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We provide a detailed derivation of the spectral density of the stochastic background generated
by the superposition of coalescing compact binaries. We show how the expression often used in the
literature emerges from an average over the extrinsic parameters of the binaries (times of arrival,
polarization angles, arrival directions and orbit inclinations) and how the Stokes parameters related
to circular and linear polarization are set to zero by such averaging procedure. We then consider
the effect of shot noise, i.e. the fact that for the superposition of a finite number of sources these
averages are only approximate, and we show how it generates circular and linear polarizations (even
for isotropic backgrounds) as well as spatial anisotropies, and we compute them explicitly for a
realistic population of binary black holes and binary neutron stars.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Stochastic backgrounds of gravitational waves (GWs)
are among the main targets of present and future GW
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experiments. Such backgrounds can have an astrophysical
origin, or being generated by cosmological processes in the
early Universe (see Refs. [1–8] for reviews). Pulsar timing
arrays have already provided evidence for a stochastic GW
background which has a possible explanations as due to
the superposition of signals from supermassive black hole
binaries [9–12]. The astrophysical background due to the
superposition of compact binaries coalescences (CBCs)
might already be detectable in the most advanced stage
of current (second generation) ground-based GW detec-
tors [13–15]. At third-generation (3G) detectors, such
as Einstein Telescope (ET) [16–19] and Cosmic Explorer
(CE) [20–23], the astrophysical stochastic background
from CBCs will be detectable with a very high signal-
to-noise ratio [15, 24, 25]. Beside carrying important
astrophysical information by itself, the astrophysical GW
background can be a foreground to stochastic backgrounds
of cosmological origin, and also from this point of view is
therefore important to characterize it accurately, in view
of subtracting it [26–40].

A first aim of this paper is to put on a firmer theo-
retical ground the derivation of a basic quantity used
in the description of the astrophysical background from
CBCs, namely its spectral density, presenting an accurate
derivation of its expression. We will see in particular how
it emerges from an average over the times of arrival, polar-
ization angles, arrival directions and orbit inclinations of
an ensemble of CBCs and how, in the process, the Stokes
parameters related to circular and linear polarization are
averaged to zero. We will then use our formalism to take
into account the effect of shot noise, i.e. of the fact that
any given realization of the astrophysical background,
with a finite number of events, only corresponds to an
imperfect average over these parameters, so it leaves a
residual in quantities that otherwise would be averaged
to zero [41, 42].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we recall
standard definitions on discrete stochastic backgrounds
and we define the averages over extrinsic and intrinsic pa-
rameters of an ensemble of CBCs. In Sec. III we compute
the spectral density of the astrophysical background, by
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performing explicitly the averages over the extrinsic pa-
rameters. In Sec. IV we compute the energy density of a
generic (anisotropic and polarized) stochastic background,
showing that there is no energy density associated Stokes
parameters describing linear and circular polarizations
(a fact that sometimes gives rise to confusion in the lit-
erature). In Sec. V we use our formalism to describe
the generation of polarization and anisotropies from shot
noise. We will see, in particular, that shot noise can gen-
erate linear polarization even for an isotropic distribution
of sources (contrary to statements in the literature). We
will then estimate numerically these shot-noise effects on
a realistic population of BBHs and BNSs. Section VI
contains our conclusions.

II. STATISTICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF
DISCRETE STOCHASTIC BACKGROUNDS

In this section we begin by introducing standard def-
initions for the astrophysical stochastic background, in
order to fix the notation, and we will then discuss the
averages that are involved in its characterization, distin-
guishing between the averages over extrinsic and intrinsic
parameters.1

A. Basic definitions

A superposition of GWs coming from all directions,
with propagation directions labeled by a unit vector n̂,
can be written as

hkl(t,x) =

∫ ∞

−∞
df

∫
S2

d2n̂

×
∑

A=+,×
h̃A(f, n̂)e

A
kl(n̂) e

−2πif(t−n̂·x/c) , (1)

where k, l = 1, 2, 3 are spatial indices (which, in the
TT gauge, reduce to indices taking two values, in the
transverse plane), A = +,× labels the two polarizations,
and eAkl are the polarization tensors, normalized as

eAkl(n̂)e
A′

kl (n̂) = 2δAA
′
, (2)

where the sum over the repeated spatial indices is under-
stood (we follow the notation and conventions in Ref. [2]).
A stochastic GW background can only be characterized
statistically, through an ensemble average. Conceptually,
this ensemble average is an average over many different
realizations of the Universe. Of course, in practice we

1 This section has some overlap with the corresponding introductory
section of the companion paper [40], where we use this formalism
to study the subtraction of the astrophysical background in a
two-detector correlation.

only have a single realization of the Universe; cosmologi-
cal backgrounds (such as, for instance, the background
produced by the amplification of vacuum fluctuations in
the early Universe), can be considered as due to the su-
perposition of an effectively infinite number of signals, so
they are fully characterized by such ensemble averages,
through the corresponding correlators (or just the two-
point correlator, for a Gaussian background). In contrast,
the superposition of astrophysical signals will retain some
dependence on the specific realization. For instance, a
stochastic background due to the superposition of 104

BBHs (that correspond to the BBH coalescences taking
place in the Universe in about 1 month, given our current
knowledge of their rate [43]) will retain some dependence
on the specific sample of sources that coalesced during
that period; a subsequent data stretch of one more month
will effectively correspond to a different realization of the
same discrete stochastic process. In the following, we
will use the notation ⟨. . .⟩U for the average over different
realizations of the Universe. In Sec. II B we will discuss
how to perform the “Universe” averages for an ensemble
of CBCs, separating it into averages over extrinsic and
intrinsic parameters.

If a stochastic background of GWs is stationary,
isotropic and unpolarized, its two-point correlator can be
written as

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U = δ(f−f ′) δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δAA′

1

2
Sh(f),

(3)
where δ(n̂− n̂′) is a Dirac delta over the two-sphere,

δ(n̂− n̂′) = δ(ϕ− ϕ′)δ(cos θ − cos θ′) , (4)

and (θ, ϕ) are the polar angles that define n̂. The function
Sh(f), defined by this expression, is the spectral density
of the stochastic background.

Actually, Eq. (3) assumes an infinite observation time.
Any realistic observation will only last for a finite observa-
tion time T , in which case the Dirac delta δ(f − f ′) must
be replaced by a regularized Dirac delta, i.e.

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U
= δT (f − f ′)

δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δAA′

1

2
Sh(f) , (5)

where

δT (f − f ′) =

∫ T/2

−T/2
dt e−2πi(f−f ′)t . (6)

Note that, for f = f ′, δT (f − f ′) takes the value

δT (0) = T . (7)

We will always be interested in situations where the fre-
quencies f of interest are such that fT ≫ 1. For ground-
based detectors, even of third generation, that operates
at f >∼ (5− 10) Hz, this is very well satisfied already for
stretches of data of about 60 s (as typically used to es-
timate the PSD of a detector), and is extremely well
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satisfied if we integrate the signal to observation periods
of months or years. Therefore, the details of the regu-
larization of the Dirac delta are irrelevant.2 The main
virtue of using a regularized expression is the possibility
of using Eq. (7). Otherwise, we will use it as a normal
Dirac delta, e.g. writing∫ ∞

−∞
df ′ δT (f − f ′)G(f ′) ≃ G(f) , (8)

and in fact, with an abuse of notation, we will in general
replace here ≃ by an equal sign.

In general, we expect that the assumption of stationar-
ity will be very well satisfied. The statistical properties
of a population of astrophysical sources only change on
cosmological timescales (say, millions of years), which are
huge compared to the observation time T , and this is even
more true for a background of cosmological origin; so, the
underlying process is invariant under time translations
(over a timescale of the order of the observation time,
and in fact even much bigger than it) and the only devi-
ation from a distribution of events uniform in time will
be due to shot noise, i.e. to the specific finite realization.
In contrast, a stochastic GW background need not be
isotropic, nor unpolarized. The most general form of the
two-point correlator is then [44] (see also Refs. [4, 45, 46]
for reviews)

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U
= δT (f − f ′)

δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π

1

2
HAA′(f, n̂) . (9)

Note that we still assume that signals coming from dif-
ferent directions are not correlated, i.e. the correlator is
still proportional to δ(n̂ − n̂′); however, the possibility
of an anisotropy is encoded in the fact that the function
HAA′(f, n̂) could depend on n̂; the possibility of a po-
larization of the background, instead, is encoded in the
fact that HAA′(f, n̂) is a 2× 2 matrix in the polarization
indices, not necessarily proportional to δAA′ . Taking the
complex conjugate of Eq. (9) we see that HAA′(f, n̂) is
a Hermitian matrix, so it can be decomposed (with real
coefficients) into the basis made by the identity matrix
and the Pauli matrices,

HAA′(f, n̂) = I(f, n̂) δAA′ + U(f, n̂)σ1
AA′

+V (f, n̂)σ2
AA′ +Q(f, n̂)σ3

AA′ , (10)

where the three Pauli matrices are given by

σ1 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, σ2 =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σ3 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

In matrix form

H(f, n̂) =

(
I(f, n̂) +Q(f, n̂) U(f, n̂)− iV (f, n̂)
U(f, n̂) + iV (f, n̂) I(f, n̂)−Q(f, n̂)

)
.

(11)

2 Furthermore, we will show below that the average over the times
of arrival gives precisely the expression (6).

The coefficients of this decompositions define the Stokes
parameters of the GW stochastic background, and are
real functions of f and n̂ describing intensity (I), linear
polarization (U and Q) and circular polarization (V ).

For the stochastic background generated by the super-
position of astrophysical sources in an observation time
T , we can write

h̃A(f, n̂) =

Nev∑
i=1

h̃A,i(f) δ(n̂− n̂i) , (12)

where n̂i is the propagation direction of the i-th signal,
and Nev is the number of events reaching the detector in
the observation time T . Then, Eq. (1) becomes

hkl(t,x) =

Nev∑
i=1

∫ ∞

−∞
df

×
∑

A=+,×
h̃A,i(f)e

A
kl(n̂i) e

−2πif(t−n̂i·x/c) . (13)

B. Averages over extrinsic and intrinsic parameters

We now discuss how to perform the average ⟨. . .⟩U for an
astrophysical background. We will use a language appro-
priate to CBCs, although some aspects of the discussion
below hold for more general astrophysical backgrounds,
e.g. due to supernovae. An essential step is to separate
the parameters of the waveform of a CBC into two groups,
extrinsic and intrinsic parameters, and perform first the
average over the extrinsic parameters.

