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Abstract. We present DeepSSM, an open-source code powered by neural networks (NNs)
to emulate gravitational wave (GW) spectra produced by sound waves during cosmological
first-order phase transitions in the radiation-dominated era. The training data is obtained
from an enhanced version of the Sound Shell Model (SSM), which accounts for the effects
of cosmic expansion and yields more accurate spectra in the infrared regime. The emulator
enables instantaneous predictions of GW spectra given the phase transition parameters, while
achieving agreement with the enhanced SSM model within 10% accuracy in the worst-case
scenarios. The emulator is highly computationally efficient and fully differentiable, making
it particularly suitable for direct Bayesian inference on phase transition parameters without
relying on empirical templates, such as broken power-law models. We demonstrate this capa-
bility by successfully reconstructing phase transition parameters and their degeneracies from
mock LISA observations using a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo sampler. The code is available at:
https://github.com/ctian282/DeepSSM.

1Corresponding author.

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

10
24

4v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 1
7 

Ja
n 

20
25

mailto:ctian@ahu.edu.cn
mailto:xiao.wang1@monash.edu
mailto:csaba.balazs@monash.edu
https://github.com/ctian282/DeepSSM


Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 GW production from sound waves 3
2.1 The sound shell model 4

3 The NN architecture and the training strategy 7

4 Inferring phase transition parameters from mock LISA data 8
4.1 Estimating LISA noise and generating mock data 9
4.2 Bayesian inference 10

5 Conclusions 13

1 Introduction

Recent observations from pulsar timing arrays in the nano-hertz range [1–5] have provided
preliminary evidence for the existence of a stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB)
and have offered initial insights into the shape of its power spectrum. The next generation of
space- and ground-based gravitational wave observatories [6–11] are expected to thoroughly
characterise this diffuse signal across different frequency bands. The significant interest in
this new observable arises from its connection not only to astrophysical phenomena but also
to various sophisticated physical processes in the early Universe. Many of these processes
are closely related to physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM) of particle physics [12–14],
highlighting the critical importance of precise SGWB measurements for exploring potential
new physics.

Cosmological first-order phase transitions (FOPTs) are some of the most important
physical processes that occur during the radiation-dominated era. During these transitions,
GWs can be generated through three primary mechanisms: bubble collisions, sound waves,
and turbulence. These mechanisms collectively produce diffused GWs, which constitute a
significant component of the SGWB. Among these production channels, recent studies [14–16]
suggest that sound waves generally serve as the dominant source of GWs in the case of thermal
FOPTs. Models quantifying the resulting GW spectra from the FOPTs are typically based
on some phase transition parameters, such as the strength, the duration, the characteristic
temperature of the transition, and the bubble wall velocity. Notably, these parameters also
depend on the particular extension of the Standard Model, as shown by [17–25]. Therefore,
phase transition parameters serve as crucial links between new physics and the SGWB, which
is a physical observable.

To reveal how the resulting GW spectra depend on these phase transition parameters,
sophisticated scalar+fluid lattice simulations [26–28] have been developed. These simula-
tions require a large volume to accommodate hundreds of bubbles and fine grid spacing to
resolve the bubble wall thickness, making them numerically expensive and time-consuming.
To address these challenges, a simplified semi-analytical framework, the Sound Shell Model
(SSM) [29–35], was originally proposed in [29, 30]. This model enables the prediction of
the SGWB spectra on the basis of a given set of phenomenological parameters in a more
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convenient manner. Although the SSM typically yields satisfactory predictions at higher
frequencies, it often produces a steep rise in the spectrum at lower frequencies, scaling as
ΩGW ∼ k9, in contrast to many numerical studies [26, 27, 36], which suggest a shallower scal-
ing of ∼ k3 in the low-frequency regime. To resolve this discrepancy, the authors of ref. [34]
revised the traditional SSM by examining the validity of various approximations, resulting
in an SGWB spectrum with more complicated and accurate low-frequency behaviour. This
modification provides a more robust and reliable semi-analytical template for studying the
GW spectra.

Although these semi-analytical models offer a convenient framework for predicting SGWB
spectra, they typically require high-precision, multi-dimensional numerical integrations. This
results in significant computational overhead, making them impractical to be applied to some
analysis pipelines of the SGWB data. In practice, studies such as [37–39] often resort to
empirical templates, such as broken or double-broken power-law models, to perform Bayesian
inference, even though there are discrepancies between the results of the semi-analytical model
and these power-law models [40]. The situation becomes even more challenging when consid-
ering the enhanced SSM, as it introduces additional phase transition parameters and higher-
dimensional integrations, further adding computational complexity while producing spectra
deviating more significantly from a power-law shape.

