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Abstract. Stochastic backgrounds of gravitational waves from primordial first-order phase
transitions are a key probe of physics beyond the Standard Model. They represent one of
the best prospects for observing or constraining new physics with the LISA gravitational
wave observatory. However, the large foreground population of galactic binaries in the same
frequency range represents a challenge, and will hinder the recovery of a stochastic back-
ground. To test the recoverability of a stochastic gravitational wave background, we use the
LISA Simulation Suite to generate data incorporating both a stochastic background and an
annually modulated foreground modelling the galactic binary population, and the Bayesian
analysis code Cobaya to attempt to recover the model parameters. By applying the Deviance
Information Criterion to compare models with and without a stochastic background we place
bounds on the detectability of gravitational waves from first-order phase transitions. By fur-
ther comparing models with and without the annual modulation, we show that exploiting the
modulation improves the goodness-of-fit and gives a modest improvement to the bounds on
detectable models.
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1 Introduction

The creation of catalogues of merging compact binaries by the LIGO, VIRGO, and KAGRA
collaborations (LVK) [1] has solidified gravitational waves as a unique probe of the cosmos.
In addition to these compact binaries, there are many cosmological and astrophysical sources
that can produce a stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB, see e.g. [2, 3]). Recent
pulsar timing array data from NANOGrav [4], the Chinese Pulsar Timing Array [5], the
European Pulsar Timing Array and Indian Pulsar Timing Array [6] and the Parkes Pulsar
Timing Array [7] (see also Ref. [8] for a reanalysis of this data) show evidence for a background
in the nHz range, although as yet there are only upper limits at LVK’s peak sensitivity of
around 100 Hz [9]. Searching for such a background in the mHz frequency range is one of
the science targets of the upcoming Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) mission [10],
a space-based GW interferometer set to launch next decade with sensitivity to gravitational
waves with frequencies between 10−4 Hz and 10−1 Hz [11].

One potential cosmological source of a SGWB in this frequency range is a first order phase
transition (PT) in the early universe, first proposed in Refs. [12, 13]. The phase transition
proceeds by the nucleation, expansion, collision and merger of bubbles of the new phase,
setting up complex fluid motions which source gravitational waves [14–26]. Gravitational
waves are also generated by phase boundary collisions in vacuum phase transitions [27–32].
The phase transition signal has a characteristically peaked shape which contains information
about the parameters of the phase transition such as the latent heat and the supercooling
temperature, which in turn are calculable from the underlying physical theory (see [33] for a
review).

The Standard Model has no first order phase transitions, either at the strong interaction
scale [34] or at the electroweak scale [35], and therefore does not efficiently source gravitational
waves beyond a high-frequency thermal contribution [36]. Nonetheless, many models beyond
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the Standard Model predict such a first order PT [37, 38]. A possible detection of such a
SGWB by LISA would therefore point to new physics beyond the Standard Model, as is
required for an explanation of the baryon asymmetry and dark matter of the universe.

There are also astrophysical sources of SGWBs. The strongest in the LISA frequency range is
expected to be double white dwarfs in the Milky Way [39–43], which we refer to henceforth as
galactic binaries (GB). Double white dwarfs may also be important extragalactic stochastic
source [44, 45], competing with and possibly dominating the expected signal from black hole
and neutron star binaries [46].

The detectability of any signal is determined by the instrument noise. In the case of LISA,
the instrument is a constellation of three spacecraft exchanging modulated laser signals to
determine the relative Doppler shifts of three pairs of freely falling test masses. The principal
noise source is instability in the laser frequencies, which can be greatly reduced by combining
the Doppler shifts between different spacecraft at different times, a technique known as Time
Delay Interferometry (TDI) [47–51]. There are many other sources of noise, but for modelling
purposes they can be collected under two sources each with a characteristic frequency depen-
dence and Gaussian statistics: the test mass motion and the optical metrology system [11, 52].
The test mass acceleration noise has been well characterised by LISA Pathfinder [53], but other
noises must be derived from a detailed physical model of the system [54].

Here we aim to advance the understanding of the detectability in future LISA data of a PT
signal, in the presence of instrument noises and stochastic astrophysical sources in the Milky
Way. In particular, we assess how including the annual modulation of the galactic binaries in
the signal model [43, 55] improves the ability to separate the signal components, and thereby
the sensitivity to a PT signal. To make the assessment, we perform Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) analyses on the simulated datasets, and examine the changes in the Deviance
Information Criterion [56] when modulation is included in the model.

We make several simplifications and assumptions, both to reduce the overall computational
cost, and to avoid over-parametrising our different signals. We use a two-parameter instru-
ment noise model [52], a simplified three-parameter GB confusion noise model [57, 58], and
a simplified two-parameter phase transition model [17, 38]. A phase transition model with a
single broken power law is the simplest physical model of a phase transition signal, which how-
ever does not account for all the subtleties of source modelling. These additional subtleties
could give additional insight into the underlying particle physics, but they would complicate
our analysis. Furthermore, by working with the amplitude and frequency of a broken power
law signal, we avoid degeneracies between underlying parameters in our statistical analysis.
We allow for annual modulation with a time-dependent GB confusion noise amplitude with
two harmonics, which we justify in Appendix B. We do not use more sophisticated methods
for anisotropic stochastic sources [59–61] and we do not attempt to resolve loud sources or
perform a global fit (see e.g. [62]). We also assume that the confusion noise retains its form
in the presence of the phase transition signal.

With the exploration of the use of annual modulation, our work extends previous studies of
LISA’s sensitivity to PTs [43, 63–65]. Previous work on modulated foregrounds [43, 55] stud-
ied the recovery of a cosmological background with a single power-law frequency spectrum,
whereas a phase transition signal is expected to be peaked. We also search specifically for
a PT background, rather than a search for a more general cosmological background [66–68].
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Another difference is the use the LISA Simulation Suite [69], with which we can create simu-
lated time series TDI data featuring instrument noises, confusion noise coming from galactic
binaries, and an injected PT signal. Using the LISA Simulation Suite offers several advan-
tages: more realistic handling of the instrument noise, better control of the galactic binary
noise, and having a systemic and reproducible set-up based on publicly-available codes (but
see Refs. [70, 71] for an alternative approach combining detector simulation and Bayesian
inference).

We find that including annual modulation of the amplitude of the GB confusion noise does
increase the sensitivity to the cosmological stochastic background from a PT, except for those
whose peak frequency is within about 20% of the confusion noise peak frequency. In these
cases, the PT and GB signals are too similar to be disentangled, regardless of the inclusion
of the modulation parameters.

This paper is organised as follows. We begin by discussing the production and processing of
simulated LISA data in Sections 2 and 3, respectively. In Section 4 we review the set-up of
our MCMC analyses, before discussing our results in Section 5 and concluding in Section 6.
Finally, in Appendix A we present the necessary steps to reproduce our simulated data; while
in Appendix B we discuss the choices we made for the Fourier expansion used for the annual
modulation; and in Appendix C we provide tables with all of the numerical values for our
Figs. 3 and 4.

