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The coalescences of massive black hole binaries are one of the main targets of space-based grav-
itational wave observatories. Such gravitational wave sources are expected to be accompanied by
electromagnetic emissions. Low latency detection of the massive black hole mergers provides a start
point for a global-fit analysis to explore the large parameter space of signals simultaneously being
present in the data but at great computational cost. To alleviate this issue, we present a deep
learning method for rapidly searching for signals of massive black hole binaries in gravitational wave
data. Our model is capable of processing a year of data, simulated from the LISA data challenge,
in only several seconds, while identifying all coalescences of massive black hole binaries with no
false alarms. We further demonstrate that the model shows robust resistance to a wide range of
generalization cases, including various waveform families and updated instrumental configurations.
This method offers an effective approach that combines advances in artificial intelligence to open a
new pathway for space-based gravitational wave observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Assessing the ubiquity of massive black holes in earlier
times [1, 2], a large number of massive black hole binaries
(MBHBs) are expected to have formed over the course of
cosmic history [3]. The coalescences of MBHBs with total
masses of 105M�−108M� due to galaxy mergers provide
a primary source of low-frequency gravitational waves
(GWs) detectable by the proposed the Laser Interferom-
etry Space Antenna (LISA) observatory [4]. Such sys-
tems may also produce detectable electromagnetic (EM)
emission, which allows us to witness the formation of a
quasar following the final merger [4]. Furthermore, a re-
cent study found that the EM emission from electrons ac-
celerated at the external forward shock may emerge days
to months after the coalescence [5]. However, the GW
spectrum at millihertz frequencies is expected to be pop-
ulated by many additional sources, including tens of mil-
lions of Galactic binaries, thousands of extreme mass ra-
tio binaries and stellar mass black hole binaries [4] within
the sensitivity band of a LISA-like detector. Therefore,
the resulting superposition of GW signals from numerous
resolved and unresolved sources needs to be dealt with
and poses a great challenge to individually extracting in-
formation on every source.

Typically, a global-fit analysis [6–8] has been consid-
ered for exploring the large parameter space of all over-
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lapping and resolvable signals but at great computational
cost. Although GW signals produced by inspiraling MB-
HBs can stay in-band for months or even years, MBHBs
are relatively easy to detect within a short duration due
to their accumulating signal-to-noise ratios. Accordingly,
once an MBHB merger is spotted, global-fit analysis can
tackle the case with a fixed number of parameters. In this
case, the follow-up parameter estimation can be acceler-
ated around the alert, which is important for determining
the sky location of MBHBs in a short time.

In this work, we make the initial attempt to search for
MBHB coalescences in LISA data using the deep learning
approach [9], which has recently gained popularity in the
GW community but with the majority of efforts on the
ground-based GW data analysis [10]. Different from the
case in LIGO-Virgo, the characteristics of LISA data are
significantly more complicated due to modulation by the
motion of detectors [11]. The time-delay interferometry
(TDI) technique [12] involved further increases the com-
plexity of the data for suppressing the laser frequency
noise. Currently, only a few works using neural networks
have been done on fast waveform modelling [13, 14] and
Bayesian inference [15] for GW sources in LISA band.
In this case, it is worth testing the capability of deep
learning on realistic LISA data for GW detection.

For our attempt, we construct a matched-filtering con-
volutional neural network (MFCNN) [16] to distinguish
whether there are MBHB mergers in a data segment.
Here, we use the model to identify the short data seg-
ments containing MBHB mergers from long-duration
data. The coalescence time is limited to a small range
and the number of mergers can be determined. Valu-
able as a form of data pre-processing, this greatly re-
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duces the computational cost of follow-up parameter es-
timation (including sky location). Our model takes only
several seconds to analyse a year of LISA data with no
false alarms. Moreover, all MBHB coalescences are iden-
tified within several days of data. It also shows robust-
ness against various waveform families and generations
of TDI techniques. Thus, our model is expected to deal
with realistic LISA data and be easily extended to other
space-based GW detectors such as Taiji [17].

