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ABSTRACT

Gravitational waves (GWs) from binary neutron stars (BNSs) offer valuable understanding of the
nature of compact objects and hadronic matter. However, their analysis requires substantial computa-
tional resources due to the challenges in Bayesian stochastic sampling. The third-generation (3G) GW
detectors are expected to detect BNS signals with significantly increased signal duration, detection
rates, and signal strength, leading to a major computational burden in the 3G era. We demonstrate
a machine learning-based workflow capable of producing source parameter estimation and constraints
on equations of state (EOSs) for hours-long BNS signals in seconds with minimal hardware costs. We
employ efficient compressions on the GW data and EOS using neural networks, based on which we
build normalizing flows for inferences. Given that full Bayesian analysis is prohibitively time-intensive,
we validate our model against (semi-)analytical predictions. Additionally, we estimate the computa-
tional demands of BNS signal analysis in the 3G era, showing that the machine learning methods will

be crucial for future catalog-level analysis.

1. INTRODUCTION

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) from bi-
nary neutron stars (BNSs) (Abbott et al. 2017a, 2019a,
2017b) has brought valuable insights into numerous
problems in fundamental physics and astrophysics (Ab-
bott et al. 2019a; De et al. 2018; Mooley et al. 2018;
Capano et al. 2020; Nicholl et al. 2017; Abbott et al.
2018a; Annala et al. 2018; Kasen et al. 2017; Margalit
& Metzger 2017; Abbott et al. 2017¢; Baym et al. 2018;
Kasliwal et al. 2017; Annala et al. 2020; Bauswein et al.
2019; Dietrich et al. 2020). In particular, neutron stars
(NSs) experience deformation due to the strong tidal
forces during the late stages of binary inspiral, revealing
properties of hadronic matter in their extremely dense
cores which have not been probed by any other exper-
iments or observations. This makes BNS systems ideal
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probes of the equation of state (EOS) of NSs, shedding
light on strong nuclear interactions in extreme condi-
tions (Abbott et al. 2018a; Annala et al. 2018; Capano
et al. 2020; De et al. 2018; Baym et al. 2018; Annala et al.
2020; Bauswein et al. 2019; Dietrich et al. 2020). Pro-
posed third-generation (3G) GW detectors, including
Einstein Telescope (Punturo et al. 2010) and Cosmic Ex-
plorer (Reitze & et al 2019), are expected to detect over
2 x 10° BNS events per year with enhanced signal-to-
noise ratios (SNRs) (Borhanian & Sathyaprakash 2022;
Branchesi et al. 2023), offering remarkable potential
for groundbreaking discoveries in fundamental particle
physics.

However, a series of computationally intensive anal-
yses are required for this purpose. After a BNS is
detected, its source parameters, including component
masses m2 and tidal deformability parameters A; o,
must be estimated from GW data (De et al. 2018; Diet-
rich et al. 2020). For current detectors, this is achieved
through stochastic sampling under the Bayesian infer-
ence framework (Veitch et al. 2015), which is the main
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bottleneck in data analysis due to its high time and
hardware costs. With < 10 CPUs, it could take up
to hours to days to analyze short-duration (< 32s), low
SNR (< 50) signals in current detectors. Moreover, the
time cost of parameter estimation (PE) scales up with
both SNR and signal duration. BNS signals in the 3G
detectors may persist for hours due to the improved low-
frequency sensitivity, rendering PE exceptionally slow.
Although a number of acceleration methods have been
proposed, including reducing the size of the data (Vin-
ciguerra et al. 2017; Morisaki 2021), speeding up the
likelihood evaluation (Canizares et al. 2013, 2015; Smith
et al. 2016; Cornish 2010; Zackay et al. 2018; Leslie et al.
2021), and developing more efficient samplers (Williams
et al. 2021; Wong et al. 2023), limited progress has been
made toward fast PE with full physics for such signals
in 3G detectors. Smith et al. (2021) demonstrated the
feasibility of using reduced-order-quadrature (Canizares
et al. 2013, 2015; Smith et al. 2016) to analyze long
BNS signals and achieved 1600 CPU hours inference
time. Wong et al. (2023) employed relative binning (also
known as heterodyned likelihood) (Cornish 2010; Zackay
et al. 2018; Leslie et al. 2021) and a gradient-based sam-
pler, achieving 3 minutes inference time with GPU accel-
eration for aligned-spin BNS events without tidal effects
on current detectors, compared with 9600 CPU hours
using traditional sampling method. This was later ex-
tended by Wouters et al. (2024) to include tidal effects,
leading to 30 minutes analysis time using GPU.