2 Simulated LISA data

To generate a time series of data that resembles what one might expect from LISA, we
use the LISA Simulation Suite, which is a Python-based simulation pipeline covering the
different elements of the LISA mission [69]. In our simulated datasets, we inject two signals:
a stochastic background with broken power-law form resembling what would be produced by
sound waves from a first order phase transition, and a foreground resembling the galactic
binary foreground population.

The detector response to these signals is computed by the tool LISA GW Response [72], which
also takes in the orbital information in the form of an orbit file from LISA Orbits [73]. Here
we use Keplerian orbits. The output is then fed into LISA Instrument [74], where we can
select the noise sources, and adjust various other properties relating to signal processing on
the instrument [54]. The output is a time series of beatnote measurements. In the final step
of our simulation, these are given as input to PyTDI [75], which performs the TDI calculations,
i.e. the Doppler shift combinations that suppress laser noise. We opt to use second generation
TDI as it takes into account the laser arm length fluctuations [48, 49, 76]. More specifically,
we produce the Michelson X2 combination.

In the following, we introduce our GW sources and the signals we expect from them. We also
elaborate on the detector response and noise functions, writing out the analytical expressions
to be used in our data analysis. Lastly, we outline the TDI calculations leading to laser
noise cancellation. For a more detailed description of our simulation for data reproduction
purposes, refer to Appendix A.

Injected signal: Galactic binaries: We start by using the catalogue of galactic white
dwarf binaries (GBs) created for the LISA Data Challenge Sangria (LDC2a) [77], which
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consists of three sets of GBs: verification, interacting, and detached binaries, totalling ∼ 29
million binaries. The distribution is derived from the population synthesis model by Ref. [78],
and it is concentrated around the bulge and the plane of our galaxy, as illustrated in Fig. 7.
Note that there are various different binary population models, some of which may have more
isotropic or asymmetrical distributions, such as that presented in Ref. [79].

Rather than simulating each of these binaries individually, which would be computationally
expensive, we instead create a skymap to which we insert a function describing the confusion
noise coming from the binary population. We justify this choice in Appendix A. There are
various analytical functions obtained by fits to population models [42, 57, 58], where the
confusion noise foreground has been shown to peak at around 2 mHz, with estimations for
the peak amplitude ranging from 10−46 to 10−44 Hz−1. In order to reduce the number of
parameters while still maintaining a close fit to the binary data in the frequency range of
interest, we choose the model from Ref. [58]:

Sgb(f) = Agbf
αgb [1 + tanh(γgb(fgb − f))] , (2.1)

where Agb = 1.4× 10−45 Hz−1 is the peak amplitude, fgb = 1.29 mHz is the peak frequency,
αgb = −7/3 is the spectral slope, and γgb = 900 is a fit parameter that depends on the
properties of the GB population. Here we assume that the spectral shape is the same for all
binary populations across the sky.

Annual modulation of galactic binaries: LISA’s response to gravitational waves is anisotropic:
waves incident from directions normal to the plane of the spacecraft constellation induce a
larger response than those arriving in the plane. The plane of the constellation is inclined
with respect to the plane of LISA’s orbit around the sun, and hence the response to a source
with fixed sky position is modulated with period of one year. Galactic binaries are concen-
trated near the galactic plane, and therefore the amplitude of the GB confusion noise will
naturally be modulated, and can be represented in Fourier modes with period tyr, the sidereal
year. The broad beam of the response function sweeps across the galaxy twice per year in
different sky locations, and hence we expect the principal modulation to be in the first and
second harmonics. Our simulated GB signal (see Figs. 1 and 2) clearly shows this effect. We
therefore construct our model for the modulated GB confusion noise as

Sgb(f, t) = Sgb(f) [1 +A1 cos(ω1t+ ϕ1) +A2 cos(ω2t+ ϕ2)] . (2.2)

where ωn = 2πn/tyr. We investigate the effect of including higher harmonics in Appendix B.
We find that their inclusion does not significantly improve the ability to resolve a PT signal.

Injected signal: First order phase transition: The PT signal is expected to be peaked
at wavelengths around the mean bubble spacing (see e.g. [33] for a review), which must be less
than the Hubble radius at the time of the phase transition. The amplitude and detailed shape
of the PT power spectrum as a function of the physical parameters of the phase transition is
still an evolving field (for recent work see [25, 26]).

Here we use a simplified model for the gravitational wave power spectrum, obtained from
fitting to numerical simulations of phase transitions [17]

Ωgw(f) = ΩptP(f) , (2.3)
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where the spectral shape function is

P(f) =

(
f

fpt

)3( 7

4 + 3(f/fpt)2

)7/2

(2.4)

and fpt is the peak frequency. The GW power spectrum is related to the power spectral
density at the detector Spt by

Ωgw(f) =
4π2

3

f3

H2
0

Spt(f). (2.5)

where H0 is the Hubble rate at the current epoch. A phase transition at temperature T∗ when
the Hubble rate is H∗, with mean bubble spacing R∗ would have

fpt ≃ 10−6(H∗R∗)
−1 (T∗/100GeV) Hz, (2.6)

The amplitude Ωpt depends on H∗R∗ and on other parameters of the phase transition (see
e.g. [38] for a discussion). Current modelling predicts that phase transitions in the interesting
temperature range 100 GeV to 1 TeV can give peak frequencies between 10−4 Hz and 10−2

Hz and peak amplitudes in the range 10−14 < Ωpt < 10−9 [63].

While there is a lot of information about the phase transition contained in the detailed shape
of the signal which can in principle be recovered [80], our concern here is detectability, where
the shape is not of primary importance beyond the presence of a peak. The f3 behaviour
just below the peak is expected for phase transitions with mean bubble spacing of order the
Hubble radius at time of the phase transition [25, 26], which are the loudest signals. The
high frequency f−3 behaviour characteristic of shocked fluids [22, 81] generally emerges only
for f ≫ fpt; the f−4 behaviour in Eq. (2.4) is an approximation near the peak to the domed
shape seen in numerical simulations [17]. We leave the investigation of more complex spectral
shapes for future work.

LISA Instrument noise: The expected instrument noises for LISA roughly fall into two
categories: optical metrology system (OMS) noises and acceleration noises [53]. The former
includes shot noise, clock noise, residual laser noise, and beam-pointing instabilities, while
the latter comprises different effects accelerating the test masses, such as thermal effects,
gravitational forces from surrounding bodies, and electrical forces. The optical-path noises
are the dominant component in the higher frequencies, while the acceleration noises dominate
in the lower-frequency end of the LISA spectrum. The cut-off frequency is at around 2×10−3

Hz.