In this work, we define the extrinsic parameters of a
CBC (labeled by an index i), to be: its arrival time ti
(defined, e.g., as the time of arrival of the peak of the
waveform, or the time of entry of the signal in the detector
bandwidth); the polarization angle ψi; the propagation
direction +n̂i of the GW (so that the direction of the
source in the sky is −n̂i); and the inclination of the orbit,
defined by the angle ιi between the normal to the orbit
and the line-of-sight (we will actually rather use cos ιi).3
So, for a set Nev of events, the extrinsic parameters are

{ti, ψi, n̂i, cos ιi}i=1,...,Nev . (14)

The intrinsic parameters are all the other parameters of
the binary, such as the component masses, spins, lumi-
nosity distance, orbit eccentricity, tidal deformability (for
neutron stars), etc.

A first rationale for this distinction is that events char-
acterized by different extrinsic parameters (but the same
intrinsic parameters) can be intuitively seen as different

3 In the case of precessing spins the orbital plane is not fixed, and
the notion of ι becomes time-dependent. Anyway, all computa-
tions below will remain valid replacing ι by θJN , defined as the
angle between the line-of-sight and the total angular momentum.
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realizations of the same event; e.g., signals all correspond-
ing to a BBH with given masses, spin, etc., but with
different arrival times (within the time span of the obser-
vation), or arriving from different directions in the sky,
can be considered as different realizations of the same
event. In contrast, once we start sampling e.g. the mass
distribution, there is no longer much sense in which we
could say that an ensemble of signals always refers to
the same BBH, just extracted with different component
masses.

More technically, the averages over extrinsic param-
eters are made with a flat measure, that reflects some
underlying symmetry principle. For instance, the average
over the time of arrival ti of a generic quantity (denoted
by the dots) is just performed with a flat measure

⟨. . .⟩ti =
1

T

∫ T/2

−T/2
dti (. . .) , (15)

(where T is the observation time), reflecting the invariance
under time translations of the probability of having a BBH
or BNS merger during the observation time T , at least on
the timescale T of the observation, which is typically at
most months or years, and therefore is extremely small
compared to the timescales over which the populations of
BBHs and BNSs evolve.4 Similarly, the polarization angle
parameterizes the freedom of the observer to choose the
axes, in the plane transverse to the propagation direction
of the i-th signal, with respect to which the plus and cross
polarizations of the i-th signal are defined, so the average
over the polarization angle ψi is naturally performed with
the flat measure

⟨. . .⟩ψi
=

∫ 2π

0

dψi
2π

(. . .) . (16)

The inclination angle of the orbit with respect to the line-
of-sight must also be distributed uniformly on the sphere,
since the binary “knows nothing” about the location of
the observer, and there is no reason why it should have
preferential orientations with respect to the observer’s
line of sight,5 so it is averaged as

⟨. . .⟩cos ιi =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

d cos ιi (. . .) . (17)

In many situations it is also natural to assume that, at
least in a first approximation, extragalactic sources such

4 If the process were not stationary on the timescale T , we would
rather have

∫
dti µ(ti) for some measure µ(ti). This happens on

cosmological timescales, in which case the merger distribution
has an important dependence on redshift.

5 Of course, here we are referring to the intrinsic distribution of
the source parameters. The detection probability depends on
cos ι, and in particular the amplitude of the waveform in the
inspiral phase is maximized for cos2 ι = 1, i.e. for face-on/face-off
systems.

as BBHs and BNSs are uniformly distributed in the sky
corresponding, in the average over this extrinsic parame-
ter, to

⟨. . .⟩n̂i
=

∫
S2

d2n̂i
4π

(. . .) , (18)

where S2 denotes the 2-sphere. However, the appropri-
ateness of this assumption really depends on the context;
in particular, if one is interested in the anisotropies of
the astrophysical background and in its correlation with
the galaxy field [41, 47–60], this average would select the
“monopole” term of the distribution, while in this case
one would be interested exactly in the small deviations
from the uniform distributions, described by the higher
multipoles; so, more generally, as long as we assume that
the integrations over arrival directions of different signals
factorize, for an anisotropic background we will write

⟨. . .⟩n̂i
=

∫
S2

d2n̂i
4π

µ(n̂i) (. . .) , (19)

for some function µ(n̂i), normalized as∫
S2

d2n̂

4π
µ(n̂) = 1 , (20)

and that could reflect for instance a prior given by a
galaxy catalog.

Therefore, assuming that the integration over all these
parameters are independent, the average over the extrinsic
parameters is defined as

⟨. . .⟩ext =

Nev∏
i=1

∫ T/2

−T/2

dti
T

∫ 2π

0

dψi
2π

∫ 1

−1

d cos ιi
2

×
∫
S2

d2n̂i
4π

µ(n̂i) (. . .) . (21)

As we will see below, the average over these extrin-
sic parameters allow us to extract, from the correla-
tor ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U , Dirac delta functions or Kro-
necker’s deltas, or other simple mathematical structures.

In contrast, intrinsic parameters, such as the masses
and spins of the component stars, the distance to the
binary, etc., must be sampled according to non-trivial
distributions that reflect specific astrophysical proper-
ties of the population, rather than uniform distributions
reflecting symmetry principles.6

6 In general, in the literature, the distinction between extrinsic
and intrinsic parameters is rather performed stating that the
extrinsic parameters are those also have a dependence on the
observer, while the intrinsic do not. For instance, the arrival
time and the arrival direction depend on the observer’s position
on Earth, the polarization angle on the axes in the transverse
plane chosen by the observer to define the polarization, and cos ι
depends on the line of sight to the observer; in contrast, e.g.
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Let us denote by ⟨. . .⟩ext the average over the extrinsic
parameters, and by ⟨. . .⟩int that over the intrinsic ones.
These operations define what one means as “average over
different realization of the Universe” at the level of the
parameters characterizing an individual CBC. On top
of it, even the number Nev of binaries coalescing in a
given observation time T is a stochastic variable, and the
average over different realizations of the “Universe” should
include also an average over a Poisson distribution for the
number of events, with mean N̄ev. Then, overall,

⟨. . .⟩U = ⟨ ⟨. . .⟩ext ⟩int,Nev , (22)

where we have denoted by ⟨. . .⟩int,Nev the average over
the intrinsic parameters as well as on Nev.

III. COMPUTATION OF THE SPECTRAL
DENSITY OF THE ASTROPHYSICAL

BACKGROUND

We now compute the spectral density for an astrophys-
ical stochastic background, by evaluating explicitly the
correlator ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃∗A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U . We compute first the
average over the extrinsic parameters of all signals,

{ext} = {ψk, tk, n̂k, cos ιk}k=1,...,Nev
. (23)

the (source frame) masses or the spins of the component stars
are independent of the observer. We find that the distinction
based on whether a parameter has a flat integration measure
determined by symmetry principles, or a non-trivial integration
measure due to astrophysical effects, is more pertinent. Indeed,
the computation below will make it clear that the real reason
to separate the averages into two groups is that the averages
over extrinsic parameters produce Dirac or Kronecker delta’s,
or other simple structures. Note that, with our definition, also
the luminosity distance dL of the binary is included among the
intrinsic parameters (despite the fact that, in principle, depends
on the observer’s location), because any change in the luminosity
distance of the source that produces observable effects corresponds
to placing the event at an appreciably different redshift, and the
probability of having a coalescence at a given redshift depends
on non-trivial astrophysics, and not just on symmetries. Within
the same logic, not only the source-frame masses are obviously
included among the intrinsic parameters, but also the detector-
frame masses, despite the factor (1+z) that connects them to the
source-frame masses. Another way to appreciate the difference
between time of arrival (which we include among the extrinsic
parameters) and luminosity distance dL (which instead we treat
as an intrinsic parameter) is that the former enters in the phase
of the waveform. Since phases are defined only modulo 2π, an
absolute change ∆ti matters as long as f∆ti is non-negligible,
even if ∆ti is of course extremely small compared to the travel
time of the signal from the source to the observer. In contrast, dL
enters only in the amplitude, and changes in dL are appreciable
only if ∆dL/dL is non-negligible. For instance, changing the
observer’s position on Earth by, say, 1000 km, produces a ∆ti
whose effect in the phase is significant, but the corresponding
change ∆dL only affects the waveform through ∆dL/dL, which
is utterly negligible, and in this sense dL does not depend on the
observer’s position, while ti does.

Until now, when writing h̃A(f, n̂) or h̃A,i(f), we have left
implicit the dependence of the GW signal on the extrinsic
parameters, as well as that on the intrinsic parameters. If
we write explicitly at least the dependence on the extrinsic
parameters, then

h̃A,i = h̃A,i(f ;ψi, ti, cos ιi) , (24)

while n̂i enters through the Dirac delta in Eq. (12); cor-
respondingly, from Eq. (12), h̃A(f, n̂) should in principle
be written as

h̃A = h̃A(f, n̂; {n̂k}, {ψk}, {tk}, {cos ιk}) , (25)

where {n̂k} denotes the collections of all n̂k with k =
1, . . . , Nev, {ψk} denotes the collections of all ψk with k =
1, . . . , Nev, and so on. However, in order not to burden too
much the notation, we will often either still keep implicit
the dependence on the extrinsic parameters, or else we will
just write in the argument those relevant to the specific
steps of the computation that we are performing. In any
case, it is useful to keep in mind that the full dependencies
are those given in Eqs. (24) and (25).

The averages over the extrinsic parameters are per-
formed while keeping fixed the intrinsic parameters and
the number of events Nev. We use the notation ⟨. . .⟩{ψk}
to denote the average over all ψk with k = 1, . . . , Nev,
⟨. . .⟩{tk} for the average over all tk, ⟨. . .⟩{n̂k} for the av-
erage over all n̂k, and ⟨. . .⟩{cos ιk} for the average over
all cos ιk. A label such as ⟨. . .⟩{ψk,tk,n̂k} means that we
average over all the corresponding parameters. We as-
sume that the extrinsic parameters of different events are
independent. Then, from Eq. (12),

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk,tk,n̂k,cos ιk} =

Nev∑
i,j=1

×⟨h̃∗A,i(f)h̃A′,j(f
′)δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂

′ − n̂j)⟩{ψk,tk,n̂k,cos ιk}

=

Nev∑
i,j=1

⟨h̃∗A,i(f)h̃A′,j(f
′)⟩{ψk,tk,cos ιk}

×⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂j)⟩{n̂k} , (26)

where in the last equality we used the fact that the direc-
tions of propagation n̂k, with k = 1 . . . , Nev, do not enter
into h̃A,i(f) and h̃A′,j(f), even when k = i or k = j. Once
again, in Eq. (26) the full dependencies of h̃A,i and h̃A on
the extrinsic parameters are given in Eqs. (24) and (25),
but we will usually write explicitly only the arguments
on which we are averaging; so, e.g., when performing the
averages over ψ we write the correlator between h̃A,i and
h̃A′,j as

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj)⟩{ψk} . (27)
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A. Average over polarization angles

It is convenient to start from the average over polariza-
tion angles. Using Eq. (21),

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj)⟩{ψk} =

=

Nev∏
k=1

∫ 2π

0

dψk
2π

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj) . (28)