This paper first proceeds with a thorough description
of the proposed approach as presented in Sec. II. Next,
Sec. III reviews the commonly used strategies in search-
ing and introduces the search methodology on streaming
data used in this work. In Sec. IV, we describe the train-
ing datasets and implementation details. The results are
presented in Sec. V. Finally, summary and discussions
are provided in Sec. VI.

II. MFCNN APPROACH

So far, the matched filtering method [18] plays a vi-
tal role in ground-based GW detection and has achieved
great success in the discoveries of many GW events. It is
based on an existing full waveform template bank which
grids up parameter space sufficiently densely. Thus,
GW signals beyond the template bank cannot be eas-
ily detected. For the first observational run of Advanced
LIGO, the bank targeting compact binary systems con-
tains ∼250,000 templates [19]. Considering more compli-
cated physics of GW sources, the number of templates in
the bank will increase. Although it is computationally
expensive to calculate matched-filtering signal-to-noise
ratios (SNRs) [20] with all templates in the bank, the
process can extract features of weak signals from noisy
data. Based on this point, we construct the first layer of
the MFCNN to implement matched filtering process by
using a small amount Nt of waveform templates as learn-
able weights. Practically, the input strain data d and the
prepared waveform templates h are first whitened as

d̄(t) = d(t) ? S̄n(t) , (1a)

h̄i(t) = hi(t) ? S̄n(t) , (1b)

where ? denotes convolution operation and S̄n(t) =∫ +∞
−∞ dfS

−1/2
n (f)ei2πft is related to the given noise power

spectral density Sn(f). Then, an expected matched fil-
ter is calculated as d̄(t) ? h̄i(−t) with the fixed coefficient
h̄i (i = 1, 2, · · · , Nt). Finally, analogous to the standard
matched filtering approach, maximize and normalize the
output of each filter as

d̄(t) ? h̄i(−t) −→ max

[
d̄(t) ? h̄i(−t)√

[h̄i(t) ? h̄i(−t)]|t=0

]
,

(2)
which corresponds to the SNR for each template. The
output SNRs from the first matched-filtering layer cap-
ture the general features of GW signals. The rest part

of the neural network is employed as the usual convo-
lutional neural network (CNN) [21] to analyze these fea-
tures. Many studies [16, 22–28] have indicated that CNN
can capture patterns in the data, and we show that the
architecture we built works as well by extracting features
from the gravitational wave templates. In the end, a
Softmax function is applied to evaluate the predictions
of confidence scores for searching MBHB signals, which
is commonly used in the task of GW signal detection.

The MFCNN model combines the power of template
matching to identify weak signals and the ability of CNN
to extract features without any prior knowledge. It does
not generate triggers for a single channel, but develops in-
stead a general convolutional neural network which can
be employed afterwards to recognize coherent patterns
between the matched filters. The specific structure of
the MFCNN model used in this work is similar to the
Fig.1 in [16]. The model constructed in [16] targets to
search for GW signals emitted from stellar mass compact
binaries and it is capable of identifying all GW events in
GWTC-1 [29]. In this work, the structure of MFCNN
model is adjusted to adapt to space-based GW detec-
tion. Instead of data from LIGO interferometer chan-
nels used in [16], we implement TDI observables [12] as
model input channels. Moreover, in the first layer, we
set more templates and use the noise power spectral den-
sity of LISA to conduct the whitening process. Actually,
more differences between the approaches of this work and
Ref. [16] lie in the characteristic of datasets that will be
introduced in detail in Sec. IV.

III. SEARCH STRATEGY

In this section, we develop our conceptual contribu-
tions to search strategy for GW signals, namely that (a)
probability predictions from any models output with the
Softmax function are not suited to claim statistically sig-
nificant detections of gravitational waves, however, (b)
they can still be useful statistics for trigger generation.
This contribution is especially important for understand-
ing how to identify the temporal location of potential GW
signals and diminish 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 penal-
izes the most active incorrect prediction, and the correct
output for samples with large SNR contributes little to
the learnable parameters of the model (see Sec. 6.2.2.3
in [30]). Although certain binary classifiers can produce
effective decision boundaries between signal-free and non-
signal-free samples, they perform badly in ranking influ-
ential non-signal-free samples, which are not monotoni-
cally influential on SNR or other statistics [16]. Conse-
quently, the significance level obtained from model pre-
diction with Softmax cannot be treated as valid ranking
statistic for distinguishing loud triggers from fainter ones.