The acceleration noise contribution, derived from the LISA Pathfinder results [53], has a
power spectral density

SAcc(f) = A2
Acc

(
1

2πfc

)2
[
1 +

(
fAcc

f

)2
][

1 +

(
f

8× 10−3 Hz

)4
]
, (2.7)

where AAcc = 3 × 10−15 ms−2
√

Hz−1, is the amplitude spectral density (ASD), fAcc =
4 × 10−4 Hz is the cutoff frequency, and the factor (1/(2πfc))2 is included to convert the
quantity from units of acceleration to relative frequency fluctuations.
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The power spectral density for the OMS noise contribution is given by

SOMS(f) = A2
OMS

(
2πf

c

)2
[
1 +

(
fOMS

f

)4
]

(2.8)

where AOMS = 15 × 10−12 m
√

Hz−1, fOMS = 2 × 10−3 Hz, and again there is an additional
factor of (2πf/c)2 to convert from units of displacement to relative frequency fluctuations.

These two dominant noises enter the LISA Instrument simulation in the forms given above [54],
and we use this information when we formulate our full noise model for the analysis of the
TDI X2 channel data.

Time-delay interferometry Laser frequency noise is the largest source of noise. In
ground-based observatories, where the interference is between split beams from a single laser,
the laser frequency noise cancels out. In LISA, the large arm lengths mean that the beams
are not sufficiently intense to make a return trip between spacecraft, and so interference is
between different lasers. This poses a challenge that can be overcome by time-delay inter-
ferometry (TDI) [50, 82], where interferometer measurements are time-shifted and combined
ways that lead to the cancellation of laser noise.

The measurements exchanged between spacecraft can be considered either as phase shifts
or as a fractional frequency differences, constructed from interferometer measurements on
the pairs of optical benches. A gravitational wave passing between the spacecraft induces a
time-dependent change in the path length, and hence a frequency shift. As outlined above,
frequency shifts are also introduced by unmodelled acceleration of the test masses, and by
the measurements on the optical benches themselves.

Here we consider the fractional frequency shift ηij between data arriving on spacecraft i from
spacecraft j along the laser arm of length Lij . TDI variables are constructed from linear
combinations of the signals with delay operators Dijη(t) = ηij(t − Lij) applied. Multiple or
nested delays can be represented with the notation Di1i2...in = Di1i2Di2i3 . . . Din−1in . Here,
we follow the notation of Ref. [83], without distinguishing between the true arm length and
the estimated arm length.

First-generation TDI cancels the laser noise when the arm lengths are constant [47]. Three
independent noise-cancelling combinations can be taken. A common set is denoted X, Y and
Z, where

X = (1−D131)(η12 +D12η21)− (1−D121)(η13 +D13η31), (2.9)

with Y and Z obtained by cyclic permutation. These combinations construct a noise-cancelled
Michelson interferometer out of pairs of arms, which may be of unequal length. A common
simplifying assumption in modelling is that the arms are of equal length, but searches for
stochastic backgrounds in first generation TDI with unequal length arms, as well as different
noises in each of the spacecraft, have recently been considered [84].

The arm length also changes during the orbit, introducing uncancelled laser noise into the
data [85]. The laser noise can again be cancelled with second-generation TDI [51, 86], which
we use here. This involves more round trips of the laser along the arms. The second-generation
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Michelson X2 variable is

X2 = (1−D12131) [η13 +D13η31 +D131(η12 +D12η21)]

− (1−D13121) [η12 +D12η21 +D121(η13 +D13η31)] . (2.10)

Detector Response: As outlined above, a simulated time stream X2 containing the de-
tector response to the GW signals from galactic binaries and phase transitions, as well as
the instrument noises, is constructed using the tools LISA GW Response, LISA Orbit, LISA
Instrument and PyTDI. Our data analysis model is formulated in frequency space, and so we
need a representation of the detector responses as a function of frequency. There is no general
representation of second-generation TDI response functions in closed form, but closed-form
approximations exist in the limit of constant and equal arm lengths. With constant arm
lengths, the time delays Dij and Dij commute, and

X2 ≃ (1−D12131)X (2.11)

If the arm lengths are equal, closed-form expressions for the X response functions exists,
and the TDI-2 response is then just obtained by multiplying by the modulus squared of the
Fourier transform of 1 − D12131 [83], or 4 sin2(2f/f∗), where f∗ = c/(2πL) is the transfer
frequency and L is the common arm length. For the nominal LISA arm length of 2.5 Gm,
the transfer frequency is f∗ = 19.09 mHz.

The GW response function for relative frequency fluctuations in equal arm Michelson in-
terferometers, which have the data combinations η13 + D13η31 − (η12 + D12η21) plus cyclic
permutations, is [87, 88]

R(u, γ) = s2u

[
s2γ/2

(
1

u
+

2

u3

)
+ c2γ/2 (2 Si(2u)− Si(2u+)− Si(2u−))

]
+ c2u

[
s2γ/2

(
1

6
− 2

u2

)
+ c2γ/2

(
2Ci(2u)− Ci(2u+)− Ci(2u−) + ln c2γ/2

)]
− su+−u−

32u s3γ/2

(
21− 28cγ + 7c2γ +

3− cγ
u2

)
+

cu+−u−

8u2s2γ/2

(
1 + s2γ/2

)
− 2s2γ/2

(
Ci(2u)− Ci(u+ − u−)− ln sγ/2

)
+

3− cγ
12

− 1− cγ
u2

,

(2.12)

where u = f/f∗, sx = sin(x), cx = cos(x), u± = u± u sin(γ/2), γ = π/3 is the opening angle
of the laser arms, and Si and Ci are the sine and cosine integrals. The Michelson X TDI
combination introduces a factor 16 sin2(f/f∗) from the extra time delays. The final power
spectral density of X2 for the stochastic gravitational wave signals from galactic binaries and
a phase transition is then

Ssignal
X2

(f) = 64 sin2(2f/f∗) sin
2(f/f∗)R(f/f∗) [Sgb(f) + Spt(f)] . (2.13)

At low frequencies, the X2 transfer function for gravitational waves behaves as (f/f∗)
6. As

for the instrument noise, again assuming constant and equal arm length, our two noise com-
ponents from Eqs. 2.7 and 2.8 enter the full noise power spectral density for TDI X2 as

Snoise
X2

(f) = 64 sin2(2f/f∗) sin
2(f/f∗) [SOMS(f) + (3 + cos (2ωL))SAcc(f)] . (2.14)

– 7 –



10 5 10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1

Frequency [Hz]

10 48

10 46

10 44

10 42

10 40

10 38

S X
2 [

Hz
1 ]

LISA test mass acceleration and OMS noises
PT with pt = 10 11, fpt = 6 mHz
GB foreground

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Time [s] 1e7

6

4

2

0

2

4

6

X 2

1e 20

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Time [s] 1e7

7.5

5.0

2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5
1e 22LISA test mass acceleration and OMS noises

PT with pt = 10 11, fpt = 6 mHz
GB foreground

Figure 1: Power spectral density (top) and time series of the TDI variable X2 (bottom) of the
LISA instrument noise (blue), an example injected PT model with Ωpt = 10−11, fpt = 6×10−3

Hz (yellow), and the GB confusion noise (green). The bottom right panel shows a zoomed in
version of the same time series.

