Rapid search for massive black hole binary coalescences using deep learning
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The coalescences of massive black hole binaries (MBHBs) are one of the main targets of spacebased gravitational wave observatories. Such gravitational wave sources are expected to be accompanied by electromagnetic emission. Low latency time of gravitational wave searches and accurate
sky localization are keys in triggering successful follow-up observations on the electromagnetic counterparts. Here we present a deep learning method for the first time to rapidly search for MBHB
signals in the strain data. Our model is capable to process 1-year of data in just several seconds,
identifying all MBHB coalescences with no false alarms. We test the performance of our model on
the simulated data from the LISA data challenge. We demonstrate that the model shows a robust
resistance for a wide range of generalization for MBHB signals. This method is supposed to be an
effective approach, which combined the advances of artificial intelligence to open a new pathway for
space-based gravitational wave observations.

I.

INTRODUCTION

On September 14, 2019, a transient gravitational wave
(GW) signal from a compact binary coalescence (CBC)
was observed by the Laser Interferometer GravitationalWave Observatory (LIGO), which is the first directly
detection of GWs [1]. Since then, a number of CBC
events [2, 3] have been detected by Advanced LIGO and
Advanced Virgo. In the third Gravitational-wave Transient Catalog [4], they have confidently found a total of
90 CBC candidates in the first three observing runs. GW
observations have opened a completely new window for
astrophysical processes and fundamental physics.
The GW signals detected by LIGO and Virgo mainly
come from the coalescence of stellar mass black hole binaries. In addition, it is known that massive black hole binaries (MBHBs) are also ubiquitous in galaxy centers [5–
7]. The Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA), a
proposed space-based detector, is able to detect GWs
emitted from coalescing MBHBs with total masses of
105 M −108 M [8]. GW observations could improve our
understanding of the evolution of galaxies and the Universe. MBHBs may produce detectable electromagnetic
emission associated with the final merger. Quickly identifying and localizing MBHB coalescences by GW observations is a key for the detection of electromagnetic counterparts. The multi-messenger observation for MBHB
coalescences is much helpful to find out the host galaxy,
which provides the prospect for resolving the Hubble tension as standard sirens [9, 10]. However, it has been estimated that the GW signals emitted from tens of millions
Galactic binaries [11] will enter the sensitivity band of
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LISA. Furthermore, LISA is able to detect a rich source
of GWs including the extreme mass ratio inspirals, intermediate mass black hole binaries with total mass between
600 and 104 M and stellar mass black hole binaries [8].
More signals like bursts from unknown astrophysical systems and stochastic GW backgrounds from cosmological
and astrophysical process may also be present in LISA
data. Therefore, LISA data will contain a superposition
of GW signals from numerous resolved and unresolved
sources, which brings great challenges to extract information of every source individually.
The global fit analysis [12] has been considered for the
exploration in a large parameter space of an unknown
number of sources with a great computational cost. From
another perspective, GWs emitted from coalescing MBHBs can evolve in the LISA band for months or even
years, which indicates that they might be overlapping in
LISA data. Accordingly, once every MBHB coalescence
is found out, the global-fit analysis for these sources just
tackles the case with a fixed number of parameters. The
data analysis can be employed on a short data segment
instead of a long data containing the full signal. In this
case, the follow-up parameter estimation is performed
rapidly, which is significant to determine the sky location of MBHBs in a short time.
In this paper, we make the first attempt on searching
for MBHB coalescences in LISA data using deep learning [13] which has been widely applied in ground-based
GW data analysis [14]. Nevertheless, the characteristics of LISA data are much more different from LIGO
data. GW signals in LISA data are more complicated
due to the modulation by the motion of detectors [15].
Moreover, the application of time-delay interferometry
(TDI) technique will further increase the complexity of
GW signals [16]. It is worth testing the capability of deep
learning on LISA data.
In this work, we construct a matched-filtering convolutional neural network (MFCNN) [17] to distinguish
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whether there are MBHB mergers in a data segment,
which absorbs the advantages of the matched filtering [18] and convolutional neural network (CNN) [19].
The matched filtering method is an optimal algorithm
searching for weak signals with known features in noisy
data, and it has achieved extraordinary success in
ground-based GW detection [20]. The CNN, a class of artificial neural networks in deep learning, has the powerful
capability in feature extraction. Nowadays, quantitative
works of GW searches by the CNN for ground-based detectors have been conducted by many authors [17, 21–27].
Their works show that the CNN architecture can find
GW candidates much more rapidly than the matched filtering method. Here we use the MFCNN to figure out
the short data segments containing MBHB mergers. The
coalescence time will be limited to a small range and
the number of parameters for data analysis can be determined. It greatly reduces the computational cost of
parameter estimation and can be regarded as a part of
data preprocessing. Our model takes only several seconds
to analyze 1-year LISA data. All MBHB coalescences are
identified within several days of data with no false alarms.
It also shows robustness against the generations of TDI.
Although we focus on LISA data in this work, our model
is expected to be easily extended to other space-based
GW detectors such as Taiji [28].
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we
describe the MFCNN framework that combines the
matched filtering method and the CNN. The strategy to
search for GW signals in data is described in Sec. III. In
Sec. IV, we explain the components and distribution of
training datasets. The results of test are shown in Sec. V
and finally we give a summary in Sec. VI.

