both GW sig-
nals from CSs and astrophysical foreground noise. In the
sensitive frequency range of ground-based GW detectors,
astrophysical foreground noise primarily originates from
the CBCs GW background. Proposed NG ground-based
detectors are expected to detect a broad range of astro-
physical CBC sources, but they face challenges from sub-
traction residues when removing resolvable CBC signals
ΩCBC,res(f), which must be minimized to reduce their im-
pact on cosmological SGWB searches [96–100]. Beyond

ΩCBC,res(f), the incoherent superposition of unresolved
CBC signals leads to an astrophysical SGWB, known as
ΩCBC,unres(f) [101–106]. Therefore, effectively,

ΩCBC(f) = ΩCBC,res(f) + ΩCBC,unres(f). (11)

Based on the GWTC-3 results from the third ob-
serving run (O3) of Advanced LIGO and Advanced
Virgo [59], we consider the ΩCBC,res, which includes con-
tributions from BNS, NSBH, and BBH mergers, given
by: ΩBNS(25Hz) = 0.6+1.7

−0.5 × 10−10, ΩNSBH(25Hz) =

0.9+2.2
−0.7 × 10−10, and ΩBBH(25Hz) = 5.0+1.4

−1.8 × 10−10.
We also use the result from Table 2 in Ref. [105], where
ΩCBC,unres(25Hz) = 1.0+1.0

−0.6 × 10−10.
For simplicity, we modeled the observational outcomes

using a power-law function for the CBC foregrounds, con-
tributed by both ΩCBC,res(f) and ΩCBC,unres(f):

ΩCBC(f) = ΩCBC

(
f

f∗

)αCBC

, (12)

where f∗ = 25Hz, ΩCBC = ΩBNS(f∗) + ΩNSBH(f∗) +
ΩBBH(f∗) + ΩCBC,unres(f∗) = 7.50 × 10−10, and fixing
the spectral index parameter to αCBC = 2/3 [107].

C. Stochastic gravitational wave background from
compact-binary hyperbolic encounters

With the deployment of NG ground-based GW detec-
tors, we are poised to observe a more complete SGWB of
astrophysical origin [66]. Here, we consider an additional
important source of SGWB arising from overlapping GW
bursts caused by CBHEs [28–32]. When considering two
interacting black holes (BHs), it is possible that they may
not form bound systems, depending on the initial condi-
tions, but instead produce single scattering events. Un-
like CBCs, where the signal can last for many cycles, in
the case of hyperbolic encounters, the signal is more ap-
propriately viewed as a transient [108]. It is often argued
that bound compact clusters, such as globular clusters
(GCs), may be one of the dominant channels for hyper-
bolic encounters in the universe [109–111]. Therefore,
encounters in GCs are expected to provide the sufficient
number of events for an SGWB. This rate depends on the
number of BHs in a cluster and the number of clusters
in a galaxy.
We refer to Ref. [112] to calculate the dimensionless

GW energy density spectrum for CBHEs, ΩCBHE(f):

ΩCBHE(f) =
ngc

V ρc

∫ ∞

0

N (z)K(z)dz

(1 + z)3H(z)
, (13)

where ngc is the number of GCs per Milky Way-
equivalent galaxy (MWEG), V is the comoving volume
up to redshift z, N (z) is the number of MWEGs between
redshift z and z + dz as given in Eq. (32) of Ref. [112],
K(z) represents the probability per unit time of encoun-
ters occurring within each GC as given in Eq. (36) of
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FIG. 3. GW fractional energy density spectrum from multiple
sources. The shaded area represents the 1σ PI sensitivity
window of three networks [73]. The blue line depicts the GW
generated by CSs (Gµ = 1× 10−10, w = 1/3), the orange line
depicts the GW from CBCs, the green line depicts the GW
from CBHEs, and the black line represents the total energy
spectrum of GWs generated by the three sources mentioned
above.

Ref. [112], ρc is the energy density of the universe, and
H(z) is the Hubble parameter at redshift z.
We considered the most optimistic scenario from Table

1 of Ref. [112] and expressed the most optimistic scenario
in the form of a power-law spectrum.

