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ABSTRACT

In modern astronomy, the quantity of data collected has vastly exceeded the capacity for manual
analysis, necessitating the use of advanced artificial intelligence (AI) techniques to assist scientists with
the most labor-intensive tasks. Al can optimize simulation codes where computational bottlenecks arise
from the time required to generate forward models. One such example is PHOEBE, a modeling code
for eclipsing binaries (EBs), where simulating individual systems is feasible, but analyzing observables
for extensive parameter combinations is highly time-consuming.

To address this, we present a fully connected feedforward artificial neural network (ANN) trained
on a dataset of over one million synthetic light curves generated with PHOEBE. Optimization of the
ANN architecture yielded a model with six hidden layers, each containing 512 nodes, provides an
optimized balance between accuracy and computational complexity. Extensive testing enabled us to
establish ANN’s applicability limits and to quantify the systematic and statistical errors associated
with using such networks for EB analysis. Our findings demonstrate the critical role of dilution effects
in parameter estimation for EBs, and we outline methods to incorporate these effects in Al-based
models.

This proposed ANN framework enables a speedup of over four orders of magnitude compared to
traditional methods, with systematic errors not exceeding 1%, and often as low as 0.01%, across the
entire parameter space.

Keywords: Binary stars(154) — Eclipsing binary stars(444) — Light curves(918) — Astronomy soft-
ware(1855) — Astronomy data modeling(1859) — Neural networks(1933)

1. INTRODUCTION

Fundamental stellar properties are inferred predom-
inantly from the study of eclipsing binary stars (EBs)
(Torres et al. 2010). Their favorable orbital alignment
with the line of sight, and consequent eclipses, make
them ideal astrophysical laboratories: a simple geome-
try coupled with well-understood dynamical laws allow
us to obtain fundamental parameters without a-priori
assumptions (Prsa 2018). In addition, an increasing
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number of EBs are found in triple and multiple sys-
tems (Conroy et al. 2014; Orosz 2015), hosting circumbi-
nary planets (Welsh et al. 2015), and featuring mass
transfer and apsidal motion (Hambleton et al. 2013);
these broaden the domains of study while retaining the
same tractable modeling principles. In particular, we
can probe stellar interiors by studying tidally induced
oscillations and gravity-mode pulsations in detached bi-
naries (Huber 2015); ubiquitous contact binaries are still
a bit of a mystery in terms of their formation and evo-
lution, but they seem to be associated with multiple
systems (Tokovinin 2014); intriguing unique EBs, such
as € Aur, VV Cep, V838 Mon, 5 Cep and others, al-
low us to study accretion discs, colliding winds, quasi-
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periodic outbursts and reflective outer shells (Vogt et al.
2014). Many of the phenomena being observed in hot
Jupiters have their foundations in EB studies, e.g., the
Rossiter-McLaughlin effect, tidal distortions of the host
star, irradiation effects, Roche lobe overflow and wind
outflows, gravity darkening, apsidal motion, third body
dynamics, etc. (Barclay et al. 2012). The study of EBs
has been and continues to be vital for all of astrophysics.

Given the importance of EBs, it is probably not sur-
prising why, in 1948, Henry Norris Russell described
eclipses as the “royal road” to stellar astrophysics (Rus-
sell 1948). As royal as this road may be, it is also wind-
ing and bumpy. A modern EB modeling code will fea-
ture hundreds of parameters that describe the shapes,
motions and interaction between the components. We
use the model to synthesize high accuracy, high fidelity
observables that can then be compared with actual ob-
servations (Wilson & Devinney 1971). The most com-
mon EB observables are photometric light curves, high
resolution spectra, radial velocities, spectral line profiles,
and astrometric positions (Prsa 2018).

This synthesis can be time-consuming: depending on
parameter complexities and the number of timestamps
in which observables should be synthesized, the compu-
tation can take anywhere from tens of seconds to tens of
minutes or even longer. This should come as no surprise:
general models are inherently numerical and need to do
a lot. Stellar surfaces are distorted by tides, rotation
and obliquity and they need to be discretized; specific
emergent intensity in the direction of the observer needs
to be assigned to each surface element; this intensity
is a function of the spatially variable temperature, sur-
face gravity, chemical abundances, gravity /limb darken-
ing effects, and reflection; the model needs to account
for partial and/or total eclipses, ellipsoidal variability,
and the circumstances will in general change from one
point in orbit to another because of eccentric orbits
(Prsa 2018). While simplified treatment can sometimes
be warranted (for example, approximating stellar shapes
with spheres for well detached binaries), adopting such
assumptions for the entire parameter space would in-
evitably lead to bias and, in turn, to systematically in-
correct distributions of parameters. Rigor thus remains
necessary, and computational time cost quite significant.

Yet this does not even begin to account for the time
cost of the inverse problem: optimizing parameter val-
ues to get a match between synthesized observables and
observations themselves. Similarly to many other prob-
lems with a large number of free parameters, the EB
inverse problem is non-linear and is inherently prone to
parameter correlations and solution degeneracies (Prsa
& Zwitter 2005). In consequence, optimizers can only

get us a solution, but not necessarily the solution. For
that, we need samplers such as Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC, Foreman-Mackey et al. 2017) to provide
heuristic parameter posteriors. This entails hundreds of
thousands if not millions of forward-model runs, which
puts a hard limit on the number of systems we can solve
in a reasonable amount of time, and it necessitates the
use of high performance computing clusters (and an oc-
casional bottle of wine) to get the job done.

Given these runtime constraints, the pertinent ques-
tion is whether these forward-model calculations can be
optimized, and whether the volume of these calculations
can be reduced. Optimizing algorithms behind calcu-
lations cannot be done meaningfully: it is a complex
problem that has already been heavily optimized over
the last few decades. Calculation volume might be fur-
ther reduced, but certainly not more than, say, 10-15%.
Thus, the truly impactful speedup must come from a
fundamentally new approach. We present one such pos-
sibility in this paper.

2. ARTIFICIAL NEURAL NETWORKS

Artificial neural networks (ANNSs) are computational
constructs that stem from the field of Artificial Intelli-
gence (Freeman & Skapura 1991). An ANN is a stack of
interconnected layers, visualized in Figure 1. Each layer
is an array of processing elements called nodes, depicted
in blue. Each node holds a single scalar value. The
signal is propagated between layers by weighted connec-
tions, depicted in green: each receiving node takes a
sum of all previous layer node values, each multiplied
by the corresponding connection weight, plus an addi-
tional bias term: hy = ZZ wikP; + b and, similarly,
op = >_;Vjphj + ¢p. Finally, node values are passed
through a non-linear activation function, depicted in
amber. A typical choice for the activation function is
a sigmoid function (Freeman & Skapura 1991). Thus,
the ANN performs a non-linear mapping of input layer
data to the output layer observables. In this work we
focus on a feedforward neural network, which is a type
of ANN where connections do not form cycles.

