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ABSTRACT

The propagation path of gravitational waves (GWs) is expected to be bent near massive astrophysical objects.
The massive object acts as a lens. Similarly to the lensing of electromagnetic waves, the lens amplifies GWs’
amplitude and can produce multiple GW images. If we suppose the positions of lens and source of a GW
deviate from the line of sight, the GW images arrive at different times because they have traveled different
trajectories around the lens at the same speed. Depending on the difference in their arrival times, multiple GWs
can be detected as repeated, near-identical events, or superposed GWs with characteristic “beating patterns”.
When the lens is small, . 105M�, it produces images with short time delays that result in the beating patterns.
We utilize deep learning to study the lensing signature. It is known that state-of-the-art deep learning models
are excellent at recognizing foreground images, similar to spectrograms of GWs, from background noises. We
study the feasibility of applying deep learning to identify lensing signatures from the spectrogram of GW signals
detectable by the Advanced LIGO and Virgo detectors. We assume the lens mass is around 103M� – 105M�
which can produce the order of millisecond time delays between two images of lensed GWs. We discuss the
feasibility of two aspects: distinguishing lensed GWs from unlensed ones and estimating the parameters related
to the lensing. We suggest this work would be of particular interest for more complicated lensings for which we
do not have accurate waveform templates.

Keywords: gravitational waves – gravitational lensing: weak – methods: data analysis – techniques: miscella-
neous

1. INTRODUCTION

When gravitational waves (GWs) propagate near mas-
sive astrophysical objects such as black holes, substruc-
tures, galaxies or galaxy clusters, they become focussed or
blurred by the result of gravitational lensing (Ohanian 1974;
Bliokh & Minakov 1975; Bontz & Haugan 1981; Thorne
1983; Deguchi & Watson 1986; Nakamura 1998; Takahashi
& Nakamura 2003). Gravitational lensing is verified by elec-
tromagnetic (EM) observations for decades and has led to
groundbreaking findings in astrophysics. For example, it
has resulted in the detection of exoplanets (Cassan et al.
2012) and has placed highly credible evidence for dark mat-
ter (Clowe et al. 2004; Markevitch et al. 2004). Meanwhile,
in the field of GWs, lensing might present interesting ap-
plications in fundamental physics, astrophysics and cosmol-
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ogy as studied in the literature (Sereno et al. 2011; Jung &
Shin 2019; Lai et al. 2018; Dai et al. 2018; Hannuksela et al.
2020).

The methods to detect lensed GWs have been developed
in recent years and the first searches for GW lensing signa-
tures in the LIGO and Virgo data were carried out (Hannuk-
sela et al. 2019; Li et al. 2019; McIsaac et al. 2019; Pang
et al. 2020; Dai et al. 2020). Lensing rate forecasts suggest
that strongly lensed GWs could be detected by the Advanced
LIGO (Aasi et al. 2015) and Virgo (Acernese et al. 2015) de-
tectors upon reaching design sensitivity (Ng et al. 2018; Li
et al. 2018; Oguri 2018). We expect even more detections
in the Einstein Telescope (Punturo et al. 2010) or Cosmic
Explorer (Reitze et al. 2019) where microlensing might also
become more prominent (Diego et al. 2019). Therefore, it
is timely to prepare all possible alternative methods for the
identification of lensing signature imprinted in GW signals
as many as possible. Note that there exists no complete
waveform templates especially for the microlensed wave-
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forms that can currently be applied to LIGO/Virgo searches
for lensing-induced beating patterns. For example, Lai et al.
(2018) and Hannuksela et al. (2019) discussed the template-
based search method under assuming isolated point mass
lenses. However, it is conceivable that the beating patterns
could be caused by more complicated lens setups, such as a
field of microlenses within an external potential (see Diego
et al. (2019) and Pagano et al. (2020)). Therefore, it is im-
portant to explore alternatives to the traditional templated
searches.

To date, non-template-based search methods have been
suggested in the literature. For example, Haris et al. (2018)
has developed a method based on the Bayes factor to identify
pairs of lensed GW signals under the strong lensing assump-
tion (i.e. the mass of lens, ML & 107M�). This method
has been applied for searching the lensing signature from
the GW signals observed in the first and second observing
runs of LIGO and Virgo (Hannuksela et al. 2019)). In the
meantime, from a pedagogical study (Singh et al. 2019), the
possiblity of applying machine learning to the discrimination
of the lensed GW was discussed under the weak lensing as-
sumption (ML . 107M�). We have shown from the study
that the superposed GW signals induced by the weak lensing
can be distinguished from unlensed GWs with > 90% accu-
racy by virtue of supervised machine learning classifiers.