To substantiate (b), we highlight that by either
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“repeated-modeling” or “repeated-sampling” analysis on
the short data segment, one can provide a search
strategy to indicate confidence level and diminish false
alarms. For example, the “repeated-modeling”-based
multi-model stacking ensemble learning for GW detec-
tion [31–33] can combine the output of each indepen-
dent sub-model to identify GW triggers that pass a given
threshold. Intuitively, the probability of misclassifica-
tion decreases with an increase in the number of sub-
models. Unlike the above “repeated-modeling” analy-
sis, “repeated-sampling” method is an analysis of re-
peated measurements to capture the variability of a sam-
ple statistic. Similar to how time-shifted analysis [34]
has been used to create a larger number of data to ap-
proximate background noise, the method, first applied
in [16], repeatedly analyzes varied snippets of the target
data using a single model to identify the significance of
candidates with frequentist interpretations. This method
takes longer data segments with significantly overlapping
each neighbouring samples as input data and repeatedly
estimates the background around the target short data
segment. Importantly, in detecting a signal hiding in the
streaming data, a simple value comparison of continuous
alerts from model prediction can help in detecting the
trigger and ruling out false positive candidates.

To detect MBHB signals in streaming data, we imple-
ment the output of the MFCNN as a ranking statistic
for trigger generation. More specifically, in a real search,
we adopt the “repeated-sampling” method to search for
MBHB signals in a very-long-duration dataset from the
LISA Data Challenge (LDC) [35]. For each input seg-
ment of a given streaming data, we choose to overlap seg-
ments by 80% in the MFCNN process. In other words,
as we continuously advance by one fifth of the length
of the input, each overlapping snippet appears in five
segments and is thus processed 5 times by our model.
Subsequently, we define the local-maximum trigger as 5
(or more than 5) neighbouring segments with the same
values predicted by the MFCNN and surrounded by the
segments with smaller values. For record purposes, we
output the centre time of each input segment and the
potential coalescence time of MBHB signals.

IV. DATASETS

We use the IMRPhenomD waveform model [36, 37]
to simulate 3,000 waveforms of non-precessing MBHBs
at redshift z between 1 and 15. In practice, the red-
shift is converted to luminosity distance assuming a flat
ΛCDM cosmology with Ωm = 0.31,ΩΛ = 0.69 and
H0 = 67.74 [38]. More specifically, we use a logarithmic
scaling to sample redshifted total mass Mz = M(1+z) in
the range of (105.4M�, 108M�) with steps of 0.013. We
also sample mass ratio q in the range of (1, 15) with steps
of 1 (M = m1 +m2 is the total mass of the two compan-
ions). We sample the coalescence time 3d ≤ tc ≤ 365.25d
for nearly a whole year and adopt a uniform prior over the
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FIG. 1. SNR distribution of the training and validation
datasets with respect to different redshift values.

binary’s dimensionless spins −0.9 ≤ (s1z, s2z) ≤ 0.9 with
spins aligned with the orbital angular momentum. We
assume a uniform prior over the remaining parameters
(inclination angle ι, ecliptic latitude β, ecliptic longitude
λ, reference phase φc and polarization angle ψ), and they
are sampled in the range of ι ∈ [0, π], β ∈ [−π/2, π/2], λ ∈
[0, 2π], φc ∈ [0, 2π], ψ ∈ [0, π].

The Gaussian instrumental noises are generated and
based on the power spectral density (PSD) stated in the
LISA Science Requirement Document [39]. The other
component of the noise comes from the GW signals of
Galactic binaries, although some of the signals contained
in this component are detectable individually. We simu-
late this kind of noise using the PSD estimated from LDC
noiseless data [35] which contains simulated waveforms
from 30 million Galactic binaries. The noise generated
in this way is both Gaussian and stationary. Though,
in fact, the Galactic signals should be treated as non-
Gaussian and non-stationary noises modulated by the
motion of the detector [40, 41].

