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Gravitational waves (GWs) hold great potential for an unobscured view of protoneutron stars
(PNSs) formed as a result of stellar collapses. While waiting for discovery, deepening the un-
derstanding of GW emission in theory is beneficial for both optimizing searching strategies and
deciphering the eventual data. One significant aspect is the spatially dependent contribution to the
overall GW signal extracted from sophisticated hydrodynamic simulations. I present the proper
way to perform the spatial decomposition of GW strain with the quadrupole formula in the slow-
motion and weak-field approximation. Then I demonstrate the approach using the results of a 2D
axisymmetric pseudo-Newtonian hydrodynamic simulation of core-collapse supernova. I discuss the
possible misleading interpretation based on the incorrect method in the literature that favors the
dominant contribution by the PNS convective layer. Moreover, with the correct approach, the GW
spatial profiles agree well with those calculated from a consistent perturbative method. This work
re-emphasizes the global emission picture of GWs from PNS and motivates future prudent analyses
with 3D simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since 2015 we have formally entered the era of
gravitational-wave (GW) astronomy with the ground-
breaking detection of GWs from the coalescence of bi-
nary black holes, i.e. GW150914 [1]. The field flourished
with the joint observation of the γ-ray burst, kilonova,
and GWs from a binary neutron-star merger event [2–4],
a victory of multi-messenger astronomy. More recently,
several international teams reported evidence of nano Hz
GW background using pulsar timing arrays [5–8], with
important implications for cosmology and merging super-
massive black holes. Yet another historic and frequently
discussed candidate GW source, i.e. collapse and ex-
plosion of stars, is still waiting for discovery [9, 10]. To
our latest understanding, current ground-based detectors
[11–13] can capture GWs from stellar collapse events in
the Milky Way (e.g. [14, 15]). Due to the low galac-
tic supernova rate (∼2-3 per century [16]), it may be a
long time for such GW observations to come. We look
forward to the further development of next-generation
detectors desperately for more distant targets, such as
the Neutron-star Extreme Matter Observatory (NEMO,
[17]), the Cosmic Explorer (CE, [18]) and the Einstein
Telescope (ET, [19]).

For now, understanding the GW characteristics of stel-
lar collapses through theoretical investigations is of vital
importance to prepare for the eventual discovery. The
collapse of stars involves all 4 known fundamental in-
teractions and is one of the most challenging mysteries
in modern physics and astronomy [20]. Lacking ther-
mal support from nuclear fusions, the stellar core con-
tracts dynamically until the formation of a protoneutron
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star (PNS), in which strong forces and nuclear degener-
acy balance the gravity [21]. Quasi-normal quadrupolar
(l = 2) oscillations of the PNS can lead to GW emission
with a frequency ranging from hundreds to thousands of
Hz [22–24]. Fig. 1 shows an example of such GW signals
extracted from a 2D axisymmetric simulation, with the
time-domain waveform (left panel) and power spectro-
gram (right panel). The amplitude of GW strain evolves
stochastically with time while the GW frequency ramps
up as a result of the PNS contraction. GW amplitudes
in 3D simulations can be 10 times lower than those in 2D
simulations with axisymmetry while the frequency evo-
lution seems to be far less dependent on dimensionality
[25–27] and resolution [23].

It is yet unclear what excites the PNS oscillations in
relation to the peak GW emission [25–27, 30, 31]. There
are two major compelling proposals that the excitation
comes from the downflows in the gain region impinging
the PNS [26, 30, 31] or from the PNS convective motions
[25, 27]. Evidence for the first mechanism is that the peak
GW frequency coincides with the downflow timescales
[30] and the Brunt-Väisälä frequency of the convectively
stable layer just above the PNS convective zone [31]. It
has further support from the proportion between the ra-
diated GW energy and the total turbulent energy ac-
creted by the PNS [26]. On the other hand, the second
mechanism is built on that the dominant contribution
to GWs comes from the PNS convective zone [25, 32].
However, there is a caveat for their analyses of the spa-
tial decomposition of the GW emission as pointed out
by Ref. [33]. Despite being aware of the possible flaws,
Ref. [27] still adopted the improper approach for their
main results for the sake of numerical reasons. Here, this
work emphasizes this caveat again and demonstrates the
proper approach with detailed numerical experiments.