To demonstrate the ANN’s principal use, consider a
natural law that we can probe but cannot easily formu-
late. Thus, we can vary input parameters and measure
the resulting quantities, but the actual underlying mech-
anism is unknown to us. Each measurement (a set of
input parameters and the corresponding observed out-
come) informs us of that underlying mechanism even if
we do not know yet what it is. This is how we teach the
ANN to “compute” the observables: a set of known pa-
rameters is fed into the input layer, the forward-mapping
is determined by connection weights, and the predicted
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model parameters

Figure 1. A schematic of the feedforward neural network. The input layer (leftmost collection of nodes pi,...

mapped observables

,Pn) takes

EB parameters as input; these parameters are then propagated to the hidden layer (middle collection of nodes h; ... hy,) and,
in turn, to the output layer (rightmost collection of nodes 01 ...04). The mapping is uniquely defined by the set of weights
W11 ... Wnm, V11 - - - Umgq, and biases by ...bm, c1...cq added after summation of weighted connections. These weights and biases
are determined by backpropagation from the known combinations of model parameters and synthesized observables.

observables are harvested on the output layer. We then
compare these predictions with the actually measured
observables and use the residuals to train the network:
we adjust connection weights and biases so that the net-
work reproduces the observed outcomes for all actual
measurements as accurately as possible. In our partic-
ular case, the “natural law” is quite well understood: it
is the sophisticated EB forward model. The main idea
presented here is to replace expensive computations by
using a trained ANN instead.

Say we knew the connection weights and biases that
map EB parameters to synthetic observables to a high
fidelity. In that case, going from parameters to observ-
ables is a matter of calculating ~ 103 linear combina-
tions of parameters on the input layer, another ~ 103
linear combinations on the hidden layers, evaluating a
sigmoid function ~ 103 times, and obtaining the re-
sult. Thus, we need to evaluate a few hundred thou-
sand time-inexpensive operations, which amounts to
sub-milliseconds on any modern single processor. Com-
pare fraction of milliseconds to seconds or minutes of
actual forward-model computation time, and the mo-
tivation becomes crystal-clear. Assuming the attained
prediction fidelity, we will have gained ~ 5 orders of
magnitude in speed increase.

In the past, the ANNs were used in the exactly op-
posite way: observables were passed as input and the
estimated parameters were harvested as output (Prsa
et al. 2008). The associated errors in parameter esti-
mates were below 10% for ~90% of the sample, but that
was the ceiling in precision. In addition, such networks
required data pre-processing — i.e., an analytical func-
tion that represents the data — which made the pipeline

fragile (Slawson et al. 2011). The ANN proposed here
can be subject to the unchanged reverse problem infras-
tructure, including optimizing, heuristic sampling, etc.,
but with a ~million-fold speed-up. The price to pay is
that we lock ourselves into the subsection of the parame-
ter space used to train the network, but we demonstrate
below that this is not as constraining as it might initially
seem.

3. PARAMETRIZING THE NETWORK

In the absence of any auxiliary data or assumptions,
EB light curves by themselves do not carry any infor-
mation on the absolute scale of the system: we gener-
ally cannot infer masses, radii, luminosities, semi-major
axes, individual component temperatures, stellar lumi-
nosities or any kinematic properties of the binary sys-
tem (Prsa et al. 2008). We can, however, infer relative
parameters, where quantities are expressed in the scale
units of another quantity, such as the semi-major axis,
or total luminosity of the system. Table 1 lists the most
common EB parameters and the observables needed for
parameter determination. Single light curves from, say,
Kepler (Borucki et al. 2010) or TESS (Ricker et al.
2015) allow us to determine the sum of fractional radii
(R1/a+ Ra/a), eccentricity and argument of periastron
(e and w), temperature ratio (T3 /7 ) and orbital inclina-
tion (7). In the case of total eclipses, we can also infer the
ratio of radii (Re/R;); in the case of contact binaries, we
can constrain the photometric mass ratio (¢ = My /M;);
for third light (I3) we need robust detrending and non-
variable sources (even though there is some promise for
detrending variable sources as well; Prsa et al. 2019);
for temporally variable elements (P7 @,i,¢,...) we need
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dense and extended temporal coverage and smooth vari-
ations.

The absolute scale of the system is traditionally ob-
tained by spectroscopic follow-up and extracting radial
velocity shifts (RVs) for both components. RVs allow
us to determine the semi-major axis, mass ratio and
barycentric velocity, which in turn “absolutizes” the
model (Wilson & Devinney 1971). Yet spectroscopic
campaigns are time-intensive because we need a reason-
able phase coverage to derive absolute parameters to a
reasonable accuracy.

Another prospective data resource is Gaia (Gaia Col-
laboration et al. 2021). Gaia is an ongoing all-sky survey
satellite that combines astrometry, photometry, spec-
trophotometry, and RV spectroscopy (Gaia Collabora-
tion et al. 2021). While the on-board radial velocity
instrument will provide a direct path to absolute pa-
rameters, the time-resolved RV measurements are not
yet publicly available; they are expected to accompany
Data Release 4 (DR4) in 2025 (Consortium 2023). We
can, however, resort to the known distances from Gaia’s
parallax measurements (Bailer-Jones et al. 2018). The
reported mean uncertainty in parallax measurements is
~40 pas (Luri et al. 2018), which corresponds to ~4%
at a 1kpc distance. At the same time, both Kepler and
TESS data are given in e~ /s, which (in conjunction with
extinction maps) can be converted to absolute fluxes us-
ing dedicated tools (Ridden-Harper et al. 2021), with the
reported precision of ~1%. Thus, we can obtain abso-
lute stellar luminosities to the precision of ~6%.

4. TRAINING THE NEURAL NETWORK

To adequately train the ANN, we require a large pre-
computed dataset of observables from a set of model
parameters. The computation of the dataset does take
substantial computing time, but we only have to do this
once. We can then use this dataset to train the ANN.
This is another step that takes a long time, but it too
needs to be done only once. From then onward, we can
have the ANN “compute” forward-models for millions of
parameter combinations in a matter of seconds. Thus,
once trained, the ANN holds the promise of delivering a
million-fold speed-up.

ANNs are particularly good at interpolating, and
particularly bad at extrapolating (Freeman & Skapura
1991). In other words, the networks are expected to
perform quite well on input parameters spanned by the
training set, while their performance degrades rapidly
off-the-grid. In addition, the ANN will not perform
optimally if the density of the training sample is sub-
stantially different from that of the unseen sample: if
we train the network on parameter combinations where

only, say, 10% exist in nature and the 90% are bogus,
the network will be poorly trained. That is why the
training set needs to satisfy the following two criteria:

The training set needs to be complete: The net-
work is not able to synthesize observables it has
not seen before; thus, the ranges of the parameters
used for training the network represent a hard def-
inition boundary for the unknown light curve set.
If, during optimization or sampling, the values of
the parameters exceed these boundaries, the solu-
tion is invalidated.