The above is derived from Eq. 2.11 by inserting a noise-only data stream containing the two
dominant noise components [83, 89].

In Fig. 1 we show the contributions to the power spectral density SX2(f) (top panel) of the
LISA instrument noise (blue), the GB confusion noise (green), and an example injected PT
model with Ωpt = 10−11, fpt = 6 × 10−3 Hz (yellow). The bottom panel of Fig. 1 shows
the time series of TDI X2 for the same data. We can see in the figure that when considering
the full frequency range between 10−5 Hz and 10−1 Hz, the instrument noise is significantly
larger than the other signals. We also show a zoomed version of the time series in Fig. 1,
where the annual modulation of the GB confusion noise is more apparent.

3 Data processing

Our PyTDI output is a time series of the TDI X2 variable, corresponding to one year of data
with a sampling rate Tsamp = 5 s (see Appendix A for more details). We perform two different
analyses with this data: one where we consider the full time series as one dataset, and one
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in which we divide our time domain data into Nch chunks in order to recover the modulated
foreground. In both cases, we transform the time series into frequency domain for analysis
purposes using the weighted overlapped segment averaging (WOSA) method [90–92]. To do
this, the time-domain data is divided into Nw segments to be windowed before the transform.
This means multiplying the data x(t) in each segment by a window function w(t),

xw(t) ≡ w(t)x(t) (3.1)

where w(t) has a value of 1 at the center of the interval and tapers off at the start and the end,
effectively erasing discontinuities in periodic signals. Next, the data is Fourier-transformed
in each windowed segment, and finally averaged over the resulting Nw periodograms. Use of
this method reduces spectral leakage to neighbouring frequency bins, which may become a
problem when using a plain discrete Fourier transform [93].

We choose the popular combination of a Hann1 window

w(t) ≡ 1

2
(1− cos(2πt/T )) , (3.2)

with a 50% overlap [94, 95]. This compensates for the loss of time-domain data resulting
from the attenuation of the signal at the start and end of each segment, as every data point
is effectively counted twice. The Welch estimate of the PSDs is carried out using the welch
function in the SciPy signal processing toolbox [96].

As mentioned above, we process our TDI data in two different ways to carry out two different
analyses. First, we transform the time-domain data in one go, setting the segment length to
Ns = 16× 1024. This will yield the average power spectral density, and we will end up losing
the modulation information of the GB foreground. Second, for the purposes of recovering the
modulated foreground, we start by dividing our time domain data into Nch chunks, where we
take Nch = 48, which is chosen to be close to the value used in Ref. [55]. In each chunk, the
amplitude may be approximated as constant. We then apply Welch’s method with a segment
length of Ns = 1024 to the data in each chunk. In Fig. 2 we show the power spectral density
of the whole data without chunking (black) and the power spectral densities in each of the
48 chunks (colour gradient).

For the data analysis, we will not take the full frequency interval given by the Welch transform,
but rather focus on the range our injected models lie in. At frequencies above f = 10−2 Hz,
we mostly have noise, so we set that as our upper limit. The number of data points for the
transform defines our lower frequency cutoff. With Ns = 16 × 1024, we take a lower cutoff
of f = 2 × 10−5 Hz. With Ns = 1024, which we choose for the chunked datasets, the loss
of information begins at higher frequencies, as can be seen in Fig. 2, and so we take a lower
cutoff of f = 4× 10−4 Hz. Thus in the chunked cases, our available frequency interval for the
data analysis is narrower.

Note that with the window sizes mentioned above, the number of windows in each of the
48 time chunks is larger than the number of windows for the full time series. Namely, when
dividing the data into 48 chunks, we have Nw = 255 overlapping segments in each, while in
the full time series transform, we end up with Nw = 769 segments. In general, increasing Nw
(or decreasing Ns) leads to a lower variance, but also results in more of the aforementioned

1Often referred to as Hanning.
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Figure 2: Total power spectral density of the full dataset (black) and of each chunk (colour
gradient). The grey hatched regions show the frequency limits for the MCMCs on both the
chunked and unchunked data.

loss of low-frequency data. The latter effect is especially apparent when we have a low number
of data points in each of the 48 chunks. Our current choice of Ns = 1024 for Nch = 48 results
in a compromise between these two effects.

4 Model comparison and statistical tests

We simulate data from LISA for a duration of Tobs with a sample interval Tsamp, yielding a time
series of L = Tobs/Tsamp data points X2(t). For now, we consider the simplest case, meaning
data without chunking, without overlaps in the segments, and without applying a window
function to the segments. This corresponds to the method of averaged periodograms, also
known as Bartlett’s method. We therefore start with Nw non-overlapping segments containing
Lw = L/Nw data points, and assume that Lw is an integer. The Fourier transform of the
ith segment X̃i

2(fn) contains frequencies fn = n/LwTsamp with 0 ≤ n < Lw. Frequencies
with Lw/2 < n are complex conjugates of those with Lw − n, hence there are Nf = Lw/2
independent frequencies. The one-side power spectral density P i(fn) of the ith segment is

P i(fn) = 2|X̃i
2(fn)|2, (4.1)

with 0 ≤ n < Lw/2.

We define P (fn) as the average over the segments of the power spectral densities,

P (fn) =
1

Nw

Nw∑
i=1

P i(fn) . (4.2)

As this is the average of the squares of 2Nw independent standard normal variables, P (fn)
follows a chi-squared distribution. Therefore, the likelihood function for a model with power
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spectral density S(fn) is given by

L
(
P | S

)
=

Nf−1∏
n=0

1

2(ν/2)Γ(ν/2)

(
ν

S(fn)

)(
ν
P (fn)

S(fn)

)(ν/2)−1

exp

(
−ν

2

P (fn)

S(fn)

)
, (4.3)

where ν is the number of degrees of freedom of the chi-squared distribution, equal to 2Nw.

Similar expressions for the likelihood of averaged spectra appear in Refs. [63, 97], where the
likelihood is then simplified, using the central limit theorem, to a Gaussian distribution for
P (fn)/S(fn). Here we instead use the full description of the likelihood as given by Eq. 4.3.