Another way to understand the GWs from stellar col-
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FIG. 1. The gravitational-wave (GW) signal results from a 2D axisymmetric simulation with a 20M⊙ progenitor [28] and SFHo
equation of state [29]. Left panel: the time-domain waveform, i.e. GW strain amplitude as a function of time. Right panel: the
GW power spectrogram which results from the short-time Fourier transform of the time-domain signal with a moving temporal
window of 40 ms by the Python function ‘matplotlib.pyplot.specgram’. Note that the contribution of the prompt convection
is suppressed during the first 100ms after bounce because the simulation first runs in 1D spherical symmetry and switches to
2D axisymmetry at ∼ 10ms after bounce.

lapse simulations is by solving hydrodynamic equations
in the perturbative regime, dubbed supernova seismology
[34]. Mode frequency matching illustrated a few grav-
ity modes and the fundamental mode responsible for the
peak GW emission, though the nature of these modes
is under debate [22–24]. Moreover, direct comparisons
of radial profiles between simulations and perturbative
analyses for the PNS oscillations indicated a global GW
emission picture in stellar collapses [35, 36]. As will be
clear in this work, this comparison is only possible with
the proper spatial decomposition of the GW emission
within simulation data.

Overall, this paper complements Zha et al. (2024) [36]
with the proper formula to spatially decompose the GW
emission and demonstrate its usage in stellar collapse
simulations. The paper is organized as follows. I present
the formulae for the spatial decomposition of GW emis-
sion in § II. I analyze and present the numerical results in
§ III. I conclude my findings and give an outlook in § IV.

II. FORMULAE

In this section, I present the formulae for decompos-
ing the spatial contribution to the GW emission, or
more specifically the GW strain contributed by succes-
sive spherical shells, in 2D axisymmetric stellar collapse
simulations. This is relevant to the analysis in § III. One
can derive the corresponding formulae in 3D simulations
accordingly (see, e.g., [27]) which I leave for future stud-
ies due to the unaffordable amount of required computa-
tional resources.

It is a formidable task to simulate stellar collapses

in the fully general relativistic framework together with
multiple dimensions, finite-temperature nuclear equa-
tion of state, and spectral neutrino transport [37]. In-
stead, simulations are usually performed in Newtonian
hydrodynamics with a pseudo relativistic gravity [38, 39]
or general-relativistic hydrodynamics with the confor-
mally flat approximation [31, 40–42]. Then, one can ex-
tract GW strain from such numerical simulations with
the quadrupole formula within the weak-field and slow-
motion approximations [43, 44]. Here, I work with the
Newtonian hydrodynamic variables and equations and
one can derive the general relativistic form in the same
way according to, e.g., [31, 41].
In 2D axisymmetry, the only non-vanishing term is

h+ =
3

2

G

Dc4
sin2 Θ

d2

dt2
Izz, (1)

where Θ is the angle between the line of sight and the
symmetry axis (z), and I set Θ = 90

◦
for simplicity.

The subscript + denotes the plus polarization. Izz is the
trace-free quadrupole moment:

Izz =
2

3

∫
ρr2P2(cos θ)dV, (2)

where r is the spherical radius, θ is the angle between the
positive z-axis and line segment, P2 is the Legendre poly-
nomial of degree 2, and dV is the volume element. To
get the overall GW emission, one performs the integra-
tion over the whole star in Eq. (2). In practice, one can
use a finite outer radius in the integration which is large
enough for the convergence of GW strain and minimizes
numerical noises.
I denote the approach that takes numerical differenti-

ation of Izz twice directly as the method QF2. This may
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introduce high-frequency noises due to finite differences,
especially for tiny time steps [43]. Alternatively, one can
reduce the numerical differentiation with the help of the
mass conservation equation

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρv⃗) = 0, (3)

so that

dIzz
dt

=
2

3

∫
ρr
(
2vrP2(cos θ) + vθ

dP2(cos θ)

dθ

)
dV, (4)

where vr and vθ are the velocities along r- and θ-
directions, respectively. I denote the approach that takes
numerical differentiation of dIzz/dt to get h+ as the
method QF1.

A common miss is that Eq. (4) results from partial
integration and there are additional terms at the upper
and lower limit of the integral. For a definite integral
inside a layer from r1 to r2, Eq. (4) reads:

dIzz
dt

∣∣∣
r1→r2

= −2

3

∫ (
r4ρvr|r2r1

)
P2(cos θ)dΩ

+
2

3

∫ r2

r1

ρr
(
2vrP2(cos θ) + vθ

dP2(cos θ)

dθ

)
dV,

(5)
where dΩ is the solid angle element, so dV = r2drdΩ. I
denote the first part in Eq. (5) as the surface term and
denote the approach QF1 including this surface term as
QF1∗.