The subsequent inference of the EOS, which depends
on the source PE, also requires Bayesian stochastic sam-
pling (Abbott et al. 2018a). The EOS describes the re-
lationship between pressure (P) and density (p) of NS
matter, which can be parameterized by piecewise poly-
tropic (Read et al. 2009) or spectral (Lindblom 2010)
representations. Posterior samples from PE can be used
to infer parameters of these EOS representations, lead-
ing to the constraints of the P — p relation and reflect-
ing the fundamental properties of hadronic interactions.
The EOS inference alone can take tens to hundreds CPU
hours per event, bringing further burden for the 3G cat-
alogs.

Optimistically assuming 1000 CPU hours to process
each event (PE+EOS) and 150 W CPU power, process-
ing a catalog of 2 x 10° BNS events would consume 200
million CPU hours, 30 GWh of electricity and 4.8 mil-
lion USD in electricity charges per analysis run. This is
a substantial burden on current international comput-
ing clusters, considering that the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
(LVK) Computing Infrastructure (Bagnasco 2023) has
fewer than 50k CPU cores - not to mention the budget
constraints and environmental impacts. A more detailed

estimation of computational costs for 3G detectors can
be found in Hu & Veitch (2024), where the authors ob-
tain similar magnitudes.

Machine learning methods have shown considerable
potential in efficient GW data analysis, including sig-
nal detection (Gebhard et al. 2019; Schéfer et al. 2023;
Skliris et al. 2020), parameter estimation (Gabbard et al.
2022; Dax et al. 2021; Langendorff et al. 2023) and
subsequent astrophysical analyses (McGinn et al. 2024;
Stachurski et al. 2024; Ruhe et al. 2022). Specifically,
conditional normalizing flows (CNFs) (Kobyzev et al.
2020; Papamakarios et al. 2021) are widely used as den-
sity estimators to approximate the true posterior distri-
bution, which is traditionally obtained by Bayesian sam-
pling. A CNF is a type of neural network that learns
conditional differentiable and invertible transformations
to convert the target posterior distribution to a simpler
latent distribution (e.g. a multivariate Gaussian), de-
pendent on observed data. It can take observational
data as condition, and use it as part of the inputs to
predict a conditional mapping between the latent and
target distributions. During inference, samples can be
rapidly drawn from the latent distribution and mapped
back to the target posterior given a condition. A series of
its successful applications in GW parameter estimation
and subsequent probes into fundamental physics, pri-
marily focusing on current detectors or short duration
signals, can be found in Green & Gair (2021); Dax et al.
(2021, 2023); Gupte et al. (2024); Dax et al. (2024). No-
tably, Dax et al. (2024), applies CNFs to BNS signals,
which is made possible using heterodyning and multi-
banding, along with a prior conditioning algorithm to
train networks adaptable to different mass priors. We
adopt a similar framework, but focus on longer signals
and higher SNRs which represent the most challenging
case in 3G detectors.

In this work, we develop a CNF-based analysis
pipeline capable of generating full parameter estimation
(with GW phase marginalized) for long signals from pre-
cessing BNSs in the 3G GW detectors, and generating
EOS estimation within a second on a single GPU. The
structure of the pipeline is shown in Fig. 1. The first
CNF is conditioned on the preprocessed and compressed
GW strain data to generate source PE, and the second
CNF uses the PE results to infer the NS EOS. Details
are provided below.

