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Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) are essential tools for detecting the stochastic gravitational wave
background (SGWB), but their analysis faces significant computational challenges. Traditional
methods like Markov-chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) struggle with high-dimensional parameter spaces
where noise parameters often dominate, while existing deep learning approaches fail to model
the Hellings-Downs (HD) correlation or are validated only on synthetic datasets. We propose a
flow-matching-based continuous normalizing flow (CNF) for efficient and accurate PTA parameter
estimation. By focusing on the 10 most contributive pulsars from the NANOGrav 15-year dataset, our
method achieves posteriors consistent with MCMC, with a Jensen-Shannon divergence below 10−2

nat, while reducing sampling time from 50 hours to 4 minutes. Powered by a versatile embedding
network and a reweighting loss function, our approach prioritizes the SGWB parameters and scales
effectively for future datasets. It enables precise reconstruction of SGWB and opens new avenues for
exploring vast observational data and uncovering potential new physics, offering a transformative
tool for advancing gravitational wave astronomy.

Introduction.— Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) have
emerged as a crucial tool in astrophysics, offering unique
insights into the cosmos. Recent observations from various
collaborations, including the NanoGrav [1, 2], European
pulsar timing array (EPTA) [3], Parks pulsar timing array
(PPTA) [4], and Chinese pulsar timing array (CPTA) [5],
have confirmed the existence of stochastic gravitational
wave background (SGWB) [6, 7]. This groundbreaking
achievement highlights the potential of PTAs to probe
the fabric of spacetime, enriching our understanding of
the evolutions of supermassive black holes and other cos-
mological phenomena [8]. Such capabilities provide a
promising avenue for unraveling mysteries that lie beyond
the reach of traditional observational methods [9].

Despite these advancements, traditional data analy-
sis methods—particularly Markov-chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) techniques—face significant challenges in pa-
rameter estimation for PTAs [10–13]. The high dimen-
sionality of the parameter space and the extended data
length increase the challenges of both time-domain and
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frequency-domain analyses [14]. MCMC methods are
often hindered by slow convergence and require exten-
sive computational resources, rendering them inefficient
when confronted with the increasingly complex datasets
produced by modern PTAs [15, 16]. Moreover, intricate
interdependencies among parameters can lead to degen-
eracy [17], resulting in biased estimates and significantly
increased computational costs. As PTAs datasets con-
tinue to grow in size and complexity, these limitations
underscore the urgent need for more efficient and robust
estimation techniques [18].

Artificial intelligence is revolutionizing scientific data
analysis, particularly in the context of parameter esti-
mation (PE) for PTA studies and gravitational wave
(GW) detection, as seen with Laser Interferemeter Gravi-
tational Wave Observatory (LIGO) and Laser Interferom-
eter Space Antenna (LISA) [19–21]. Deep learning has
shown promise in enhancing data analysis capabilities;
however, existing approaches, such as neural parameter
estimation (NPE) [22–24], often fall short due to the still
slower processing times and potential inaccuracies. These
limitations become particularly evident when applied to
real observational scenarios in PTA data analysis and
SGWB detection, where the intricate nature of signals
demands more sophisticated techniques [25]. Previous
studies had applied NPE or related methods to PTA
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Figure 1. The figure illustrates the framework for training using CNFs. t represents the sampling time, with a range from 0 to
1. In describing the transition from the initial Gaussian distribution θ0 to the SGWB posterior distribution θ1, we use linear
interpolation to construct the distribution θt at any given time t. Additionally, we utilize LSTM to construct an embedding
network, aimed at processing NG15 real PTA residual data related to the power-law spectrum of HD. Once CNFs are trained,
they can use an ODE solver to transform the initial base distribution into posterior distribution. This process involves utilizing
the invertible property of CNFs to solve a mapping obtained from a neural ordinary differential equation (ODE), thereby
achieving a transition from a simple distribution to a complex one.

data and SGWB detection [26, 27]; however, these works
had limitations: they only worked with synthetic data or
were restricted to the analysis of common uncorrelated
red noise (CURN) parameters only, without capturing
the full Hellings-Downs (HD) correlation characteristic of
SGWB signals [28].