Welch’s method improves on the method of averaged periodograms by introducing a window
function to reduce spectral leakage, and overlaps to compensate for the loss of information.
As discussed in Section 3, we use a Hann window with a 50% overlap. With windows of
length Lw and a 50% overlap, the number of windows is Nw = 2L/Lw − 1. The overlaps
introduce correlations between P i(fn) from different segments; nevertheless the probability
distribution for the mean P (fn) is well approximated by a chi-squared distribution, with an
adjusted degrees of freedom parameter. To obtain the degrees of freedom in this case, we
follow the calculation done in Refs. [91, 92]2, which gives

ν = (36/19)
Nw

2

Nw − 1
, (50% overlap, Hann window). (4.4)

Additionally, as discussed in Section 3, we only consider a subset F of the full set of frequen-
cies, so that the total number of frequencies is less than Lw. Therefore, our final likelihood
function will be given by Eq. (4.3) with the product taken over a subset of frequencies fn ∈ F ,
with Nw = 2L/Lw − 1, and ν as given in Eq. (4.4).

In order to take into account the annual modulation, we will divide our time-domain data
into Nch = 48 non-overlapping chunks of the same length, Lch = L/Nch, which are further
windowed into segments of length Lw with a 50% overlapping Hann window, as described
previously. In the kth chunk, our likelihood L

(
P k | Sk

)
will be given by Eq. (4.3) with

Nw = 2Lch/Lw − 1, resulting in the final likelihood for chunked data {P k},

Lch
(
{P k} | {Sk}

)
=

Nch∏
k=1

L
(
P k | Sk

)
. (4.5)

where {Sk} is the set of model PSDs, which includes annual modulation.

Once we have the simulated and processed data, we use the parameter extraction code
cobaya [98] to recover both the injected noise contributions and the injected PT signal via
MCMC analyses.

In order to assess the detectability of our model, we use the Deviance Information Criteria
(DIC) [56, 99], which can be easily calculated from the posterior distributions obtained from
MCMC analyses. The DIC includes a penalisation term, which penalises over-fitting the
model. Given some data y, a model with parameters θ, a posterior mean of θ, and deviance
D(θ) = −2 logL(y|θ) will have a DIC of

DIC = D(θ) + 2pD . (4.6)
2We note that in the last equation on page 29 of Ref. [91] there is a missing factor 2 in the denominator,

which does appear in the similar equation 292b of Ref. [92]
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Label MCMC parameters ChunkingModulation Phase transition
0 No No No
P No Yes No
Pc No Yes Yes
Mc Yes No Yes

MPc Yes Yes Yes

Table 1: Summary of the different MCMC parameters based on whether we are including
modulation (M) and PT (P) parameters in our analyses, and whether we are chunking (c)
the data.

Here pD is the penalisation term, which we take to be pD = D(θ)−D(θ), as done in Ref. [63].
The larger the number of parameters, the easier it is for the model to fit the data, so the
deviance is penalised. All of these quantities can be calculated from an MCMC sample of the
posterior distribution.

We can use the difference in DIC between two models with a different number of fit parameters
to assess which model provides a better fit to the data. In practice, this means running
two MCMCs on each dataset with a specific injected fiducial model, with and without the
parameters in question, thus evaluating how much the inclusion of the chosen parameters
in the MCMC affects the overall DIC. A higher ∆DIC indicates that the inclusion of the
parameters leads to an overall better fit than the null hypothesis. We note, however, that a
DIC comparison is strictly applicable only in the case where the posteriors follow Gaussian
distributions, and in cases where the two compared scenarios lead to similar outcomes.

All of our analyses will feature the following base parameters:

• Two parameters for the instrument noise: Sa = A2
Acc and Sp = A2

OMS.

• Three parameters describing the white dwarf confusion noise: Agb, fgb, and γgb. We
fix αgb = −7/3 in all our analyses.

These parameters will be kept fixed across all of our simulated datasets3. All of our datasets
will also include an injected PT signal, given by a combination of Ωpt and fpt. Specifically,
we will consider all combinations of

Ωpt ∈ {6× 10−12, 7.8× 10−12, 1× 10−11, 1.8× 10−11, 3× 10−11, 4.2× 10−11,

6× 10−11, 1× 10−10, 3× 10−10};
fpt/Hz ∈ {4.2× 10−4, 6× 10−4, 7.8× 10−4, 1× 10−3, 1.8× 10−3, 3× 10−3,

6× 10−3, 1× 10−2}.

When running our MCMCs, we will always include the base parameters, and we will have the
following parameters that will be switched on or off in our different analyses:

• Two parameters describing the PT signal: Ωpt and fpt.

3While the settings and input parameters for the different noise sources are the same, the generated
data will be different in each run, as the noise itself is generated from a random seed; however, these noise
contributions will share the same statistical properties.
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• Four parameters describing the annual modulation of the galaxies: two amplitudes A1

and A2, and two phases ϕ1 and ϕ2, as seen in equation 2.2. See Appendix B for more
information about this choice.

Finally, when taking into account the annual modulation, we will divide our time series data
into Nch chunks (before applying Welch’s method). Hence, we will have several different
models we fit to the data (summarised in Table 1), depending on whether we are including
modulation (M) and PT (P) parameters in our analyses, and whether we are chunking (c)
the data. In each of these set-ups, we run a grid of MCMCs over datasets featuring different
combinations of injected PT signals Ωpt.

5 Results

PT recovery without annual modulation: The first question we want to address
concerns the detectability of different PT signals when we do not take into account the annual
modulation. To address this, we run 72 different MCMCs on data in which we have injected
a PT signal given by a combination of {Ωpt, fpt}, for scenarios 0 and P. We then compare
the DICs between the two scenarios with the same {Ωpt, fpt}. The results of this analysis are
shown in Fig. 3. For numerical values corresponding to the grid points, see Appendix C.

We divide the results into three categories. In the first category, the model without the PT
parameters in the analysis has a DIC very close (∆DIC < 5) to that of the model with the PT
parameters (white fill colour in Fig. 3), which indicates that the inclusion of the PT parameters
does not improve the goodness-of-fit. In the second category, corresponding to models with
higher values of {Ωpt, fpt}, the inclusion of the PT parameters in the analysis significantly
improves the goodness-of-fit, leading to ∆DIC > 1000 (yellow fill colour in Fig. 3). Finally,
the category in between these two extremes (marked with colours between yellow and dark
blue in Fig. 3) is the one where the DIC becomes most relevant, with the ∆DIC gradually
increasing for increasing values of Ωpt and as fpt approaches the peak sensitivity frequency
around 6 mHz.

When not taking into account the annual modulation of the galactic binaries, we find that
we can accurately recover the injected PT signal for most models with either Ωpt ≥ 10−10

or fpt ≥ 3 × 10−3Hz, although models below Ωpt = 2 × 10−11 become harder to recover
regardless of the frequency. These results are consistent with Ref. [65], despite the different
model of the galactic binary foreground.