Since h̃A,i(f) only depends on ψi and h̃A,j(f) only de-
pends on ψj , in Eq. (28) the integrations over the param-
eters ψk with k ̸= i, j play no role as they trivially reduce
to unity. Thus, if i ̸= j,

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj)⟩{ψk}

=

∫ 2π

0

dψi
2π

∫ 2π

0

dψj
2π

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj) , (29)

while, for i = j,

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,i(f
′;ψi)⟩{ψk}

=

∫ 2π

0

dψi
2π

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,i(f
′;ψi) , (30)

(no sum over i). To compute the integrals in Eqs. (29)
and (30) we need to write explicitly the dependence on
the polarization angles. The polarization angle of the i-th
event enters through a rotation by an angle 2ψi which
(with a suitable choice of sign conventions) can be written
as

h̃A,i(f ;ψi) =
∑

B=+,×
RAB(2ψi) h̃B,i(f ;ψi = 0) , (31)

where RAB(2ψi) is the rotation matrix with entries

RAB(2ψi) =

(
cos 2ψi − sin 2ψi
sin 2ψi cos 2ψi

)
AB

, (32)

and ψi = 0 is a fixed reference angle. It is convenient to
decompose the rotation matrix as

RAB(2ψi) = δAB cos 2ψi − iσ2
AB sin 2ψi , (33)

where σ2 is the second Pauli matrix. Then, the integra-
tions in Eqs. (29) and (30) are straightforward, and in
particular the integral in Eq. (29), with i ̸= j, vanishes.
We then obtain

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj)⟩{ψk}

=
1

2
δij

∑
B,B′=+,×

(
δAA′δBB′ − σ2

AA′σ2
BB′

)
×h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃B′,i(f

′;ψi = 0) ,

=
1

2
δijδAA′

∑
B=+,×

h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃B,i(f
′;ψi = 0)

− i

2
δijσ

2
AA′

[
h̃∗×,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃+,i(f

′;ψi = 0)

−h̃∗+,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃×,i(f
′;ψi = 0)

]
, (34)

where, to get the second equality, we made use of the
identity7

δABδA′B′ − σ2
ABσ

2
A′B′ = δAA′δBB′ − σ2

AA′σ2
BB′ . (40)

We observe that the average over the polarizations has
produced a factor δij , which means that, after this av-
erage, different events are uncorrelated. This will also
simplify the computation of the subsequent averages. We
also notice that it has produced only two structures in
the (A,A′) indices, i.e. δAA′ and σ2

AA′ , out of the four
possible combinations coming from the fact that the iden-
tity matrix and the three Pauli matrices are a complete
basis for a 2 × 2 matrix; i.e. the terms proportional to
σ1
AA′ and σ3

AA′ , and therefore the Stokes parameters U
and Q describing linear polarization, see Eq. (10), have
been averaged to zero while, at this stage, we still have a
non-vanishing circular polarization V .

In terms of h̃A(f, n̂) given in Eq. (12), Eq. (34) gives

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk}

=
1

2
δAA′

Nev∑
i=1

∑
B=+,×

h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃B,i(f
′;ψi = 0)

×δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂i)

− i

2
σ2
AA′

Nev∑
i=1

[
h̃∗×,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃+,i(f

′;ψi = 0)

−h̃∗+,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃×,i(f
′;ψi = 0)

]
×δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂

′ − n̂i) , (41)

where the presence of δij in Eq. (34) allowed us to reduce
the double sum over i, j to a single sum. We further
observe that

δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂i) = δ(n̂− n̂′)δ(n̂− n̂i) . (42)

7 This identity can be proven observing that the left-hand side is
a 2 × 2 matrix (with complex matrix elements) in the indices
(A,A′), and can therefore be expanded in the basis of δAA′ and
σa
AA′ , with (complex) coefficients that carry the B,B′ indices,

i.e. it can be written in the form

δABδA′B′ − σ2
ABσ

2
A′B′ = δAA′qBB′ + σaAA′p

a
BB′ , (35)

for some coefficients qBB′ and pa
BB′ . Contracting both sides with

δAA′ fixes
qBB′ = δBB′ , (36)

while contracting both side with σb
AA′ gives

paBB′ = −δa2σ2
BB′ . (37)

Proceeding analogously, one also gets the identities

δABδA′B′ − σ1
ABσ

1
A′B′ = −σ2

AA′σ
2
BB′ + σ3

AA′σ
3
BB′ , (38)

δABδA′B′ − σ3
ABσ

3
A′B′ = σ1

AA′σ
1
BB′ − σ2

AA′σ
2
BB′ . (39)
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Therefore, we can also extract a term δ(n̂− n̂′) from the
sum over i, and we get

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk}

=
1

2
δAA′δ(n̂− n̂′)

×
Nev∑
i=1

∑
B=+,×

h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃B,i(f
′;ψi = 0)δ(n̂− n̂i)

− i

2
σ2
AA′δ(n̂− n̂′)

×
Nev∑
i=1

[
h̃∗×,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃+,i(f

′;ψi = 0)

−h̃∗+,i(f ;ψi = 0) h̃×,i(f
′;ψi = 0)

]
δ(n̂− n̂i) . (43)

B. Average over arrival times

We next compute the average over the times of arrival
of the GW events. Again, we need to make explicit the
dependence on the times of arrival, that until now we kept
implicit in h̃A,i(f). For the i-th event, ti enters through
a phase factor as

h̃A,i(f ; ti) = e2πifti h̃A,i(f, ti = 0) . (44)

Since Eq. (34) is already proportional to δij , we only need
to compute the time average for i = j. This is given by

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti)h̃A′,i(f
′;ψi, ti)⟩{ψk,tk}

=

Nev∏
k=1

∫ T/2

−T/2

dtk
T

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti)h̃A′,i(f
′;ψi, ti)⟩{ψk}

=

∫ T/2

−T/2

dti
T

⟨e−2πifti h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti = 0)

×e2πif ′ti h̃A′,i(f
′;ψi, ti = 0)⟩{ψk}

=
1

T
δT (f − f ′)

×⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti = 0)h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, ti = 0)⟩{ψk} , (45)

where δT (f − f ′) is given by Eq. (6). Inserting here
⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti = 0)h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, ti = 0)⟩{ψk} from Eq. (34),
we get

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti)h̃A′,j(f
′, ψj , tj)⟩{ψk,tk}

=
1

2
δij δT (f − f ′)

[
Ii(f)δAA′ + Vi(f)σ2

AA′

]
, (46)

where

Ii(f) =
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2

T
, (47)

Vi(f) =
2 Im

[
h̃+,i(f)h̃

∗
×,i(f)

]
T

. (48)

Observe that the factors 1/T in these expressions have
been inherited from Eq. (15). Note also that, if we set

f ′ = f in Eq. (46) and use Eq. (7), they cancel with the
factor δT (0) = T .

Introducing the right-handed (R) and left-handed (L)
GW fields

h̃R,i(f ;ψi, ti) =
h̃+,i(f ;ψi, ti) + i h̃×,i(f ;ψi, ti)√

2
, (49)

h̃L,i(f ;ψi, ti) =
h̃+,i(f ;ψi, ti)− i h̃×,i(f ;ψi, ti)√

2
, (50)

we see that Eqs. (47) and (48) can also be rewritten as

Ii(f) =
|h̃R,i(f)|2 + |h̃L,i(f)|2

T
, (51)

Vi(f) =
|h̃R,i(f)|2 − |h̃L,i(f)|2

T
. (52)

Note that Ii(f) and Vi(f) are invariant under rotations
of the form (31), i.e.

h̃A,i(f) →
∑

B=+,×
RAB(2ψi) h̃B,i(f) . (53)

In terms of h̃L,i(f) and h̃R,i(f), Eq. (53) reads

h̃L,i(f) → e−2iψi h̃L,i(f) , h̃R,i(f) → e+2iψi h̃R,i(f) ,
(54)

which expresses the fact that h̃L,i(f) and h̃R,i(f) are
eigenstates of helicity with eigenvalues −2 and +2, respec-
tively.8 Therefore Ii(f) and Vi(f) lose any dependence
on the reference values ψi = 0 introduced in Eq. (31).
Similarly, Ii(f) and Vi(f) are also invariant under

h̃A,i(f) → e2πifti h̃A,i(f) , (55)

and therefore Ii(f) and Vi(f) lose any dependence on
the reference values ti = 0 introduced in Eq. (44). For
this reason, in Eqs. (47) and (48) we have omitted the
arguments ψi = 0 and ti = 0 from hA(f ;ψi = 0, ti = 0),
and similarly in Eqs. (51) and (52).

We see that the average over polarizations and over
arrival times have produced a Kronecker delta δij that
decorrelates different events, and a (finite-time) Dirac
delta δT (f − f ′), that decorrelates different frequencies
(in the limit fT ≫ 1). These two averages did not involve
any real physical assumption (such as the isotropy of the
source distribution), since we just assumed that the result
does not depend on the system of axes set by the observer
to measure ψ, and that the astrophysical population does

8 Our sign convention on the definition of helicity is the same as in
Eq. (2.197) of Ref. [2], that states that an eigenstate of helicity
with eigenvalue h (not to be confused with a GW amplitude!
both symbols are standard) transforms as eihψ under a rotation
by an angle ψ. If one uses the opposite convention, so that an
eigenstate of helicity with eigenvalue h transforms as e−ihψ , one
must exchange the definitions of hR and hL.
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not evolve appreciably over the observation time; the
corresponding result is therefore very general. Plugging
Eq. (46) into Eq. (26) we see that, at this stage, we can
write

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk,tk,n̂k,cos ιk}

=
1

2
δT (f − f ′)

Nev∑
i=1

[
⟨Ii(f)δAA′ + Vi(f)σ2

AA′⟩cos ιi

×⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂i)⟩n̂i

]
, (56)

where the presence of δij in Eq. (46) allowed us to reduce
Eq. (26) to a sum over a single index i; correspondingly,
for the i-th term inside the sum over i, the average over
{cos ιk}k=1,...,Nev reduces to an average over cos ιi and,
similarly, the average over the propagation directions
reduces to an average over n̂i. We can now further use

⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂i)⟩n̂i

= δ(n̂− n̂′)⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)⟩n̂i
. (57)

Then,

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk,tk,n̂k,cos ιk} (58)

=
1

2
δT (f − f ′)δ(n̂− n̂′)

×
Nev∑
i=1

[
⟨Ii(f)δAA′ + Vi(f)σ2

AA′⟩cos ιi⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)⟩n̂i

]
.

We observe that, after averaging over polarization angles
and times of arrival, the ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩ correlator
is proportional to both δ(n̂ − n̂′) and δT (f − f ′), and
linear polarizations have been averaged to zero.