If one takes r1 and r2 equal to 0 and infinity, the sur-
face term vanishes as ρ = 0 at infinity. This means that
QF1 and QF1∗ are equivalent for evaluating the overall
GW emission. However, when decomposing the overall
GW emission into the contribution of successive layers as
done in [25, 27, 32], only QF2 and QF1∗ are mathemat-
ically valid while QF1 will mistakenly attribute the spa-
tial contribution. Note that the surface term in Eq. (5) is
from rigorous mathematical derivation. One should not
confuse it with determining the boundaries of successive
layers, such as the PNS convective and overshooting re-
gions.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

A. Stellar collapse simulation

To demonstrate the approach of § II, I ran a 2D axisym-
metric stellar collapse simulation with FLASH v.4 [45].
The hydrodynamic equation is Newtonian supplemented
by a multipole (l=16) gravitational potential [46] whose
monopole term is modified by the Case A formula for
relativistic approximation [38]. The simulation employs
a non-rotating solar-metallicity 20M⊙ progenitor model
[28] and the SFHo equation of state [29]. Neutrino trans-
port with full velocity dependence is solved using a 3-
species (νe, ν̄e, νx={νµ, ν̄µ, ντ , ν̄τ}) two-moment scheme

with the ‘M1’ closure [47]. The transport uses 12 groups
for neutrino energy ranging from 0 to 250MeV logarith-
mically with their opacities generated by the NuLib li-
brary [48] following the interactions and prescriptions
considered in Ref. [49]. The simulation runs in 1D spher-
ical symmetry for the collapse phase and switches to 2D
axisymmetry at 10ms after bounce. The simulation ter-
minates at ∼ 0.53 s postbounce and I record detailed pro-
files of density, velocities, etc. every 20µs for the purpose
of spatially decomposing the GW emission. The 2D sim-
ulation grid uses the cylindrical coordinate system, cov-
ering a box of 104 km and ±104 km in the cylindrical r
and z direction, respectively. With adaptive mesh refine-
ment, the spatial resolution is ∼ 250m inside ∼80 km to
resolve the PNS region well and maintains an effective
angular resolution of at least ∼ 0.6

◦
outwards.

The evolution of the mean shock radius (Rsh) and PNS
radius (RPNS) is rendered in the left panel of Fig. 2.
The simulation terminates when Rsh expands rapidly
and exceeds 1000 km that indicates a successful explo-
sion. RPNS is defined as the locus with the spherically
averaged density equal to 1011 g cm−3. RPNS decreases
from a maximum value of∼ 75 km at∼ 0.02 s postbounce
to ∼ 30 km at ∼ 0.5 s postbounce due to joint effects of
neutrino cooling and mass accretion.

The left panel of Fig. 2 also shows that below RPNS,
there is a convectively unstable region (blue-shaded area)
due to negative gradients in the radial profiles of specific
entropy and lepton number fraction [50, 51], with an over-
shooting region (green-shaded area) on top of it. I omit
the epoch before 0.1 s postbounce when PNS convection
has not fully developed. Previous studies [25, 27, 32] de-
composed the overall GW emission to the contribution of
these regions. To implement this conventional analysis,
I determine the boundaries of the convective and over-
shooting regions similarly to Andresen et al. [25]. The
definition of volume-weighted horizontal averages of any
hydrodynamic variable X is:

⟨X⟩ =
∫
XdΩ∫
dΩ

. (6)

Angular fluctuation of X at a fixed radius is then:

X ′ = X − ⟨X⟩. (7)

With this definition, I calculate the turbulent mass flux
fm as follows:

fm = ⟨ρ′v′r.⟩ (8)

Convective regions have negative fluxes while overshoot-
ing regions have positive fluxes as the incoming inertial
material is denser than the surroundings. The right panel
of Fig. 2 shows the turbulent mass fluxes calculated at
0.2, 0.3, 0.4 and 0.5 s postbounce, averaged over a 40ms
window to reduce numerical noises. The crosses mark
the boundaries of the PNS convective and overshooting
regions, determined as follows. The lower boundary of
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FIG. 2. Left panel: Time evolution of several important radii. Shock stands for the mean shock radius, PNS stands for the
protoneutron star radius defined as the locus where the spherically averaged density equals 1011 g cm−3. PNS convection and
overshoot denote the PNS convective and overshooting regions, respectively. Right panel: Turbulent mass fluxes (Eq. (8)) at
four time points with offsets for a clear presentation. The fluxes are averaged over a 40 ms window to reduce numerical noises.
Crosses (×) with the same color as lines mark the boundaries of the PNS convective and overshooting regions, as defined in
the main text.