PT recovery with annual modulation: Next we want to assess the detectability of
different PT signals when we take into account the annual modulation of the galactic binaries.
As before, we run 72 different MCMCs on data in which we have injected a PT signal given
by a combination of {Ωpt, fpt}, for scenarios Mc and MPc. We once again compare the DICs
between the two scenarios with the same {Ωpt, fpt}. The results of this analysis are shown in
Fig. 4, and the corresponding numerical values can be found in Appendix C.

We can once again divide the results into three different categories, as we did in Fig. 3: cases
where the inclusion of the PT parameters does not improve the goodness-of-fit (white in
Fig. 4); cases where the inclusion of the PT parameters in the analysis significantly improves
the goodness-of-fit, leading to ∆DIC > 1000 (yellow in Fig. 4); and scenarios in between these
two extremes (colours between yellow and dark blue in Fig. 4).
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Figure 3: ∆DIC as a function of an injected amplitude Ωpt and peak frequency fpt, for
models with a PT signal (P) compared to the case with no injected PT signal (0), without
chunking or considering annual modulation. The colours show the ∆DIC values (filled with
a nearest-neighbours interpolation), while the dots indicate the values {Ωpt, fpt} injected in
the data. Yellow indicates ∆DIC > 1000, and white indicates ∆DIC < 5.

In summary, when exploiting the annual modulation of the galactic binaries, we find that
we can accurately recover the injected PT signal for all models with Ωpt ≥ 3 × 10−11 and
fpt ≥ 2 × 10−3Hz, as well as some models with lower amplitudes (down to Ωpt ∼ 10−11) in
the frequency range 2× 10−3Hz < fpt ≤ 7× 10−3Hz. For fpt = 6× 10−3Hz we can recover
all injected PT signals, down to our lowest injected amplitude of Ωpt = 6 × 10−12. We note
that, comparing to the flat spectrum recovered in Ref. [55] in the presence of anisotropic
GB confusion noise, our weakest recovered signal here is more than an order of magnitude
smaller than what was recovered there. However, in the most sensitive frequency range we
have ∆DIC ∼ 500, so we can anticipate that the PT signal will be observable at lower Ωpt.
It is also to be noted that their instrument noise power was an order of magnitude smaller
than in our noise model, as can be seen by comparing their Fig. 1 with our Fig. 1. In general,
by comparing Figs. 3 and 4, we can see that the inclusion of the annual modulation leads to
overall higher ∆DIC, and therefore increases the detectability of the PT signal. A notable
exception to this is for models with fpt = 10−3Hz, where the goodness-of-fit decreases when
taking into account the annual modulation. This case is discussed in further detail below.
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Figure 4: ∆DIC as a function of an injected amplitude Ωpt and peak frequency fpt, for
models with a PT signal (MPc) compared to the case with no injected PT signal (Mc), when
chunking and considering annual modulation. The colour gradient shows the ∆DIC values
(filled with a nearest-neighbours interpolation), while the dots indicate the values {Ωpt, fpt}
injected in the data. Yellow indicates ∆DIC > 1000, and white indicates ∆DIC < 5.

Impact of chunking and annual modulation on parameter recovery: In order
to account for the annual modulation, we first divide the data into chunks before applying
Welch’s method, as described in Section 3. To do this, we need to shorten the segment length
for windowing, and this leads to some information loss on low frequencies. Here we aim
to assess the impact of this low-frequency loss, and the subsequent inclusion of the annual
modulation, on the recovery of the injected signals.

To see how the chunking and inclusion of the annual modulation affects the parameter recov-
ery, in Fig. 5 we show the posterior distributions obtained from the MCMCs for an injected
PT signal with Ωpt = 3 × 10−10, fpt = 6 × 10−3, while in Fig. 6 we show the same for
the case with Ωpt = 10−11, fpt = 3 × 10−3. The former corresponds to our strongest PT
signal, while the latter corresponds to one of the in-between, weaker, scenarios. In both of
these figures, the blue contours correspond to the case with no chunking or modulation (P),
the green contours indicate chunked data without annual modulation (Pc), and the yellow
contours show the case where we have chunked the data and included the annual modulation
parameters in our analyses (MPc).
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Figure 5: 2D posterior distribution showing the 1σ and 2σ contours, for an injected signal
of Ωpt = 3 × 10−10, fpt = 6 × 10−3 Hz. The injected values are marked with dashed lines.
The blue contours correspond to the case with no chunking or modulation, the green contours
indicate chunked data without annual modulations, and the yellow contours show the case
where we have chunked the data and included the annual modulation.

We also show the injected values for the parameters with dashed lines in Figs. 5 and 6. We
expect a small shift in the recovered values with respect to the injected ones, due to the small
bias that is introduced when using the WOSA method [100–102]. Even when factoring this
in, we can see that in the unchunked and unmodulated case, we recover the injected values
for all the parameters to within 1σ, with the exception of the instrument noise parameters
Sa and Sa, which are slightly shifted when we go to weak injected PT signals, as seen in
Fig. 6. When chunking the data, for some of the GB and the instrument noise parameters
we lose accuracy in the signal recovery, leading to broader posteriors, due to the loss of low
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Figure 6: 2D posterior distribution showing the 1σ and 2σ contours, for an injected signal of
Ωpt = 10−11, fpt = 3× 10−3 Hz. The injected values are marked with dashed lines. The blue
contours correspond to the case with no chunking or modulation, the green contours indicate
chunked data without annual modulations, and the yellow contours show the case where we
have chunked the data and included the annual modulation.

frequency information. This is especially apparent for the acceleration noise parameter, Sa,
which dominates at low frequencies. Otherwise, we can see that the chunking itself does not
significantly affect the parameter recovery.

Furthermore, we can see in Fig. 5 that when we have a strong PT signal, the PT signal
and the galactic binary confusion noise are already distinct enough that the inclusion of the
annual modulation only provides a moderate improvement in the parameter recovery. On the
other hand, in Fig. 6, where we show a much weaker PT signal, we can see that the inclusion
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of the annual modulation leads to a considerable improvement in the sensitivity to the PT
parameters. In this regime, the PT signal and galactic binary confusion noise have similar
peak frequencies, so here the inclusion of the annual modulation allows these signals to be
more easily separated.

Finally, there is the special case where the PT signal and the galactic binary confusion noise
almost the same peak frequencies (fpt ≈ fgb ≈ 10−3Hz). When this happens, the two signals
cannot be disentangled, even when including the annual modulation. In fact, in this scenario,
chunking the data removes too much information on low frequencies, which in turn makes it
harder to tell the PT signal and galactic binary confusion noise apart. This highlights that
while chunking the data to include the annual modulation can help distinguish the PT signal
in many cases, it can also lead to too much information loss at low frequencies when the PT
signal is very similar to the galactic binary confusion noise. We leave a more detailed analysis
on the ideal number of chunks to minimise this information loss for future work.