In this work, we improve the work of Singh et al. (2019)
to make the approach to be practically applicable. To this
end, we take into account more realistic considerations such
as (i) using a realistic GW waveform generation method,
(ii) considering the power spectral density (PSD) of the Ad-
vanced LIGO, (iii) constraining the optimal signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) to cover the SNRs of the 10 GWs from binary
black hole mergers (BBH) which are reported in the GWTC-
1 (Abbott et al. 2019), and (iv) using a conventional constant-
Q transform method (Chatterji et al. 2004) in the generation
of spectrogram samples. For the machine learning method,
we use a state-of-the-art deep learning model, the Visual
Geometry Group network (VGG) (Simonyan & Zisserman
2014), which is a variant of typical convolutional neural net-
works. The implementation of the VGG is done not only for
the classification but also for the regression on the character-
istic parameters of the lensed GWs. We show that > 96%

of lensed GW samples are correctly classified and, from the
regression, the averaged residual between the predicted pa-
rameters and the true parameters of the GW samples lensed
by the singular isothermal sphere lens model is ∼ 0.15.

This paper is organized as follows: we introduce a brief
overview of considered lensing models in Sec. 2. We sum-
marize the procedure from the preparation of input data to the
application of VGG in Sec. 3. We present the results of the
classification and regression in Sec. 4 and discuss this work
and future direction in Sec. 5.

2. LENSED GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

Models for lensing of GWs have been studied for decades
(Ohanian 1974; Bliokh & Minakov 1975; Bontz & Hau-
gan 1981; Thorne 1983; Deguchi & Watson 1986; Schneider
et al. 1992; Nakamura & Deguchi 1999; Takahashi & Naka-
mura 2003). Depending on the wavelength, λ, of the GW,
the lensing effect can be categorized in two regimes: the ge-
ometrical optics limit is valid when λ is much shorter than the
Schwarzschild radius of a lens. On the other hand, when λ
is larger than the Schwarzschild radius of a lens, the diffrac-
tion effect becomes important and the wave optics limit holds
for the regime (Takahashi & Nakamura 2003). The regime
where each optics limit is valid also can be determined with
respect to ML. In Takahashi & Nakamura (2003), it is dis-
cussed that the diffraction effect becomes important when
ML satisfies

ML . 108M� (f/mHz)
−1
. (1)

If we regard the sensitive frequency band, 102 Hz – 103 Hz,
of the Advanced LIGO and Virgo detectors, we can easily
compute from Equation (1) that ML in the range of 102M�
– 103M� corresponds to the regime where the wave optics
limit is valid. However, for the 10 GWs from the BBH in
GWTC-1, no evidence of lensing signature originated by the
wave optics effect was found for ML . 105M� (Hannuk-
sela et al. 2019) and it is shown that the wave optics effect is
typically negligible when ML is ∼ 103M� − 104M� (Lai
et al. 2018). Therefore, we suppose that there is still a possi-
bility to see the geometrical optics effect in 103M� .ML .
105M� and focus on the geometrical optics limit only in this
work for simplicity.

The GW lensing theory is outlined in standard references
such as Takahashi & Nakamura (2003). We start by assuming
that the distances from an observer to a lens and to a source
are far enough. Then, we can make use of the thin lens ap-
proximation whereML is distributed over a two-dimensional
plane perpendicular to the line of sight of the observer to
the lens. In Figure 1, we illustrate a schematic configura-
tion of the lensing of GW in the thin lens approximation. By
the approximation, we can parameterize the displacement of
source, γ, and the impact factor, ξ, with a single value, y,
such as

y =
γDL

ξ0DS
, (2)

where ξ0 =
√

(4GML/c2)DLSDL/DS is the Einstein ra-
dius of a lens and DL, DS , and DLS are the distances to the
lens, to the source, and from the lens to the source, respec-
tively.

With the above setup, the relation between the lensed GW,
hL(f), and the unlensed GW, h(f) in frequency domain can
be written as

hL(f) = F (f)h(f), (3)
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Figure 1. Schematic configuration of lensing of GW in the thin
lens approximation where the angle, α and β are negligible. γ is
the position of the source in the source plane which measures the
displacement of the position of the source from the line of sight, ξ
is the impact factor which can be normalized by the Einstein radius,
ξ0. DL, DS , and DLS indicate the distances from observer to the
lens, to the source, and from the lens to the source, respectively. The
differences in colors on h(f) and hL(f) represent the frequency
dependent amplification effect in GW described in Equation (3).

where F (f) is the amplification factor which can be deter-
mined by y and the surface mass density of lens.