2. PARAMETER SPACE (PRIOR)

BNS parameters, especially the chirp mass, can be
tightly constrained by 3G detectors (Borhanian &
Sathyaprakash 2022; Branchesi et al. 2023). We find it
is extremely challenging to train a model to cover a wide
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Figure 1. Structure of our flow-based BNS analysis

pipeline. The normalizing flows learn transforms between
a Gaussian distribution and the target posterior distribu-
tion. The first flow in conditioned on the preprocessed (via
multibanding and heterodyning) and compressed (by a neu-
ral network) GW strain data and generate source parameter
estimation, which then conditions the second flow to generate
a reduced representation of NS EOS. The reduced represen-
tation and original EOS can be transformed into each other
by an neural auto-encoder.

range of chirp mass and SNR, as the posterior is much
narrower than the prior (training parameter space). To
address this, we divide the parameter space to several
regions and train a parameter estimation model for each.
As an example, we consider two SNR ranges, 20-50 (low
SNR) and 200-500 (high SNR). The former includes the
majority of relatively informative BNS events in the 3G
era, while the latter represents the louder ones. The de-
tector frame chirp mass is sampled uniformly between
2Mg and 2.1 Mg for low SNR prior, and 1.3Mg and
1.31 Mg, for high SNR prior. Given our detector config-
uration - one triangular ET at ET-D sensitivity (Hild
et al. 2011) at the existing Virgo site and two 40-km
CEs at CE2 design sensitivity (Reitze & et al 2019) at
Hanford and Livingston (Abbott et al. 2017d) - these
mass and SNR ranges correspond to source-frame chirp
masses consistent with current knowledge of BNS sys-
tems. The redshifts of low-SNR and high-SNR BNSs
are ~ 0.1 and ~ 0.8, respectively. The mass ratio
q = mo/my is sampled uniformly between 0.5 and 1.
The dimensionless spins are isotropic with the maximum
magnitude of 0.05. Tidal deformability parameters are
parameterized as A and 6A (Wade et al. 2014), where A
is uniform between 0 and 1600 following the estimates
from GW170817 (Abbott et al. 2019a), and JA is uni-
form within its allowed range, which is determined by
component masses and A such that both components
have positive deformability parameters. A wider prior
for tidal parameters would benefit the applicability of
our model in low mass scenarios, but here we start with
1600 as a proof-of-concept. The prior for extrinsic pa-
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rameters follows common choices except for luminosity
distance dr: We sample the SNR uniformly in the target
SNR band, then scale the d;, accordingly. This ensures
the models consistently encounter similar loudness lev-
els, reducing the number of outliers that are difficult to
learn. Although our prior distribution is not perfectly
aligned with those used in traditional parameter estima-
tion, this data-independent discrepancy can be removed
by importance sampling (Dax et al. 2023; Nitz 2024).

3. DATA PREPROCESSING AND COMPRESSION

Considering a frequency band starting from 5Hz, a
three-hour-long BNS signal (~ 1.1 + 1.1 Mg) with sam-
pling rate of 2048 Hz has roughly 12 million data points,
far too many to be used in traditional sampling algo-
rithms. As the GW frequency increases during inspi-
ral, a multibanding scheme (Vinciguerra et al. 2017;
Morisaki 2021), i.e. adaptively adjusting the sampling
frequency, is an effective way of reducing the data size
and accelerating analyses. We propose a novel multi-
banding scheme that adaptively selects frequency nodes
and resolutions, ensuring that each band’s resolution is
precisely tuned to the needs of BNS signals. In particu-
lar, we divide the full bandwidth into bands containing
roughly N = 64 data points each, and search from the
high frequency cut-off f; (1024Hz for this work) to lower
frequencies until the first frequency f1 such that

Qsatety (fo — f1) [T(f1) — 7(fo)] > N, (1)

where 7(f) is the time-to-merger function to 3.5 post-
Newtonian order (Buonanno et al. 2009), and asafety = 2
is a safety factor that enlarges the effective band du-
ration, ensuring that the frequency resolution is high
enough to cope with different source parameters and the
potential errors in 7(f). The frequency resolution in the
band (f1, fo] is given by

1
Osafety [T(fl) - T(fo)] 7

which corresponds to Ty = safety [T(f1) — 7(fo)] data
in the time domain. This process is repeated to obtain
f2, f3, ... and the corresponding Af;, until the lower
frequency bound reaches the 5 Hz cut-off. This scheme
reduces the 12 million data points to approximately 6000
in 81 bands. The selected frequency nodes are shown as
black dots in Fig. 2.

Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) is used to fur-
ther compress the data by projecting it onto linear bases
that represent the waveform space. However, a BNS
waveform is highly oscillatory in the frequency domain,
making SVD inefficient. Following Dax et al. (2024), we
employ heterodyning (relative binning) (Cornish 2010;

Afo= (2)
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Figure 2. BNS frequency-domain waveforms before (blue)
and after (orange) heterodyning. Waveforms are truncated
at 100 Hz for better illustration. Black dots represent the
frequency nodes of the multibanding scheme, which bands
defined between nodes.

Zackay et al. 2018; Leslie et al. 2021) to reduce the os-
cillation in the data (Fig. 2). Specifically, we multiply

. . 3 (mGM[f\—5/¢ . .
the signal by a phase factor el (E) 0 3, which is

the inverse of the leading term of the oscillations in GW
waveform. This effectively smooths the waveform and
improves the compression rate of SVD. With our re-
stricted prior, we can retain the first 128 SVD bases
sorted by singular values and reconstruct the zero-noise
signal with a median mismatch of ~ 10~® and maximum
mismatch of ~ 1076,

Neural networks are then used to further compress
the SVD projection of data from multiple detectors.
For cross-validation, we explore two types of neural net-
works for embedding: a residual network (He et al. 2015)
of Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLPResNet) and a Vision
Transformer (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al. 2021). However,
due to the larger memory requirement of ViT, we only
perform the cross-validation in low-SNR models. The
five data streams from the 1ET+2CE network are com-
pressed into a vector of length of 128, which is used to
condition CNF for parameter estimation.

4. TRAINING THE PARAMETER ESTIMATION
MODEL

The training set should comprehensively cover the
parameter space, which, in analogy to template bank
generation (Sathyaprakash & Dhurandhar 1991; Brown
et al. 2012; Harry et al. 2016; Nitz & Wang 2021), be-
comes more challenging in low mass, high SNR and high
dimension scenarios. Meeting all these factors, we find
that large amount of training data is necessary to avoid
overfitting.

GW strain data (signal and random Gaussian noise) is
simulated on-the-fly during training using the waveform
model IMRPhenomPv2 NRTidal (Dietrich et al. 2019).
Sky location parameters, coalescence time and SNR are
randomly generated for each simulation, ensuring an in-
finite number of possible samples. The remaining 12 pa-

rameters are drawn from the prior before training and
are used to calculate GW waveform. We save the SVD
projections of the waveforms for loading during train-
ing. A total of 64 million samples are used to train
low-SNR models, and 100 million samples are used for
high-SNR models. Waveforms are projected to the de-
tectors with the Earth’s rotation effects included. The
CNF model used for PE is a neural spline flow (Durkan
et al. 2019). Each PE model (embedding network and
a CNF) has roughly 160 million learnable parameters
with 96 million belonging to the normalizing flow, and
all parameters optimized jointly by minimizing the neg-
ative log-likelihood. We train the networks for 2-3 weeks
on an NVIDIA A100 GPU. Further technical details are
given in Hu (2024).

The chirp mass used for heterodyning is assumed to
be perfectly known when obtaining SVD bases, but
it is not known in inference. Following Dax et al.
(2024), during training, the GW data is heterodyned
with M = M 4 6M instead of the exact chirp mass M,
where small perturbation d M enables the network to
deal with inaccuracies in heterodyning. We set d M uni-
formly distributed in [—0.0005,0.0005] Mg, for low-SNR
models and [—0.0001,0.0001] M, for high-SNR models.
M is also given as a condition to the normalizing flow.
During inference, the entire chirp mass prior can be di-
vided into several segments of length 0.001 (or 0.0002)
Mg, with the segment yielding the highest likelihood
being selected.

5. PARAMETER ESTIMATION RESULTS

We infer 16 out of the total 17 BNS parameters, with
the coalescence phase marginalized by excluding it from
the normalizing flow while still incorporating its under-
lying variations in the data. Example posteriors from
low-SNR models are given in Fig. 3. Each posterior
consists of 5000 samples drawn within ~ 0.25s on an
NVIDIA 3080Ti GPU. The models provide precise esti-
mation of source parameters and correctly capture some
parameter degeneracies, such as those between mass ra-
tio ¢ and effective spin Y. As a cross-check, the two
low-SNR models demonstrate good agreement.