For LISA, the TDI technique is applied to suppress the
laser frequency noise [42–48]. We choose the uncorrelated
TDI observables A and E [44] as two channels of the data
passed through our neural network. Using the LDC’s
code provided in challenge-1 (LDC-1) [49], we generate
data using TDI-1.0 [50].

As a tradition in training deep learning models, our
data is divided into training and validation sets. The
validation data set contains the same data distribution
as the training data set and allows for an unbiased eval-
uation of a model fit on the training data set while tun-
ing the model’s hyperparameters. To develop a classi-
fication model, we split the training datasets into two
categories, one containing MBHB signals and additive
Gaussian noise, and the other containing Gaussian noise
alone. In the training phase, we set the input size of
the MFCNN as 16, 384 and the sampling rate as 1/15
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Hz. For the templates utilized in the first layer of
the MFCNN, we sample the logarithm of Mz uniformly
between (105.4M�, 108M�) for 50 equal-mass MBHB
sources at z=3 for convenience. Unlimited amounts of
training and validation dataset that combines noise and
modeled waveform are generated in our experiments to
overcome overfitting. The data is augmented by ran-
domly shifting the signals within the input segment of
50-90%. Fig. 1 shows the distribution of SNR for the
training and validation datasets with respect to different
redshift z values. The training process takes 10 hours on
a NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 GPU with 8GB of mem-
ory. Conventionally, we output the optimal model which
works quite well in searching for MBHB signals with IM-
RPhenomD waveforms.

V. RESULTS

A. Generalization test
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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 char-
acteristics (ROC) analysis [51, 52] to visualize the per-
formance of the MFCNN model on the testing dataset.
The ROC curve is a graphical plot that depicts the
changes in true positive rate (TPR) and false positive
rate (FPR) [52] as the discrimination threshold is var-
ied. To compare classifier performance, the area under
the ROC curve (AUC) [52–54] has long been used to
quantify the ROC performance as 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.

We test the MFCNN model on datasets which assume

independently identically distributed about the training
set. Each testing dataset with various redshift z con-
sists of 3,000 positive samples (with MBHB signals) and
3,000 negative samples (without MBHB signals).We gen-
erate waveforms of MBHB signals using the IMRPhe-
nomD model, using the same priors as those used in
training phase. To ensure the training samples will not
appear in test dataset, We shift the grid of Mz and q
from the values in training data. Specifically, we use a
logarithmic scaling to sample redshifted total mass Mz =
M(1 + z) in the range of (105.4+0.0065M�, 108+0.0065M�)
with steps of 0.013 and sample mass ratio q in the range
of (1 + 0.5, 15 + 0.5) with steps of 1. The priors of the
other parameters are the same in the training phase.

We show the performances on testing datasets with
various redshifts in Fig. 2. It is consistent that, as the
redshift of test dataset increases (SNR decrease as seen
in Fig. 1), the classification ability of MFCNN models
declines. We found that our MFCNN model attains opti-
mal performance in AUC as we shift the redshift between
z = 1 and z = 16 for testing while the model trained on
z = 6 achieved best performance 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 ob-
serving limit from z = 1 to z = 16 for FPR = 10−3, the
TPR decrease from 0.997 to 0.627. This shows our model
achieves a high level of sensitivity and can capture the
distinctive waveform features of MBHBs in highly noisy
environments.
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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 aligned-spin black hole binaries
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with circular orbits. However, more complicated evolu-
tion of MBHBs in LISA band need to be considered, such
as residual eccentricity [55] and precession of binary’s or-
bital plane [56–58], as MBHB waveforms will be modu-
lated due to these facts. This is necessary for the neural
network to work well on MBHB waveforms beyond the
training dataset.