For the surface mass density of a lens, we consider two
simple lens models, the point mass lens model (PM) and the
singular isothermal sphere lens model (SIS). In the geomet-
rical optics limit, F (f) of each model is written as

PM :F (f) =
√
|µ+| − i

√
|µ−|e2πif∆td (4)

SIS :F (f) =


√
|µ+| − i

√
|µ−|e2πif∆td , y ≤ 1,√

|µ+|, y ≥ 1,
(5)

where µ± and ∆td are the magnification factors of two im-
ages and the time delay between them, respectively. µ± and
∆td are respectively given by

µ± =
1

2
± y2 + 2

2y
√
y2 + 4

, (6)

∆td=
4GMLz

c3

[
y
√
y2 + 4

2
+ ln

{√
y2 + 4 + y√
y2 + 4− y

}]
,(7)

for the PM and

µ± =±1 +
1

y
, (8)

∆td=
8GMLzy

c3
, (9)

for the SIS. In Equations (7) and (9), MLz = ML(1 + zL)

is the redshifted mass of a lens. From Equations (6) – (9),
one can see that µ± and ∆td are given as the function of y
and MLz . In this work, we regard y as free parameter and

will discuss the constraint on the range of its value in the
following section.

3. METHOD

3.1. Data Preparation

The main goal of this work is to identify lensed GWs with
deep learning from the confirmed detections1. To this end,
we describe the details of data preparation from the genera-
tion of simulated GWs to the preparation of practical spec-
trogram samples for the purpose.

3.1.1. Gravitational-Wave Model

We firstly consider a waveform model for GWs from the
BBH. Specifically, we mainly focus on the inspiral phase in-
stead of the merger and ringdown phases because the portion
of the latter two phases are much shorter than inspiral phase
to see the superposed waveform due to the two images of a
lensed GW arrived at different time with ∆td. In Singh et al.
(2019), we have indeed shown that considering only the in-
spiral phase without the precision effect of the BBH system
is sufficient to study the feasibility on the classification of
lensed GWs from unlensed ones even in the pedagogical ap-
proach.

On the other hand, a precessing binary system originating
from the non-zero and misaligned component spins can intro-
duce modulation in the amplitude and phase of GWs (Han-
nam 2014) which may appear similar to the beating pattern of
lensed GWs due to the superposition of two non-precessing
GWs. Therefore, we also quantify our ability to discrimi-
nate lensed GWs from the precessing ones. However, in this
work, we discard the lensing of precessing GWs for simplic-
ity.

We use the IMRPhenomPv2 model (Schmidt et al. 2015;
Hannam et al. 2014) for the generation of simulated wave-
forms of both non-precessing and precessing GWs in a con-
sistent manner except the spin of component objects of the
BBH merger. In the use of the waveform model, we set the
range of the mass of individual component objects as 4M�
– 35M� which is commonly used for the BBH merger in
the conventional template-based GW data analysis methods
such as PyCBC (Nitz et al. 2020; Usman et al. 2016) and
gstlal (Sachdev et al. 2019; Messick et al. 2017). For the
precessing GWs, we set the spin of the component objects as
s1, s2 ∈ [−1, 1].

3.1.2. Constraint on Position Parameter

Since we are interested in the lensing effect imprinted in
GW which may appear as a beating pattern in a spectrogram,
the order of time delay, ∆td, between two images of a lensed

1 See Figure 10 in Abbott et al. (2019) for the illustration of similar procedure
using the standard nested sampling analysis.
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Unlensed + Noise
(SNR ≃ 10)

Lensed + Noise
(SNR ≃ 10)

Unlensed + Noise
(SNR ≃ 50)

Lensed + Noise
(SNR ≃ 50)

Figure 2. Example spectrograms of unlensed (left) and lensed
(right) inspiral GWs of their optimal SNR ' 50 (top) and ' 10
(bottom) against a theoretical noise model of the Advanced LIGO.
All chirp signals are generated by setting the same source compo-
nent mass parameters, m1 = m2 = 10M� and DS = 2 Gpc. For
the generation of lensed cases (the right panels), we use the PM with
settingDL = 1 Gpc. With higher SNR, the gravitational lensing ef-
fect introduces an easily recognizable beating pattern and two peaks
on the spectrogram of lensed signal, as shown in the top-right panel.
However, with lower SNR (the bottom two panels), relatively higher
noise strength which makes SNR to be lower and generates breaks
on the spectrogram that looks like the beating pattern as shown in
the bottom-left panel.

GWs is expected to be the order of millisecond. From Equa-
tions (7) and (9), we could see that ∆td depends not only on
ML but also on y. Hence, we need to consider an appropriate
range for y that can induce such amount of time delay. We
can understand from Equation (5) that, when y ≥ 1, F (f)

is determined by a single magnification factor, that is, only
by µ+ without µ−. It means that only a single amplified
image is formed around a lens for the case. Thus, in order
to produce the observable beating pattern caused by two su-
perposed images of a lensed GW, we limit the range of y to
satisfy 0.05 < y < 1 for both PM and SIS models.