The training set needs to be representative: The
combinations of parameters need to approzximately
match those that occur in nature. The emphasis
on “approximately” is meant to imply that the
similarity between the training set and the un-
known set optimizes the performance rather than
enables it: a poorly trained ANN can still per-
form reasonably well within its own completeness
limits.

In order to assemble a robust training set, one should
adopt the best parameter distribution estimates known
to date (Raghavan et al. 2010; Duchéne & Kraus 2013;
Moe & Di Stefano 2017, e.g.), and use those distribu-
tions to synthesize a sample of binary stars (Arenou
2011), and then derive the distributions of eclipsing bi-
nary parameters. These are then compared to the ob-
served distributions from the data, and the starting dis-
tribution estimates are modified to minimize the dis-
crepancies (Wells et al. 2017; Wells & Prsa 2021). The
training set will follow those distributions, with a rea-
sonable margin to ascertain completeness. As the net-
work is trained and the resulting parameter values are
validated, the training set will be revised in order to
achieve completeness and ensure proper representation.

4.1. The size of the training set

The performance of the neural network will clearly de-
pend on the properties of the training set. The size of
the training set is inherently linked to the model it repre-
sents; in general, it will depend on the model complexity
(number of parameters), non-linearity (functional pa-
rameter relationships) and model uniqueness (parame-
ter degeneracy). A recent review analyzed the literature
to find that the vast majority of studies perform post-
hoc sample analysis and only a few studies attempted
to estimate the size pre-hoc (Balki et al. 2019); even in
those few cases, the analytical estimate proved to be of
limited practical value. A typical rule of thumb to de-
termine the sample size is 10 per degree of freedom (Roy
& Dubey 2022); thus, for 6 parameters, the estimated
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Table 1. A table of EB parameters that can be inferred from a specific combination of observables. “Cal. LC” stands for
flux-calibrated light curve, “SB1” stands for a single-lined spectroscopic binary, and “SB2” for the double-lined spectroscopic
binary. The (v') symbol corresponds to quantities that can be inferred from some but not all light curves.

Parameter Cal. LC | Cal. LC+distance
Conjunction time (o) v v
Orbital period (Py) v v
Inclination () v v
Tangential eccentricity (e cosw) v v
Radial eccentricity (esinw) v v
Sum of fractional radii (r1 + 7r2) v v
Temperature ratio (T2/T1) v v
Radius ratio (R2/R1) ) V)
Mass ratio (¢ = M2 /M) ) V)
Third light (I3) ) )
Variable elements (P, w,...) ) V)
Sum of abs. luminosities (L + L2) v
Absolute luminosities (L1, L2) v
Absolute temperatures (71, T»)

Barycentric velocity (v~ )

Absolute masses (M1, Ma2)

Absolute radii (R1, R2)

Semi-major axis (a)

2+ Cal. LCs | 24 Cal. LCs+dist. 2+ Cal. LCs+SB1 2+ Cal. LCs+SB2
v v v v
v v v v
v v v v
v v v v
v v v v
v v v v
v v v v
) ) %) v
) ) (v) v
) ) ) )
V) ) (v) v)
v v
v v
v v v v
v v
v
v v
v v

sample size would be ~1 million. Yet our particular case
has a distinct benefit over datasets where the underlying
model is unknown: it unequivocally allows post-festum
analysis. Say we start with a sample of 1 million light
curves. We can then train the network with this sam-
ple, use it to obtain a solution for the observed light
curves, and compare the values of the parameters used
for training to those derived from the analysis. Thus, we
can measure the degree of overlap and, since the model
is known and fully determined, we can modify and ex-
tend the training set accordingly. This is an iterative
process that allows us to ascertain both completeness
and appropriate representation density.

4.2. PHOEBE models generator

To generate the models for the training sets, we utilize
the most recent version of PHOEBE'. For our analysis,
the parameters describing a binary system were grouped
into two categories. The first set contains parameters
that have the greatest impact on the shape of the light
curve and are used as input parameters for the ANN. We
decided to use the same set of parameters as presented in
(Prsa et al. 2008) with one minor modification, as well as
including an additional parameter. This set is presented
in Table 2. We will refer to this group as the main set
of parameters. In Section 2.2 of Prsa et al. (2008), the
authors explain how each of these parameters influences
the shape of the light curve. Our only modification to
the original set is the use of cosi instead of sin¢ due to

L At the time of this writing, PHOEBE 2.4.16.

the greater sensitivity of the cosine function for angles
close to a right angle. The aforementioned additional
parameter is the radius ratio Rs/R;. This parameter is
particularly significant in the case of total eclipses, which
present themselves in the light curve as “flat” minima.
The duration of such a total eclipse depends on Ry/R;.
This parameter also affects the amplitude of brightness
variations, although this is a second-order effect. With
the accuracy of parameter determinations provided by
ANNs, it is possible to capture this effect.

Table 2. Main parameter set with brief descriptions.

Parameter Description

esinw Tangential eccentricity
ecosw Radial eccentricity

cost Cosine of inclination

(R1+ R2)/a Sum of relative radii
Ry/R1 Radius ratio

T /T Effective temperature ratio

The second set includes both orbital and physical pa-
rameters that describe the individual components and
the system as a whole. These include the orbital pe-
riod (P), the masses of both components (M; and My),
the mass ratio (¢), the logarithmic surface gravity of
both components (log g1 and log g2), the primary radius
(R1), and its effective temperature (77). The code also
accounts for atmospheric parameters and effects such as
gravity darkening, irradiation/reflection, and limb dark-
ening. Forward models were generated for a single pass-
band — TESS T (Ricker et al. 2015). Given that some
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Figure 2. Overlay of light curves generated for a test sample. For each phase, the median and 18th—84th percentile range of
fluxes were computed. The red solid line represents the median light curve, while the shaded region between the red dashed
lines indicates the percentile range. Each thin black line represents an individual light curve. Although only 5000 out of the
1,250,000 generated light curves are shown here, the statistics were computed for the entire sample. See Section 5.1 for more

details.

parameters are interdependent, specific parameters were
fixed, with others determined through dependencies.

After selecting the parameters to fix and the ones to
vary, the program randomly drew the main parameters
from pre-established distributions. Since not all param-
eter combinations result in eclipsing binaries, a filter-
ing process was applied to ensure the physical valid-
ity of the system and the presence of eclipses in the
light curve. Once a forward model was generated, both
the set of main parameters and the corresponding light
curves were saved to a data file, which was subsequently
used to train the ANN.

We chose to parameterize the light curve as a one-
dimensional list of fluxes. Since all light curves were of
equal length and evenly spaced in phase over a single
orbital period, with the time of superior conjunction set
to zero, the position in the list directly corresponds to
the orbital phase. To limit the occurrence of eclipses at
the boundaries of the chosen phase range, we selected
a phase range from —0.75 to 0.25. Within this range,
the eclipses for most orbital parameter combinations are
well separated from the edges, thereby improving the
performance of the ANN. Figure 2 shows a sample of
the generated light curves plotted together. The plot
also includes the median system and the 18th—84th per-
centile range of fluxes at each phase point. The median
light curve corresponds to a system with relatively low

eccentricity, featuring well-defined eclipses, a significant
amplitude ratio, and noticeable ellipsoidal variability.