II.

MATCHED-FILTERING CONVOLUTIONAL
NEURAL NETWORKS

In this section, we present our architecture of the
MFCNN combining the matched filtering method and the
CNN. The matched filtering plays a vital role in groundbased GW detection based on the existing full waveform
template bank. Its search and response to GW signals
are limited to the feature of existing complete waveforms.
GW signals beyond the template bank cannot be easily
detected. For the CNN, as a supervised type of deep
learning method, it can learn the universal features automatically from the waveforms. The extracted features associated with GW waveforms form the learnable parameters in a trained CNN model. Based on that, the MFCNN
model combines the power of the template matching for
weak signals and feature representations with the deep
learning method. The generalization ability of the CNN
model will help us to discover signals beyond the existing
templates.
In practice, the MFCNN model attempts to rewrite
the SNR of matched filtering in the frequency domain as
convolution operation in the time domain. Traditionally,

the SNR of the matched filter is defined by [29]
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where d is the strain data, h is a template for the waveform and Sn (f ) is the one-sided power spectral density
(PSD) of noise. Here ã(f ) denotes Fourier transform
of real-valued time series a(t). Generally, the detection
strategy to identify GW candidates involves setting a
lower threshold on ρ.
The basic idea of the MFCNN model is to use the prepared waveform templates h as learnable parameters in
neural network layers. Practically, the first layer of the
neural network we constructed is similar to the matched
filtering process. In this layer, the strain data d are
whitened as
¯ = d(t) ∗ S̄n (t),
d(t)
Z
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where a(t) ∗ b(t) denotes the convolution of two time
¯ ∗ h̄i (−t) will be calseries. Then, the convolution d(t)
culated in this layer, which is similar to Eq. (1b). The
coefficients h̄i (i = 1, 2, · · · , Nt ) are fixed and correspond
to a whitened theoretical template, which are given by
h̄i (t) = hi (t) ∗ S̄n (t). Next, the maximum value of the
output will be passed through the rest layers after normalization, and the normalization operation is given by
¯ ∗ h̄i (−t)
d(t)

−→

¯ ∗ h̄i (−t)
d(t)
.
[h̄i (t) ∗ h̄i (−t)]|t=0

(3)

Analogous to the convolutional layer, the whitened template h̄i can be regarded as a convolution kernel that extracts features from the strain data. The rest part of the
neural network is the same as the usual CNN network.
At last the MFCNN will output the predictions of MBHB
signals from a softmax function, which is commonly-used
in the CNN. The framework of the MFCNN model is
presented in Fig. 1 . The architecture will admit some
feature structures with respect to a small number of templates which can be recognized by the CNN layers. This
can be used to distinguish GW signals from noise.
III.

SEARCH STRATEGY

In this section, we develop our conceptual contributions of search strategy for GW signals, namely that (a)
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FIG. 1. Framework of the MFCNN used in this work.