ΩCBHE(f) = ΩCBHE

(
f

f∗

)αCBHE

, (14)

where f∗ = 25Hz, ΩCBHE = 6.84× 10−12, and αCBHE =
9/5.
Therefore, the total energy spectrum related to GWs

discussed in this paper is as follows

ΩGW(f) = ΩCS(f) + ΩCBC(f) + ΩCBHE(f). (15)

The SGWB spectrum for the GW sources mentioned
above is shown in Fig. 3, including contributions from
CSs, CBCs, and CBHEs.

IV. METHOD

In this section, we use the component separation
method from Ref. [67] to evaluate the ability of three
networks to estimate Gµ under different data scenarios.

A. Component separation

The total observed signals s1(t) and s2(t) for a single
baseline in a network, consisting of two detectors (1 and

2), can be expressed as its respective (discrete) short-
term Fourier transforms (SFTs) over time segments of
duration ∆T :

s̃1,t(f) = h̃1,t(f) + ñ1,t(f), (16)

s̃2,t(f) = h̃2,t(f) + ñ2,t(f), (17)

where h̃1,t(f) and h̃2,t(f) represents the SFT of the strain
signal, and ñ1,t(f) and ñ2,t(f) represent the SFTs of the
uncorrelated random noise in each detector. Here, t is a
time-stamp marking a segment. In the small signal limit,
where the variance of the strain signal is much smaller
than the variance of the noise, the following expression
is [67]:

s̃∗1,t(f)s̃2,t′ (f
′) ≈δtt′δff ′

∆T

2

3H2
0

10π2
γ(f)f−3ΩGW(f)

+ ñ∗
1,t(f)ñ2,t′ (f

′) , (18)

where δij is the Kronecker delta, which equals 1 when
i = j and 0 otherwise.
If the background consists of multiple components, and

component α has a known spectral shape Fα = (f/f∗)
α

with an amplitude of Ωα, then,

ΩGW =
∑
α

ΩαFα(f), (19)

we apply the same method to express the convolution
equation [67],

C = K ·Ω+N, (20)

where

Ω ≡ Ωα, (21)

C ≡ s̃∗1,t(f)s̃2,t(f), (22)

N ≡ ñ∗
1,t(f)ñ2,t(f), (23)

K ≡ ∆T

2

3H2
0

10π2
γ(f)f−3Fα(f). (24)

If the one-sided noise PSDs of the data segments from
the two detectors are denoted by P1,t(f) and P2,t(f),
respectively, the covariance of N is given by [67]

N ≡ ⟨N∗N⟩ = δtt′δff ′

(
∆T

2

)2

P1,t(f)P2,t′(f
′). (25)

The convolution equation Eq. (20) has a standard
Maximum Likelihood solution for Ω, which is given
by [67]

Ω̂ = Γ−1 ·X, (26)

where

X = K† · N−1 ·C, (27)

Γ = K† · N−1 ·K. (28)
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Ω̂ is an unbiased estimator of the amplitudes of Ω. Γ is
the Fisher information matrix for the estimated values,
and its inverse is the noise covariance matrix, denoted by
Σ = Γ−1.

Based on the derivation in Ref. [67], the final set of
formulas for the joint estimation of the components and
their variance from real data are as follows:

Ω̂α = Γ−1
αβXα =

∑
β

[B−1]αβYβ , (29)

Σαβ = Γ−1 =

(
10π2

3H2
0

)2

[M−1]αβ . (30)

For convenience in calculation, we define the follow-
ing [67]:

Mαβ =
∑
I,t,f

|γI(f)|2
Fα(f)Fβ(f)

f6PI,1,t(f)PI,2,t(f)
, (31)

Yα = Γ−1
ααXα =

(
10π2

3H2
0

)
2

∆T

1

Mαα

×
∑
I,t,f

γI(f)
Fα(f)s̃∗I,1,t(f)s̃I,2,t(f)

f3PI,1,t(f)PI,2,t(f)
, (32)

Bαβ =
Γαβ

Γαα
=

Mαβ

Mαα
. (33)

Here, the index I refers to a single baseline (pair of de-
tectors) in a network.