4.3. Structure of the artificial neural network

There is no universal rule for determining the optimal
architecture of an ANN for a specific task. The number
of possible configurations grows rapidly with the number
of hidden layers (HLs), the number of nodes in those
layers, and other training parameters such as batch size,
number of epochs, activation functions (AFs), and the
choice of the optimization algorithm. To define, train,
and utilize a deep, fully connected ANN, we used Keras
(Chollet et al. 2015), a deep learning API written in
Python, built on top of the machine learning platform
TensorFlow (Abadi et al. 2015).

The structure of the ANN required for our study is
as follows. The input layer (IL) consists of six main
orbital and physical parameters of the eclipsing sys-
tem, as listed at the beginning of Section 4.2. Each
node in the IL is fully connected to the nodes in
the first HL, which, in turn, are fully connected to
the nodes in the subsequent HLs, ultimately leading
to the output layer (OL) that contains the predicted
fluxes. Initially, we adopted a trial-and-error approach
to determine a suitable ANN architecture. To opti-
mize network architecture, we randomly sampled the
parameter space using the RandomizedSearchCV func-
tion from the scikit-learn library (Pedregosa et al.
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2011). RandomizedSearchCV (hereafter RSCV) selects
a random subset of the parameter grid for evaluation.
The CV part refers to cross-validation, a machine learn-
ing technique used to evaluate how well a model gen-
eralizes to new data. By default, it employs K-fold
cross-validation, which involves splitting the data into
K equally sized folds. The algorithm trains the model
K times, each time using a different fold as the valida-
tion set and the remaining data as the training set. This
process allows the algorithm to assess the model on mul-
tiple validation sets, providing a more robust estimate
of its performance.

To evaluate the performance of our ANN architecture,
we employed three different metrics:

e Mean Squared Error (MSE): This metric is
sensitive to significant outliers or large prediction
deviations.

1 n
MSE = — — )2
SE=—> (v — )

i=1

Here, n denotes the number of observations in the
dataset, y; is the actual value of the i-th flux point,
and g; is the predicted value for the i-th flux point.

e Median Absolute Error (MedAE): This met-
ric is robust to outliers, providing an indication of
the model’s typical performance, even when a few
predictions have large errors.

MedAE = median(|y1 — 41|, - - -, [Yn — Gnl)

e Maximal Residual Sum of Squares
(MaxRSS): The metric computes RSS for each
predicted model and returns the maximum RSS
value across all predicted light curves. This metric
highlights the worst-case scenario, ensuring that
even the largest prediction errors are accounted

for.
m

MaxRSS = max [ Y (y; — §;)°

Jj=1

Here, the summation is calculated for each light
curve, and m represents the number of flux points
within a single light curve.

Figure 3 depicts a single RSCV run, illustrating per-
formance of various AFs in the output layer. The fig-
ure demonstrates that the linear AF accounts for the
majority of favorable results (with lower values indicat-
ing better performance). We performed similar analyses
across multiple ANN architectures; by architecture, we
refer to both the structure of the ANN, encompassing

103 = 108 =
L 102k 1 102 4
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g i E
O 10! ¢ 4 10' E
100 [ 4 100 ]
sigmoid
10— 3 10% E
o102 E 4 102 % .
B -
2 i F
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-4 -2 0 -4 -2 0
log(MAE) log(MAE)

Figure 3. A diagnostic figure illustrating the results from
RSCV. The figure consists of N plots, where N corresponds
to the number of unique values for a given hyperparame-
ter. Each plot features two histograms: the first histogram
(solid black line) represents the entire sample, while the sec-
ond (dashed red line) represents the subset with the specific
value of the hyperparameter, shown above each histogram
(in this case, the AF in the OL). The z-axis indicates the
values of the chosen metric (here, the MAE averaged across
all folds). The lower the value of the metric, the better the
performance.

the number of HLs and the number of nodes in each HL,
and the AFs employed in each layer.

Our hyperparameter search space included both shal-
low and deep ANNSs, ranging from 2 to 10 HLs, with
layers of varying size, from 16 to 2048 nodes?. We eval-
uated the most commonly used AFs, such as sigmoid
and relu, alongside less frequently used ones, including
linear, tanh, and elu. While identifying a universally
optimal architecture is practically infeasible and also
pragmatically insignificant, our analysis of thousands of
configurations revealed certain consistent patterns that
considerably reduce the range of architectures likely to
perform well for our specific problem:

e The total number of nodes in the HLs should not
be less than 128. Moreover, dividing a given num-
ber of nodes across multiple layers generally yields
better performance. This trend is observed even
for smaller OLs.

e Beyond a certain point, increasing the size of the
ANN structure does not result in significant per-
formance improvements. However, the size of the

2 Although not strictly required, it is a common practice to use

powers of two for the number of nodes.
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structure is directly correlated with computational
time, both for training the model (assuming the
same batch size and number of epochs) and for
prediction.

Given the importance of computational time in
our work, we determined that ANNs composed of
no fewer than 4 and no more than 6 HLs provide
optimal performance. Furthermore, the number of
nodes in each layer should neither be too small nor
excessively large. By analysing diagnostic figures,
as presented on Figure 3, we found that using 256
to 1024 nodes per layer strikes the ideal balance.
Models with too few nodes were unable to capture
the full complexity of the problem, and the re-
sulting light curves significantly deviated from the
expected ones. On the other hand, models with an
excessively high number of nodes began to suffer
from overfitting, where the ANN performed well
on the training set but produced inferior results
on the validation set. Additionally, a several-fold
increase in the time required for model predictions
was also observed.

The sigmoid and tanh AFs perform poorly when
applied to the OL but show strong performance in
the HLs. In contrast, the linear AF works well for
the OLs but performs poorly in the HLs. Relu ap-
pears to be a versatile AF, functioning effectively
in both the OLs and HLs.

Among all AFs tested, elu showed the best per-
formance when used in the first HL, slightly out-
performing tanh. For the last HL, both tanh
and sigmoid yielded the best overall performance,
however sigmoid surpassed the other AFs in the
remaining HLs.

No significant differences were observed between
the performance of the optimization algorithms
Adam, Adamax, Nadam, and RMSprop. In contrast,
SGD, Adagrad, and Adadelta underperformed. For
subsequent tests, we chose to use the widely
adopted Adam optimizer.

Networks with non-decreasing node counts in the
HLs consistently outperformed those where the
number of nodes decreased at any point.

The choice of batch size and number of epochs sig-
nificantly affects an ANN performance. Smaller
batch sizes can enhance performance by allow-
ing more frequent weight updates and reducing
the risk of getting stuck in a local minimum.