3.1.3. Preparation of Realistic Spectrogram Samples

If there are negligible noises in a GW data containing a
lensed GW, we may easily identify whether the detected GW
is lensed or not (see examples in the top panels of Figure 2).
However, in general, real GW data contains significant noises
originating from various stationary and non-stationary noise
sources which may hinder the identification (see examples in
the bottom panels of Figure 2). Therefore, in order to study
the capability of identifying lensed GW signal from noisy

Table 1. Ranges for the randomized parameters of the lensed GWs.
The range of SNR is used for the criterion of taking or discarding
generated samples with the randomized parameters. The range of
component spins is applied for x-, y-, and z-directions individually.
Note that the source and lens masses are sampled from a logarithmic
distribution to reduce the bias towards more heavily lensed wave-
forms being generated.

Parameter Range
Component masses of source, m1 & m2 4 – 35M�

Lens mass, ML 103 – 105M�

Distance to lens, DL 10 – 103 Mpc
Distance from lens to source, DLS 10 – 103 Mpc
Displacement of source from the line of
sight, γ

0 – 0.5 pc

Redshift, z 0 – 2

Signal-to-noise ratio, SNR 10 – 50

Component spins, s1 & s2 [-1, 1]

GW data, we need to prepare spectrograms which mimic re-
alistic ones as much as possible.

For the preparation of realistic noise data, we adopt the
PSD of a theoretical noise model, Detuned High Power
model of the Advanced LIGO (Shoemaker 2009), which can
be obtained from running PyCBC. We add the noise data to
the simulated signals described in the previous section.

We then conduct a selection procedure on the noise added
signal samples based on their SNR2; taking only samples sat-
isfying a condition, 10 ≤ SNR≤ 50, that covers the SNRs of
the 10 BBH-GWs reported in the GWTC-1. For the selected
samples, we finally apply a conventional time-frequency rep-
resentation called the constant-Q transform (Chatterji et al.
2004) to generate our spectrogram samples.

In Table 1, we summarize the parameters used in the prepa-
ration of the final form of spectrogram samples reflecting
the considerations and constraints discussed in the previ-
ous sections. The number of resulting spectrogram sam-
ples is 45,000 for each of (i) lensed (L), (ii) unlensed and
non-precsseing (UN ), and (iii) unlensed and precessing (UP )
GWs.

3.2. Application of Deep Learning

In this section, we present a brief introduction of the deep
learning model adopted in this work and the detailed proce-
dure of training the deep learning model.

3.2.1. Visual Geometry Group Network

2 The SNR computed in this work is the optimal SNR because the noise and
the exact form of GW signal are known (Creighton & Anderson 2011).
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The network structure of the VGG has been designed as a
variant of the classical type of convolutional neural networks
which is inspired by the AlexNet (Krizhevsky et al. 2012).
The main insight of the VGG is using only 3x3 convolutional
filters in the construction of deeper networks.3

For the classification and regression of our interest, we
use the latest version of the VGG, VGG-19, and implement
it with PyTorch (Paszke et al. 2019). We summarize the
structural details used for the implementation of VGG-19 in
Appendix A. Henceforth we refer the VGG-19 as VGG for
convenience.

3.2.2. Input Data

For the application of the VGG to the spectrogram samples
prepared in Section 3.1.3, we split the samples into three sub-
set data such as training, validation, and evaluation data. We
randomly choose 80% of total samples for the training data
and 10% each for the validation and evaluation data.

We then perform a preprocessing, the min-max normaliza-
tion, on the samples in all subsets by rescaling the values
of pixels in a spectrogram sample to be normalized between
−1 and 1. It is known that this kind of preprocessing helps
mitigating the vanishing gradient problem (Hochreiter et al.
2001) which could be occurred in the training. Another ben-
efit of this preprocessing is that we can keep the information
of SNR of an original sample even with the normalization.
We use each of the preprocessed subset data as the input data
which are fed into each step of training, validation, and eval-
uation, respectively.

Meanwhile, particularly for the regression, we prepare ad-
ditional data called target data with the parameters to be pre-
dicted by the VGG on top of the spectrogram samples. For
the parameters, we consider y, µ+, µ−, M c

S , ML, zS , and
zL. We normalize each of the parameters with the min-max
normalization too since (i) the ranges of parameters to be pre-
dicted by the VGG are quite different as shown in Table 1
and (ii) diversely ranged target data may cause biased results.
Consequently, we can restrict the contribution of each target
value into a comparable range and may avoid the diversely
ranged target parameters contributing differently to the loss
function that will be discussed in Section 3.2.4. However, for
the final estimation of the values of the parameters, we con-
duct a postprocessing on the predicted outputs by reversely
performing the min-max normalization to recover their orig-
inal value.