Given the necessity of a highly efficient model for computing the GW spectra, develop-
ing an emulator for gravitational waves sourced by phase transitions becomes crucial. The
goal of this emulator is to efficiently map a set of phase transition parameters to the corre-
sponding GW spectrum. Since this is a highly non-linear projection, neural networks (NNs)
present a particularly promising solution. NNs are well-established for their ability to ap-
proximate any smooth function [41–44], making them particularly well-suited to build such
emulators. In recent years, NN-based emulators have been developed for computing various
cosmological signals, including those from the cosmic microwave background [45–50] (includ-
ing temperature, polarisation, and lensing), large-scale structures [51–57], and 21-cm signals
[58–60]. A similar framework could thus be adopted to predict the SGWB spectra arising
from cosmological first-order phase transitions.

In this paper, we present an emulator DeepSSM for GW spectra from cosmological phase
transitions, which is based on a deep-neuron network trained on data generated by the en-
hanced SSM. This emulator produces very accurate estimations while achieving several orders
of magnitude improvement in computational speed compared to traditional semi-analytical
approaches, even without the help of graphics processing units (GPUs). This makes it par-
ticularly well-suited for Bayesian estimation of phase transition parameters. To demonstrate
the applications of our model for parameter estimation, we inject mock GW spectra with the
realistic LISA noise and successfully employ the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) method
to reconstruct the phase transition parameters from the simulated data. Our results high-
light the potential utility of this emulator for data analysis in both ongoing and forthcoming
experimental efforts.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we present a brief review of the
SSM and its modifications that give a more reasonable low-frequency spectrum. In Section 3,
the architecture of the neural network used in our emulator is described in detail, along with
the training and validation strategies employed. Bayesian inference as a demonstration for
possible applications of our model is presented in Section 4. We discuss future improvements
on DeepSSM and conclude in Section 5.
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2 GW production from sound waves

GWs can be characterised by tensor-mode perturbations hij of the metric. The metric of the
Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker Universe in conformal coordinates is given by

ds2 = a2(τ)[−dτ2 + (δij + hij)dx
idxj ], (2.1)

where a(τ) is the scale factor and τ is the conformal time. The time evolution of GWs can
be described by the linearised Einstein equations. During a radiation domination era these
equations, in momentum space, can be expressed by

(∂2
τ + k2)ℓ̃ij(τ,k) = 16πGa3ρ̄Π̃ij(τ,k), (2.2)

where we have defined ℓ̃ij(τ,k) ≡ hij(τ,k)/a(τ) and Π̃ij(τ,k) is the transverse-traceless (TT)
part of the anisotropic stress tensor with G being the gravitational constant. By defining the
TT projection operator Λij,lm ≡ PilPjm − 1

2PijPlm, with Pij ≡ δij − k̂ik̂j , the term ρ̄Πij(τ,k)
can be expressed as

ρ̄Π̃ij(τ,k) ≡ Λij,lmTlm(τ,k) . (2.3)

Here, ρ̄ = 3H2/(8πGa2) is the total energy density, with H ≡ a′/a being the conformal
Hubble parameter, where ′ denotes the derivative with respect to τ .

We assume that the source of GWs is active when τ∗ ≤ τ ≤ τfin, which means that
gravitational waves freely propagate when τ > τfin. We further set a(τ∗) = 1, so that a(τ) =
H∗τ , where H∗ = H(τ∗) is the conformal Hubble parameter at τ∗. Therefore, during radiation
domination, the solution of eq. (2.2) can be expressed as

ℓ̃ij(τ,k) = 6H∗



∫ τ

τ∗

dτ1
τ1

Π̃ij(τ1,k)
sin k(τ − τ1)

k
, τ∗ < τ < τfin,

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ1
τ1

Π̃ij(τ1,k)
sin k(τ − τ1)

k
, τ > τfin.