C. Average over arrival directions

We next perform the average over the arrival directions
−n̂i or, equivalently, over the propagation directions n̂i.
In a generic, non-isotropic case, using Eq. (18) we get

⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)⟩n̂i
=

∫
S2

d2n̂i
4π

µ(n̂i)δ(n̂− n̂i)

=
µ(n̂)

4π
. (59)

Inserting this into Eq. (58), and including also the averages
over intrinsic parameters and over Nev as in Eq. (22), we
then find

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U
= δT (f − f ′)

δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π

1

2
[Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ , (60)

where

[Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ = I(f ; n̂)δAA′ + V (f ; n̂)σ2

AA′ . (61)

The functions I(f ; n̂) and V (f ; n̂) factorize into a function
of f and a function of n̂,

I(f ; n̂) = µ(n̂) I(f) , (62)
V (f ; n̂) = µ(n̂)V (f) , (63)

where

I(f) =
〈 Nev∑
i=1

⟨Ii(f)⟩cos ιi
〉
int,Nev

(64)

=
1

T

〈[ Nev∑
i=1

⟨
(
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2

)
⟩cos ιi

]〉
int,Nev

=
1

T

〈[ Nev∑
i=1

⟨
(
|h̃R,i(f)|2 + |h̃L,i(f)|2

)
⟩cos ιi

]〉
int,Nev

,

and

V (f) =
〈 Nev∑
i=1

⟨Vi(f)⟩cos ιi
〉
int,Nev

(65)

=
2

T

〈[ Nev∑
i=1

⟨Im
(
h̃+,i(f)h̃

∗
×,i(f)

)
⟩cos ιi

]〉
int,Nev

=
1

T

〈[ Nev∑
i=1

⟨
(
|h̃R,i(f)|2 − |h̃L,i(f)|2

)
⟩cos ιi

]〉
int,Nev

.

Therefore, also [Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ factorizes into a function

of f times a function of n̂,

[Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ = µ(n̂)[Sastro

h (f)]AA′ , (66)

where

[Sastro
h (f)]AA′ = I(f)δAA′ + V (f)σ2

AA′ . (67)

The isotropic case is recovered setting µ(n̂) = 1.
Comparing Eqs. (60) and (61) with Eqs. (9) and (10) we

see that I(f, n̂) is the Stokes parameter associated with
intensity and V (f, n̂) is the Stokes parameter associated
with circular polarization, while the terms associated with
linear polarizations are absent. We also see that I(f, n̂)
and V (f, n̂) factorize as in Eqs. (62) and (63).

D. Average over orbit inclinations

Let us now tackle the explicit computation of the aver-
age over cos ι. Similarly to the polarization angle and the
time of arrival, the integration over cos ι is also naturally
carried out with a flat measure, Eq. (17), without the
need of any non-trivial physical assumption: the binary
knows nothing about the observer, and has no reason to
be oriented preferentially in some direction with respect
to the line of sight connecting it to the observer. However,
the difference with the previous cases is that now the
dependence on cos ι, for a full waveform including the
effect of higher modes, is in general non-trivial.
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In Ref. [42] the average over the inclination has been
computed keeping only the quadrupolar mode, neglecting
all higher modes in the amplitude. In that case, the
dependence on cos ι becomes very simple, and is given by
(see Eqs. (4.34) and (4.35) of Ref. [2])

h̃+(f ; cos ι) = A(f)eiΨ(f) 1 + cos2 ι

2
, (68)

h̃×(f ; cos ι) = A(f)ieiΨ(f) cos ι , (69)

where A(f) and Ψ(f) are an amplitude and a phase,
whose explicit expression we do not need here. Since
in Eqs. (64) and (65) the averages of Ii(f) and Vi(f)
are just with respect to cos ιi, with the same index i,
in Eqs. (68) and (69), and in the following steps, for
notational simplicity we just suppress the event index i.
Note that the dependence on cos ι in Eqs. (64) and (65)
is a characteristic of the mode considered, independently
of the post-Newtonian order at which the phase of the
waveform is computed, and is valid even for a full inspiral-
merger-ringdown waveform, again as far as only the lowest
mode of the amplitude (i.e., the quadrupole) is retained.
Then

|h̃+(f)|2 + |h̃×(f)|2 = A2(f)QI(cos ι) , (70)

Im
[
h̃+(f)h̃

∗
×(f)

]
= −A2(f)QV (cos ι) , (71)

where

QI(cos ι) =

(
1 + cos2 ι

2

)2

+ cos2 ι , (72)

QV (cos ι) =
1 + cos2 ι

2
cos ι . (73)

Averaging over cos ι with the flat measure (17),

⟨QI(cos ι)⟩cos ι =
4

5
, (74)

⟨QV (cos ι)⟩cos ι = 0 . (75)

Therefore, in the approximation in which one considers
only the quadrupole mode in the waveform and neglects
the higher modes, the circular polarization averages to
zero, as already found in Ref. [42].

For the term related to intensity, using the fact
that QI(cos ι = 1) = 2, so that ⟨QI(cos ι)⟩cos ι =
(2/5)QI(cos ι = 1), we could write (reinstating explic-
itly the dependence on cos ιi in ⟨Ii(f)⟩cos ιi),

⟨Ii(f ; cos ιi)⟩cos ιi =
2

5
Ii(f ; cos ιi = 1) . (76)

The question of whether the circular polarization vanishes
exactly or not is, however, quite important, because parity-
violating mechanism in the early Universe could produce a
cosmological stochastic background with a net circular po-
larization [61], and various techniques have been discussed
to extract this effect from GW data [4, 44, 62–67]; such
early-Universe signature might however be masked by

contamination from the astrophysical background, if even
a small fraction of it should turn out to be polarized. It is
therefore interesting to see if the vanishing of the circular
polarization after averaging over cos ι also holds when we
include higher modes in the waveform. At first sight one
might doubt it, given the complicated dependence on sin ι
and cos ι of the higher modes. However, the vanishing of
the circular polarization upon averaging over cos ι is in
fact a general feature, which simply follows from parity ar-
guments. Let us denote by n̂orbit the normal to the orbit.
In polar coordinates, choosing as polar axis the line-of-
sight to the observer, n̂orbit = (sin ι cosφ, sin ι sinφ, cos ι),
where φ is an angle in the plane transverse to the polar
axis. If we perform a parity transformation, the normal
to the orbit changes sign, n̂orbit → −n̂orbit which, recall-
ing that ι ∈ [0, π], means {ι, φ} → {π − ι, φ + π}, so in
particular

cos ι→ − cos ι , sin ι→ sin ι . (77)

At the same time, under a parity transformation, h+ trans-
form as a scalar, h+ → h+, while h× as a pseudoscalar,
h× → −h×.9 Therefore, the GWs produced by a CBC
whose orbit has a normal n̂orbit are obtained from those
produced by a CBC whose orbit has a normal −n̂orbit,
simply replacing h+ → h+ and h× → −h×, or, from
Eqs. (49) and (50), exchanging hL with hR. Since this
follows from a general symmetry argument, it holds for
the full waveform, including higher modes.10 We see from
Eqs. (51) and (52) that Ii(f) is even under hL ↔ hR,
while Vi(f) is odd. As a result, for I(f ; n̂) the integral
over cos ι between −1 and 1 is twice the integral from 0 to

9 This follows from the fact that the plus and cross polarization
of a GW with propagation direction n̂ are defined introducing
two unit vectors û, v̂ orthogonal to n̂ and among them, chosen
so that {û, v̂, n̂} form a right-handed oriented frame, i.e. û ×
v̂ = n̂; e.g., when n̂ = ẑ, one could choose û = x̂ and v̂ = ŷ.
Then the polarization tensors associated with the plus and cross
polarizations are, respectively,

e+ij(n̂) = ûiûj − v̂iv̂j , e×ij(n̂) = ûiv̂j + v̂iûj , (78)

(see Eq. (1.54) of Ref. [2]). Under a parity transformation we
have n̂ → n̂′ = −n̂, û → û′ = −û and v̂ → v̂′ = −v̂. However,
{û′, v̂′, n̂′} no longer forms a right-handed frame, since û′ × v̂′ =
−n̂′. To recover a right-handed frame we must exchange the sign
of either û′ or v̂′. As a result,

e+ij(−n̂) = e+ij(n̂) , e×ij(−n̂) = −e×ij(n̂) . (79)

10 This can be checked explicitly for the first five higher-mode am-
plitudes H(a)

+,× (with a = 1/2, 1, 3/2, 2, 5/2), i.e., the amplitudes
up to 2.5PN order, given explicitly in Refs. [68, 69] where we
see that, indeed, under the transformation (77), the amplitudes
H

(a)
+ are invariant while H(a)

× change sign. It can also be verified
by explicit numerical numerical calculation (which we performed
up to l = 6) that the cos ι average of the combination Im[h̃+h̃∗×]
entering Eq. (65) vanishes exactly for all higher modes due to
the structure of the spin-weighted spherical harmonics commonly
used to decompose the signal.
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1, while the integral of V (f ; n̂) vanishes. Note that this
holds already at the level of Eqs. (62) and (63), before
making any assumption on the distribution of the arrival
directions.

Therefore, after averaging over the inclination angle as
in Eq. (17), the circular polarization vanishes, even for the
exact waveform including higher modes. In contrast, the
exact number in Eq. (74) is not protected by symmetries,
and will be affected by higher modes. Then, for this term
it can be better to leave the average over cos ι, rather than
using Eq. (76). Depending on the accuracy required, one
could perform the average numerically with the desired
waveform including higher modes, as indeed we will do
below.

To sum up, after averaging over cos ι (and for a generic
distribution µ(n̂) of arrival directions), Eqs. (60)–(63)
become

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U
= δT (f − f ′)

µ(n̂)δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δAA′

1

2
Sastro
h (f) , (80)

where Sastro
h (f) ≡ I(f), and I(f) is given by Eq. (64)

so, writing explicitly also the dependence on cos ιi in
h̃A,i(f ; cos ιi),

Sastro
h (f) =

1

T

Nev∑
i=1

∑
A=+,×

⟨ |h̃A,i(f ; cos ιi)|2 ⟩cos ιi
〉
int,Nev

.

(81)
If we further assumes isotropy, then µ(n̂) = 1.

E. Summary

To summarize this section, we have computed the spec-
tral density due to an astrophysical background by per-
forming explicitly the average of the intrinsic parameters.
Going step-by-step, one can appreciate the effects of the
different averages. The averages over the polarization
angles decorrelate the different events, producing the
factor δij in Eq. (34) or, equivalently, decorrelate the
arrival directions, producing a Dirac delta δ(n̂ − n̂′) in
Eq. (43). They also eliminate the linear polarizations,
since in Eq. (34) the terms proportional to σ1

AA′ and σ3
AA′

have been averaged to zero. The averages over arrival
times produce a (regularized) Dirac delta δT (f − f ′).11

11 One could have also started from the integration over the times
of arrival. In that case, for i ̸= j, using Eq. (44) the correlator
⟨h̃∗A,i(f ; ti)h̃A′,j(f

′, tj)⟩{tk} becomes proportional to∫ T/2

−T/2
dti

∫ T/2

−T/2
dtj e

−2πifti+2πif ′tj ,

which does not vanish but is rather proportional to δT (f)δT (f ′).
This could however be set to zero considering that, for GWs, we
are not interested in the static part of the field. In any case,
performing first the average over the polarization angles produces
already a factor δij , so that we do not need this extra step.