Ideally, PE should be examined with several full PE
runs using stochastic sampling. However, full PE of pre-
cessing BNS sources for the 3G detector network with
the Earth rotation included had been a largely under
explored domain. Therefore, instead of meticulous com-
parison of posterior distributions, we assess the correct-
ness of our PE models based on two criteria: precision
and accuracy.

The precision, i.e., how tight the source parameters
should be constrained, is examined with Fisher matrix
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Figure 3. Example corner plots and skymaps for low-SNR,
models. The blue region shows the posterior distribution
generated by MLPResNet embedded model and the red is
from ViT model. The source is a 1.7441.56 My BNS system
located at 2500 Mpc with a network SNR of 35. Dashed
lines in corner plots show the 5% and 95% percentiles, and
contours in skymaps are 50% and 90% confidence regions.
The chirp mass is presented in the detector frame. The data
is heterodyned with § M = 0.00014 M.

formalism (Finn 1992) and a semi-analytical Bayesian
localization algorithm SealGW (Hu et al. 2021; Hu &
Veitch 2023a). The Fisher matrix formalism predicts
the PE precision under high-SNR and Gaussian approx-
imation, while SealGW gives better source localization as
the sky parameter distributions are often non-Gaussian.
However, we find the Fisher matrix is not perfectly reli-
able for the 17-dimensional problem as it predicts uncer-
tainties of some parameters greater than their physical
ranges. This is a common problem with the Fisher ma-
trix formalism (Borhanian & Sathyaprakash 2022; Val-
lisneri 2008). However, it can still serve as a useful di-
agnostic tool that provides a sense of the PE precision.

Selecting the parameters for which the Fisher ma-
trix gives reasonable results, the comparison is shown
in Fig. 4. For most parameters, the ratio of statistical
uncertainties peaks at 1, indicating agreement between
the flow models and analytical predictions. Low-SNR
flow models yield more precise estimations on chirp mass
than the Fisher matrix, likely due to the inaccuracies in
Fisher matrix in low-SNR, high dimensional scenarios,
which improve in the high-SNR case. All flow models
give broader constraints on coalescence time than the
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Figure 4. Comparing PE from flow models with Fisher
matrix and SealGW. The first seven columns display the ratios
of the statistical uncertainties in the posterior distributions
provided by the flow models relative to the Fisher matrix
predictions. We show the results of chirp mass M, tidal
parameter /~\, luminosity distance dr,, inclination 0;n, coa-
lescence time t., right ascension « and declination §. The
last two columns compare the skymaps from the flow mod-
els with those from SealGW, showing the ratios of the 90%
confidence area and searched area. Different models are rep-
resented by different colors. A black dashed line indicates
where the flow models’ results match those of the Fisher ma-
trix or SealGW.

Fisher matrix. We observe that the CNF posteriors re-
veal a correlation between the tidal parameter A and co-
alescence time t., which Fisher matrix does not capture.
This correlation, arising from the effect of tidal deforma-
tion on the final stage of coalescence can be reproduced
by reducing the Fisher matrix dimensionality, though at
the expense of underestimating statistical uncertainties.
Therefore, we conclude that the Fisher matrix could be
inaccurate on coalescence time, but we can not rule out
the possibility of the model not being optimally tuned.
We also note that the Fisher matrix is evaluated at the
injection parameters instead of the maximum likelihood
parameters, which introduces a theoretical bias in the
Fisher matrix estimates and broadens the spread of the
uncertainty ratio.

Our flow models are able to provide precise localiza-
tion of BNS sources with sky area mostly consistent with
SealGW. The last column in Fig. 4 compares the searched
area, which measures the accuracy of source localization.
The flow models outperform SealGW in localization ac-
curacy especially in high SNR scenarios, likely due to
approximations used in SealGW.

A more direct evaluation of PE accuracy is the p-p
test which examines the self-consistency (Sidery et al.
2014), in the sense that 2% confidence interval should
successfully predict 2% of events. The p-p plots are
shown in Fig. 5. All models pass the p-p test.