(2.4)

With these solutions, the energy density of gravitational waves is defined as

ρgw =
1

32πG
⟨ℓ̃′ij ℓ̃∗

′
ij⟩ =

1

32πGa2
⟨h′

ijh
∗′
ij⟩. (2.5)

Using the fractional gravitational wave energy density ΩGW ≡ ρGW/ρ̄, the power spectrum
of the SGWB can be written as

ΩGW ≡ 1

ρ̄

dρGW

d ln k
. (2.6)

Therefore, to derive the GW spectrum, one needs to calculate the two-point correlation
function of ℓ̃′ij . In the comoving momentum space, for τ1,2 ≫ τfin, we have

⟨ℓ̃ ′
ij(τ1,k)ℓ̃

∗′
ij(τ2,k2)⟩ =(6H∗)

2

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ1
τ1

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ2
τ2

cos k(τ − τ1) cos k2(τ − τ2)

×
〈
Π̃ij(τ1,k)Π̃ij(τ2,k2)

〉
,

(2.7)

where the unequal time correlator (UETC) of the shear stress, UΠ, is defined as〈
Π̃ij(τ1,k)Π̃ij(τ2,k2)

〉
≡ (2π)6δ3(k− k2)

UΠ(τ1, τ2, k)

4πk2
. (2.8)
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After averaging over highly oscillating modes, the GW spectrum today is

h2ΩGW(τ0, k) ≈
3k

2
h2TGW

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ1
τ1

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ2
τ2

UΠ(τ1, τ2, k) cos k(τ1 − τ2), (2.9)

where TGW denotes the redshift from GW production time to today, and

h2TGW ≡
(
a∗
a0

)4( H∗
H0/h

)2

≈ 1.6× 10−5

(
100

g∗

)1/3

. (2.10)

Here g∗ is the number of degrees of freedom at τ∗ and the Hubble rate today is H0 =
h× 100 km/s/Mpc. During the radiation-dominated era, the Hubble rate H∗ can be derived
from H2

∗ = 4π3Gg∗T
4
∗ /45.

According to eq. (2.10), the key to obtaining the GW spectrum lies in the shear stress,
Π̃ij , which is determined by the the energy-momentum tensor Tij . In the case of a FOPT,
the fluid and the scalar field contribute to Tij . Therefore, we have

Tij = wγ2vivj + pδij + ∂iϕ∂jϕ− 1

2
(∂ϕ)2δij , (2.11)

where w is the enthalpy, p is the pressure, and γ2 = 1/(1− v2). However, recent studies [26–
28] suggest that GWs sourced by sound waves dominate during a thermal FOPT. Hence, to
calculate the GWs from sound waves, we only need to consider the fluid part of the energy-
momentum tensor which is

T f
ij = wγ2vivj + pδij . (2.12)

Numerical simulations (e.g. Hybrid simulations [24, 25, 61, 62] or Higgsless simulations [36,
63]) can be employed to track the fluid dynamics and subsequently construct T f

ij , which is the
essential quantity for determining the GW spectrum. However, performing such numerical
simulations is both computationally intensive and technically challenging. Therefore, in this
paper, we adopt the SSM [29–35] to compute the GWs generated by sound waves, as discussed
in the following subsection. In particular, we employ the enhanced SSM [34], which offers a
more reliable description in the low-frequency regime of the GW spectrum.

2.1 The sound shell model

The SSM is based on the fact that the fluid shells of compression and rarefaction waves
surrounding expanding bubbles continue to propagate even after the collision of the bubble
walls. This model employs a set of approximations to enable a semi-analytical computation
of the GWs produced by these sound waves, as outlined below:

• Fluid velocities are non-relativistic.
For non-relativistic fluid velocities, γ2 ∼ O(1), the energy-momentum tensor can be
approximated as T f

ij ≈ w̄vivj + pδij , with w̄ being the background enthalpy. Then, the
UETC of the sheer stress Π̃ij is proportional to the four-point function of the velocity
field, expressed as

⟨Π̃ijΠ̃ij⟩ ∝ Γ2⟨ṽiṽj ṽiṽj⟩, (2.13)

with the adiabatic index given by Γ ≈ w̄/ρ̄. By defining the energy fluctuation variable
as λ(τ,x) ≡ (ρ(τ,x)− ρ̄)/w̄, the evolution of velocity field in momentum space can be
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approximately obtained by linearizing fluid equations ∂µT f
µν = 0 as

λ̃′(τ,k)− ikiṽ
i(τ,k) = 0, (2.14)

ṽ′i(τ,k)− ikic
2
sλ̃(τ,k) = 0. (2.15)

Here the sound speed, defined c2s ≡ p̄/ρ̄, is determined by the background pressure p̄
and energy density ρ̄. During the radiation-dominated era, c2s = 1/3.