B. Simulation data

We consider three data cases for the GW fractional
energy density spectrum ΩGW in each detector:
1. ΩGW(f) = ΩCBC(f) + ΩCBHE(f), that is, two
components: only astrophysical foreground noise.
2. ΩGW(f) = ΩCS(f) + ΩCBC(f) + ΩCBHE(f), that is,
three components: CS GW signals and astrophysical
foreground noise. In this case, the CBHE component
is omitted during signal separation, and we investigate
how proper modeling of the CBHE component improves
CS detection.
3. ΩGW(f) = ΩCS(f) + ΩCBC(f) + ΩCBHE(f), that is,
three components: like data case 2, but consider both
the CBC and CBHE foregrounds in full.

We use pygwb [113] to simulate one year of time-series
data at a sampling rate of 1024 Hz for each detectors and
perform spectral analysis with a frequency resolution of
1/8 Hz and a segment duration of 16 s, with 50% overlap
between segments. An example of the simulated data is
presented in Fig. 4. For each baseline in three networks,
we calculate the one-sided noise PSD P1,t(f) and P2,t(f),

FIG. 4. An example of simulated data generated by CE-40.
The injected signal (orange) with Gµ = 1 × 10−10 and noise
PSDs (green) are plotted together with the calculated PSD
(blue) of a simulated data segment duration of 16 s.

as well as the one-sided cross PSD C12,t(f).

P1,t(f) =
2

∆T
|ñ1,t(f)|2, (34)

P2,t(f) =
2

∆T
|ñ2,t(f)|2, (35)

C12,t(f) =
2

∆T
s̃∗1,t(f)s̃2,t(f). (36)

V. RESULTS

In this section, we simulate one year of observational
data to calculate the one-sided noise PSDs P1,t(f) and
P2,t(f), as well as the one-sided cross PSD C12,t(f). This
allows us to express Eqs. (31 – 33) and compute Eq. (29)
and (30). The results of the joint estimation of the am-
plitudes of components with different spectral shapes are
shown in Fig. 5. In data case 1, the separation results for
simulated data containing only astrophysical foreground
noise suggest that the estimated amplitude of the CS
component is negligible. In data cases 2 and 3, we ana-
lyze simulated data consisting of three components: CS
signals, as well as CBC and CBHE foreground noise. The
results show that the estimation of the CS signal in data
case 3 is more accurate, highlighting the significance of
incorporating the CBHE foreground.
Additionally, Fig. 6 presents a comparison of the fore-

ground separation results for data cases 1 and 3 across
the three detector networks. The findings indicate that,
in the case where only astrophysical foreground noise is
present (data case 1), the estimated CS spectrum ob-
tained via the component separation method is indepen-
dent of both the CS model and Gµ, consistently yielding
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FIG. 5. Marginalized distributions and confidence contours
for GW component separation in CE4020ET network. For
data case 1, 2, and 3 with Gµ = 1 × 10−13, w = 1/3 in the
CE4020ET network, the one-dimensional marginalized distri-
butions of individual components and the two-dimensional
marginalized contours represent the 68.3% and 95.4% con-
fidence levels, respectively. The green color represents the
result of simulated data containing only astrophysical fore-
ground noise. The blue color represents the component sep-
aration results with the full consideration of both CBC and
CBHE foregrounds, while the orange color represents the re-
sults without considering the contribution of the CBHE fore-
ground during component separation. The gray dashed line
marks the injected true value. Using the component sepa-
ration method, the amplitudes of multiple components are
effectively estimated.

a small value. This result arises from the incomplete sep-
aration of foreground components. Furthermore, as the
number of detectors increases, the estimated amplitude
of the CS spectrum decreases. For the CE4020 network,
the estimated CS spectrum is approximately 1.1×10−11;
for the ET detector, it is around 1.0× 10−12; and for the
CE4020ET network, it is roughly 3.5 × 10−13. Compar-
ing these results with those from data case 3 allows us
to evaluate the foreground separation capabilities of each
detector network.