6 Conclusions

Seeing (or confidently constraining) a stochastic background of gravitational waves at future
gravitational wave detectors represents a crucial test of new physics beyond the Standard
Model. In this paper we have generated data incorporating a broken power law background
in the time domain using the LISA Simulation Suite. This allows us to more accurately study
how the detector response affects our ability to recover a signal. We have also incorporated
a modelled foreground of galactic binaries. Our approach in this paper allows us to generate
a signal which exhibits the characteristic annual variation of the galactic binary foreground,
and investigate to what extent this affects our ability to recover a phase transition signal.

Given a time series of time delay interferometry data from the LISA Simulation Suite, we then
attempt to recover the parameters of both the modelled compact binary foreground and the
hypothesised stochastic background coming from a first-order phase transition, and employ
the Deviance Information Criterion to determine which model is preferred in each case.

Overall, we have seen that when not considering the annual modulation in our analyses, we can
successfully recover PT signals for all models with either Ωpt ≥ 10−10 or fpt ≥ 3 × 10−3Hz,
which is compatible with previous results in the literature. When exploiting the annual
modulation of the galactic binaries, we can recover all models with Ωpt ≥ 3 × 10−11 and
fpt ≥ 2 × 10−3Hz, as well as some models with lower amplitudes (down to Ωpt ∼ 10−11) in
the frequency range 2 × 10−3Hz < fpt ≤ 7 × 10−3Hz. For fpt = 6 × 10−3Hz, we recover
all injected models regardless of the amplitude. The inclusion of the annual modulation of
the galactic binaries leads to an improvement in most of the ∆DICs. While these results are
more conservative than previous estimates in the literature, we note that we are using more
up-to-date information about the expected LISA instrument noises than earlier works.

In order to account for the annual modulation, we divide the data into chunks, for which we
have to adjust our segment length for the windowing, and this results in a loss of information
at low frequencies. Despite this, in most cases chunking the data and including the annual
modulation leads to an improvement in the goodness-of-fit, and increases our ability to detect
a stochastic gravitational wave background. However, for models where the frequency of the
PT signal is very close to the frequency of the galactic binary confusion noise, the chunking
leads to an overall reduction in our ability to distinguish these signals. A more detailed
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analysis of the impact of the number of chunks and segment length (and therefore the window
size) on the parameter recovery is left for future work.

We simulate one year’s worth of data in order to be able to fully investigate the effect of the
annual variation on LISA. As of adoption, the mission’s planned duration is 4 years and will
be subject to interruptions in the availability of data. In practice, increasing the duration of
our simulated data is likely to improve our ability to resolve the PT signals. We have not
modelled these effects here. Using the python-based LISA Instrument code was a limiting
factor in the duration for which we could generate simulated data, constrained principally
by the memory requirement, which increases quickly with the amount of data produced, as
described in Ref. [54].

Although this paper has been concerned with generating and analysing data for the future
LISA mission, the problem of model determination for superposed stochastic gravitational
wave signals is highly timely: the NANOGrav Pulsar Timing Array collaboration has explored
the possibility that new physics may be responsible for discrepancies between their observed
signal and the expected background from supermassive black hole binaries [103]. Further
work in this area may benefit gravitational wave studies beyond LISA.
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A Simulating LISA data

Overview: we use LISA Orbits (v2.3) to generate an orbit file; LISA GW Response (v2.3)
to simulate the instrument response to the injected GW signals; LISA Instrument (v1.4) to
account for the LISA instrument noise, laser beam propagation, the interferometric measure-
ments, and on-board data processing; and pyTDI (v1.3) to perform the time-delay interferom-
etry calculations. LISA Constants (v1.3.4) [104] provides the necessary physical constants
and mission parameters throughout the simulation. At each step in the process, we produce
a new data file that is used as input for the next part of the pipeline.

Orbit file: In our analysis, we use one full year of data. However, to account for the
incomplete orbital information in the first 10 seconds of the orbit file, as well as for the warm-
up time of anti-aliasing filters in the instrument simulation, we use LISA Orbits to create
orbit files with two years of data. The extra year will also give us leeway if we wish to extend
our simulation later. We simulate Keplerian orbits with a time step of 8640 seconds, which
is longer than the time step in the rest of the simulation, to prevent the orbit file from being
too large. The data will be resampled to a time step of 5 seconds in the next phases of the
simulation.
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Figure 7: Left: the Sangria binary distribution, with a resolution of 786432 pixels, and the
pixel intensity reflecting the total number of binaries in the pixel. Right:
the skymap we produce with HEALPix, with Npix = 48.

Galactic binaries: In order to simulate the galactic binaries, we create a skymap with
HEALPix, into which we insert the confusion noise coming from the binary population. The
angular noise power spectrum for LISA is expected to increase substantially for multipoles
ℓ > 6, as seen in Fig. 13 of Ref. [61] for one year of data and Fig. 4 of Ref [105] for four
years of LISA data. We can convert this multipole to a corresponding solid angle via Ω =
2(180 deg)2/(πℓ). Following Table 1 of Ref. [106], for this solid angle we need to take a
HEALPix skymap with at least Npix = 48 pixels. We therefore create a HEALPix skymap with
48 pixels, into which we insert the coordinates of the GBs contained in the catalogue, such
that the skymap pixel intensity is defined by the number of GBs in the pixel normalised by
the total number of GBs. Because LISA GW Response requires the square root of the intensity
skymap, we further take the square root of our skymap. The resulting skymap is presented
in the right panel of Fig. 7. A more precise distribution of the binaries entering our skymap
is given in the left panel of the same figure.

To inject the GB signal into our simulated data, we call the StochasticBackground class in
LISA GW Response, passing it a confusion noise foreground as a function of frequency, along
with the anisotropic skymap described above. This effectively inserts the foreground function
into each of the skymap pixels, weighting it by the intensity in the pixel. We opt for this
approach, instead of using the GalacticBinary class to individually insert each GB, to reduce
the computational cost, as we are dealing with millions of binaries.

At this point in our simulation, our time step is 5 seconds. The size of the dataset is 6311900
to allow us to exclude up to 380 points containing possible simulation artifacts. We start the
simulation at 10 seconds to ensure we have the full orbital information.

Phase transition: To add the PT signal to the data, we once again use the Stochastic-
Background class in LISA GW Response, this time passing an isotropic skymap with pixel
intensity set to 1, and a PT signal characterised by a peak amplitude and peak frequency.
We take care of the normalization by dividing the peak amplitude by the number of skymap
pixels, after which we pass the PT function of frequency to StochasticBackground, along
with the simulation parameters listed above.