Conversely, larger batch sizes can expedite train-
ing, though they may result in suboptimal solu-
tions and slower convergence, necessitating more
epochs. Training time is directly proportional to
the number of epochs; while it may be tempting
to use a large number of epochs to improve the
accuracy, this can lead to overfitting. The net-
work may perform well on the training set but de-
grade significantly when applied to unseen data.
In our tests, optimal batch sizes ranged from 500
to 1000, with the number of epochs varying from
1000 to several thousand. It is important to note
that smaller batch sizes require more epochs.

To summarize this step, based on our analysis of var-
ious ANN architectures encompassing more than a ten
thousand cases, we determined that the most optimal
architecture for a deep, fully connected ANN, designed
for a regression problem where the goal is to predict a
forward model (in this case, a list of fluxes) based on
given parameters, consists of between 4 and 6 HLs ar-
ranged in a non-decreasing number of nodes, with each
HL containing between 256 and 1024 nodes. The AF
for the first HLs should be either elu or tanh, while
for the remaining layers, we recommend using sigmoid
or tanh. The AF in the OL should be linear. For
the optimization algorithm, we recommend using Adam,
although similar results may be achieved with Adamax,
Nadam, or RMSprop. The recommended batch size is be-
tween 500 and 1000, and the number of epochs must be
selected carefully to avoid overfitting. For large training
sets comprising hundreds of thousands or millions of el-
ements, the required number of epochs will likely range
from several thousand to approximately 10,000.

5. PHOEBE VIA AI

To distinguish the modeling process using the ANN
approach from the physical PHOEBE model, we named
its Al counterpart PHOEBAI, short for PHOEBE via
Al An earlier Al model, EBAI, was introduced by Prsa
et al. (2008) to estimate parameters based on time-series
data.

Before applying an ANN to solve EB light curves, it
is crucial to ensure that the ANN can accurately model
ideal synthetic cases. If the ANN was to fail to produce
reliable results for light curves generated under fully su-
pervised conditions, where every orbital and physical
parameter is known, it cannot be expected to perform
reliably on actual observational data. Therefore, the
ANN must meet a necessary condition, which in this
context can be defined as its ability to model synthetic
data within a required accuracy.
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5.1. Generating the Training Set

To verify that the ANN can accurately model ideal
synthetic light curves, we generated a comprehensive
dataset using PHOEBE. The code accounts for various
atmospheric effects, such as irradiation/reflection, limb
and gravity darkening, and models stellar surfaces us-
ing the Roche approximation. Atmospheric parameters
were computed using Castelli & Kurucz (2004) model
atmospheres for stars with effective temperatures (Tug)
above 3500 K. For stars with Tog < 6600 K, we set the
bolometric gravity darkening coefficient to 0.32 (Lucy
1967) and the bolometric fraction of incident flux to 0.6
(Wilson 1990). For hotter stars, both coefficients were
set to 1.0 (Claret & Bloemen 2011). The main set of
parameters varied in the generated dataset was sampled
from specific initial distributions to capture a wide range
of possible EB configurations: the orbital eccentricity
e was drawn from a uniform distribution #(0.0,0.8);
the cosine of the orbital inclination, cosi, was drawn
from a uniform distribution (cos90°, cos55°); the ar-
gument of periastron, w, was sampled from U(0°, 360°);
the sum of relative radii, (R; + Rz2)/a, was drawn
from 2£(0.04,0.75); and, the radius ratio, Ro/R;, as
well as temperature ratio, T5/Ty, were sampled from
log-normal distributions informed by mass—radius and
mass—temperature relations.

We sampled the mass of the secondary, My, uniformly
between 0.59 and 1.61 M. For each sampled value of
Ms, we determined central values of the secondary ra-
dius and effective temperature using mass-radius and
mass-temperature relations computed based on Table
5 of Pecaut & Mamajek (2013). We then sampled
secondary radius, Rs, and temperature, 15, from log-
normal distributions centered on logarithms of these
central values, with standard deviations 0.075 and 0.05,
respectively. This approach introduces realistic varia-
tions around the tabulated relations to simulate a di-
verse set of stellar properties, e.g., due to evolution on
the main sequence. To maintain physical consistency,
we enforced the conditions Ry < R and Ty < Tj. The
ratios of radii Ro/R; and effective temperatures To /T
were then computed from the sampled values. This
method ensures that the properties of the secondary
component are physically linked to its mass, rather than
being sampled independently, resulting in more physi-
cally realistic binary system models.

Key physical characteristics of the primary were kept
constant to provide a controlled environment for the
ANN learning process. Specifically, the primary’s mass
was fixed at M; = 1.61 Mg, radius at Ry = 1.728 R,
and effective temperature at 77 = 7220 K, correspond-
ing to an FO-type star. This does not cause any loss of

-0.5 0.0 0.5 -0.5 0.0 0.5
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4 FT T T
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[ Initial dist.
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(Ri +R2)/a

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.6 0.8 1.0
Rz/Ry Tz/Ti

Figure 4. Density histograms comparing the initial and
filtered distributions of the main set of parameters during
the step of generating forward models using PHOEBE.

generality because additional networks can be trained
for different primary stars.

For the sampled values of e and w, the corresponding
ranges for esinw and e cosw were between —0.8 and 0.8.
To focus on systems with significant eclipsing events, we
applied a filtering condition cosi < (Ry+ R2)/[a(1l —¢)],
based on the geometric requirement for eclipses to occur.
Additionally, any systems where the amplitude of any
eclipses was smaller than 0.01 were excluded, ensuring
that only systems with significant, observable variations
were included in the training set. A sample of light
curves generated at this stage is presented in Figure 2.

For certain combinations of randomly selected physi-
cal and orbital parameters, the system was not feasible.
The most common issue, particularly in highly eccentric
orbits or when the sum of the relative radii approached
the semi-major axis, was mass transfer through the
Roche lobe from the primary to the secondary (Roche
lobe overflow, RLOF). Such cases were excluded from
the final set of generated models. These factors, along
with the mentioned limits on additional parameters,
caused the filtered distribution of the main set of pa-
rameters to differ from the initial distribution. A com-
parison between these distributions is shown in Figure 4.
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5.2. Optimizers and samplers

In the standard pipeline for solving an EB system with
PHOEBE, there are three main steps: estimation, op-
timization, and sampling (Conroy et al. 2020). During
the estimation step, some parameters can be derived
based on the geometric aspects of the light curve. Us-
ing this estimated solution, the next step involves op-
timizing additional parameters to refine the model fit
to the data. This optimization step requires calculat-
ing multiple forward models (ranging from thousands to
tens of thousands) and because of that can be highly
time-consuming, taking up to a day per object. Af-
ter optimization, MCMC sampling (Goodman & Weare
2010) is employed to explore the hyperspace around the
optimized solution. This step helps detect correlations
between parameters and estimate the heuristic uncer-
tainties of the derived parameters. It is the most time-
intensive part of the analysis, requiring the calculation
of millions of forward models.