• The fluid velocity field is Gaussian, irrotational and statistically homogeneous.
Under this assumption, the two-point correlation of the shear stress, expressed as the
four-point correlation of the velocity field, can be further decomposed into the product
of two-point functions of the velocity field:

⟨ṽṽṽṽ⟩ ∼ ⟨ṽṽ⟩⟨ṽṽ⟩. (2.16)

By defining the UETC of the velocity field Uv as〈
ṽ(τ1,k)ṽ(τ2,k2)

〉
= (2π)6k̂ik̂jδ

3(k− k2)
Uv(τ1, τ2, k)

2πk2
, (2.17)

and utilizing eq. (2.8) and eq. (2.13), UΠ can be computed as

UΠ(τ1, τ2, k) = 2k2Γ2

∫ 1

−1
dz

∫ ∞

0
dp

p2

p̃4
(1− z2)2Uv(τ1, τ2, p)Uv(τ1, τ2, p̃), (2.18)

where z = k̂ · p̂ and p̃2 ≡ |k− p|2 = p2 + k2 − 2pkz.

• The velocity field is represented as a linear superposition of self-similar fluid profiles,
each associated with N randomly positioned expanding bubbles nucleated at different
times.
The solution of the velocity field from eqs. (2.14) and (2.15) can thus be obtained from
summing over fluid velocity fields generated by each bubble, denoted as ṽ

(n)
i (τ,k) for

the n-th bubble, yielding

ṽ(τ,k) =
∑
s=±

As(k)e
iscsk(τ−τ∗) ∼

N∑
n=1

ṽ
(n)
i (τ,k). (2.19)

By utilizing the self-similar fluid profiles as initial conditions for the velocity field ṽ(τ,k),
we obtain

A±(k) =

N∑
n=1

A±(χ)(T
n
i )

2eik·x
n
0 , with A±(χ) = − i

2
[f ′(χ)± icsl(χ)], (2.20)

with Tn
i and xn

0 denoting lifetime and the nucleation location of the n-th bubble, re-
spectively, with χ ≡ kTn

i . Note that ′ ≡ d/dχ here. Moreover, we have

f(χ) ≡ 4π

χ

∫ ∞

0
dξvip(ξ) sin(χξ), l(χ) ≡ 4π

χ

∫ ∞

0
dξλip(ξ) sin(χξ) , (2.21)

where vip(ξ) and λip(ξ) represent the velocity profile and energy fluctuation profile of
a single bubble, respectively. Conventionally, the bag model of equation of state is
employed to describe FOPTs. Therefore, once α and vw are specified, one can obtain
the above self-similar profiles with the method used in refs. [64, 65].
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• The velocity correlator remains stationary, and bubbles are entirely annihilated once half
of their volume has transitioned into the stable phase.
These assumptions enable further simplification of UETC for the velocity field,

Uv(τ1, τ2, k) ≈ Pv(k) cos(kcsτ−), (2.22)

where τ− = τ2 − τ1 and

Pv(k) =
k2

2π2β6R3
∗

∫ ∞

0
dT̃ ν(T̃ )T̃ 6|A(T̃ k/β)|2. (2.23)

Here β is the inverse duration of phase transition, T̃ ≡ βTn
i is the scaled bubble lifetime,

and R∗ ≡ (8π)1/3vw/β denotes the mean bubble separation, where vw is the bubble
wall velocity obtained by evaluating the friction acting on the wall [66–68]. The bubble
lifetime, ν(T̃ ), is derived based the above assumptions for the destruction of the bubble
and some key quantities describing the dynamics of phase transition (e.g. the bubble
nucleation rate, bubble wall velocity, etc.), see details in ref. [30]. In this work, we only
consider the exponential nucleation criterion, which means ν(T̃ ) = exp(−T̃ ).

With these approximations, we define the R∗-scaled spectrum of the velocity field as P̄v =
Pv/R∗. Moreover, we introduce ζv ≡ P̄v/P̄

max
v to denote the normalised spectrum of the

velocity field. Using the notation of ref. [34], the final GW spectrum is thus

h2ΩGW(τ0,K) = 3Γ2h2TGWΩ̃GW, (2.24)

where

Ω̃GW = K3(P̄max
v )2

∫ ∞

0
dPP 2ζv(P )

∫ 1

−1
(1− z2)2

ζv(P̃ )

P̃ 4
∆(τsw, R∗,K, P, P̃ )dz, (2.25)

with

∆(τsw, R∗,K, P, P̃ ) ≡
∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ1
τ1

∫ τfin

τ∗

dτ2
τ2

cos

(
Pcs

H∗τ−
H∗R∗

)
cos

(
P̃ cs

H∗τ−
H∗R∗

)
cos

(
K

H∗τ−
H∗R∗

)
.

(2.26)
Here the lifetime of sound waves is defined as τsw ≡ τfin− τ∗, and cs denotes the sound speed.
To facilitate numerical integrations, we set K = kR∗, P = pR∗, and P̃ = p̃R∗. Note that
the main difference between the original SSM [29, 30] and the enhanced SSM [34] lies in their
treatment of the kernel given in eq. (2.26), which leads to different low-frequency scaling
behaviour. Specifically, the original SSM approximates the kernel (2.26) as a delta function,
while the enhanced SSM precisely incorporates it into the calculation.