3.2.3. Training VGG

3 There is a competitive model called Inception (Szegedy et al. 2014, 2015,
2016) also known as GoogLeNet. But, it is shown that the VGG is more ro-
buster for the face recognition in the presence of noise than Inception (Grm
et al. 2018). Thus, we decide to use VGG since we are also interested in
recognizing lensed GW signals from the presence of noise,

Table 2. The training setup of the VGG model. We employ the
configurations for both classification and regression.

Parameter Value
Batch size 128
Maximum training epoch 100
Optimization algorithm Adam
Learning rate decay strategy On plateau
Initial learning rate 8e-5
Minimum learning rate 1e-5
Decay factor 2
Computing processor NVIDIA Tesla P40 (24GB)

We train the VGG with the training data by setting a batch
size to be 128 for both classification and regression. The
maximum training epoch is set as 100 while iterating whole
samples in the training data. To boost the training and en-
hance the accuracy of the VGG, we use the Adam optimiza-
tion algorithm (Kingma & Ba 2014), one of extensions of
the stochastic gradient descent method. For the implemen-
tation of the learning rate decay, we reduce the learning rate
by a factor of 2 from the initial learning rate when the train-
ing stops updating the VGG since it is known that most of
deep learning models often get benefit from the reduction of
learning rate.

During the training, we keep tracking the validity of a tem-
poral model at each epoch and save a checkpoint for the
temporal model to check improvement compared to the for-
mer best performing model on the same validation data. The
VGG is trained on NVIDIA Tesla P40 GPU with 24GB mem-
ory. In Table 2 we summarize the parameters and criterion
methods that we used.

We identically apply this setup for both classification and
regression. However we alter the form of output for each task
such that let the classification return the probability to each
sample type either UN , UP , or L via the one-hot encoding
and let the regression return the normalized value of param-
eters via the tanh function because we use the normalized
target data.

3.2.4. Error Measurement in Training

The successful training of the VGG relies on whether the
final output of the model returns the most closest probabil-
ity to the given type of GW, e.g., either lensed or unlensed
signals in classification or the most closest value to the target
value in regression. In other words, we need to deploy an ad-
equate error measurement method, E, (or, equivalently, loss
function) to let the VGG can be properly updated through
multiple iterations and, eventually, let it can return desired
output within acceptable tolerance on the error.
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(f) Case III - SIS

Figure 3. Confusion matrices for the classification on UN vs. L (Case I), UP vs. L (Case II), and UN vs. UP vs. L (Case III) from the left
to the right, respectively. The colorbar indicates the ratio of correctly or incorrectly classified samples to the total number of samples of each
signal type. The diagonal and off-diagonal cells respectively show correctly classified and misclassified samples. The number of classified
samples is given in the middle of each cell followed by the ratio of the samples in percentage to the total number of true samples.

We use different forms of loss functions for the classifica-
tion and regression separately. We compute the cross-entropy
function:

Ec = −pi log p̂i, (10)

for the classification at each iteration of training until the
value of Ec satisfies given tolerance for the error. In Equa-
tion (10), p̂i and pi are the predicted value and the target
value of an i-th training sample. Meanwhile, for the regres-
sion, we measure E with mean squared error:

Er =
1

N

N∑
i

(p̂i − pi)2, (11)

where N is the total number of training samples.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Classification

For the evaluation of classification performance, we firstly
investigate how much the trained VGG correctly distin-
guishes the spectrograms of L from UN (Case I) or from UP
(Case II). Next, we study the ability on the discrimination of
all of three different types, L, UN , and UP (Case III). We

separate L further into LPM and LSIS depending on the lens
model. We calculate the confusion matrix for a figure-of-
merit of classification performance and present it in Figure 3
with the number and ratio of correctly and incorrectly classi-
fied samples.

In the comparison between LPM and LSIS (see the bottom-
right cells in Figures 3), we can see that∼ 98% of LPM sam-
ples are correctly classified while∼ 97% of LSIS samples are
correctly classified. We seek a reason of the small difference
from the distribution of probability density function (PDF)
of correctly and incorrectly classified samples drawn with re-
spect to their SNRs (Figure 4). We can see from Figure 4 that
the difference between the mean SNRs of correctly classified
and incorrectly classified LPM samples are relatively larger
than LSIS samples in both Case I and II. It means that the
beating pattern of LSIS samples might be slightly less dis-
tinguishable from UN or UP than LPM samples even with
higher SNRs. From this observation we can see that when
the beating pattern is insignificant the classification perfor-
mance of the VGG is certainly limited. We also found that
the SNR distribution is consistent to the result of confusion
matrix too.
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(b) Case I - LSIS
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(c) Case II - LPM
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Figure 4. The distribution of PDF with respect to the SNRs of each sample type. For either UN or UP , compared lens model is presented in
the subscription. The PDF of correctly classified samples is presented by the blue-bars and that of incorrectly classified ones is presented by
the red-bars. The blue and red dashed-lines indicate the mean values of correctly classified and incorrectly classified samples, respectively, and
the difference between the mean SNR values are annotated as the number.