the convective region (left cross) has fm = 0.01× fm,min,
where fm,min is the minimum turbulent mass flux. Its up-
per boundary (middle cross, also the lower boundary of
the overshooting regions) has fm = 0 which results from
a cubic spline interpolation. The upper boundary of the
overshooting region (right cross) has fm = 0.1× fm,max,
where fm,max is the maximum turbulent flux in the over-
shooting region. Note that these definitions are not un-
ambiguous and here I follow the approach of Andresen et
al. [25]. This uncertainty is not important in the global
emission scenario as will be presented in § IIID.
Fig. 1 shows the accompanying GW signal extracted

from the entire star with the quadrupole formula via
QF1. Note that the emission arising from the prompt
convection early postbounce (∼ 0.1 s, see e.g., [51]) is
rather weak. This is likely because the simulation first
runs in 1D spherical symmetry and switches to 2D ax-
isymmetry at ∼10ms after bounce. In this manner, the
perturbation is absent for seeding the prompt convection.

B. Spatial decomposition of the GW origin

This section presents a few numerical examples of the
different methods, i.e. QF2, QF1, and QF1∗ (see § II),
for extracting GW strain amplitudes from simulations. I
start with the overall emission of the whole star. Fig. 3
shows the time-domain GW waveforms extracted with
QF2 and QF1 in the upper panel, and their differences
in the lower panel. It only includes the interval of 0.3-
0.4 s postbounce for a clear presentation. As QF2 and
QF1 are mathematically equivalent for the whole star,
the two waveforms agree well with differences smaller

than ∼ 0.5 cm in h+ × D, about 2.5% of the total am-
plitude. In the lower panel, spikes appear occasionally
due to numerical finite differences. The significant devi-
ation of ∼ 1 cm during 0.32 to 0.35 s is due to the outer
regions, far from the PNS. Its frequency is relatively low,
∼ 100Hz, so it does not affect the peak emission which
is always above 100Hz. Fig. 4 complements this com-
parison with the frequency-domain spectra of the time-
domain signals convolved with a Hann window. Note
that ∆ is the Fourier spectrum of the differences in the
strain amplitude, i.e. the lower panel in Fig. 3, not the
difference between the other two Fourier spectra. The
difference in spectra between QF2 and QF1 is mainly
significant at high frequencies, >∼ 3000Hz. This is ex-
pected because taking an additional numerical finite dif-
ference introduces more high-frequency noises.

I further discuss the differences in the strain ampli-
tude extracted by the three methods when considering
a layer inside the star. Fig. 5 compares the correspond-
ing time-domain GW waveforms for the layer in-between
20 km and 50 km in the upper panel, and the differences
in strain amplitudes between QF2 and QF1 (red dashed)
or QF1∗ (blue dotted) in the lower panel. It is quite
clear that QF2 and QF1∗ agree well with differences be-
low 2 cm in h+ ×D, while QF1 significantly differs from
them due to the ignorance of the surface term in Eq. (5).
The surface term can be as large as ∼10 cm in h+ ×D,
greater than about 25% of the total amplitude. Fig. 6
complements this comparison with the frequency-domain
spectra of the time-domain signals convolved with a Hann
window. The peak amplitude in |h̃| ×D differs by about
1/3 between QF1 and QF2 (or equivalently QF1∗).

Fig. 7 illustrates an additional numerical example that
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the time-domain gravitational-wave waveforms extracted by the methods QF2 and QF1 (same as Fig. 1)
for the whole star. The lower panel shows the differences in strain amplitudes. The spikes in the lower panel originate from
numerical finite differences. The significant deviation of ∼ 1 cm during 0.32 to 0.35 s is due to the outer regions, far from the
protoneutron star. Its frequency is relatively low, ∼ 100Hz, so it does not affect the peak emission.
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FIG. 4. Fourier spectra of the gravitational-wave signals ex-
tracted by the methods QF2 and QF1 as shown in Fig. 3. The
time-domain signal is convolved with a Hann window during
0.3-0.4 s postbounce before the Fourier transform. ∆ is the
Fourier spectrum of the differences in the strain amplitude,
i.e. the lower panel in Fig. 3, not the difference between their
Fourier spectra.