We introduce a novel flow-matching-based continuous
normalizing flow (CNF) method for parameter estima-
tion in PTA data [21, 25, 29, 30]. Utilizing recent ad-
vancements in flow-matching techniques [21, 25, 31], our
approach efficiently trains on just 10 pulsars out of 68,
greatly enhancing training efficiency [32]. Applying our
method to the NANOGrav 15-year dataset [6], we per-
form posterior estimation on real data characterized by
the HD correlated power-law spectrum of the SGWB [28].
Our results demonstrate that the obtained posterior dis-
tributions are consistent with those from MCMC analy-
ses [12, 13, 33], while significantly reducing computation
time. Remarkably, our model can generate the posterior
distributions within 30 seconds through model inference.
We believe this advancement not only accelerates SGWB
parameter estimation but also has the potential to revolu-
tionize future PTA data analysis pipelines. We hope this
work will encourage broader adoption of these innovative

methods in experimental science, particularly in PTA
analysis and SGWB parameter estimation.

Dataset Generation.— In constructing our simu-
lated pulsar timing dataset, our goal is to accurately
model the key sources of signals and noise relevant to
our parameter estimation method. Based on the 15 years
of NANOGrav data [6], we generated 1.5 million pulsar
timing residual time series. We focused on ten pulsars
that provide the most compelling evidence for an isotropic
SGWB signal in the NANOGrav datasets [32], as detailed
in Tab. I. This extensive dataset forms the foundation for
training and validating our CNF model.

Table I. The ten pulsars providing the strongest evidence for
SGWB and their high dropout factors [32]

Pulsar Dropout Factor Pulsar Dropout Factor

J1909−3744 17.6 J0030+0451 2.4
J2317+1439 14.5 J1910+1256 2.4
J2043+1711 6.0 J1744−1134 2.5
J1600−3053 5.3 J1944+0907 3.3
J1918−0612 3.4 J0613−0200 3.4
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Figure 2. We selected real residual data from ten pulsars
in NANOGrav15 for analysis. These pulsars provided the
strongest evidence for a SGWB in NANOGrav12.5, providing
a solid data foundation for our research.

The SGWB signal is modeled as a common process
affecting all pulsars, characterized by an amplitude AGW

and a spectral index γGW. The power spectral density
(PSD) of the SGWB-induced timing residuals follows a
power-law spectrum given by

PSGWB(f) =
A2

GW

12π2

(
f

fref

)−γGW

f−3
ref , (1)

where f is the frequency and fref = 1yr−1 is the ref-
erence frequency. To capture the spatial correlations
between pulsars due to the SGWB, we incorporated the
HD-correlation matrix χIJ , defined by

χIJ =
3

2

[(
1− cos θIJ

2

)
ln

(
1− cos θIJ

2

)

− 1

6
(1− cos θIJ) +

1

3

]
,

(2)

where θIJ is the angular separation between pulsars I
and J . We simulated χIJ by calculating the angular sep-
arations between the ten selected pulsars and evaluating
the HD function for each pair. Each pulsar also has its
own intrinsic red noise, with amplitude A(i)

r and spectral
index γ(i)r , following a similar power-law spectrum:

P
(i)
red(f) =

A
(i) 2
r

12π2

(
f

fref

)−γ(i)
r

f−3
ref . (3)

In order to better fit the real situation, we have individu-
ally processed the white noise level σ for each pulsar, and
set σ = σi where σi is a specific value obtained for each
selected pulsar after processing the NG15 data with the
ENTERPRISE software, and the average level of these
values is roughly between 100-500 ns.

This approach allowed us to accurately simulate both
the common SGWB signal—including its HD correla-
tions—and the individual noise characteristics of each
pulsar.

Before training, we pre-processed the simulated residu-
als to optimize the performance of our machine learning
model. This involved rescaling the residuals to ensure
that they were within a suitable range for neural net-
work training. The ten pulsars contribute a total of 4,944
projected residuals, providing a rich dataset for analysis.
We partitioned the 1.5 million generated time series into
two sets: 98% were used for training the CNFs, and the
remaining 2% were reserved for model validation. This
dataset enabled us to effectively train and validate our
model.

Figure 3. In the P-P plot of 800 injections, the p-values for
each parameter are indicated in the legend, and the average
p-value across all parameters is calculated to be 0.591.

Model Architecture.— In this Letter, we employ
CNF to fit the posterior distribution of the NANOGrav15
dataset [6], modeling it with a power-law spectrum and
incorporating HD correlations. To optimize the CNFs,
we utilize flow matching [21, 25, 30], a novel technique
in artificial intelligence that accelerates the training of
CNFs. This method, known as flow-matching parameter
estimation (FMPE), enhances efficiency and precision in
modeling complex distributions.