Using the joint estimation of the SGWB spectrum Ω̂
and the covariance Σ, we apply a Bayesian approach to
estimate the uncertainty for Gµ.

logL(Ω̂|θ) =− 1

2

[(
Ω(θ)− Ω̂

)T

Σ−1
(
Ω(θ)− Ω̂

)
+ k log(2πΣ)] , (37)

where Ω(θ) represents the SGWB model, θ denotes its
parameters, and k is the number of parameters in the

model. We use log-uniform priors in the range [-18, -
8] for the three parameters Gµ, ΩCBC, and ΩCBHE, and
employ the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sam-
pler emcee [114]. The uncertainty estimate for Gµ us-
ing the component separation method with three net-
works are shown in Figs. 7, 8, and 9. We conduct
the study with different SGWBs generated by CSs by
changing Gµ and the equation-of-state parameter w. We
consider that the CS SGWB cannot be separated when
∆Gµ/Gµ > 0.5 [115, 116]. The black dashed line rep-
resents the uncertainty limit ∆Gµ/Gµ = 0.5. The line
with triangular markers represent the component separa-
tion results with the full consideration of both CBC and
CBHE foregrounds (data case 3), while the line with cir-
cular markers represent the results without considering
the contribution of the CBHE foreground during compo-
nent separation (data case 2). Table I summarizes the
capability of three networks to estimate the CS tension.
The results demonstrate that, for data case 3, the

CE4020ET network achieves the highest sensitivity in
CS constraints across all CS models. In the standard
cosmological scenario (w = 1/3), a constraint precision
of Gµ > 3.5× 10−15 can be achieved for ∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5.
For data case 2, comparing data cases 2 and 3 shows
that neglecting the CBHE foreground reduces the preci-
sion of CS tension constraints. This effect is relatively
weak in the CE4020 network, as shown in Fig. 7, but it
becomes much more pronounced in the ET detector and
the CE4020ET network, as illustrated in Figs. 8 and 9.
Ignoring the CBHE foreground significantly increases the
error and decreases detection sensitivity, potentially re-
ducing the precision of CS tension constraints by more
than one order of magnitude.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study explores the potential of NG ground-based
GW detector networks (CE4020, ET, and CE4020ET) to
detect and estimate the parameters of the SGWB from
CSs. We analyzed one year of simulated data to constrain
CS models under both standard and non-standard cos-
mological scenarios. Our analysis includes a wider range
of astrophysical foreground noise, incorporating contri-
butions from CBCs and CBHEs.
Our results show that future joint observations

with ground-based GW detector networks can impose
strict constraints on Gµ, achieving an uncertainty of
∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5 from astrophysical foreground noise.
The CE4020ET network has the best observational capa-
bilities, improving the observational precision by nearly
an order of magnitude compared to individual ET and
CE detector networks. In the standard cosmological sce-
nario with w = 1/3, the CE4020 network and ET de-
tectors can impose precise constraints on CSs for Gµ >
1.4× 10−13 and Gµ > 1.1× 10−14. The CE4020ET net-
work provides even better constraints, reaching Gµ >
3.5× 10−15.
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FIG. 6. The joint estimation of the CS fractional energy density spectrum with data cases 1 and 3. Left : the CE4020 network.
Middle: the ET detector. Right : the CE4020ET network. The dotted line represents Ω̂CS in data case 1, which includes only
foreground noise. The solid line represents the injected ΩCS, while the dashed line represents the joint estimation Ω̂CS of the
CS signal in data case 3.

FIG. 7. The component separation estimation of the uncertainty of Gµ for CE4020 network under different equation-of-state
parameters w. We compare scenarios considering only CBC foregrounds with those fully incorporating both CBC and CBHE
foregrounds. The line with triangular markers represent data case 3, while the line with circular markers represent data case
2. The black dashed line represents the uncertainty limit ∆Gµ/Gµ = 0.5.

At the same time, our results highlight the critical
importance of astrophysical foreground modeling for fu-
ture GW detector networks. We studied the CBHE fore-
ground and found that failing to properly account for it
can degrade the estimation accuracy of CS tension. For
the CE4020 network detectors, this effect is relatively
small, but for the ET and CE4020ET network, the im-
pact is significant, potentially reducing the accuracy by
one to two orders of magnitude, with the effect becom-
ing more pronounced at w = 1 and w = 1/4. The future

joint observations of the SGWB with ET and CE detec-
tors have great potential, and our results indicate that
the CBHE foreground contribution cannot be ignored in
the parameter inference of high-sensitivity networks.