probability predictions from any models output with the
softmax function are not suited to claim statistically significant detections of GWs, however, (b) they can still be
useful statistics for trigger generation. This area of research is especially important for understanding how to
identify the temporal location of potential GW signals
and diminish the false alarms in streaming data.
Our core argument for claim (a) hinges on the fact
that the negative log-likelihood cost function applied on
models with the softmax function always strongly penalizes the most active incorrect prediction, and the correct
output for the samples with large SNR contributes little to the learnable parameters of model (see Sec. 6.2.2.3
in [13]). Therefore, certain binary classifiers can come up
with an effective decision boundary between non-signalfree and signal-free samples. However it performs badly
for ranking influential non-signal-free samples, which are
not monotonic influential on the SNR or other statistics [17]. As a consequence, the significance level obtained from model prediction with softmax can not be
treated as valid ranking statistic to distinguish loud triggers from fainter ones.
To substantiate (b), we highlight that by either
“repeated-modeling” or “repeated-sampling” analysis on
the short data segment one can provide a search strategy
to indicate confidence level and diminish the false alarms.
For example, the multi-model stacking ensemble learning for GW detection [30, 31] can combine the output
of each independent sub-model to identify GW triggers
that pass a given threshold. Intuitively, the probability of misclassification decreases with an increase in the
number of sub-models. In addition, a repeated analysis
on the target data with a single model is another way to
contribute to the significance of candidates with frequentist interpretations. Similar to time-shifted analysis [32]
used to create a larger number of data to approximate the
background noise, “repeated-sampling” analysis first applied in [17] takes longer data segment as input data and

high overlap with each neighbouring samples to repeatedly estimate the background around the target short
data segment. Thus, for a signal hiding somewhere in
the streaming data, a simple value comparison of continuous alerts from model prediction can help to detect the
trigger and rule out the false positive candidates.
In a real search, we adopt “repeated-sampling” analysis to search for MBHB signals in a very-long-duration
data set as shown in Sec. V B. For each input segment
of a given streaming data, we choose to overlap segments
by 80% and let the MFCNN process. In other words, as
we continuously move forward one fifth of the input, an
overlapping snippet will appear in five segments and be
processed 5 times by our model. Afterwards, we define a
local-maximum trigger as 5 (or more than 5) neighbouring segments of same values predicted from the MFCNN
that are surrounded by the segments with smaller values. For record purposes, we output the center time of
each input segment and the potential coalescence time of
MBHB signals.

IV.

DATASET

The capabilities of the CNN-based architecture are
largely dependent on the construction of training dataset.
In this work, training datasets can be divided into two
categories, one contains MBHB signals and noise, and
the other only contains noise. Note that GW signals
from other types of sources are regarded as noise here.
We use the IMRPhenomD model [33, 34] to simulate
3,000 waveforms of non-precessing MBHBs at redshift
z = 1, 3, 6, 10, 15, respectively. In details, we use a logarithmic scaling to sample redshifted total mass Mz =
M (1 + z) in the range of (105.4 M , 108 M ) with steps of
0.013 and mass ratio q is sampled in the range of (1, 15)
with steps of 1 (M = m1 + m2 is the total mass of the
two companions). Other parameters are sampled from
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Parameter
ι
β
λ
tc
φc
ψ
(s1z , s2z )

Description
Inclination relative to line-of-sight
Ecliptic latitude
Ecliptic longitude
Coalescence time (day)
Reference phase
Polarization angle
z components of the binary’s dimensionless spins

Prior
Uniform(0, π)
Uniform(− π2 , π2 )
Uniform(0, 2π)
Uniform(3, 365.25)
Uniform(0, 2π)
Uniform(0, π)
Uniform(−0.9, 0.9)

TABLE I. Priors of parameters (z-axis is parallel to the orbital angular momentum).

uniform distributions listed in Tab. I. The observation
time of LISA is considered to be 1 year.

V.
A.

The Gaussian instrumental noise used here is generated from the PSD of LISA noise, which is based on the
LISA Science Requirement Document [35, 36]. According to the document, the acceleration noise Sacc and the
displacement noise SOMS are given by
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The LISA Data Challenge (LDC) group [36] has generated 1-year LISA data that contains simulated waveforms from 30 million Galactic white dwarf binaries. For
the training data, this kind of GW signals are treated as
background noise, although some of them are detectable
individually. We also simulate the background noise produced by Galactic binaries from the PSD that is estimated from the LDC data. The noise generated in this
way is Gaussian and stationary, although in fact the
galactic signals should be treated as the non-Gaussian
and non-stationary noises modulated by the distribution
of the sources in the Milky Way [37, 38].
For LISA, the TDI technique is applied to suppress the
laser frequency noise [39–45]. We choose the uncorrelated
TDI observables A and E [41] as two channels of the
data passed through our neural network, as showed in
Fig. 1. We generated training data using TDI-1.0 [46]
with LDC’s codes provided in challenge-1 (LDC-1) [47].
We set the input size of MFCNN as 16, 384 and the
sampling rate as 1/15 Hz. For the templates used in the
first layer of the MFCNN, we take equal-mass MBHB
sources at z = 3 and sample the logarithm of Mz evenly
in the range of (105.4 M , 108 M ). The number of templates is set to 50. We generate five datasets with
z = 1, 3, 6, 10, 15, and the MFCNN model is trained on
each dataset independently. The training process is done
within 10 hours on a NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 GPU
with 8GB of memory.
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FIG. 2. AUC of the MFCNN models as a function of redshifts.
The testing datasets are generated by IMRPhenomD model.
The colored lines denote the five MFCNN models trained on
datasets with z = 1, 3, 6, 10, 15, respectively.