The averages over the inclination angles remove the re-
maining Stokes parameter, associated with circular polar-
ization. The result for ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩ then becomes
proportional also to δAA′ . The average over arrival direc-
tions can be performed, at no extra cost, without assuming
isotropy and using a generic function µ(n̂) in the average,
Eq. (19), so eventually the two-point correlator takes the
form given in Eq. (80), with a spectral density Sastro

h (f ; n̂)
given explicitly in Eq. (81).

We finally need to perform the remaining averages over
cos ιi of the intensity Stokes parameter, as well as the
averages over the intrinsic parameters of the binary, and
on the number of events that arrive during the observa-
tion time T . When we have a large ensemble of CBC,
whether coming from actual detections or generated syn-
thetically according to a given distribution of parameters,
the averages over these parameters will be automatically
performed (modulo a dependence on the realization, i.e.
shot noise effects, that we will discuss in Sec. V) by the
sum over the events. For instance, when generating a
CBC population, one will draw cos ιi from a uniform
distribution and this, in the limit of an infinite number
of events, will automatically produce an average over
cos ιi (times the total number of events) with this flat
distribution; similarly for the intrinsic parameters, e.g. a
BBH population will be generated drawing the masses
from the desired mass distribution. In this sense, we can
remove the explicit reference to the average over cos ι
and over the intrinsic parameters in Eq. (81). Of course,
this could have been done for all parameters, including
times of arrival, polarization angles and arrival directions.
However, in those cases we have been able to perform the
averages analytically, and this allowed us to extract Dirac
or Kronecker delta functions, that simplify considerably
the structure of the result. Note that, for the average over
cos ι, we are taking a mixed approach, where we use the
information that the average sets to zero the circular po-
larization, while we compute the average of the intensity
parameter by summing over the events; this is because,
as we have seen, the vanishing of the circular polarization
is an exact result related to a parity symmetry (again,
modulo shot noise effects that we will discuss in Sec. V)
while a numerical coefficient such as that in Eq. (76) is
not protected by any symmetry argument, and will be
affected by the inclusion of higher modes in the waveform.

With this understanding, for a generic distribution of
arrival directions, we can rewrite Eq. (81) as

Sastro
h (f) =

1

T
⟨
Nev∑
i=1

|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2⟩Nev
, (82)

keeping only the average over the Poisson distribution of
the number of events detected in the observation time
T . As a further simplification, we can eliminate even the
latter average, and just replace Nev with its average value
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N̄ev, so in this approximation we can simply write

Sastro
h (f) =

1

T

N̄ev∑
i=1

[
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2

]
, (83)

which provides a simple expression for the spectral density
generated by an astrophysical background in an observa-
tion time T .12

IV. ENERGY DENSITY OF ANISOTROPIC AND
POLARIZED ASTROPHYSICAL BACKGROUNDS

Let us now recall that the energy associated with a
single GW signal is given by (see Eq. (1.135) of Ref. [2])

ρgw =
c2

32πG
⟨ḣklḣkl⟩t , (84)

where the sum over the repeated indices k, l is understood,
and ⟨. . .⟩t denotes a temporal average over a time interval
much longer than the period of the GW. For a stochastic
background, observed for a time T , we should further
perform an average over Universe realizations. However,
the latter also implicitly contains the time average ⟨. . .⟩t
for each individual signal, through the average over arrival
times so, for a stochastic background,

ρgw =
c2

32πG
⟨ḣklḣkl⟩U . (85)

For a stochastic background stationary, isotropic and un-
polarized, whose two-point correlator is given by Eq. (3),
a standard computation (see, e.g., Eq. (7.201) of Ref. [2])
then shows that

dρgw
d log f

=
πc2

2G
f3Sh(f) . (86)

12 Despite the fact that Eq. (83), or in fact rather the equivalent
expression (89) below for Ωgw(f), has been often used in the
literature, to our surprise we have not been able to find any
real derivation of it; typically, either the result is just stated, or
is attributed to references that, in reality, do not contain any
derivation but just restate it, or a chain of citations eventually
leads to Phinney’s paper [70]; the latter is the closest reference
for this result but, in fact, even this reference does not contain
(and does not claim) a derivation of Eqs. (83) and (89); actually,
Eq. (22) of Ref. [70] gives the energy flux, where indeed enters
the quantity f3

∑
i[|h̃+,i(f)|2+ |h̃×,i(f)|2], which also appears at

the numerator of Eq. (89), but it is not so obvious how to proceed
from there to get the factor 1/T in Eqs. (83) and (89); sometimes
this has been vaguely justified as a “normalization factor”. The ex-
pressions (83) or (89) only appear in subsequent papers, with the
factor 1/T added by hand, presumably on dimensional grounds,
but without any real derivation. Our steps in this section provide
such a derivation. As one can appreciate from these steps, this
derivation involved several non-trivial conceptual and technical
points, that we attempted to make as explicit as possible.

It is convenient to define the dimensionless quantity

Ωgw(f) ≡
1

ρc

dρgw
d log f

, (87)

where ρc = 3c2H2
0/ (8πG) is the critical energy density

for closing the Universe. In terms of Sh(f), we therefore
have

Ωgw(f) =
4π2

3H2
0

f3Sh(f) . (88)

When the background is due to the superposition of a
discrete number of astrophysical events, the spectral den-
sity is given by Eq. (82) which, for large Nev, can also be
approximated by Eq. (83). Using for simplicity the latter
expression, the energy density per logarithmic interval of
frequency, normalized again to ρc, is then given by

Ωastro
gw (f) =

4π2

3H2
0

f3

T

N̄ev∑
i=1

[
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2

]
. (89)

Observe that, in the limit of large observation time, this
sum converges to a finite quantity. This can be better
seen rewriting Eq. (89) as

Ωastro
gw (f) =

4π2

3H2
0

f3
N̄ev

T
(90)

× 1

N̄ev

N̄ev∑
i=1

[
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2

]
.

In the large T limit, N̄ev/T converges to the merger
rate, while the term in the second line is the average of
|h̃+,i(f)|2 + |h̃×,i(f)|2 over the population of events.

It is interesting to generalize this computation to a
generic anisotropic and polarized background. This can
be relevant both to cosmological backgrounds and to the
astrophysical background, where anisotropies, at some
level, will be present; furthermore, even if in this section
we have shown that the average over extrinsic parameter
sets to zero the polarization of the CBC background, we
will see in Sec. V that some amount of polarization can
be generated by shot noise.

The computation can be performed writing the corre-
lator as in Eq. (9), with a generic function HAA′(f, n̂)
(without even assuming a factorized form). Inserting
Eq. (1) into Eq. (85) we get

ρgw =
c2

32πG

∫ ∞

−∞
dfdf ′

∫
S2

d2n̂d2n̂′
∑

A,A′=+,×

×(2πif)(−2πif ′) ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩U
×eAkl(n̂)eA

′

kl (n̂
′) e2πi(f−f

′)te−2πi(f n̂−f ′n̂′)·x/c

=
πc2

8G

∫ ∞

0

dff2
∫
S2

d2n̂

4π

×
∑

A,A′=+,×
HAA′(f, n̂)eAkl(n̂)e

A′

kl (n̂) , (91)
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where we have written the result as an integral from f = 0
to f = ∞ using h̃∗A(f, n̂) = h̃A(−f, n̂) [which follows from
the reality of hkl(t) and of the polarization tensors e+kl,
e×kl, see Eq. (78)].

The crucial point now is that, thanks to the Dirac
delta δ(n̂ − n̂′) in Eq. (9), we recovered the structure
eAkl(n̂)e

A′

kl (n̂), in which the arguments in the two polar-
ization tensors are the same. We can then use Eq. (2)
(recall that the sum over the repeated spatial indices k, l
is understood), and then

HAA′(f, n̂)eAkl(n̂)e
A′

kl (n̂) = 2δAA′HAA′(f, n̂)

= 4I(f, n̂) , (92)

where, in the last line, we wrote HAA′(f, n̂) as in Eq. (10),
and used the fact that the Pauli matrices are traceless.

Therefore the Stokes parameters associated with lin-
ear and with circular polarization do not contribute to
the energy density of a stationary stochastic background
(independently of whether it is isotropic or anisotropic),
and

ρgw =
πc2

2G

∫ ∞

0

d log f f3
∫
S2

d2n̂

4π
I(f, n̂) , (93)

so that

dρgw
d log fd2n̂

=
πc2

2G

f3I(f, n̂)

4π
. (94)

We can also define

Sh(f) ≡ I(f) ≡
∫
S2

d2n̂

4π
I(f, n̂) , (95)

so that we recover the standard expressions

ρgw =
πc2

2G

∫ ∞

0

d log f f3Sh(f) , (96)

and

dρgw
d log f

=
πc2

2G
f3Sh(f)

=
πc2

2G
f3

∫
S2

d2n̂

4π
I(f, n̂) , . (97)

Therefore, we can write the result in any of the equivalent
forms

Ωgw(f) =
4π2

3H2
0

f3Sh(f)

=
4π2

3H2
0

f3 I(f)

=
4π2

3H2
0

f3
∫
S2

d2n̂

4π
I(f, n̂) . (98)

In the literature, quantities analogous to Ωgw(f) for the
Stokes parameters associated with polarization are some-
times defined. For instance, Refs. [42, 66], together

with ΩI = [(4π2f3)/(3H2
0 )]I(f), also define a quantity

ΩV = [(4π2f3)/(3H2
0 )]V (f) associated with circular po-

larization. One must be careful, however, with the in-
terpretation of the latter quantity. As we showed here,
there is no energy density associated with the V , U ,
and Q Stokes parameters. Only the spectral density as-
sociated with I contributes to the energy density. Of
course, one can always multiply any spectral density, or
any Stokes parameter, by [(4π2f3)/(3H2

0 )], in analogy to
Eq. (88). This can sometimes be useful because, while
any spectral density Sh(f) has dimensions of 1/f , and
in the GW context typically has numerical values which
are not very natural, such as 10−44 Hz−1, the quantity
[(4π2f3)/(3H2

0 )]Sh(f) is dimensionless and is naturally
compared with the actual physical energy density per unit
logarithmic frequency (normalized to ρc) of a GW back-
ground. The same can be done for the spectral density of
the noise Sn(f) (defined from the noise-noise correlator),
from which it can be useful to form the dimensionless com-
bination [(4π2f3)/(3H2

0 )]Sn(f). However, again, there
is no physical energy density associated with this defi-
nition. One could simply work at the level of spectral
densities, comparing e.g. the spectral density of the sig-
nal, [Sastro

h (f)]AA′ , with the spectral density of the noise,
Sn(f), or comparing among them the contributions to
[Sastro
h (f)]AA′ associated with the different Stokes parame-

ters. Again, one can, of course, multiply all these spectral
densities by [(4π2f3)/(3H2

0 )] to deal with dimensionless
quantities, but one must then be aware that only the
spectral density associated with the I Stokes parameter
has an interpretation in terms of an energy density, and
there is no energy density associated with the other Stokes
parameters, or to noise.