6. CONSTRAINING EQUATIONS OF STATE

Following McGinn et al. (2024), we train another CNF
based on RealNVP (Dinh et al. 2017) to infer the NS
EOS. The EOS used for training is generated using
the publicly available code CUTER (Davis et al. 2024),
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0.05 marks the failure of the p-p test.

which uses a semi-agnostic approach with a meta-model
constrained by nuclear theory at low density, and piece-
wise polytropes at high density. We generate physically
plausible BNS source parameters {mq,ms, A1, A2} from
each EOS. The CNF, conditioned on the BNS source
parameters, is trained to infer a 12 dimensional rep-
resentation of the EOS compressed by a convolutional
auto-encoder, along with hyperparameters of each EOS,
including maximum allowed pressure and energy den-
sity. The trained auto-encoder can then reconstruct the
P — p EOS by providing the 12 dimensional representa-
tion.

We simulate two BNS events with identical underly-
ing EOS but differing network SNRs of 39 and 390 and
then perform parameter estimation with our PE models.
The resulting posterior samples are passed to the EOS
inference model to generate EOS posteriors (samples of
12D representation plus hyperparameters), which are
then decoded into pressure-density relationships using
the auto-encoder (Fig. 6). We successfully recover the
underlying EOS in both cases, with tighter constraints
in the high-SNR scenario as expected. The EOS infer-
ence takes less than one second, greatly reducing the
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Figure 6.  90% confidence intervals (CIs) of EOS con-

straints for simulated BNS events. The CIs are defined in the
12D representation space and mapped to pressure-density
plane by the auto-encoder. Two BNS events, governed by
the same EOS, have different network SNRs: 39 (low-SNR,
in light blue) and 390 (high-SNR, in blue). The injected EOS
is given in dark blue with the training prior bounds given in
grey, illustrating the most stiff and most soft EOSs in our
training data set.

computation cost compared with traditional stochastic
sampling.

7. DISCUSSIONS

We demonstrate a reliable machine learning based
analysis pipeline for long BNS signals in the 3G GW
detectors. While certain tasks could be prohibitively
slow for traditional methods, our approach processes
each event in under a second on a single GPU. This
efficiency is crucial for enabling catalog-level analyses in
the 3G era. Assuming one second sampling time and
one minutes pre- and post- processing CPU time for
PE+4+EOS analysis per event, the energy cost for an-
alyzing the catalog mentioned in the introduction re-
duces to 508 kWh, costing approximately 81 USD. For
the training cost, assuming 500 models to cover the pa-
rameter space, and each requiring two weeks of train-
ing, the training would cost 25.2 MWh and 4000 USD,
totaling 25.7 MWh and 4100 USD together with infer-
ence. This is more than a thousand times less than
traditional methods. Our model, therefore, presents a
feasible and exciting opportunity to advance population-
level knowledge of hadronic matter and NS, along with
other follow-up science such as cosmology (Abbott et al.
2017c¢; Soares-Santos et al. 2019; Abbott et al. 2021a),
astrophysical population (Abbott et al. 2019b, 2021b,
2023), stochastic background (Abbott et al. 2017e,f,
2018b), etc. We also note that the 500 models could



be an overestimation according to Dax et al. (2024), in
which the authors have shown that the CNF framework
can be trained on a wider prior, which further reduces
the computational costs.

Several potential improvements could enhance our
models further. For example, instead of randomly draw-
ing parameters to build training sets of PE models, we
could find a more efficient training set that has a smaller
size and reduces the training cost. Additionally, impor-
tance sampling could be used to improve the accuracy
of PE. For EOS inference, combining multiple events
would significantly tighten the EOS constraints, as the
true underlying EOS would pass posterior parameter re-
gions of all BNS events. Intuitively, this is a more ef-
fective way to improve EOS constraints than improving
the SNR, because a single tight posterior region still al-
lows a certain level of flexibility in EOS. We also note
that the EOS could be constrained better with a higher
frequency cutoff in PE.

Looking ahead, there is also a pressing need to adapt
these algorithms to more realistic scenarios expected in
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the 3G detectors. This includes addressing challenges
including time variations in noise, overlapping signals,
etc (Himemoto et al. 2021; Pizzati et al. 2022; Relton
& Raymond 2021; Relton et al. 2022; Samajdar et al.
2021; Hu & Veitch 2023b), ensuring that the analysis
methods remain robust and reliable under all conditions.
These improvements and challenges will be explored in
our future work.
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