The trained VGGs of both Case I and II can correctly clas-
sify expected types over 96% of the evaluation data as shown
in the diagonal cells of the left and middle panels of Figure 3.
When we look at the spectrogram examples of correctly clas-
sified and incorrectly classified samples from Figure 5, we
can see that correctly classified samples of LPM and LSIS

show clearer beating patterns distinguishable from UN or UP
(see the first and third rows of Figure 5). However, as shown
in the second and fourth rows of Figure 5, the beating pat-
tern of incorrectly classified LPM and LSIS samples are not
remarkably distinguishable from UN or UP even for higher
SNRs & 30. For those incorrectly classified L samples, we
suspect that ∆td is too short to generate visibly significant
beating pattern. As an evidence for the suspicion, we investi-
gate the distribution of ∆td for the L samples corresponding
to SNR ∼ 30 (see Figure 6) and see that the L samples gen-

erated with the random parameters resulting in ∆td < 0.25

sec are mostly misclassified.
Meanwhile, for the Case III (the right panels in Figure 3),

when we compare the confusion matrices to those of Case I
and II, the ratios of correctly classified samples are similar to
or slightly decreased than Case I and II. Particuarly, the ratio
of correctly classified samples is significantly decreased by
∼ 14% for the UN and ∼ 28% – 29% for the UP while it
is decreased by only . 0.4% for the L. From this result we
can see that the beating pattern caused by the lensed GWs is
still sufficiently significant than the unlensed ones either UN
or UP . In the meantime, from the comparison between UN
and UP in the Case III, we see that∼ 14% – 29% of samples
are misclassified, that is, classified UN as UP or vice versa.
Especially, the ratio of UP to UN is & 15% higher than the
opposite case. We suppose a reason of this result that, as
shown in Figure 5, the effect of modulation occurred by the
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(a) Case I - UN (correct) (b) Case I - LPM (correct) (c) Case I - LSIS (correct)

(d) Case I - UN (incorrect) (e) Case I - LPM (incorrect) (f) Case I - LSIS (incorrect)

(g) Case II - UP (correct) (h) Case II - LPM (correct) (i) Case II - LSIS (correct)

(j) Case II - UP (incorrect) (k) Case II - LPM (incorrect) (l) Case II - LSIS (incorrect)

Figure 5. Spectrogram examples of correctly and incorrectly classified from Case I (the first and second rows, respectively) and Case II (the
third and fourth rows, respectively). Each subfigure consists of three spectrograms of SNR ∼ 10, 30, 50 from the left to the right, respectively.
We can see from the panels in the second and fourth rows that, if ∆td is too short, the spectrograms of LPM and LSIS look similar to UN and
incorrectly classified even for higher SNRs & 30.

precession is less significant to produce remarkable pattern
like the beating pattern of L.

4.2. Regression

For the regression on the characteristic parameters of
lensed GWs, we have trained VGG in Section 3.2.3 to pre-
dict the 7 selected parameters, y, µ+, µ−, M c

S , ML, zS , and
zL. Note that we introduce the chirp mass of a source binary,
M c
S = (m1m2)2/5(m1 + m2)−1/5, because it is a conve-

nient parameter in describing the characteristics of the evo-
lution of GW waveform (Abbott et al. 2016). Among the 7

parameters, we consider µ± as optional parameters to check
the sanity of the predicted y since µ± are written as the func-
tion of y as shown in Equations (6) and (8). Also we consider
the redshift factors, zS and zL, instead of the distances, DS

and DL, because ∆td depends not only on y but on MLz .
For the conversion of the distances to the redshift factors, we
suppose that the Hubble constant is 70 km · s−1 ·Mpc−1.

We examine the performance of regression on the evalua-
tion data by comparing the predicted parameters to the true
parameters. The results are shown in Figures 7 and 8. For the
figures, note that if the regression works ideally, we expect all
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Figure 6. The distribution of PDF with respect to ∆td of each sample type corresponding to SNR ∼ 30. The color-bar represents the same
cases, correctly classified (blue) and incorrectly classified (red) samples as presented in Figure 4.

of predicted values are placed on the black dashed-line. In
addition to the comparison figure, for the quantitative mea-
sure of the performance, we consider two metrics: the mean
residual,

R :=
1

Np̂

∑
p̂

|p̂− p|
p+ 1

, (12)

and the Bhattacharyya distance (Bhattacharya 1943),

DB := − ln(
∑
p̂

√
P (p̂)P (p)). (13)

R describes how much predicted values are different from
true values. DB describes the similarity between the proba-
bility distribution of predicted values and the probability dis-
tribution of true ones.