V. EFFECT OF SHOT NOISE

In the previous section we have computed explicitly the
averages over extrinsic parameters. However, when we
deal with a finite ensemble of Nev events collected in an
observation time T , corresponding to a given realization
of the underlying stochastic process, these formal averages
will not represent the actually observed quantities. For
instance, we will not have an infinite number of sources
with polarization angle ψ distributed uniformly in [0, 2π],
but rather a specific sample of sources, with polarization
angles ψ1, . . . , ψNev

; then, quantities that would vanish
in a formal average over ψ computed as in Eq. (16), will
in general be non-vanishing because the cancellations
will only be partial, reflecting the discreteness of the
underlying stochastic process, i.e. shot noise.

In this section, therefore, we no longer perform analyti-
cally the averages over the extrinsic parameters, and we
instead work directly with the original sums over discrete
events, with the aim of extracting, in the large Nev limit,
the difference between the discrete and continuous average.
We will then eventually compute the results numerically,
on a given specific realization of events. The formulas
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below will be written for a generic number of events Nev.
Typically, we will be interested in the situation where
Nev is the number of events, in the given observation
time T , that were below the detection threshold, since
the actual astrophysical stochastic background is made
by the superposition of the unresolved signals. However,
the results below are general, and could also be applied
to the sum of resolved and unresolved events.

For the astrophysical stochastic background, there are
two situations where the effect of shot noise can be espe-
cially important. One is the computation of the polariza-
tion: we have seen that linear polarizations are set to zero
by the average over the polarization angles ψi, while cir-
cular polarization survives this average but is set to zero
by the average over cos ιi. The second situation concerns
the angular distribution of an astrophysical background.
Even if the background is assumed to be exactly isotropic,
anisotropies will be generated by shot noise. In both cases,
these shot noise contributions could mask very interesting
effects, such as a polarized cosmological background that
might be generated by parity-violation mechanism in the
early Universe [4, 44, 61–67], or actual anisotropies of
the astrophysical background that provide information
on the clustering of the matter distribution [41, 47–60].
It is therefore important to evaluate these shot-noise ef-
fects. The shot noise contribution to the polarization
has recently been investigated in Ref. [42] (restricting,
however, to circular polarization), while the anisotropies
of the astrophysical background induced by shot noise,
and their effect on GW observations, have been discussed
in Ref. [41, 71].

The formalism that we have developed in Sec. III is
well-suited to evaluate the shot noise contribution to
the spectral density of the astrophysical background. In
Sec. VA and VD we will then show how to evaluate
these effects with our formalism. In this paper, we focus
on the methodological aspects, and we will illustrate
our results by summing over the contribution of all the
sources that merge in a given time span (we will assume
one year). However, at a specific detector network, some
sources will be resolved and some will not; the resolved
sources can then be subtracted, and the actual residual
contribution will be due only to the unresolved sources,
plus the accumulation of errors on the reconstruction of
resolved sources. We defer a detailed study at specific 3G
detector network to subsequent work.

Our starting point is given by Eq. (12), from which it
follows that

h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)

=

Nev∑
i,j=1

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti, cos ιi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj , tj , cos ιj)

×δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂j) , (99)

which is Eq. (26) before performing on it any average.
Actually, the full dependence of h̃A(f, n̂) and h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)
on the extrinsic parameters is as in Eq. (25), but we do
not write it explicitly for notational simplicity.

We are not interested in the shot noise effect on the
statistics of the times of arrival: it is difficult to imag-
ine physical mechanism that, on the timescale T of the
observation, would correlate the times of arrival of differ-
ent CBCs, so the statistics of the times of arrival is just
that of independent events, and does not carry specific
astrophysical information. We therefore still perform the
corresponding average as in Eq. (15). Then, we write

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{tk}

=

Nev∑
i,j=1

⟨h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, ti, cos ιi)h̃A′,j(f
′;ψj , tj , cos ιj)⟩{tk}

×δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂j) . (100)

As we have seen in Sec. III B, the average over arrival
times produces a factor (1/T )δT (f − f ′), as well as a
factor δij (cf. footnote 11). Then, using also

δ(n̂− n̂i)δ(n̂
′ − n̂i) = δ(n̂− n̂′)δ(n̂− n̂i) , (101)

we get

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{tk} = δ(n̂− n̂′)δT (f − f ′) (102)

× 1

T

Nev∑
i=1

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)δ(n̂− n̂i) .

This expression will be our starting point for evaluating
the effect of shot noise, either on the polarization or on
the anisotropies.

A. Polarization from shot noise

As we saw in Sec. III, linear polarizations are set to
zero by the average over the polarization angles ψi, while
circular polarization survives this average but is set to
zero by the average over cos ιi. In this section, we there-
fore do not perform explicitly these averages. In contrast,
we are not interested here in the shot noise effect on the
anisotropies. Therefore, we perform analytically the aver-
age over n̂k, k = 1, . . . , Nev in Eq. (103) using Eq. (59),
which gives

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{tk,n̂k}

= µ(n̂)
δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δT (f − f ′)

× 1

T

Nev∑
i=1

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) . (103)

To compute this expression, we begin by extracting ex-
plicitly the dependence of h̃A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) on ψi. Using
Eq. (31), we have

h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) (104)

=MAA′,BB′ h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)h̃B′,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi) ,
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where

MAA′,BB′ = RAB(2ψi)RA′B′(2ψi) . (105)

TreatingMAA′,BB′ as a 2×2 complex matrix in the (A,A′)
indices, we can decompose it in the basis of the identity
matrix δAA′ and the Pauli matrices σaAA′ (a = 1, 2, 3),
with complex coefficients that are matrices in the (B,B′)
indices,

MAA′,BB′ = δAA′αBB′ +

3∑
a=1

σaAA′βaBB′ . (106)

The matrix αBB′ can be obtained contracting Eq. (106)
with δAA′ . This gives

2αBB′ =
∑
AA′

δAA′MAA′,BB′

=
[
RT (2ψi)R(2ψi)

]
BB′ , (107)

where RT (2ψi) is the transpose matrix. Since R is a
rotation matrix, [RT (2ψi)R(2ψi)]BB′ = δBB′ and we get

2αBB′ = δBB′ . (108)

Similarly, contracting both sides of Eq. (106) with σbA′A
and using Tr(σaσb) = 2δab, we get

2βbBB′ =
∑
AA′

σbA′AMAA′,BB′

=
[
RT (2ψi)(σ

b)TR(2ψi)
]
BB′ . (109)

Writing R(2ψi) as in Eq. (33) and recalling from Eq. (11)
that (σ2)T = −σ2 while (σ1)T = σ1 and (σ3)T = σ3, we
get

2β1
BB′ = σ1

BB′ cos 4ψi + σ3
BB′ sin 4ψi , (110)

2β2
BB′ = −σ2

BB′ , (111)
2β3

BB′ = −σ1
BB′ sin 4ψi + σ3

BB′ cos 4ψi . (112)

Inserting this into Eq. (103),

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{tk,n̂k} (113)

= µ(n̂)
δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δT (f − f ′)

1

2

Nev∑
i=1

×
[
Ii(f ; cos ιi)δAA′ + Ui(f ; cos ιi, ψi)σ1

AA′

+Vi(f ; cos ιi)σ2
AA′ +Qi(f ; cos ιi, ψi)σ

3
AA′

]
,

where

Ii(f ; cos ιi) =
1

T

∑
B=+,×

|h̃B,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)|2 , (114)

Vi(f ; cos ιi) =
1

T

∑
B,B′=+,×

(115)

×[−h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)σ
2
BB′ h̃B′,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)] ,

Ui(f ; cos ιi, ψi) =
1

T

∑
B,B′=+,×

h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)(116)

×[σ1
BB′ cos 4ψi + σ3

BB′ sin 4ψi]h̃B′,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi) ,

and

Qi(f ; cos ιi, ψi) =
1

T

∑
B,B′=+,×

h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi)(117)

× [−σ1
BB′ sin 4ψi + σ3

BB′ cos 4ψi]h̃B′,i(f ;ψi = 0, cos ιi) .

As we discussed below Eq. (54), Ii and Vi are independent
of the reference value ψi = 0, so we can replace the
argument ψi = 0 in Eqs. (114) and (115) by an arbitrary
value ψi, i.e.

Ii(f ; cos ιi) =
1

T

∑
B=+,×

|h̃B,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)|2 , (118)

Vi(f ; cos ιi) = − 1

T

∑
B,B′=+,×

(119)

×h̃∗B,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)σ2
BB′ h̃B′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) ,

or simply suppress the argument ψi, as we will do below.
In contrast, as we will see in a moment, Qi and Ui depend
on ψi. Using Eqs. (109) and (110) we see that

σ1 cos 4ψi + σ3 sin 4ψi = RT (2ψi)σ
1R(2ψi) , (120)

and therefore Eq. (116) can be rewritten as

Ui(f ; cos ιi, ψi) =
1

T

∑
A,A′=+,×

(121)

×h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)σ1
AA′ h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) ,

and similarly

Qi(f ; cos ιi, ψi) =
1

T

∑
A,A′=+,×

(122)

×h̃∗A,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)σ3
AA′ h̃A′,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi) .

In terms of hL,i and hR,i, we have already found that

Ii(f ; cos ιi) =
1

T

[
|h̃R,i(f ; cos ιi)|2 + |h̃L,i(f ; cos ιi)|2

]
,

(123)
and

Vi(f ; cos ιi) =
1

T

[
|h̃R,i(f ; cos ιi)|2 − |h̃L,i(f ; cos ιi)|2

]
,

(124)
cf. Eqs. (64) and (65) (we are now also writing explicitly
the argument cos ιi). Similarly, we get

Ui(f ;ψi, cos ιi) =
i

T

[
h̃∗R,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃L,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)
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−h̃∗L,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃R,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)
]
, (125)

and

Qi(f ;ψi, cos ιi) =
1

T

[
h̃∗R,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃L,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)

+h̃∗L,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)h̃R,i(f ;ψi, cos ιi)
]
. (126)

Using Eq. (54) we then see that, under ψi → ψi + ψ0, Ui
and Qi transform linearly among them, as

Ui → cos(4ψ0)Ui + sin(4ψ0)Qi , (127)
Qi → − sin(4ψ0)Ui + cos(4ψ0)Qi , (128)

so that

Qi + iUi → ei4ψ0(Qi + iUi) , (129)
Qi − iUi → e−i4ψ0(Qi − iUi) . (130)

Therefore, while Ii and Vi transform as helicity-0 fields
under rotations in the plane transverse to n̂i, Ui and Qi

transform as helicity-4 field [4, 44, 72]. In particular,
this implies that Ui and Qi depend explicitly on the
polarization angle ψi (and therefore on the choice of the
reference value ψi = 0), which was not the case for Ii and
Vi. Note, however, that the combination

Pi = (U2
i +Q2

i )
1/2 , (131)

is again a scalar under rotations of the polarization an-
gle, and therefore does not depend on the choice of the
reference angle ψi = 0.