We also found that the CE4020ET network is expected
to identify non-standard features in the SGWB spectrum
from CSs, thus helping to uncover the pre-BBN history
of the universe. For w = 1, the CE4020ET network is ca-
pable of placing a constraint on Gµ with an uncertainty
of ∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5 for Gµ values above 2.8 × 10−17. In
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FIG. 8. The component separation estimation of the uncertainty of Gµ for ET detector under different equation-of-state
parameters w. We compare scenarios considering only CBC foregrounds with those fully incorporating both CBC and CBHE
foregrounds. The line with triangular markers represent data case 3, while the line with circular markers represent data case
2. The black dashed line represents the uncertainty limit ∆Gµ/Gµ = 0.5.

FIG. 9. The component separation estimation of the uncertainty of Gµ for CE4020ET network under different equation-of-state
parameters w. We compare scenarios considering only CBC foregrounds with those fully incorporating both CBC and CBHE
foregrounds. The line with triangular markers represent data case 3, while the line with circular markers represent data case
2. The black dashed line represents the uncertainty limit ∆Gµ/Gµ = 0.5.

the case of w = 1/2, the CE4020ET network can provide
a precision on Gµ with an uncertainty of ∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5
for Gµ > 5.6× 10−16. For w = 1/4, the CE4020ET net-
work can provide a precision on Gµ with an uncertainty
of ∆Gµ/Gµ < 0.5 for Gµ > 1.3× 10−13.

Future research will expand on these results by in-
cluding additional sources of cosmological SGWB, such
as those from first-order phase transitions and inflation.

Multi-band GW observations can enhance the accumula-
tion of signal-to-noise ratio and help modeling astrophys-
ical foregrounds [117–122]. We plan to combine future
space-based GW detectors LISA [123], Taiji [124], and
TianQin [125] for multi-band joint observations, which
are expected to offer more precise constraints on the non-
standard CS energy spectrum [126]. These efforts will
enhance our understanding of cosmological GW back-
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w
Gµ

CE4020 ET CE4020ET

Data Case 2

1 6.3× 10−16 2.0× 10−15 5.6× 10−15

1/2 5.6× 10−14 3.2× 10−14 2.0× 10−14

1/3 5.6× 10−13 2.0× 10−13 5.0× 10−14

1/4 > 1.0× 10−10 > 1.0× 10−10 > 1.0× 10−10

Data Case 3

1 2.2× 10−16 6.3× 10−17 2.8× 10−17

1/2 8.9× 10−15 2.5× 10−15 5.6× 10−16

1/3 1.4× 10−13 1.1× 10−14 3.5× 10−15

1/4 1.4× 10−11 3.5× 10−13 1.3× 10−13

TABLE I. Detection capability of SGWB signals from CSs in three networks. We summarize the results for detecting SGWB
signals from CSs under different equation-of-state parameters w across three networks. The comparison includes scenarios
considering only CBC foregrounds and those fully incorporating both CBC and CBHE foregrounds. The reported values
correspond to cases where the uncertainty in the string tension estimation is ∆Gµ/Gµ = 0.5.

grounds and further improve constraints on CS models.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the National Natural Sci-
ence Foundation of China (Grant Nos. 12473001 and

11975072), the National SKA Program of China (Grants
Nos. 2022SKA0110200 and 2022SKA0110203), and the
National 111 Project (Grant No. B16009).

[1] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo, 1M2H, Dark
Energy Camera GW-E, DES, DLT40, Las Cumbres Ob-
servatory, VINROUGE, MASTER), “A gravitational-
wave standard siren measurement of the Hubble con-
stant,” Nature 551, 85–88 (2017), arXiv:1710.05835
[astro-ph.CO].

[2] Alexander H. Nitz, Sumit Kumar, Yi-Fan Wang, Shilpa
Kastha, Shichao Wu, Marlin Schäfer, Rahul Dhurkunde,
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