decomposes the peak GW emission into the contribution
of successive layers with an equal thickness of 2 km. Note
that it shows the real part of h̃ as the fast Fourier trans-
form produces complex spectra. Again, QF2 and QF1∗

show an excellent match and deviate from QF1. The
gray vertical lines in Fig. 7 mark the locations of the
lower and upper boundaries of the convective region, the
upper boundary of the overshooting region, and the sur-
face of the PNS, from left to right. One can tentatively
observe how the improper approach (QF1) mistakenly
attributes the GW emission to different layers. Notably,
QF1 shifts the maximum contribution inwards, to the
PNS convective region rather than the overshooting re-
gion as predicted by the correct methods, i.e. QF2 and
QF1∗.

C. Conventional analysis of the spatial contribution

Several previous studies [25, 27, 32] analyzed the spa-
tially dependent contribution of layers divided by the
convective stability. Here I follow the approach of An-
dresen et al. [25] and divide the star into five regions,
the stable PNS core, the PNS convective region, the over-
shooting region, the PNS stable surface, and the part out-
side the PNS, with the boundaries shown in the left panel
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FIG. 5. Comparison of the time-domain gravitational-wave waveforms extracted by the methods QF2, QF1 and QF1∗ for the
layer in-between 20 km and 50 km. The lower panel shows the differences in strain amplitudes between QF2 and QF1 (red
dashed) or QF1∗ (blue dotted).

of Fig. 2. It is ambiguous to define the PNS and I use
the common definition of a density threshold 1011 g cm−3.
After the division, the GW strain is extracted for these
five layers by the three methods, with the time-domain
waveforms and Fourier spectra during 0.38-0.42 s post-
bounce shown in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, respectively. Both
figures show agreement between the results obtained by
the proper methods, QF2 and QF1∗, while they deviate
from that by the improper method QF1. In particular,
the QF1 method favors the contribution from the PNS
convective layer (the second row) for the peak GW emis-
sion in 500-1000Hz (gray-shaded area in Fig. 9), while
the other proper methods favor the contribution from
the PNS stable surface layer (the fourth row).

Fig. 10 further shows the GW spectrograms con-
tributed by these five layers with the methods QF2 (the
left column) and QF1 (the right column). I omit QF1∗

which agrees with QF2. The white-dashed line in each
panel indicates the time evolution of the peak GW fre-
quency, which is fitted with a quadratic polynomial dur-
ing 0.1-0.5 s postbounce as follows:

fpeak = −2079t2pb + 3069tpb + 15, (9)

where tpb is the postbounce time. The conclusion is simi-
lar to Fig. 9 that the QF1 method favors the contribution
from the PNS convective layer for the peak GW emission,

while the other proper methods favor the contribution
from the PNS stable surface layer. Although dimension-
ality can be a source of difference, the conclusion drawn
from the improper method QF1 here is similar to those
3D results [25, 27, 32]. This is a potential caveat of their
results which need confirmation in future studies.

D. The global emission picture

Zha et al. (2024) [36] found that the radial profiles
of GW emission match well at any postbounce time and
frequency between simulations and perturbative analyses
in the PNS interior. Their results suggest a global emis-
sion picture for GWs from PNSs born in stellar collapses.
This section replicates their analysis by matching the ra-
dial profiles of the peak GW emission for the simulation
conducted in this work with the perturbative results, dur-
ing the entire period with significant GW emission (0.2
to 0.5 s postbounce).
I use the tool for perturbative analyses developed in

Zha et al. [36]. In short, it solves the Newtonian
perturbative equations [52] with the PNS background
model using the Runge-Kutta integration. Westernacher-
Schneider [35] has shown that the underlying equa-
tions are consistent with hydrodynamic equations in the
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FIG. 7. Comparison of the radial profiles of Re(h̃) in Fig. 6
at the peak frequency ∼ 925Hz among signals extracted by
the methods QF2, QF1 and QF1∗. I use successive layers
with a thickness of 2 km from the centre to 100 km. From
left to right, the gray vertical lines mark the lower and upper
boundaries of the convective region, the upper boundary of
the overshooting region, and the surface of the protoneutron
star, respectively (also see Fig. 2).

pseudo-Newtonian framework.
From top to bottom, the panels in Fig. 11 show the re-

sults at 4 time points, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, and 0.5 s postbounce
with a 40ms Hann window. I choose the radial profiles
of GW emission at the corresponding frequency for the
comparison between simulation and perturbative analy-
ses. Perturbative functions are multiplied with constants
to match the simulation results in the PNS, marked by
the gray vertical lines. Fig. 11 re-emphasizes the global

emission picture of GW emission in stellar collapses pre-
sented by Zha et al. [36].