With all these ingredients, we can finally obtain the GW spectrum today by computing
the red-shifted frequencies as

f = 2.6× 10−6Hz
K

H∗R∗

(
T∗

100 GeV

)( g∗
100

)1/6
. (2.27)

However, the high-dimensional numerical integrations involved in Eq. (2.24) cannot be per-
formed efficiently, and the oscillatory nature of the integration kernel further complicates and
slows down the entire computation. We thus seek to construct an emulator based on NN for
the SSM in the next section.
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Figure 1. The schematic of the architecture of the NN used by the emulator. The input layer accepts
phase transition parameters vw, α ,H∗τsw ,H∗R∗; the output layer generates GW spectrum Ω̃(K) at
100 points uniformly distributed in the log-space of K.

3 The NN architecture and the training strategy

The architecture of the NN used in our emulator is shown in Fig. 1. It comprises multiple
layers of fully connected neurons. The input layer accepts 4 phase transition parameters vw,
α, H∗τsw, H∗R∗. The output layer generates the complete spectrum of Ω̃GW(K), sampled at
100 logarithmic evenly spaced points in the dimensionless K–space, ranging from 1× 10−3 to
3 × 102. Each of the two hidden layers contains 512 neurons. The projection corresponding
to this NN is strictly linear until an activation function is introduced. We adopt the Rectified
Linear Unit (ReLU) as the activation function. Both the NN architecture and the activation
function are selected based on our experimental results, which demonstrate their superior
accuracy compared to other commonly adopted alternatives. It is worth noting that the
NN does not take the phase transition temperature T∗ or the number of degrees of freedom
g∗ as inputs, as the resulting gravitational wave spectrum today depends linearly on these
parameters, as predicted by the enhanced SSM.

We utilised the enhanced SSM code to generate the datasets used for training and testing.
The training set consists of 400, 000 data sets, with phase transition parameters randomly
sampled uniformly or log-uniformly. The range and sampling scheme for these parameters
are detailed in Table 1. Note that while the ranges of the phase transition parameters are
chosen to cover a reasonably large parameter space that is practical, the phase transition
strength is set to α < 1/3. This limitation arises due to the existence of a lower bound on the
wall velocity, as predicted by the bag model of the equation of state for α > 1/3 [64], which
introduces additional ambiguities to the NN training and the Bayesian inference. Moreover,
as the strength of the phase transitions increases, the non-relativistic approximation for the

– 7 –



Parameter Sampling range Sampling mode
vw [0.01, 0.99] uniform
α [0.001, 0.33] uniform

H∗τsw [0.0001, 1] log-uniform
H∗R∗ [0.0001, 1] log-uniform

Table 1. Ranges and random sampling mode of the phase transition parameters for training.

fluid velocity may become unreliable. To account for these complexities, we impose this
upper limit for simplicity, with the intention of expanding the data range in future work.
Meanwhile, the lifetime of sound wave H∗τsw is treated as a free parameter in our work, while
it can be estimated based the mean bubble separation H∗R∗, see details in ref. [30]. It is also
important to note that the parameter ranges defined for the training set also establish the
recommended bounds for the input parameters of the neural network, as well as the priors
for the subsequent Bayesian analysis, which are distributed either uniformly or log-uniformly
within these intervals. Furthermore, 20% of the training dataset is reserved for validation
purposes rather than used directly for training.

Our training process uses a mean squared error loss function and the Adam opti-
mizer [69], initialised with a learning rate of 0.01 and a batch size of 1024. The entire training
procedure lasts for 5 rounds, each consisting of hundreds to thousands of training epochs, with
the early stopping triggered when validation loss increases over consecutive epochs. Each sub-
sequent training round resumes with the learning rate reduced by half, and the batch size
doubled. It is worth noting that, while the semi-analytical SSM model generates training and
testing datasets in double precision, the neural network operates in single precision, which
is sufficient given the maximum precision achievable by the emulator. Although generating
the training and testing datasets requires approximately 200, 000 CPU hours, the complete
training process only takes about six hours on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU device.