LISA instrument noise: To add the instrument noises to our simulated data, we use
LISAInstrument [54]. We pass the GW file from the previous stage to the Instrument class,
using the default upsampling with a Kaiser filter for anti-aliasing. We disable laser locking
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Figure 8: Amplitude of the first real and imaginary Fourier coefficients, averaged over the
48 chunks.

by using the locking configuration lock=’six’, so that we get an independent noise for each
laser. LISA Instrument provides flexibility to turn different noise contributions on and off.
Here we include the dominant noise components, namely the test-mass acceleration noise and
the ISI carrier OMS noise, with values set to those defined in the LISA Science Requirements
Document [52]. In practice, we set testmass_asds=3e-15, oms_asds=(15e-12, 0, 0, 0,
0, 0), backlink_asds=0 and disable all noise categories except for the pathlength noises.

Time-delay interferometry: Due to the fluctuating arm lengths in LISA, the signals
need to be time-shifted for the laser noise to cancel out as they interfere, with a procedure
referred to as time-delay interferometry (TDI). To compute the time delays, we use the
publicly available package pyTDI, which provides functions for computing both the first and
second generation Michelson combinations X,Y, Z, the Sagnac combinations α, β, γ, and the
orthogonal combinations A,E, T . We use pytdi.michelson.X2 to create the 2nd generation
Michelson X combination. Since we wish to have the output in fractional frequency deviations,
we divide the TDI data by the central frequency of the laser beams ν0 = 281.6THz.

B Choosing the number of parameters for the annual modulation

To evaluate how many parameters we need to describe the annual modulation of the GB
signal, we perform three tests. First, we investigate the amplitude of the real and imaginary
Fourier coefficients, averaged over the 48 chunks. A similar analysis can be found in Fig. 3
in Ref [55]. We show the amplitude average for the first 10 coefficients in Fig. 8, where we
can see that only the first two terms have a noticeable deviation from zero.

To investigate the difference between including two or three Fourier terms, we perform three
MCMCs on data which only contains the GB signal, without any instrument noise or PT
signal. In the first MCMC, we do not include any annual modulation parameters in the
analysis (model Mc), in the second MCMC we include two terms of the Fourier expansion
(M2c), and in the third MCMC we include three terms of the Fourier expansion (M3c). By
comparing the ∆DICs between these models, we can evaluate if the goodness-of-fit improves
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Figure 9: 2D posterior distributions showing the 1σ and 2σ contours for for Ωpt and fpt.
The injected values are marked with dashed lines. The blue contours correspond to the case
with no modulation (Pc), the green contours indicate the analysis with two Fourier expansion
terms (M2Pc), and the yellow contours show the case where we have included three terms in
the Fourier expansion (M3Pc). Left: Injected model: Ωpt = 1.8 × 10−11, fpt = 7.8 × 10−4

Hz. We note that here we express Ωpt in log10 scale, as the contour spans several orders of
magnitude. Right: Injected model: Ωpt = 10−10, fpt = 6× 10−3 Hz.

when including the various Fourier terms. Between models Mc and M2c, we find ∆DIC ≈ 106,
and between models M2c and M3c we find ∆DIC ≈ 102. This shows that the inclusion of
the first two Fourier terms provides a substantial improvement in the goodness-of-fit, while
including the third term only moderately improves the fit further.

Finally, we investigate the impact of the various modulation terms on the recoverability of the
PT parameters. In Fig. 9 we show the results of MCMCs performed on data which includes
the GB confusion noise, instrument noise and a PT signal with . In blue we show the case
where we do not include any modulation parameters (Pc), in green we show the analysis
including two terms of the Fourier expansion (M2Pc), and the yellow contours represent the
case where we include three terms of the Fourier expansion (M3Pc). We perform this analysis
on data with two different injected PT signals: Ωpt = 1.8× 10−11, fpt = 7.8× 10−4 Hz (left
panel of Fig. 9) and Ωpt = 10−10, fpt = 6× 10−3 Hz (right panel of Fig. 9). We can see that
in both cases, the contours for the M2Pc and M3Pc are almost completely overlapped. In
both of these cases, between models Pc and M2Pc, we find ∆DIC ≈ 103, and between models
M2Pc and M3Pc we find ∆DIC ≈ 101. Overall, we can conclude that including more than
two terms in the Fourier expansion does not improve the goodness-of-fit nor the recoverability
of the PT parameters.

C Tables with ∆DIC values

Table 2 displays ∆DIC values corresponding to Fig. 3, where the PT signal (P) is compared to
the case with no injected PT signal (0), without chunking or considering annual modulation.
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fpt [Hz]
Ωpt 4.2× 10−4 6× 10−4 7.8× 10−4 1× 10−3 1.8× 10−3 3× 10−3 6× 10−3 1× 10−2

3× 10−10 3444.18 1663.61 1741.70 2552.27 4383.17 228815.13 690962.06 397976.00
1× 10−10 637.00 279.70 307.76 700.55 842.10 49886.02 129207.64 46621.63
6× 10−11 265.05 50.49 67.88 312.75 535.98 2502.14 47732.15 9449.26
4.2× 10−11 107.57 10.60 12.83 139.54 389.49 1546.79 10860.32 3167.75
3× 10−11 89.19 29.62 8.68 102.43 253.44 1852.73 7044.59 1455.57
1.8× 10−11 6.21 −3.36 −1.42 20.69 86.69 914.73 2792.53 572.07
1× 10−11 1.15 −1.32 −1.67 12.19 33.08 392.81 1220.73 268.79
7.8× 10−12 2.21 9.71 10.10 −1.03 50.76 250.57 755.04 149.08
6× 10−12 −2.20 −2.54 −2.80 −3.05 52.38 261.44 596.83 96.06

Table 2: ∆DICs when comparing models P and 0.

fpt [Hz]
Ωpt 4.2× 10−4 6× 10−4 7.8× 10−4 1× 10−3 1.8× 10−3 3× 10−3 6× 10−3 1× 10−2

3× 10−10 3054.99 1623.88 696.48 716.57 2472.86 219023.16 688391.88 405296.24
1× 10−10 813.02 499.69 130.18 195.17 1001.65 48885.84 134008.86 49604.82
6× 10−11 381.35 316.77 79.84 86.54 958.92 21418.93 50343.05 10094.60
4.2× 10−11 252.07 174.71 78.84 32.68 662.40 3158.71 24930.23 3154.20
3× 10−11 135.92 101.03 46.32 5.16 686.02 3275.84 8040.96 1319.38
1.8× 10−11 26.20 29.45 26.19 −3.21 418.65 1998.05 3230.40 430.36
1× 10−11 11.42 41.43 14.70 −2.83 146.36 1033.88 1267.23 175.67
7.8× 10−12 10.76 12.99 −2.93 −1.88 148.33 596.23 626.92 74.39
6× 10−12 19.02 22.08 4.88 −3.33 76.92 408.13 539.95 40.48

Table 3: ∆DICs when comparing models Mc and MPc.

Table 3 shows ∆DIC values corresponding to Fig. 4, where the PT signal (MPc) is compared to
the case with no injected PT signal (Mc), with chunking and considering annual modulation.
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