So, in conclusion, Eq. (113) becomes

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂) h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{tk,n̂k} (132)

=
δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π
δT (f − f ′)

1

2
[Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ ,

where the spectral density [Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ factorizes as

[Sastro
h (f ; n̂)]AA′ = µ(n̂)[Sastro

h (f)]AA′ , (133)

and

[Sastro
h (f)]AA′ = I(f)δAA′ + V (f)σ2

AA′

+U(f)σ1
AA′ +Q(f)σ3

AA′ . (134)

The explicit expressions for the Stokes parameters, rein-
stating explicitly all the dependencies as in Eqs. (24) and
(25), are

I(f ; n̂, {cos ιk}) = µ(n̂)I(f ; {cos ιk}) , (135)
V (f ; n̂, {cos ιk}) = µ(n̂)V (f ; {cos ιk}) , (136)
U(f ; n̂, {cos ιk}, {ψk}) = µ(n̂)U(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}),(137)
Q(f ; n̂, {cos ιk}, {ψk}) = µ(n̂)Q(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}),(138)

where

I(f ; {cos ιk}) =
Nev∑
i=1

Ii(f ; cos ιi) , (139)

V (f ; {cos ιk}) =
Nev∑
i=1

Vi(f ; cos ιi) , (140)

U(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}) =
Nev∑
i=1

Ui(f ; cos ιi, ψi), (141)

Q(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}) =
Nev∑
i=1

Qi(f ; cos ιi, ψi). (142)

and Ii(f ; cos ιi), . . . ,Qi(f ; cos ιi) are given in Eqs. (114)–
(117) or, equivalently, in Eqs. (118), (119), (121) and
(122).

For an ensemble of events we also define

P (f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}) (143)

=
[
U2(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk}) +Q2(f ; {cos ιk}, {ψk})

]1/2
,

or, if we do not want to write explicitly all arguments
{cos ιk}, {ψk},

P (f) =
[
U2(f) +Q2(f)

]1/2
. (144)

Note that, from Eqs. (127) and (128) together with
Eqs. (141) and (142), under a common transformation of
all angles ψi as ψi → ψi + ψ0, we have (suppressing for
notational simplicity all arguments)

U → cos(4ψ0)U + sin(4ψ0)Q , (145)
Q → − sin(4ψ0)U + cos(4ψ0)Q , (146)

and therefore P is invariant, i.e. P has helicity zero.13
The first two terms in Eq. (134), proportional to δAA′

and to σ2
AA′ , are the same that we found performing the

average over ψi by integrating over dψi/(2π). We see that
they do not receive any correction from shot noise, cf.
Eqs. (46)–(52). In contrast, we see that, because of shot
noise, we get terms proportional to both σ1

AA′ and σ3
AA′ ,

so the Stokes parameters U and Q associated with linear
polarization are now non-vanishing, cf. Eq. (10). The
results of Sec. III are recovered if we now superimpose an
analytic average over polarization angles, since

⟨cos 4ψi⟩ψi
=

∫ 2π

0

dψi
2π

cos 4ψi = 0 , (148)

and similarly for the average of sin 4ψi. Therefore, the
averages over ψi of Ui and of Qi vanish, as we see more
easily from Eqs. (116) and (117).

13 Observe that, in terms of Ui and Qi, we have defined

P =
[(∑

i

Ui
)2

+
(∑

i

Qi
)2]1/2

(147)

rather than as P =
∑
i Pi, where Pi is defined by Eq. (131).

The reason is that, in a stochastic background, the observable
quantities are related to the correlator ⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′ (f ′, n̂′)⟩ and
therefore to the Stokes parameters I, V , U and Q, see Eq. (9). A
quantity such as

∑
i Pi, in contrast, is not directly observable.
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B. Linear polarizations and spatial isotropy

From Eqs. (137) and (138) we see that, once we include
the effect of shot noise, linear polarization is in principle
allowed even in the isotropic case, µ(n̂) = 1. This is ap-
parently at odds with the observation [4, 44] that, because
of Eqs. (129) and (130), under a rotation ψi → ψi + ψ0

we have

Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂) → e±i4ψ0 [Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂)] . (149)

Therefore Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂) have helicities ±4, and can
be expanded in (±4) spin-weighted spherical harmonics,
±4Ylm(n̂), as

Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂) =

∞∑
l=4

l∑
m=−l

C±
lm(f)±4Ylm(n̂) , (150)

with the expansion starting from l = 4, since ±4Ylm(n̂)
vanish for l < 4. The argument in Ref. [44], then, is that
an isotropic distribution of sources, that only has the
l = 0 multipole, cannot produce a non-vanishing value for
Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂), that both start from l = 4.

In contrast, from our explicit computation, we have
found that both U(f ; n̂) and Q(f ; n̂) are proportional to
µ(n̂), which is a scalar function and can therefore be ex-
panded in scalar spherical harmonics Ylm(n̂), which starts
from l = 0. In particular, for an isotropic distribution,
µ(n̂) = 1 and we find that U(f ; n̂) and Q(f ; n̂) can be
non-vanishing.

The resolution of this apparent paradox is that the
labels (l,m) in Eq. (150) are in fact an abuse of notation,
which induces one to believe that these are the indices
associated with the orbital angular momentum operator.
This is not true, and these indices are associated with
the total angular momentum operator, and should be
more appropriately denoted as (j, jz), so Eq. (150) should
rather be written as

Q(f ; n̂)± iU(f ; n̂) =

∞∑
j=4

j∑
jz=−j

C±
jjz

(f)±4Yjjz (n̂) . (151)

The issue was already discussed in Sec. 3.5.2 of Ref. [2]
(see in particular Note 47 there). To understand this
point, let us recall that the tensor spherical harmonics
can be obtained by coupling the scalar spherical harmonics
Yllz(n̂) to the spin functions χssz , with the appropriate
Clebsch–Gordan coefficients which gives a state with total
angular momentum |j, jz⟩,

Y lsjjz (θ, ϕ) =

l∑
lz=−l

s∑
sz=−s

⟨slszlz|jjz⟩Yllz (θ, ϕ)χssz . (152)

By definition, the functions Y lsjjz (θ, ϕ) are eigenvectors of
J2, J2

z ,L
2 and S2 (where L is the orbital angular momen-

tum operator, S the spin operator and J = L+ S), which
commute among them, and can be diagonalized simulta-
neously (note that, in contrast, they are not eigenvectors

of Lz, which does not commute with J2 and cannot be di-
agonalized simultaneously). As an example, consider the
vector spherical harmonics (we closely follow Sec. 3.5.2 of
Ref. [2]). In this case the spin function χ is a vector, that
we denote by ξ. The eigenfunctions of Sz with eigenvalues
sz = 0,±1 can be constructed from the unit vectors ex,
ey and ez as

ξ(±1) = ∓ 1√
2
(ex ± iey) , ξ(0) = ez . (153)

Then the vector spherical harmonics are

Yl
jjz (θ, ϕ) =

l∑
lz=−l

∑
sz=0,±1

⟨1lszlz|jjz⟩Yllz (θ, ϕ) ξ(sz) ,

(154)
where we have written Yl1

jjz
simply as Yl

jjz
, since the fact

that s = 1 is already implicit in the vector notation Y.
The vectors Yl

jjz
(θ, ϕ) can have j = l−1, l, l+1 (if l ̸= 0),

or j = 1 if l = 0 (in a quantum language, the possible
quantum combinations of spin s = 1 and orbital angular
momentum l), but have no special property with respect
to the radial unit vector n̂, i.e., they are neither purely
transverse nor purely longitudinal. With them, we can
however form the combinations

YE
jjz = (2j + 1)−1/2

[
(j + 1)1/2 Yj−1

jjz
+ j1/2 Yj+1

jjz

]
,(155)

YB
jjz = iYj

jjz
, (156)

YR
jjz = (2j + 1)−1/2

[
j1/2 Yj−1

jjz
− (j + 1)1/2 Yj+1

jjz

]
,(157)

with j ≥ 1, together with YR
00 = Y00n̂; note that YE

jjz
and

YB
jjz

are superposition of vector harmonics with different
values of l, so they are no longer eigenfunctions of L2.
However, it can be shown that they are transverse to the
propagation direction n̂. Since YE

jjz
and YB

jjz
start at

j = 1, while YR
jjz

starts at j = 0, an arbitrary vector field
V(t, r, θ, ϕ) can be expanded as

V(t, r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
j=0

j∑
jz=−j

Rjjz (t, r)Y
R
jjz (θ, ϕ) (158)

+

∞∑
j=1

j∑
jz=−j

[
Ejjz (t, r)Y

E
jjz (θ, ϕ) +Bjjz (t, r)Y

B
jjz (θ, ϕ)

]
.

With a common abuse of notation, the indices (j, jz), that
appear here, are typically written as (l,m) but it is clear,
from the above derivation, that they label the eigenvalues
of (J2, Jz), not of (L2, Lz). In several situations we are
only interested in the highest helicity states, in this case
h ≡ sz = ±1. For instance, for a massless spin-1 particle
such as the photon, only the states with h = ±1 are
allowed, so the radial functions Rjjz (t, r) = 0 vanish, and
we only remain with the transverse states, whose multipole
expansion starts from j = 1. Thus, it is impossible to put
a photon in a state with total angular momentum j = 0.
The vector spherical harmonics YE

jjz
(θ, ϕ) and YB

jjz
(θ, ϕ)
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are in correspondence with the ±1 spin-weighted spherical
harmonics ±1Yjjz(θ, ϕ). Once again, it is important to
stress that the (j, jz) indices here refer to total angular
momentum, even if they are typically written as (l,m).

The construction can be generalized to higher spin.
For instance, for spin 2, one finds a set of five tensor
spherical harmonics: TS0

jjz
, which has j ≥ 0; TE1

jjz
and

TB1
jjz

, which have j ≥ 1; and TE2
jjz

and TB2
jjz

, which have
j ≥ 2. If one is studying a massive spin-2 field (such as a
massive graviton), these five tensors field would describe
the corresponding five degrees of freedom. However, if
one is interested only in the states with helicity h = ±2,
as for a GW (or a massless graviton), one must select the
transverse-traceless tensor spherical harmonics TE2

ijz
and

TB2
ijz

, which can be mapped into the ±2 spin-weighted
spherical harmonics ±2Yjjz (θ, ϕ).14 The construction can
be generalized to all higher spins.