After completion of the entire training process, the performance of the trained neural
network is evaluated on a test set composed of additional 20, 000 independently and ran-
domly sampled parameter sets that are not included in the training dataset. The relative
errors between the NN predictions and the semi-analytical results are summarised in Fig. 2.
Evidently, the NN demonstrates a high level of accuracy in approximating the output of the
enhanced SSM model, achieving a median error of less than 5%, with 99% of the test cases
exhibiting relative errors below 10%. In terms of computational efficiency, the NN requires
no more than 100 ms per calculation, even when executed on a CPU. In comparison, the
semi-analytical SSM model, implemented by a highly optimised Python-wrapped C code,
still costs 5–30 minutes per run. Thus, the emulator provides several orders of magnitude
in computational speed-up, significantly alleviating heavy computational demands, such as
extensive parameter space scanning or Bayesian analysis.

4 Inferring phase transition parameters from mock LISA data

In this section, we demonstrate the potential applications of our emulator, employing it to
directly reconstruct the phase transition parameters from mock LISA data through Bayesian
inference, without relying on any empirical models.
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Figure 2. Relative error, defined |(ΩNN
GW − ΩSSM

GW )/ΩSSM
GW | for the NN predictions on a test set of size

20, 000. The shaded regions indicate the 68th, 95th, and 99th percentiles of the relative error within
the test set.

4.1 Estimating LISA noise and generating mock data

The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) mission, scheduled for launch in the mid-
2030s, will comprise three satellites arranged in a nearly equilateral triangular formation,
with arm lengths of 2.5 million kilometres. We follow the approach depicted in [37–39] to
construct LISA mock data. The noise is estimated based on a simplified model, which asserts
that the total Time-Delay Interferometry (TDI) noise power spectrum density (PSD) of LISA
contains two dominant contributions: the optical metrology system noise PSD Poms(f, P ), and
the mass acceleration noise PSD Pacc(f,A). These noise components are defined as:

Poms(f, P ) = P 2pm
2

Hz

(
1 +

(
2mHz

f

)4
)(

2πf

c

)2

, (4.1)

Pacc(f,A) = A2 fm2

s4Hz

(
1 +

(
0.4mHz

f

)2
)

(4.2)

×
(
1 +

(
f

8mHz

)4
)(

1

2πf

)4(2πf

c

)2

. (4.3)

They dominate at higher and lower frequencies, respectively, with P ∼ 15, A ∼ 3 as noise
parameters. Based on this model, the total noise in the measured energy fraction of GWs can
be expressed as:

Ωnoise(f) =
4π2

3H2
0

f3

10
3

(
1 + 0.6

(
2πfL

c

)2)(
Poms(f, P ) +

(
3 + cos 4πfL

c

)
Pacc(f,A)

)
(2πfL/c)2

, (4.4)

where H0 is the Hubble parameter and L ≈ 2.5× 106 km is the arm length.
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vw α H∗τsw H∗R∗ T∗ [GeV]

BP1 0.15 0.3 0.8 0.002 120
BP2 0.6 0.3 0.8 0.008 100

Table 2. Phase transition parameters of our benchmark points.

The simulated signals ΩGW(f), used as test cases, are generated based on the enhanced
SSM based on two representative sets of benchmark parameters. The benchmarks, BP1 and
BP2, are listed in Table 2. They represent relatively strong phase transitions that occur
during the electroweak epoch, resulting in a power-law-like signal and a comparatively flatter
signal, respectively (see the blue curves in Fig. 3). The differences in their spectral shapes
are mainly attributed to their distinct bubble wall velocities vw. We generate the injected
mock data using the GW spectra corresponding to these two benchmark points, calculated
with the enhanced SSM code rather than the emulator. Any foreground signals, such as those
introduced by galactic binaries, are approximately ignored in this work, as they are typically
weaker compared to the GW spectra produced by our test cases and can be subtracted through
yearly modulation [70]. However, more detailed studies are required when considering some
weaker GW spectra introduced by the FOPTs.

After building the signal and noise model, our mock data is produced in frequency bins
spanning between f = [3 × 10−5, 0.1] Hz, with ∆f = 10−6 Hz, which corresponds to an
observational segment of Tseg ∼ 11 days. Taking into account 75% observational efficiency,
it corresponds to Nc = 94 data points in each frequency bin. For each frequency bin fi, we
generate Nc signal and noise data points, following the distribution:

Si =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Gi1

(
0,
√
h2ΩGW(fi)

)
+ iGi2

(
0,
√
h2ΩGW(fi)

)
√
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (4.5)

Ni =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Gi3

(
0,
√
h2Ωnoise(fi)

)
+ iGi4

(
0,
√
h2Ωnoise(fi)

)
√
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (4.6)

where i is the index of the frequency bins and Gik represents a real number randomly drawn
from a normal distribution. We then set the signal Di to be

Di = Si +Ni , (4.7)

and finally take the average of total Nc data points in each frequency bin, denoted as D̄i,
as our data. Note that the data set generated by this scheme does not strictly follow a
Gaussian distribution, although the deviations are minor due to the central limit theorem.
We will take this into account when formulating our likelihood function. In addition, unlike
the approach taken in [37–39], we do not perform additional coarse-graining to the datasets
to reduce computational demands. This is because our NN based emulator with the HMC
Bayesian framework performs efficiently, as demonstrated in the following subsection.