Solving an EB using an ANN follows similar steps,
although the estimation and optimization steps may be
merged into a single process. The computational time
for a single forward model is about five orders of magni-
tude shorter using an ANN compared to PHOEBE. This
allows for the optimization over a much larger parameter
hyperspace There is no need for parameter estimation,
as we can efficiently cover a much broader hyperspace
from the start.

In the optimization process, we use the differen-
tial evolution method from the scipy.optimize library
(Virtanen et al. 2020). Generally, we optimize eight pa-
rameters: the main set of six parameters, along with
a flux scale and phase shift. These additional param-
eters are not critical at this stage since all generated
light curves are scaled to have the same baseline flux
of 2.0, and the phase of the superior conjunction is al-
ways set to 0.0. Although the program does not receive
this information as a prior, it consistently converges to
a flux scale near 1.0 and a phase shift close to 0.0. To
sufficiently cover the parameter hyperspace, a large pop-
ulation size (at least 50) is recommended. The objective
function minimized by the optimizer is the x2 function,
defined as:

2(r) = Z [y — y(gﬂk;r)]27

k Tk

where yy, are the data values at the k-th point, y(xg; ) is
the model prediction at the k-th point, evaluated using
the parameters r, and o}, are the uncertainties associated
with each data point.

The process of incorporating PHOEBAI into predic-
tions and comparing them to the data follows this ap-

proach: for a given parameter vector r, the program first
normalizes it using a pre-fitted scaler® and then passes
it to PHOEBALI to predict the light curve. The predicted
light curve is interpolated using cubic interpolation over
a phase range of [—0.75,0.25]. The phase shift is ap-
plied to the input phase values, wrapping values outside
this range back into it. The resulting interpolated model
values are scaled by a flux scale factor.

The results obtained from the optimizer are passed to
the sampler and used to set up the initial vector. The
sampler has a structure similar to the optimizer, but in-
stead of sampling the entire hyperspace and minimizing
the error function, it performs local sampling around the
optimized solution using MCMC. For this, we employ
the emcee library in Python (Foreman-Mackey et al.
2013). The model used in the sampling step differs only
in that it no longer accounts for phase shift, although it
still uses the flux scale factor. The scoring function used
in the MCMC process is the log-probability, defined as:

logp(r | D) =logp(D | r) + log p(r),
where:

e p(r | D) is the posterior probability of the param-
eters r given the data D,

o p(D | r) is the likelihood function,
e p(r) is the prior probability of the parameters.

Assuming Gaussian noise, the likelihood function is
given by:

1 ] l‘/m )]2
=5

k

logp(D | 1)

where yg, y(xg;r), and o are as previously described
for the x? function.

The prior probability p(r) reflects our prior knowledge
of the parameters. In our case, we assumed uniform dis-
tributions within the min-max ranges of the generated
models, ensuring that the ANN operates strictly in an
interpolative manner rather than an extrapolative one.

This step highlights a major advantage of using ANNs
over PHOEBE for model generation. Depending on the
size of the network and the dataset, sampling a single
object takes only a few minutes using a single CPU core.
In contrast, using PHOEBE requires significantly more

3 During ANN training, it is standard practice to normalize input
data using a scaler. When using the ANN to predict a model,
the input parameters must be normalized using the same scaling
factors as those applied during the training and validation phases.
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Figure 5. (Top) Phase-folded light curve of one synthetic dataset with fitted models. The dashed red line represents the
model obtained using ANN, while the solid blue line represents the model obtained with PHOEBE. (Bottom) Residuals after

subtracting the ANN model fluxes from the observed data.
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Figure 6. Histograms of the differences between the ob-
tained parameter values and the true values derived using the
bootstrapping method with PHOEBE. Black dashed lines
denote the zero-point.

time, often on the order of days to weeks, even when
using high performance computing clusters.

Using the same initial distributions as those used for
generating the training set models, we generated a new
synthetic light curve and conducted a full analysis us-
ing both PHOEBAI and PHOEBE. Figure 5 shows the
phase-folded light curve with both fitted models and a
plot of the residuals. Although both models are nearly
identical, the PHOEBAI model exhibits small irregu-
lar oscillations in flux, while the PHOEBE model is
smoother. Both models contain the same number of
points (501).

To assess the robustness and accuracy of parameter
determination for PHOEBE, we performed a bootstrap

analysis. Specifically, a synthetic light curve was gener-
ated for the same system with 2000 data points, from
which 501 points were randomly selected with replace-
ment across 60 iterations. Each resampled light curve
was modeled independently using PHOEBE. We ana-
lyzed the differences between the best-fit model param-
eters (corresponding to the highest log probability) and
the true parameter values. Results are presented in Fig-
ure 6. The parameter determination accuracies were
approximately 3 x 1073, 3 x 1074, 4.5 x 1073, 4 x 1073,
1.3x1072, and 2.5 x 1073 for the main set of parameters.

We also performed modeling process for all bootstrap
subsets using PHOEBALI. Figure 7 shows the combined
posterior distributions of the main six parameters ob-
tained from both methods (blue for PHOEBE and red
for PHOEBALI) across all bootstrap samples. The distri-
butions of all parameters are generally similar between
the two methods; however, some differences are notice-
able. For example, the distributions for most parameters
are slightly broader for PHOEBAI. The positions of the
distributions from PHOEBE and PHOEBALI align well
with the true parameter values (marked by black dots).

5.3. Systematic and statistical errors

To determine the limits of the ANN’s applicability
and estimate both systematic and statistical errors of
the determined parameters, we prepared a separate
dataset consisting of 1,250,000 binaries, with an addi-
tional 100,000 kept as an unseen sample (i.e., they were
never used during the training of the ANN, either in the
training set or validation set). Using this newly gener-
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using ANNs (red) and PHOEBE (blue). Standard deviations are provided above each histogram. Black dots indicate the true

parameter values used to generate the synthetic light curve.

ated dataset, we validated the ANN architecture using
the GridSearchCV* technique from the sklearn library.
The final selected architecture achieved close to the low-
est values for various loss functions and was also one of
the fastest in the tested set. The details of the architec-
ture of this ANN are shown in Figure 8.

4 Unlike RSCV, GridSearchCV tests all combinations of parame-
ters rather than just a random sample.

Next, we conducted tests to examine how various as-
pects of data quality impact the ANN’s performance and
the precision of the solutions obtained using PHOEBALI
First, we tested whether the ANN is data-dependent by
performing cross-validation. Then, using synthetic data
with various levels of injected noise, we analyzed how
this noise affects the accuracy of the obtained parame-
ters and posterior distributions. In a subsequent test,
we examined the relationship between the accuracy of
the determined parameters and their values. Finally, we
evaluated how the number of available data points influ-
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Figure 8. Architecture of the best-performing deep ANN based on cross-validation tests, using 1,000,000 objects for the training
set and 250,000 for the validation set. This ANN contains six HLs, each with 512 nodes. The AF for the first HL is elu, while
sigmoid is used for the remaining HLs. The AF for the OL is linear. The optimization algorithm used is Adam.

ences the spread of the posterior distributions and the
accuracy of the solution.