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In conclusion, I have discussed the methods for com-
puting the spatially dependent contribution of GW sig-
nals in stellar collapse simulations. The methods are
valid in the framework of quadrupole formulae within
the approximations of slow motion and weak fields for
pseudo-Newtonian simulations. I presented three meth-
ods:

1. QF2 which takes the numerical differentiation of
trace-free quadrupole moment twice, Eq. 2;

2. QF1 which reduces the numerical differentiation to
only once with the help of mass conservation, Eq. 4;

3. QF1∗ which corrects QF1 with the surface term
from the partial integral, Eq. 5.

An important note is that when considering the emission
of a layer, QF2 and QF1∗ are mathematically equivalent
and the proper methods. The surface term in QF∗ is from
direct mathematical derivation and one should not con-
fuse it with the ambiguous determination of particular
boundaries.

I demonstrate their usage with numerical experiments,
a 2D axisymmetric pseudo-Newtonian simulation for the
collapse and explosion of a 20 M⊙ star. Indeed QF2 and
QF1∗ agree well numerically and QF1 introduces signifi-
cant bias. The improper method QF1 mistakenly favors
the dominant contribution by the PNS convective layer.
By comparison with the results of perturbative analyses,
I emphasize again the global picture of the GW emission
from PNS oscillations.

With the above findings, this work calls for new anal-
yses of 3D results with the proper methods, either QF2
or QF1∗. A combined analysis with both methods, as
conducted in this study, is optimal for mitigating po-
tential numerical issues related to integration and differ-
entiation. Moreover, the comparison of simulation and
perturbative results similar to § IIID is currently absent
in 3D, and it is highly appreciated if one has sufficient
computational resources.

Another important caveat for similar studies is the gen-
eral relativistic nature of GW emission. It is important to
recognize that the widely used quadrupole formula repre-
sents a pragmatic simplification of the underlying physics
[53]. GWs are coupled with matter, space, and time. The
localization of GW emission is not valid in principle. Ad-
vancing our comprehension of these effects awaits future
developments on integrating general relativity in simula-
tion models.
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FIG. 8. Comparison of the gravitational-wave waveforms contributed by different layers extracted by three methods. From top
to bottom, the panels correspond to the stable core, the convective region, the overshooting region, the stable surface, and the
overburden of the protoneutron star (see Fig. 2 for the division).

DATA AVAILABILITY

I will make all the data and analysis scripts publicly
available for reproducing figures in this paper upon pub-
lication.

SOFTWARE

FLASH [45, 47]; NuLib [48];yt [54]; Numpy [55];
SciPy [56]; Matplotlib [57].
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M. Wiebe, P. Peterson, P. Gérard-Marchant, K. Shep-
pard, T. Reddy, W. Weckesser, H. Abbasi, C. Gohlke,
and T. E. Oliphant, Array programming with numpy.,
Nature 585, 357 (2020).

[56] P. Virtanen, R. Gommers, T. E. Oliphant, and et al.,
SciPy 1.0: Fundamental algorithms for scientific com-
puting in python, Nature Methods 17, 261 (2020).

[57] J. D. Hunter, Matplotlib: A 2d graphics environment,
Computing in Science & Engineering 9, 90 (2007).

https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/778/2/181
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.3135
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaa893
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aaa893
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.07443
https://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/219/2/24
https://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/219/2/24
https://arxiv.org/abs/1411.7058
https://arxiv.org/abs/1411.7058
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/aadeae
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/aadeae
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.04175
https://doi.org/10.1086/504068
https://doi.org/10.1086/504068
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0510229
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200810883
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/200810883
https://arxiv.org/abs/0808.4136
https://arxiv.org/abs/0808.4136
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.52.299
https://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/192/1/9
https://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/192/1/9
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55

	The proper way to spatially decompose the gravitational-wave origin in stellar collapse simulations
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Formulae
	Numerical results
	Stellar collapse simulation
	Spatial decomposition of the GW origin
	Conventional analysis of the spatial contribution
	The global emission picture

	Conclusions and outlook
	Data availability
	Software
	Acknowledgments
	References