Having understood that the indices in Eq. (151) refer to
the total angular momentum, rather than to the orbital
one, we see that there is no contradiction between the
fact that the sum in Eq. (151) starts at j = 4, while an
isotropic distribution of sources only has l = 0. Simply,
we see from Eq. (149) that Q± iU have s = 4, sz = ±4.
This operator combines with µ(n̂), which in the isotropic
case only has multipoles l = 0, lz = 0, to build an object
which has j = 4, jz = ±4, and which can therefore appear
as the lowest term of the expansion (151).

An equivalent, and in fact faster way of reaching the
same conclusion is to observe that, with U and Q, we can
form the combination P defined in Eq. (144), which is a
scalar, and therefore can in principle receive contribution
from the l = m = 0 multipole of the source distribution.

We conclude that (contrary to statements in the litera-
ture) an isotropic distribution of sources can in principle
produce a GW background which also has a linear polar-
ization.

C. Numerical results

The expressions given by Eqs. (139)–(142), together
with Eqs. (114)–(117), are a natural starting point for a
numerical evaluation of the Stokes parameters generated
by a given finite ensemble of sources, including the effect
of shot noise. While the above formalism holds for a
generic set of Nev signals, in practical applications the
sums will only run over the unresolved sources, since these
are those that contribute to the stochastic background.
Similarly to what has been discussed in the literature for
the energy density (see Refs. [26–40]), i.e. for the I Stokes
parameter, one will also have to add to this the effect due
to the accumulation of errors from the reconstruction of
the resolved sources.

14 See App. F and G of Ref. [4] for the explicit mapping between
spin-weighted spherical harmonics and tensor spherical harmonics,
for the spin-1 and spin-2 cases.

All these aspects, however, will be very dependent
on the specific detector network considered, since this
determines which sources will be resolved (in a given noise
realization), and the accuracy of their reconstruction. We
leave a full analysis for specific 3G detector networks for
future work. In this paper we are rather concerned with
the methodological aspects, and we illustrate here our
results computing the Stokes parameters on an ensemble
of BBHs and BNSs corresponding to one year of data
in our population model, independently of whether, at a
given network, these sources will be resolved or unresolved.
In this sense, our results are really an upper bound on
the actual contribution of the astrophysical background
to the Stokes parameters or, equivalently, corresponds to
the limit in which the threshold for CBC detection is set
very high, so that all sources are deemed unresolved.

To compute the sums in Eqs. (139)–(142) we use the
same catalogs of BBHs and BNSs described in Ref. [24],
and from it we extract a random sample of events corre-
sponding to one year of observation which, in our pop-
ulation model, corresponds to about 1 × 105 BBH and
7× 105 BNS.15

The results are shown in Fig. 1, where we plot I(f),
V (f), Q(f), U(f), as well as P (f) =

√
U2(f) +Q2(f)

for BBHs (left panel) and for BNSs (right panel). We
see that the polarization parameters, even if suppressed
with respect to I, are indeed present, and follow roughly
the same frequency dependence. For BBHs the linear
polarization parameter P is actually of the same order
of magnitude as the circular polarization parameter V
and in fact even slightly larger, and receives most of its
contribution from Q, while U is smaller (so that the red
curve describing Q(f) is almost identical to the violet
curve describing P (f), and not visible because is covered
by it, except at the highest frequencies). For the BNS
case, the polarization terms are more suppressed with
respect to I, which can be attributed to the larger sample
of sources, and the polarization parameter V is dominant
with respect to the other (suggesting a potentially different
scaling with the number of events), while the hierarchy
between Q and U is unchanged.

D. Anisotropies from shot noise

We next address the effect of shot noise on the
anisotropies of the angular distribution. These will
be a foreground to the (more physically interesting)
anisotropies of the actual distribution of astrophysical
sources, that can carry important information on the
clustering of the underlying matter distribution. To this
purpose we start from Eq. (58) and, rather than perform-
ing the average ⟨δ(n̂− n̂i)⟩n̂i

through Eq. (59), we leave it

15 For the BNS case, we use the catalog featuring a Gaussian mass
distribution of the sources, and adimensional tidal deformabilities
computed assuming the APR equation of state [73].



18

101 102 103

f [Hz]

10−59

10−57

10−55

10−53

10−51

10−49

10−47

S
to

ke
s

p
ar

am
et

er
s

[H
z−

1
]

BBH

I(f)

V (f)

U(f)

Q(f)

P (f)

101 102 103

f [Hz]

10−59

10−57

10−55

10−53

10−51

10−49

10−47

S
to

ke
s

p
ar

am
et

er
s

[H
z−

1
]

BNS

FIG. 1. The quantities I(f), V (f), Q(f), U(f), as well as P (f) =
√

U2(f) +Q2(f), for an ensemble of ∼ 105 BBHs (left panel)
and ∼ 7× 105 BNSs (right panel), corresponding to 1 yr of data in our population model.
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FIG. 2. The functions cl(f) for a selection of values l = [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 50, 100], for an ensemble of ∼ 105 BBHs (left panel)
and ∼ 7× 105 BNSs (right panel), corresponding to 1 yr of data in our population model.

in the form of a sum over the Nev events. We also neglect
the contribution from circular and linear polarizations
that, as we have seen, are subdominant, and we leave
the average of Ii(f) over cos ι in the form of an explicit
sum over the events, performing only the averages over
polarization angles and times of arrival. We therefore
write

⟨h̃∗A(f, n̂)h̃A′(f ′, n̂′)⟩{ψk,tk} = δAA′δT (f − f ′)

×δ(n̂− n̂′)

4π

1

2
I(f ; n̂) , (159)

where

I(f ; n̂) = 4π

Nev∑
i=1

Ii(f)δ(n̂− n̂i) , (160)

and it is understood that Ii(f) is actually Ii(f ; cos ιi)
and I(f ; n̂) is actually I(f ; n̂, {cos ιk}). If we would now
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average over n̂i, using Eq. (19), we would get back Eq. (62)
with I(f) given by Eq. (64) (where we had also written
explicitly the average over intrinsic parameters). However,
here we are interested in computing the shot noise effect
from the finite sum over events.

As with any scalar function of n̂, we can expand I(f ; n̂)
in spherical harmonics,

I(f ; n̂) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

Ilm(f)Ylm(n̂) , (161)

whose inversion is

Ilm(f) =

∫
S2

d2n̂ I(f ; n̂)Y ∗
lm(n̂)

= 4π

Nev∑
i=1

Ii(f)Y ∗
lm(n̂i) . (162)

The above expressions are valid for a generic underlying
distribution µ(n̂). We henceforth consider the isotropic
case µ(n̂) = 1, and study how shot noise generates
anisotropies in the angular distribution. In this case
we can follow the standard approach used for the CMB
multipoles: for a given value of l, the coefficients Ilm
with m = −l, . . . , l are statistically equivalent and all
information is contained in the quantities

Cl(f) =
1

2l + 1

l∑
m=−l

|Ilm(f)|2 . (163)

We insert here Eq. (162) and use the addition theorem
for spherical harmonics,

l∑
m=−l

Ylm(n̂i)Y
∗
lm(n̂j) =

2l + 1

4π
Pl(n̂i·n̂j) , (164)

where Pl are the Legendre polynomials. Then, we get

Cl(f) = 4π

Nev∑
i,j=1

Ii(f)Ij(f)Pl(n̂i·n̂j) . (165)

Since P0(cos θ) = 1, we have

C0(f) = 4πI2(f) . (166)

We are interested in computing the functions Cl(f) for
l ̸= 0 which, compared to C0(f), will give a measure of the
anisotropies of the astrophysical background generated
by shot noise. It is therefore convenient to define

cl(f) =
Cl(f)

C0(f)
(167)

=
1

I2(f)

Nev∑
i,j=1

Ii(f)Ij(f)Pl(n̂i·n̂j) .

We have computed numerically these quantities for our
distribution of BBHs and of BNSs, using again one year

of data and taking all sources as unresolved. As already
discussed in Sec. VC, this only has an illustrative pur-
pose: at any given detector network, one will have to
separate the resolved from unresolved sources, sum over
the unresolved ones, and take into account the error in
the reconstruction of the resolved sources. Figure 2 shows
the functions cl(f) for a selection of values of l.

For BBHs we see that, for all multipoles shown, below
about 100 Hz the anisotropies are at the percent level,
and then they grow, reaching values of order one in the
kHz region. This can be understood from the fact that
most BBHs merge at lower frequencies; therefore, the
effective number of BBHs contributing to the result in the
kHz region is just a small fraction of the total, and the
relative effect of shot noise increases when the effective
number of sources decreases.

For BNS we observe that the anisotropies are consider-
ably smaller as compared to the BBH case, with values
of O(10−4) up to the 100 Hz region. This can be traced
on the one hand to the larger amount of sources present
in the BNS catalog, and on the other hand to the mor-
phology of their signals in band. Indeed, most of the
BNS systems merge at O(kHz) frequencies, and sweep all
through the frequency band of ground-based detectors.
Also in this case, for f ≳ 300 Hz we observe a raise in the
spectrum up to values of ∼ 10−1: this is again because
part of the sources, especially at high redshifts, start to
merge.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have shown how the spectral density
of an ensemble of compact binary coalescences emerges
from the average of the extrinsic parameters of the popu-
lation: the times of arrival, the polarization angles, the
arrival directions and the orbit inclinations. We have seen
the role of each of these averages in arriving at the final
result (83), which is often used in the literature although,
to our knowledge, it lacked any convincing derivation.
The step-by-step procedure that we have described allows
us to understand the roles of the various averages: the
averages over the polarization angles decorrelate the dif-
ferent events or, equivalently, different arrival directions,
producing a Dirac delta δ(n̂− n̂′) in Eq. (43), and further-
more eliminates the linear polarizations. The averages
over arrival times produce a (regularized) Dirac delta
δT (f − f ′) and, finally, the averages over the inclination
angles remove the remaining Stokes parameter, associated
with circular polarization.

For a finite sample of events, however, all these averages
must be replaced with the sum over the actual events of
the specific realizations, and the above cancellations are
only approximate. Shot noise therefore generates a certain
amount of polarization even in the CBC background, and
a certain amount of anisotropy. In particular, we have
seen that shot noise generates a linear polarization even
when the underlying distribution of sources is isotropic (in
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contrast with previous statements in the literature). We
have computed numerically these shot noise contributions
with a realistic catalog of BBHs and of BNSs (treating all
sources as undetected). This formalism can be useful to
disentangle possible polarized background produced by
mechanisms in the early Universe, or anisotropies in the
stochastic background that reflect the underlying matter
distribution, from contamination effects due to shot noise
of the astrophysical background.
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