A CNF defines a transformation of a probability density
through a continuous-time dynamical system. Given a
base distribution p0(θ0) and a target distribution p1(θ1),
the transformation is defined by the ordinary differential
equation (ODE) [29]:

d

dt
ψt,x(θ) = vt,x(ψt,x(θ)). (4)
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Figure 4. In estimating the parameters of the power-law
spectrum SGWB associated with HD, CNFs show a significant
speed advantage. The method can complete parameter esti-
mation in tens of seconds (indicated in blue), which matches
the results provided by Enterprise (indicated in orange) and
is several orders of magnitude faster than existing methods.

Where, ψt,x(θ) describes the transition from the base
distribution p0(θ0) to the target distribution p1(θ1).

To train the CNF, we employ the flow-matching loss
function [30, 34], which minimizes the difference between
the vector field vt,x(ψt,x(θ)) and the optimal vector field
ut(θ|θ1) that transports p0 to p1. The flow-matching loss
is given by:

LFM = Et∼p(t)Eθ1∼p(θ)Ex∼p(x|θ1)Eθt∼pt(θt|θ1) ∥ r ∥
2 .

(5)
Where p(θ) is the logit normal sampling strategy [35],
with m = 0, s = 1. Where r is the residual vector field:

r = vt,x(θt)− ut(θt|θ1) (6)

Different from flow matching, in this work we are in-
spired by stable diffusion 3 [35]. We define the pt(θ|θ1)
as:

pt(θ|θ1) = N (tθ1, 1− t). (7)

Thus the optimal vector field ut(θ|θ1) is defined as [36,
37]:

ut(θ|θ1) = θ1 − θ0. (8)

In practice, t(θt|θ1) can be approximated by sampling
from the conditional distribution p(θ1|θt).

In PTA research, a key challenge lies in effectively ad-
dressing the high-dimensional noise parameters, which can
span tens of dimensions, compared to the two-dimensional

SGWB parameters associated with the HD correlation.
The dominance of noise parameter dimensions often limits
the focus on SGWB signals, leading to high computational
costs and convergence difficulties in MCMC analysis. To
tackle these challenges, we introduce a hyperparameter λ
into the loss function, defined as:

L = λ · LSGWB
FM + (1− λ) · LNoise

FM . (9)

This approach enables flexible reweighting of the model’s
attention, allowing it to prioritize the fitting of the SGWB.
By balancing the contributions of SGWB and noise pa-
rameters, our method improves both the efficiency and
accuracy of parameter estimation.

Our model architecture comprises two main compo-
nents, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The first component is
an embedding network designed to process the 4,944 resid-
uals from the ten pulsars and perform feature extraction.
Since our flow network ultimately fits a two-dimensional
vector field, the embedding network is essential for reduc-
ing the high-dimensional input data to a manageable size.
We employ a long short-term memory (LSTM) network
as the embedding network [38], which compresses the fea-
tures of each pulsar into 100 dimensions. These features
are further refined and compressed into 50 dimensions
using a residual network [39]. The resulting compressed
features, denoted as c ∈ R50, serve as conditional inputs
to the flow network.

The second component is the flow network itself,
consisting of 56 residual blocks with gradually decreasing
sizes. The vector field vt,x(θt) is parameterized by the
neural network fθ and conditioned on the embedded fea-
tures c and the time parameter t. Specifically, the flow
network takes as input the triplet (θt, t, c) and outputs
the vector field:

vt,x(θt) = fθ(θt, t, c). (10)

To implement our normalized flow and embedding net-
works, we chose the PyTorch [40] framework combined
with the numpy [41] library, as well as the zuko [42] and
lampe [43] software packages. The model was trained for
100 epochs utilizing a batch size of 512, employing the
Adam optimizer [44] for efficient convergence. The initial
learning rate was set to 0.0001 and was gradually reduced
to zero using a cosine annealing schedule. Training was
conducted on an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU and took ap-
proximately 20 hours. Remarkably, sampling from the
trained CNF to produce posterior distributions involves
solving the ODE, which takes approximately 240 seconds
for 8,192 samples using a Runge-Kutta solver [45, 46].
In contrast, generating an equivalent number of poste-
rior draws using the traditional MCMC pipeline takes
approximately 50 hours on an Apple M3 Max chip. This
significant reduction in computation time demonstrates
the efficiency and practicality of our approach for large-
scale PTA data analysis.