4.2 Bayesian inference

We now employ the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to reconstruct the model
parameters from the injected mock LISA data. They are

vw, α, H∗τsw, H∗R∗, T∗, P, A , (4.8)
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Figure 3. The signal and LISA noise model (blue and orange smooth curves) alongside the injected
mock data (D̄i, wiggly green curves) and the reconstructed GW spectra. The left and right panels
correspond to the benchmark points BP1 and BP2, respectively. The red shaded regions represent
the 1σ reconstruction uncertainties of the spectra.

where the first five parameters are the phase transition parameters and the rest two are noise
parameters. The fiducial values for the phase transition parameters are listed in Table 2 with
g∗ = 100, and the fiducial noise parameters are set to be P = 15 and A = 3 for both cases.

To reconstruct these model parameters, first we must define a likelihood function that
accounts for the non-Gaussianities in the generated mock data. Following [38], which adopts
techniques from CMB analysis [71], we utilize the logarithmic likelihood function as

logLG+LN ≡ 1

3
logLG +

2

3
logLLN , (4.9)

where

logLG = −Nc

2

∑
i

(
D̄i − h2Ωnoise(fi)− h2ΩGW(fi)

h2Ωnoise(fi) + h2ΩGW(fi)

)2

, (4.10)

logLLN = −Nc

2

∑
i

(
log

h2Ωnoise(fi) + h2ΩGW(fi)

D̄i

)2

. (4.11)

They account for the Gaussian and marginally non-Gaussian contributions to the likelihood,
respectively. As suggested by [39], compared to the conventional χ2 likelihood, this modi-
fied likelihood function generally outperforms the standard Gaussian likelihood in providing
unbiased estimates of model and noise parameters for most analyses.

We performed a Bayesian analysis to reconstruct the fiducial parameter values and ex-
plored their degeneracies. In the Bayesian framework employed in this work, instead of using
traditional MCMC samplers, which suffer from the inefficiency caused by the random walk
behaviour of the Metropolis algorithm, we adopt the No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS [72]), an
advanced extension of the HMC [73] sampler. Based on the basic principle of Hamiltonian
mechanics, these modern samplers have demonstrated substantial performance improvements
over traditional approaches. However, applications of these samplers are often challenging
due to their requirements for gradient information of the likelihood function. Due to the
automatic differentiation capabilities of NNs via backpropagation [74], NNs intrinsically pro-
vide gradient information, making them particularly well-suited for gradient-based inference
schemes such as the NUTS.
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Figure 4. Contours and marginalized posterior distributions of phase transition and noise parameters
of BP1. Stars indicate the fiducial values of the model parameters. Dashed vertical lines in the
marginalized posteriors represent 1σ bounds. The dark and light blue shaded regions denote the 1σ
and 2σ confidence intervals, respectively.

The results for the reconstruction of the GW spectrum are shown in Fig. 3, where the
signal and noise model of BP1 and BP2 are represented by smooth curves, and the injected
mock data (D̄i) are displayed as green wiggly curves, reflecting the fluctuations in the realistic
data. It is evident that, regardless of the shape of the injected spectrum, with LISA noise,
the GW spectra produced by both of our benchmark models can be effectively reconstructed
using DeepSSM. The reconstruction accuracy shows only a slight decline in the low-frequency
regime, as indicated by the red-shaded uncertainty region.

The contour plots of the posteriors for the phase transition and noise parameters are
shown in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, for BP1 and BP2, respectively. Notably, the noise parameters A
and P are constrained very tightly by the mock data, while the phase transition parameters
exhibit varying levels of uncertainty. For most parameters, the fiducial values are successfully
reconstructed within 1σ uncertainty. However, there are minor biases for the parameters
H∗R∗ and T∗ in BP2, which are two highly degenerate parameters and have fiducial values
located slightly outside the 1σ regions. This could be attributed to the low signal-to-noise
ratio in the frequency ranges where the most constraining power comes from.