In this section, we employ the receiver operating characteristics (ROC) analysis [48, 49] to visualize the performance of the MFCNN model in testing stage. The
ROC curve is a graphical plot that depicts the true positive rate (TPR) and false positive rate (FPR) [49] as the
discrimination threshold is varied. To compare classifier
performance, the area under the ROC curve (AUC) [49–
51] has long been used to quantify the ROC performance,
which is a single scalar value varying between 0 and 1.
The AUC is a threshold-free metric capable of measuring
the overall performance of binary classifiers. The closer
the AUC to 1, the better the classifier.
Firstly, we test the MFCNN model on the datasets
which assume independently identically distributed
about the training set. Each testing dataset with various
redshift z contains 3,000 positive samples (with MBHB
signals) and 3,000 negative samples (without MBHB signals). We generate waveforms of MBHB signals using
the IMRPhenomD model, which is the same as training.
The priors are the same as Tab. I. We shift the grid of
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Mz and q from the values in training data. Therefore,
every test sample does not appear in the learning process. We show the performances on testing datasets with
various redshifts in Fig. 2. Our MFCNN model attains
optimal performance in AUC as we shift the redshift between z = 1 and z = 16 for testing while the model
trained on z = 6 achieve best practice among the others. Here we will use this model for the following test.
In Fig. 3, we also vary the threshold of prediction from
0 to 1 to show the ROC curves for each test dataset.
As we vary the observing limit from z = 1 to z = 16
for FPR = 10−3 while the TPR decrease from 0.997 to
0.627. Our model achieves a high level of sensitivity and
is capable to capture the distinctive waveform features of
MBHBs in highly noisy environments.
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FIG. 4. Performance of the MFCNN model on different waveform families. The testing datasets are generated by IMRPhenomD, SEOBNRv4, SEOBNRE and SEOBNRv4P.
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FIG. 3. ROC analysis for the MFCNN model trained with
z = 6. The redshifts of the testing datasets are selected to
be 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16. The black dotted line denotes the line of
random classifier. The grey dashed box indicates the region
of the inset.

In reality, MBHB signals have richer features than
the approximate waveform template. The IMRPhenomD
waveform only considers the aligned-spin black hole binaries with circular orbits. However, more complicated
evolution of MBHBs in LISA band should be considered,
such as residual eccentricity [52] and precession of binary’s orbital plane [53–55]. The waveform will be modulated due to these facts. It is necessary for the neural
network to work well on the MBHB waveforms beyond
the training dataset. Thus, we further test the generalization ability of the MFCNN model on other different
waveform family.
We generate new datasets by SEOBNRv4 [56],
SENBNRE [57–59] and SEOBNRv4P [60–62] models.
The SEOBNRv4 model deals with the same binary system as IMRPhenomD, but they are different in implementation of modeling. The SEOBNRE model can simulate the GW waveforms of eccentric MBHBs and we

sample the parameter of eccentricity uniformly in the
range of (0, 0.3). The SEOBNRv4P model captures the
precession-modulated waveforms, in which the spins of
binary system are characterized by (s1x , s1y , s1z ) and
(s2x , s2y , s2z ). We sample them uniformly in the range
of (−0.9, 0.9). Note that s1i and s2i are components of
the binary’s dimensionless spins along three coordinate
axes. The z-axis is parallel to the initial orbital angular
momentum. The x-axis is parallel to the line of two black
holes at initial state and the y-axis is perpendicular to
the other two axes. Further constraints are set with Kerr
limit
s21x + s21y + s21z ≤ 1,

s22x + s22y + s22z ≤ 1.