Therefore, we generate 3 additional test datasets based
on SEOBNRv4 [59], SEOBNRE [60–62] and SEOB-
NRv4P [63–65] waveform family. The SEOBNRv4
dataset describes the same binary system as IMRPhe-
nomD but differs in modelling implementation. The
SEOBNRE dataset contains the GW waveforms of ec-
centric MBHBs, and we sample parameters of eccentric-
ity uniformly in the range of (0, 0.3). The SEOBNRv4P
dataset captures the precession-modulated waveforms, in
which the components’ dimensionless spins (s1x, s1y, s1z)
and (s2x, s2y, s2z) of binary system are uniformly sam-
pled in the range of (−0.9, 0.9).
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SEOBNRv4

SEOBNRE

SEOBNRv4P

FIG. 4. Performance of the MFCNN model on different wave-
form families. The testing datasets with various redshifts are
generated by IMRPhenomD, SEOBNRv4, SEOBNRE and
SEOBNRv4P. The AUC [52–54] is a commonly used metric
to compare different classification algorithms.

In Fig. 4, we test the MFCNN model on the various
datasets generated by the four waveform families. Com-
pared to the IMRPhenomD waveform used for training,
the model’s performance on modulated waveform families
is fairly similar throughout a wide range of redshift eval-
uated here. Even if the signal-to-noise ratio of a distant
waveform event is very low, such as z = 16, the model can
generalize to various waveform variations. Moreover, it
turns out that our model has the nice ability to robustly
extrapolate beyond the representations of our training
region. This implies that our model may have the power
to search real LISA data in the future for MBHB signals
beyond the theoretical templates.

B. Sangria dataset

To assess how it handles more realistic data, we use
the Sangria dataset from LDC-2 [35] to evaluate the
trigger generation performance of our MFCNN model.
The dataset covers approximately a year of simulated
LISA data and contains simulated waveforms of 30 mil-
lion Galactic binaries, 17 verification Galactic binaries
and 15 coalescing MBHBs. We down-sample the dataset
to 1/15 Hz for consistency. We then divide the dataset
into overlapping segments corresponding to the input size
of our model. We choose to overlap the segments by 80%
as discussed in Sec. III and then pass the data through
the MFCNN model. Processing all the segments with our
MFCNN model produces a sequence of predictions which
we use in further analysis. Specifically, the find peaks al-
gorithm provided by SciPy [66] is used to detect a peak
plateau on the probability of the positive class predicted
by our model. Based on our search strategy in Sec. III,
we use the previously described local-maximum triggers
to identify MBHB coalescences, and we output the centre
time of the segments that are potential merger locations.
Notably, it takes only several seconds for the model to
analyse a year long dataset on our device.

As the main result of this work, we demonstrate the
predictive ability of the MFCNN model on the Sangria
dataset in Fig. 5. For this analysis, we used two types of
MFCNN for MBHB classification: models trained with
and without mixed confusion noise. Both models, it turns
out, locate all 15 MBHB mergers to within a short seg-
ment. Particularly, on the upper left of Fig. 5, even the
MBHB signal with the smallest amplitude can be clearly
recognized by our MFCNN models. Each trigger implies
that the range of coalescence time is within 5.12 days.
The target MBHB mergers are found right in the middle
of this range. We find that this is always the case. No-
tably, we can also achieve the desired output even when
multiple MBHBs merger are close together. Examples of
this are shown in the upper middle panel of Fig. 5.

Although GW signals from Galactic binaries in LDC’s
1-year data are generally considered non-Gaussian and
non-stationary noise [40, 41], the MFCNN models are
simply trained on datasets with Gaussian and stationary
noise regardless of whether it is mixed with or without
the estimated confusion noise. In addition, we setup,
for simplicity, a static configuration with a TDI-1.0 re-
sponse [49] to generate our training data and measure
the sensitivity (see caption of Fig. 5 for further expla-
nations) of the MFCNN models as shown in upper right
panel of Fig. 5. However, considering the complexity of
the spacecraft motion, we perform a thorough analysis
on the Sangria dataset coded by LISANode [67] with a
TDI-1.5 response [68], which applies to a rigid but rotat-
ing configuration. Although the code and TDI version
are inconsistent with our training data, we find that our
model still can recognize all MBHB signals and reports
no false alarms. It implies that the MFCNN model shows
a robust resistance to the dynamic modulation of space-
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FIG. 5. Prediction of the MFCNN model on 1-year LISA data simulated by the LDC group. In the bottom panel, 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. Two zoomed regions are shown in the first and second upper panel.
The red/brown triangle indicates the prediction from the MFCNN model. The notion of “w/” and “w/o” means the model
trained with and without mixed confusion noise. The upper right panel shows true positive rate (the fraction of 6,000 injected
MBHB signals correctly identified) versus the SNR of the signals. The dashed line corresponds to SNR of the 15 MBHB signals
respectively.