Results.— We apply our method to the NANOGrav
15 years dataset (Fig. 2) to estimate the parameters of
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Table II. This table compares the parameters recovered by
the FMPE and MCMC methods. The recovered values are
accompanied by their 1 σ confidence regions. The last column
of the table presents the JS divergence between the FMPE
and MCMC marginalised posteriors

FMPE MCMC JS divergence [10−2nat]

γGW 3.91+0.72
−0.62 4.11+0.78

−0.58 0.67
AGW −14.45+0.28

−0.37 −14.36+0.26
−0.39 0.01

a SGWB incorporating HD-correlations. Fig. 4 presents
a corner plot comparing the posterior distributions ob-
tained from our flow-matching-based CNF model with
those from a traditional MCMC analysis. The CNF-
generated posteriors closely align with the MCMC results,
accurately capturing the intricate correlations between
the SGWB amplitude AGW and spectral index γGW. As
shown in Tab. II, the Jensen-Shannon (JS) divergence
between our method and MCMC results is below 10−2

nat, highlighting the exceptional fidelity of our approach.
This demonstrates that our method not only matches
the accuracy of established techniques but also surpasses
previous deep learning approaches in precision and ef-
ficiency. For instance, Shih et al. [26] employed NPE
on 12.5-year synthetic data, whereas our work success-
fully handles real observational data from the 15-year
dataset using a flow-matching-based CNF. Additionally,
unlike the approach by Vallisneri et al. [27], which is
restricted to analyzing common uncorrelated red noise
(CURN) parameters without capturing the full HD corre-
lation characteristic of SGWB signals, our method fully
accounts for these correlations. Remarkably, our CNF
method accomplishes this comprehensive analysis with
a substantial reduction in computational time—from ap-
proximately 50 hours for MCMC to merely 4 minutes
for CNF sampling—demonstrating its high efficiency and
scalability for large datasets.

To evaluate the unbiasedness of our parameter estima-
tion, we perform a cumulative distribution function p-p
plot analysis, as depicted in Fig. 3. This plot compares
the cumulative distribution functions of the estimated pa-
rameters against the uniform distribution expected from
perfectly unbiased estimators. Our results adhere closely
to the diagonal line, indicating that the CNF model pro-
duces unbiased estimates of the SGWB parameters across
multiple data realizations. By effectively handling real
data and capturing the full HD correlations—overcoming
the limitations of previous studies that used NPE meth-
ods—our flow-matching-based CNF approach underscores
the potential of advanced machine learning techniques
to revolutionize PTA data analysis. Our method offers

a viable and alternative to traditional MCMC methods
for current and future datasets, efficiently addressing the
complexities and computational demands that have chal-
lenged past methodologies.

As the PTA dataset grows increasingly large, the spec-
tral constraints on SGWB will become more precise due
to the expansion of the dataset, which will help reveal
its origins. At the same time, future PTA observations
will deepen our understanding of this signal and its as-
trophysical and cosmological interpretations. However,
with the growth of the dataset, traditional MCMC-based
techniques face the challenge of exponential growth in
computational time. Machine learning techniques offer
a promising alternative, with the potential to enhance
parameter estimation for PTA data and complement ex-
isting MCMC methods. These advancements will enable
more efficient analysis of larger and more complex PTA
datasets, paving the way for precise reconstructions of
gravitational wave backgrounds and uncovering potential
new physics.

Discussion.— In this study, we introduced CNFs as
a highly expressive technique for parameter estimation
in PTA data analysis. While CNFs have demonstrated
remarkable capabilities in handling PTA data, their per-
formance is currently limited by the variable sequence
lengths inherent in pulsar timing residuals. This limita-
tion arises because traditional embedding networks strug-
gle to effectively process sequences of varying lengths,
potentially hindering the model’s ability to capture all
relevant temporal features. To overcome this challenge,
future work could explore the adoption of more advanced
sequence-to-sequence models, such as Transformer [47]
or Mamba [48], which are designed to handle variable-
length sequences more efficiently. These models, with
their ability to capture long-range dependencies and pro-
cess sequences of arbitrary length, may further enhance
the performance of deep learning techniques in PTA data
analysis, pushing the boundaries of GW astronomy.
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