5.3.1. Cross validation check

The primary objective of this cross-validation test was
to verify whether the performance of our ANN is inde-
pendent of the specific datasets used for training and
validation. We conducted cross-validation by splitting
the entire dataset into five equal parts (validation sets),
with the remaining portion used as the training set. This
process involved training five different ANNs, each us-
ing a different validation set. Two critical checks were
performed: first, comparing learning curves across dif-
ferent models to ensure consistent behavior during train-
ing and validation; and second, comparing the posterior
distributions obtained with the PHOEBAI sampler for
different light curves to assess the stability and accuracy
of the parameter estimation.

The learning curves for both training and validation
datasets are consistent across all models, with no signifi-
cant deviations, indicating that the ANN’s performance
is stable and independent of the specific training and
validation sets used (Fig. 9). For each training session,
we used the same batch size and number of epochs.

The second check involved analyzing the posterior dis-
tributions obtained after modeling four synthetic light
curves, presented in Figure 10. In parallel, we also con-

NN #1
NN #2 |
NN #3
NN #4
1073 ¢ NN #5 3

Loss function

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Learning step

6 . . . .
9000 9200 9400 9600 9800 10000
Learning step

Figure 9. (Top) Learning curves for an ANN trained on
five different subsets of the training set as part of a cross-
validation test. In each variant, the training set consisted of
one million entries, and the validation set of 250,000. In each
variant, the validation set consisted of different objects, and
the training set of the remaining part. (Bottom) Differ-
ences between the various learning curves become noticeable
only when zooming in on the last 1000 steps of the training
session.

ducted a sampling procedure with PHOEBE for these
synthetic light curves. To present these results concisely,
we include a corner plot comparing PHOEBAI with
PHOEBE results (upper panel in Fig. 11) and another
figure with histograms of the posterior distributions for
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Figure 10. Phase-folded synthetic light curves that were
used to evaluate the stability and performance of ANNs dur-
ing cross-validation.

the remaining light curves (lower panel in Fig. 11).
Most of the posterior distributions for the parameters lie
within the 30 range from the peak, indicating reliable
parameter estimation across different datasets. The dis-
tributions from PHOEBE generally aligned well with the
PHOEBALI results, although in some cases, PHOEBE
produced narrower distributions. Notably, the ecosw
parameter consistently showed a narrower distribution
compared to esinw. However, one significant discrep-
ancy was observed, where the PHOEBE distribution for
ecosw deviated significantly from the true value (see
middle row in lower panel of Fig. 11).

5.3.2. Impact of data uncertainties

For this test, we prepared six new objects, each with
15 light curves, varying the injected noise levels in the
flux. As a reminder, all the generated light curves have
a base flux of 2.0, and each light curve contained 501
evenly spaced phase points. We applied white noise with

o values taken from the set ranging from 107% to 5 x
1072, equally spaced on a logarithmic scale. For each
light curve, we performed the modeling process using
PHOEBAI. The final parameter values were taken from
the model with the highest log probability.

We expected lower noise levels to result in more ac-
curate parameter values, which turned out to be true,
but only for significant noise levels, as shown in the top
panel of Figure 12. The intrinsic noise in the ANN pre-
vents parameter values from being determined with ac-
curacy greater than 0.5% for most parameters (0.01%
for ecosw).

The bottom panel of Figure 12 shows the relation-
ship between noise level and standard deviation of the
posterior distribution for each parameter. As expected,
higher noise levels resulted in a greater spread. However,
the consistency of distributions across different networks
and the strong linear correlation are surprising. It is ev-
ident that the lines are nearly parallel to the y = x line.

5.3.3. The impact of parameter values

During model generation for a new dataset, we kept
100,000 objects separate from the training sessions. We
performed a sampling procedure on all light curves from
this “unseen” dataset to evaluate generalizability. Each
light curve contained 501 data points, as before. How-
ever, to make the data more realistic, we added noise
to the flux, representing the typical relative noise level
for TESS EBs at 0.00155 °. As in previous steps, the
final parameter values were taken from the model with
the highest log probability. The results for this step are
presented as 2D histograms in Figure 13.

The plots reveal certain patterns, glitches, and non-
obvious trends that require further discussion:

e ¢ — The most pronounced feature of the plot is the
increasing relative shift with decreasing eccentric-
ity. This behavior is expected, as e has a minimum
value of 0, causing relative values to surge near
this point. Another contributing factor is that,
for nearly-circular orbits, the argument of perias-
tron is poorly determined. Since the model solves
for esinw and e cos w, this limits the precise deter-
mination of e as well.

e w — For most systems, the absolute error is below
one degree, but there is a small group with much
larger shifts. This is due to the fact that, for small

5 We selected 3000 EBs from the Villanova TESS EBs catalog
(Prsa et al. 2022), calculated the average uncertainty for each

object, and used the median of those averages.
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Figure 11. (Top) Corner plot with posterior distributions after sampling the solutions found by all five ANNs during the
cross-validation test (colors match the ones used for learning curves in Fig. 9) and using PHOEBE (black color). Here we present
results for synthetic light curve #4. True values are marked with magenta dashed lines on histograms and magenta dots on 2D
plots. Above the histograms, we provide the average standard deviation of distributions for a given parameter X over all five
ANNs ((U);A(NN) and for the standard deviation of the posterior distribution obtained with PHOEBE (UEHOEBE). (Bottom)
Histograms of posterior distributions of the fitting parameters for the remaining three synthetic light curves. Line colors are
the same as those used in corner plot.
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Figure 13. Two-dimensional histograms showing the differences between the true parameter values and the highest log-
probability estimates. The 2D histograms represent the average parameter shifts and scatter obtained using all five ANNs
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respective absolute or relative differences. The second and third rows present the main set of parameters: esinw, ecosw, cost,
(R1 + R2)/a, R2/R1, and T2 /T1. The color scale represents the logarithm of the number of occurrences in each bin (log V).

eccentricities, w becomes undefined, making any
outcome possible. The other notable features on
the plot are the distinct minima near w = 90° and
w = 270°. As seen on the e cosw plot, this param-
eter can be determined with higher accuracy than
esinw, because it relates to the distance between
the two eclipses. At w = 90° and w = 270°, the
derivative of e cosw reaches its extremes, making
the parameter most sensitive to changes in w. This
means w can be determined with higher accuracy
at these points, resulting in the lowest absolute
shifts.

e i and cosi — Both plots feature a minimum occur-

ring just before ¢ = 90°. This is because, for a sys-
tem with given values of Ry/R; and (R; + Rs2)/a,
a specific range of inclinations will result in total
eclipses. The critical inclination separating total
from partial eclipses is significant, as it induces a
distinctive flattening at minimum brightness in the
light curve. At higher inclinations, the impact on
light curve shape diminishes. The plots also show
arcs near 90 degrees. These represent systems for
which the network yielded an edge value, in this
case, 90°. Such cases occur when the program

fails to find a proper solution, which may result,
for example, from light curve amplitude that is too
small relative to the noise. They can also appear
when a given parameter is strongly correlated with
another parameter.

esinw and ecosw — Both distributions exhibit a
triangular shape, which is more pronounced for
ecosw. This pattern aligns with the plot for e,
where the relative shift stabilizes around e = 0.3,
implying an increase in absolute error. Preci-
sion decreases as esinw and e cosw approach zero
due to fewer systems in this parameter space.
Nevertheless, even at high eccentricities, accuracy
remains acceptable, reaching 102 in the worst
cases.