based GW detectors and has the potential to capture the
general features of the waveform response.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS

In this study, we demonstrate that the deep learn-
ing method, when applied to LISA data, is capable of
searching for MBHB coalescences. We further employ
the MFCNN model with a small number of templates
to analyse and output predictions on a year long San-
gria dataset within ten seconds. Our model can identify
all 15 MBHB mergers with no false alarms and locate
each merger to data segments as short as 5.12 days long.
These results lay the foundation for accelerating the de-
tection and forecasting the mergers of MBHBs to enable
the observation of EM mission emerging after the MBHB
coalescence. By building a neural network capable of
rapidly searching for and counting MBHBs, we answer a
fundamental question regarding the applicability of neu-
ral networks to LISA data analysis.

In practice, reliable searches for MBHB signals in
streaming data are strongly affected by non-Gaussian
and non-stationary noise, such as from unresolved Galac-
tic binaries. To account for the overlap between signals,

global-fit approaches [6–8] are adapted for space-based
GW detectors to model all resolvable signals and instru-
ment noise. The MFCNN-based analysis provides the
number of sources and the time of coalescences, which
are useful for the subsequent global-fit analysis. Accord-
ing to the number of sources we can fix the dimension
of the parameter space in the subsequent global fit. If
the number of sources is unknown, model selection has
to be employed to determine the number of sources. In
the conventional approach to model selection we need
to calculate the Bayes factor between competing models
of different dimension. Compared to the fixed-dimension
analysis with the help of MFCNN, the global fit including
model selection is several times computationally costly.
As mentioned in Sec.V our model takes several seconds
to analysis a year of data. However, the global fit for a
MBHB with a year of data usually takes several hours on
a multi-core processor. Actually the computational cost
of parameter estimation for MBHB signals is affected by
the SNR and the dimension of the parameter space. Of
cource, for different global-fit algorithms, the MFCNN
model may bring different improvements. Moreover, the
time of coalescences provided by MFCNN can be used
to determine or optimize the observation time needed
to achieve a desired result. Our analysis represents a
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starting point for applying a neural network trained on
Gaussian and stationary background noise to realistic
non-Gaussian and non-stationary data. Due to the large
dimensionality of the data characteristics needing mod-
elling, there exists the potential for neural networks to
exceed the sensitivity of existing Bayesian analysis in re-
gard to real data.

In real-world tasks, the actual noise in recordings will
need to be estimated simultaneously along with the vari-
ous potential signals. However, in general, one can obtain
information of the noise from a specific TDI observable
in which the signals are greatly depressed [44]. Neverthe-
less, as can be seen in Fig. 5, it makes little difference on
the Sangria dataset whether or not the MFCNN model is
trained using confusion noise. This approach is essential
to ensuring that neural networks properly characterize
the non-Gaussian and non-stationary nature of realistic
detector noise experienced by observatories. We further
test the two models with additional injected signals and
found that there is a slight difference in performance for
signals with SNR < 100. As a result, once fully trained,
the model can be used for real-time MBHB searches or
even to achieve early warning in practice [69–71].