As shown in the left panels of Figure 7, it is visible that
the distribution of predicted y at y ' 1 is relatively narrower
than y � 1 for both PM and SIS. One can also see that, as
the value of y decreases, the distribution becomes broader

while more points are in the upper triangle region than the
lower one. This result means the predicted values of y are
rather overestimated where y � 1. On the other hand, when
we compare the results of prediction on µ± (the middle and
right panels of Figure 7 to y, it looks that the distribution of
predicted µ± agrees with Equations (6) and (8) as expected.

Next, in the comparison between the PM and SIS, we see
that the distribution of the predicted y of SIS is more con-
fined to the black dashed-line than PM. It is also shown in
the quantitative metrics, R and DB : As tabulated in Table 3,
the values of RSIS and DB,SIS are smaller than RPM and
DB,PM, respectively. Thus, it seems that R is better metric
in obtaining consistent results.

We also present the regression results of other parameters
in Figure 8 and Table 4. From the figure, we can see that the
regressions of the parameters related to the source are better
than those of the lens, that is, the predicted values of M c

S and
zS are distributed more closer to the the black dashed line
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Figure 7. Comparison of predicted and true parameters of y and µ±. The x-axes indicate true parameters used for the generation of LPM

or LSIS and the y-axes indicate predicted parameters from the regression. One can see that the distribution of predicted values of µ± seems
consistent with that of y as expected from Equations (6) and (8).

Table 3. R andDB of the regression results of y and µ±. The bold-
faced values show better result in the comparison between the PM
and SIS.

Metric and Lens Model y µ+ µ−

RPM 0.0531 0.1737 2.1666
RSIS 0.0380 0.1660 0.2440
DB,PM 0.0385 0.0568 0.0567
DB,SIS 0.0345 0.0500 0.0499

than those of ML and zL. Also, from the table, we see that
Rs andDBs of the source related parameters are smaller than
those of the lens.

Meanwhile, in the comparison between PM and SIS, we
see that both R and DB are mostly consistent with the visu-
ally recognizable distributions shown in Figure 8. However,
when we look at M c

S and ML, the result of R is more consis-
tent with the comparison figures than DB . So, we conclude
that R is more suitable metric than DB for the quantitative
measure on the regression of this work based on the consis-
tency between the comparison figure and the metric.

However, we know that the characteristics of lens are
highly degenerated; for example, y is characterized not only
by γ, DL, ξ, and DLS explicitly but also by ML implic-
itly which make the uncertainties of each parameter to be

mixed in a single parameter y while the characteristics of the
GWs from the BBH have relatively less degeneracy because
we only need to consider the uncertainties on M c

S and DS .
Thus, we conclude that the amount of uncertainty might lead
the limitation in precisely estimating the uncertain and de-
generated characteristics of the lens from the beating pattern
only.

5. DISCUSSION

In this work, we considered the range of the mass of lens as
103M� – 105M�. The mass range is much smaller than the
known masses of galaxies that cover from ∼ 109M� (dwaft
galaxy) to ∼ 1012M� (giant galaxy) which can observed in
the ground-based GW detectors as repeated events. Instead,
the chosen mass range may correspond to the mass range of
certain astrophysical compact objects such as intermediate
mass black holes (Greene et al. 2019) or compact dark mat-
ter (Jung & Shin 2019). Thus, if we can identify lensed GWs
occurred by the lens system discussed in this work, the iden-
tification may help to understand the characteristics of such
compact objects.

We have discarded the lensing of precessing GWs to sim-
plify the problem. However, as shown in the classification
of Case II, precessing effect itself is mostly distinguishable
from the lensed GWs while it is less distinguishable than
non-precessing GWs in the classification of Case III. Since it
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Figure 8. Comparison of predicted and true parameters of Mc
S , ML, zS, and zL. The units of Mc

S and ML are given in M�.

Table 4. R and DB of the regression results of MS , ML, zS , and
zL. The bold faced values show better result in the comparison be-
tween PM and SIS while the asterisk in the superscript show better
one in the comparison between the source and lens.

Metric and Lens Model Mc
S ML zS zL

RPM 0.0442∗ 0.6035 0.0262∗ 0.0285
RSIS 0.0391∗ 0.5274 0.0231∗ 0.0281
DB,PM 0.0077∗ 0.1030 0.0288∗ 0.0517
DB,SIS 0.0083∗ 0.1071 0.0176∗ 0.0447

is expected that the lensing effect not only introduce the beat-
ing pattern but also does amplify the original waveform, we
may expect that lensing of precessing GWs can increase the
significance of precessing GWs even for the Case III. There-
fore, to extract the lensing signature from this case, further
systematic study about the effect of lensing parameters on
the lensed precessing GWs should be done along with the
identification.