(5)

We test the MFCNN model on the datasets generated
by four different waveform family as shown in Fig. 4.
Compared to the IMRPhenomD waveform we used for
training, the performances of the model on the modulated waveform families are very similarly.
It turned out that our model has a nice ability of robust
extrapolation outside the representations of our training
region. This implies that for real LISA data in the future,
our model may have the power to search for the signals
beyond the theoretical templates.
B.

Sangria dataset

To handle more realistic data, we use Sangria dataset
from LDC-2 [36] to demonstrate the performance of trigger generation with our MFCNN model. The dataset
covers a roughly 1-year LISA data and contains the simulated waveforms from 30 million Galactic binaries, 17 verification Galactic binaries and 15 coalescing MBHBs. We
downsample it to 1/15 Hz for consistency. Then, it is divided into overlapping segments corresponding to the in-

6
×10−19

1.0

Prediction

2

2

0.8

2

0.8

−1

0.4

−2

0.2

−3
−4
96

98

100

102

104

106

108

0.6

0
−1

0.4

−2

0.2

−3
−4

1.0

0.8

1
Prediction

0.6

0

Prediction

3

1
Prediction

1

×10−19

1.0

3

Prediction

125

130

135

140

−1

0.4

−2

0.2

−3
−4

145

0.6

0

Prediction

×10−19
3

336

338

340

342

344

346

348

×10−19
3

A-TDI Strain

2

Mock LISA Data
MBHBs
Potential Merger Location

1
0
−1
−2
−3
−4

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

Time [days]

FIG. 5. Prediction of the MFCNN model on 1-year LISA data simulated by the LDC group. The blue line is the A-TDI data,
the orange line denotes the 15 MBHB signals which are clearly visible and the dashed boxes denote the range of coalescence
time predicted by our model. Three zoomed regions are shown in upper panel. The red cross indicates the prediction from the
MFCNN model.

put size of our model, as we discussed in Sec. III. And let
all the segments pass through the MFCNN model resulting a sequence of predictions for further analysis. Based
on our search strategy in Sec. III, the local-maximum
triggers resulted are recognized as containing MBHB coalescence. We output the center time of the segments
with potential merger location. It takes only ten seconds
for a model to analyze the 1-year data on our device. The
result of the model trained on z = 6 is shown in Fig. 5.
It shows that all 15 MBHB mergers are located within a
short segment. Particularly, on the upper left and upper
right panel of Fig. 5, both of the two MBHB signals with
the smallest amplitude and the furthest distance can be
clearly recognized by our MFCNN model. Each trigger
implies that the range of coalescence time is 5.12 days.
The target MBHB mergers are just right in the middle.
We find that this is always the case. Note that we can
also achieve the desired output even when multiple MBHBs merger that are close together. Examples for this
are shown in upper middle panel of Fig. 5.
Note that the MFCNN model is trained on datasets
with the Gaussian and stationary noise. The GW signals
from Galactic binaries in LDC’s 1-year data generally are
regard as non-Gaussian and non-stationary noise [38].
Furthermore, we use the code in LDC-1 [47] to generate the TDI-1.0 response in our training process (Sec.
IV). In LDC-2, a different code named LISANode [63]
is used to produce the TDI-1.5 response for the Sangria
dataset [64].

Although the differences of code and TDI generation
are beyond the range of train data, our model still has
the ability to recognize all MBHBs and report no false
alarms. It implies that the MFCNN model shows a robust resistance on dynamic modulation of space-based
GW detectors and captures the general representations
of the waveform response. This shows that our model is
expected to perform well on real LISA data.

VI.

SUMMARY

We have demonstrated that deep learning, when applied to LISA data, are capable to search for MBHB coalescences. We employ the MFCNN with a small amount
of templates and produce output on 1-year Sangria LISA
dataset within ten seconds. The model can identify all 15
MBHB mergers with no false alarms and each of them is
reported for data segments as short as 5.12-days. These
results lay the foundation for accelerating the detection
and forecasting the mergers of MBHBs that can provide
early warnings to enable the observation of electromagnetic counterparts. By building a neural network that is
capable of rapidly searching for and counting MBHBs we
answer a fundamental question regarding the applicability of neural networks for the LISA data analysis.
In this work, we have showed a nice robust resistance
for numerous GW sources and modulation of waveform
family. This generation ability of the supervised learning
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approach can also be extended to varying data simulation
methods and updated generations of TDI, which presents
an effective tool for further analysis. It is also suitable to
other space-based GW detectors.
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X. Jiménez Forteza, and A. Bohé, Phys. Rev. D 93,
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