In this work, we present a model with robust sensitiv-
ity to numerous GW sources and modulation of MBHB
waveform family. As we mentioned in the case of the
Sangria dataset, the generalization ability of the super-
vised learning approach can be extended to various TDI
configurations and can also be greatly useful for future
space-based GW detectors. There will definitely be dif-
ferences between the real data and the simulated data,
such as the existence of glitches, non-stationary instru-
mental noise and data gaps (see discussion in [41]), so
the performance and robustness of our method on realis-
tic SNRs needs to be assessed and understood. However,

more detailed investigations, such as the cosmic popula-
tion of MBHBs, are beyond the scope of the present work.
The analysis described here is an initial application of
the deep learning approach to searching for MBHBs via
space-based detection. Note that, the MFCNN model
is trained with GW waveforms containing the merger
phase. In the future, it is more inclined to train a deep
learning model which is capable of identifying MBHB
signals at the early inspiral stage for multi-messenger as-
tronomy. The approach developed in this work can pro-
vide a potential application for LISA-like observatories
to identify and localize MBHBs during the inspiral phase
allowing time for detailed planning and coordination of
joint multi-messenger observations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Zhoujian Cao for his helpful comments and
discussions. CL would like to thank Stanislav Babak for
help in the use of the LDC code and datasets. WHR
would like to thank Pengfei Zhou for discussion on CNN
and Xiaolin Liu for discussion on SEOBNRE waveform
model. We thank the Peng Cheng Laboratory (PCL)
Cloud Brain for computation support. This work is sup-
ported in part by the National Key Research and Devel-
opment Program of China Grant No. 2020YFC2201501,
in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of
China under Grant No. 12075297 and No. 12235019.
The authors would like to acknowledge the work of the
LDC group. For this study, both the LDC software and
datasets were used [35]. PyCBC [72] and LALSuite [73]
are also used to generate gravitational strains of coalesc-
ing MBHBs. Plots are generated by Matplotlib [74, 75].
The implementation of the MFCNN model is coded based
on PyTorch [76].

[1] J. Kormendy and D. Richstone, Ann. Rev. Astron. As-
trophys. 33, 581 (1995).

[2] J. Magorrian, S. Tremaine, D. Richstone, R. Bender,
G. Bower, A. Dressler, S. M. Faber, K. Gebhardt,
R. Green, C. Grillmair, J. Kormendy, and T. Lauer,
The Astronomical Journal 115, 2285 (1998).

[3] M. C. Begelman, R. D. Blandford, and M. J. Rees, Na-
ture 287, 307 (1980).

[4] P. Amaro-Seoane, H. Audley, S. Babak, J. Baker, E. Ba-
rausse, P. Bender, E. Berti, P. Binetruy, M. Born, D. Bor-
toluzzi, J. Camp, C. Caprini, V. Cardoso, M. Colpi,
J. Conklin, N. Cornish, C. Cutler, K. Danzmann,
R. Dolesi, L. Ferraioli, V. Ferroni, E. Fitzsimons, J. Gair,
L. G. Bote, D. Giardini, F. Gibert, C. Grimani, H. Hal-
loin, G. Heinzel, T. Hertog, M. Hewitson, K. Holley-
Bockelmann, D. Hollington, M. Hueller, H. Inchauspe,
P. Jetzer, N. Karnesis, C. Killow, A. Klein, B. Klip-
stein, N. Korsakova, S. L. Larson, J. Livas, I. Lloro,
N. Man, D. Mance, J. Martino, I. Mateos, K. McKen-
zie, S. T. McWilliams, C. Miller, G. Mueller, G. Nar-

dini, G. Nelemans, M. Nofrarias, A. Petiteau, P. Pi-
vato, E. Plagnol, E. Porter, J. Reiche, D. Robert-
son, N. Robertson, E. Rossi, G. Russano, B. Schutz,
A. Sesana, D. Shoemaker, J. Slutsky, C. F. Sopuerta,
T. Sumner, N. Tamanini, I. Thorpe, M. Troebs, M. Val-
lisneri, A. Vecchio, D. Vetrugno, S. Vitale, M. Volonteri,
G. Wanner, H. Ward, P. Wass, W. Weber, J. Ziemer, and
P. Zweifel, “Laser interferometer space antenna,” (2017),
arXiv:1702.00786 [astro-ph.IM].

[5] C. Yuan, K. Murase, B. T. Zhang, S. S. Kimura, and
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