As seen from the result of regression, the uncertainty in
the prediction on the characteristic parameters related to the
lens was much larger than that on the parameters related to
the source. In other words, we may conclude that the degen-
erated information contained in the spectrogram is not suffi-
cient to fully characterize the lens. For this issue, we believe
that additional information obtained from the EM observa-
tions will be helpful in reducing the uncertainty and, conse-
quently, in enhancing the prediction power of the regression
about the lens. For example, for a lensed GW, we may con-
duct more finer estimation on the physical parameters of the
lens by finding coincident lensing events in the optical band

survey with the LSST4 (Abell et al. 2009). Meanwhile, for
the lens system like galaxy or galaxy cluster, we may under-
stand more details of physical properties of the lens by the
near-infrared observation with the SPHEREx5 (Doré et al.
2016). Therefore, we expect that the identification of lensed
GWs will be one of exciting fields where the multimessenger
observations will be definitely impactful.

On the other hand, within the sensitive frequency band of
Advanced LIGO and Virgo, the possibility of observing GWs
lensed by the microlenses embedded in a galaxy or galaxy
cluster is discussed in Diego et al. (2019) and Pagano et al.
(2020). For example, it is shown that the evolution ofF (f) of
this scenario will be non-negligible (see Figure 6 of Pagano
et al. (2020)) and GWs lensed by the microlenses around
such macrolens systems can be observed (see Figure 10 of
Pagano et al. (2020)). In consequence, we can seamlessly
anticipate to see recognizable beating pattern from the spec-
trogram for the scenario too. As an example, we simply eval-
uate a spectrogram sample prepared by using lensingGW
package (Pagano et al. 2020; Birrer & Amara 2018). The
strain of this test and its spectrogram sample are presented in
Figure 9 and the parameters used for generating this sample
are summarized in Appendix B. For the evaluation we use the
VGGs of PM and SIS lens models (VGG-PM and VGG-SIS
respectively) trained for the classification of Case I. As the re-
sult, the VGG-SIS correctly classifies this sample with 100%

accuracy to L while the VGG-PM incorrectly classifies this

4 Large Synoptic Survey Telescope (Ivezić et al. 2019). Recently the name
has been changed to Vera C. Rubin Observatory.

5 Spectro-Photometer for the History of the Universe, Epoch of Reionization,
and Ices Explorer (Korngut et al. 2018)
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Figure 9. Strain of a microlensed GW (left) and its spectrogram (right) generated with the parameters and tools summarized in Appendix B.

sample with 37% accuracy to L. Therefore, we can ascertain
from this test that there is plentiful prospect for increasing
the performance of the identification of the microlensing sig-
nature from spectrograms even with more complicated lens
models. To do that, we can train the VGG with a new train-
ing set of data prepared by using the lensingGW package.
However, we leave the full application of our method to the
search of microlensing in GWs to the future work.
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APPENDIX

A. DETAILS OF IMPLEMENTED VGG

We use 10 convolutional layers which consist of 3x3 convolutional filters. The number of filters in order are [16, 16, 16, 32, 32,
32, 64, 64, 64, 64, 64, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128, 128]. The strides for each convolutional layers are [1x1, 1x1,
2x2, 1x1, 1x1, 2x2, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 2x2, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 2x2, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 1x1, 2x2]. Note that, unlike the structure of
the original VGG-19 model, no pooling layers are used in this work since pooling layers are known to cause information losses
in the forward propagation of the network (Springenberg et al. 2014) which are not desirable for the regression problem. Instead,
the functionality of pooling layers are replaced by the strides.

For the activation function between adjacent convolutional layers, exponential linear unit function is used, while softmax
(classification) and hyperbolic tangent (regression) activations are used for the fully connected part of the network. Dropout rate
between layers is set as 0.01.

B. DETAILS OF MICROLENSING SAMPLE

For the use of lensingGW in preparing a sample spectrogram of microlensed GW, we consider a simple case similar to the
case discussed in Sec. 5.2. of Pagano et al. (2020), that is, the microlensing of GWs enhanced by a macrolens like elliptic
galaxy. We consider to set the parameters rather differently and arbitrarily such as m1 = 45M�, m2 = 36M�, ML = 1012M�,
zS = 0.2, and zL = 0.05. With this setup, we get θE = 2.65 × 10−5 radian. The sky position (RA, Dec) of a source binary
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system is set as (0.05, 0)θE radian. The generation of an unlensed and non-precessing GW is done by using IMRPhenomPv2.
For the distribution of microlenses, we assume that the point masses are distributed uniformly within the range of [100, 200]M�
and their positions are uniformly distributed within ±10−4×(RA, Dec) around the (RA, Dec) of a chosen macro image. For
this setup, lensingGW solver found 138 microlensed images. Finally we convert the strain data into the spectrogram via the
constant-Q transform method as done in this work. Because the setup is just prepared for testing and piloting purposes, we take
a very high SNR ' 63.
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