Furthermore, by comparing the contour plots for these two benchmark cases, discrepan-

– 12 –



0

100
v w

0.275

0.300

0.325

α

−0.4

−0.2

lo
g 1

0
H
∗τ

sw

−2.2

−2.0

lo
g 1

0
H
∗R
∗

75

100

125

T
∗

0.00

0.01

P

+1.499× 101 +1.499× 101 +1.499× 101 +1.499× 101 +1.499× 101

0.59 0.60 0.61
vw

3.000

3.025

A

0.28 0.30 0.32
α

−0.4 −0.2
log10H∗τsw

−2.2 −2.1 −2.0 −1.9
log10H∗R∗

80 100 120 140
T∗

0.00 0.01
P +1.499× 101

3.000 3.025
A

Figure 5. Contours and marginalized posterior distributions of phase transition and noise parameters
of BP2. Stars indicate the fiducial values of the model parameters. Dashed vertical lines in the
marginalized posteriors represent 1σ bounds. The dark and light blue shaded regions denote the 1σ
and 2σ confidence intervals, respectively.

cies are observed in the degeneracy patterns, such as α vs. vw , T∗ vs. α or H∗R∗ vs α, which
may arise from the distinct spectral shapes of these two test cases. In addition, the constraints
on parameters such as H∗τsw, H∗R∗ or T∗, are weaker compared to those on vw and α in both
cases, indicating that the constraining capability of the LISA observatory might be insuffi-
cient to fully unravel the details of cosmological first-order phase transitions. We anticipate
significant improvements from various next-generation gravitational wave observatories.

5 Conclusions

We introduce DeepSSM, an NN-based emulator developed to accelerate the computation of the
SGWB spectrum generated by sound waves from first-order phase transitions. Trained on
the output generated by an enhanced SSM, DeepSSM is able to create an accurate nonlinear
mapping between critical phase transition parameters and the resulting GW spectra. Com-
pared to the traditional semi-analytical approach, DeepSSM achieves acceleration by several
orders of magnitude while incurring only a marginal reduction in accuracy, thereby enabling
Bayesian analysis to be performed directly without relying on empirical models such as broken
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power-law relations. Moreover, the fully differentiable nature of NNs makes them inherently
compatible with advanced Monte Carlo samplers, such as NUTS or HMC, allowing for sig-
nificantly more efficient MCMC sampling. These two key advantages make DeepSSM highly
effective and convenient for parameter estimation using current and future SGWB data, elim-
inating the need for empirical modelling.

We demonstrate this capability by applying the emulator to mock LISA data, successfully
reconstructing both the underlying phase transition parameters and the injected gravitational
wave spectra via a NUTS sampler. The results clearly highlight the degeneracies between
phase transition parameters and noise parameters in the context of LISA, comprehensively
demonstrating the sensitivity of LISA to GW spectra arising from FOPTs. Importantly, the
entire inference pipeline is generic, lightweight, and adaptable to other present or upcoming
gravitational wave observatories, with the ability to run even on standard consumer laptops.

Apart from its application in Bayesian analysis, the emulator may have broader appli-
cations in astroparticle physics, as outlined below:

• Exploration of parameters spaces in BSMs — Given that these phase transition param-
eters encapsulate critical features of BSM physics associated with FOPTs, the emulator
effectively serves as a bridge connecting BSM physics to GW observables. By substan-
tially reducing the computational costs involved in the exploration of parameter spaces,
it significantly facilitates the study of various BSMs.

• Foreground Cleaning — In cases where only weak FOPTs occur during the radiation
era, the resulting signals may exhibit strengths comparable to or weaker than those from
compact binaries, effectively acting as a foreground to astrophysical signals. Thus, ex-
tracting astrophysical sources requires efficient foreground cleaning, which could benefit
from the highly precise and computationally efficient foreground templates generated
by DeepSSM.

There are several ways to improve this emulator. First, the parameter ranges are cur-
rently limited by the training set, although there have been discussions on the extrapolation
ability of the neural network for parameter ranges outside the training set. To achieve enough
accuracy, the safest way is still expanding the coverage of the training set. Note that extend-
ing the phase transition strength α to α > 1/3 would require a proper strategy to organise
the training set for the NN, and to perform Bayesian analysis, since there would be a lower
bound for the wall velocity for α > 1/3. We thus leave it for further study. Second, although
challenging, training the emulator on the data produced by lattice simulations can provide
a better estimation of the GW spectra. Sophisticated NN training strategies can be useful
in addressing these challenges. For example, advanced machine learning techniques such as
transfer learning [75] can be applied in this scenario by creating a base model using a semi-
analytical approach and fine-tuning it with the data given by lattice simulations. We reserve
explorations of such topics for future study.
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