(Ry 4+ R2)/a — The plot shows a mostly flat distri-
bution. However, similar to e, the relative devia-
tion increases sharply as (R; + Rs)/a approaches
small values. This decrease in accuracy is also in-
fluenced by the fact that, as the value of this pa-
rameter becomes smaller, the number of points in
the eclipses decreases because they last shorter rel-
ative to the orbital period.
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Figure 14. Phase-folded light curves of one of the synthetic objects plotted alongside their respective PHOEBAI-fitted models.
The left-hand plot shows the light curve with 100 data points, while the right-hand plot shows the same curve with 10,000 data
points. Despite the drastic difference in sample size, the obtained parameters are consistent with the true values, which are:
esinw = —0.1726; e cosw = 0.2489; cosi = 0.0871; (R1 + R2)/a = 0.2967; R2/R1 = 0.7485; T> /T = 0.8195.

e Ry/Ry — This plot displays a characteristic split
into two groups, with a horizontal separation
around —2. The lower group primarily con-
sists of systems exhibiting total eclipses. In such
cases, the radius ratio significantly impacts light
curve shape, enabling more accuracy estimation
of Ry/Ry. The second distinct feature is an arc
similar to those seen in the plots of 7 and cosi.
It results from the overrepresentation of systems
for which the network yielded an edge value of the
parameter.

e T5/T; — The plot shows some arcs, which appear as
straight lines when the Y-axis is not in logarithmic
scale. The lines starting at the edges, correspond-
ing to Ty/Ty = 0.6 and T5/Ty = 1.0 (which rep-
resent To = 4200K and T, = 7000K), are due to
the optimizer and sampler reaching their imposed
limits for this parameter. A similar situation oc-
curs for the second edge. The starting point at
T5/T1 ~ 0.94 (T = 6600 K) for the second pair of
lines is related to the limit where atmospheric pa-
rameters change (the transition from convective to
radiative envelopes in main sequence stars) while
generating the models. The program identifies this
value as a convenient local minimum, causing a
small group of EBs to converge on a temperature
ratio close to this value instead of slightly above
or below it.

This test revealed two encouraging findings. First,
there were no spurious or unaccounted-for systematic
effects, and all correlations between the achieved accu-
racy and specific parameter values, as well as any pat-
terns observable in the plots, can be explained. Second,

conducting this test required modeling light curves for
as many as 100,000 EBs, demonstrating that ANN can
be successfully applied even to such a large database.

5.3.4. Impact of data size

In this test, we examined how the number of data
points impacts the sampler performance. We generated
another set of light curves and created multiple versions
with different sample sizes from the set 100, 250, 500,
1000, 2500, 5000, 10000, 25000, 50000, 100000. We gen-
erated 10 objects with randomly selected parameters
and saved 500,000 data points for each object. Then,
we drew random phases to achieve the desired sample
size. As in the previous steps, we included a noise level
of 0.00155 in the fluxes.

Figure 14 shows a comparison of light curves and fitted
models for a single object sampled with 100 and 10,000
data points. Despite the drastically different amount of
data, the obtained parameters remain consistent. Fig-
ure 15 presents the combined results. For each sample
size and each object, the median shift or scatter was
calculated across all five ANNs. The plots show the
minimal, maximal, and median values over all 10 ob-
jects, allowing us to visualize trends and result variabil-
ity. The axes display absolute shifts for ecosw, esinw,
cosi, and relative shifts for (R; + Rz)/a, Ra/R;, and
T5/Ty. The shifts represent the difference between the
true parameter values and the model values with the
highest log probability. The scatter in the lower panel
of Figure 15 represents the standard deviations of the
posterior distributions.

Interestingly, the number of data points does not sig-
nificantly affect the accuracy of the parameter determi-
nation. In the top panel of Figure 15, we observe that
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Figure 15. (Top) Median and max-min range of absolute
and relative shifts of the parameters obtained using PHOE-
BALI for a group of 10 synthetic light curves, plotted against
the sample size. For each sample size, all shifts are aver-
aged over the five ANNs trained during the cross-validation
test. The same range is used for all axes. (Bottom) Me-
dian and max-min range of the posterior distribution scatter
(standard deviation) for the main parameters after MCMC
simulations using PHOEBAI. The median line represents the
average value for all 10 synthetic systems, averaged over all
five ANNs. Black dashed lines represent the theoretical fit
showing that scatter is inversely proportional to the square
root of the number of points.

shifts and their spread remain similar for all tested sam-
ple sizes, with only the smallest size (100 points) show-
ing a noticeable deterioration in parameter estimation
(larger shifts). On the other hand, the scatter of the
posterior distributions, shown in the log-log plot in the
bottom panel of Figure 15, is clearly anticorrelated with
the number of data points. The width of the posterior
distribution scales with N5, following the central limit
theorem, where increasing N reduces the variance of the
posterior as 02/N. This leads to a narrower 410 spread
as more data points are included. To verify this, we in-
cluded A/+v/N lines, where A was a scale factor obtained
by fitting the line to the median values. These two pan-
els in Figure 15 clearly demonstrate why using the scat-
ter of posterior distributions as parameter uncertainties
is unreliable, which is a common practice in the litera-

ture. Even for light curves with 10,000 data points, the
accuracy of parameter determination is similar to that
for 500 points, while the posterior distribution can be
up to an order of magnitude narrower.

5.4. Dilution

In this work, we treat various effects of light contam-
ination under a single term — dilution. This includes
both additional light from sources that cannot be easily
resolved from the system (e.g., a third body) as well as
detector-dependent contamination, where the profile of
a source star is diluted by a different source, for exam-
ple, due to close proximity in the sky or the large pixel
scale of the instrument. In the analysis of EBs, dilution
mainly impacts the amplitude of variability because the
additional flux increases the baseline, while the absolute
change in flux remains the same. To better visualize the
effect of dilution, we present several example light curves
with various levels of dilution in Figure 16. To describe
the strength of the dilution effect, we use the dilution
fraction (D), which describes the fraction of total flux
belonging to the system:

F:
D=_"5
Fs + Fp

where Fg is the source flux and Fg is the additional
flux due to the dilution effect. For D = 1.0, there is
no dilution (all flux comes from the system), while, e.g.,
D = 0.5 means only half of the observed flux comes from
the system.

To evaluate how dilution affects the accuracy of pa-
rameter determination, we ran two tests on the same
sample of about 6000 newly generated light curves us-
ing the same setup as in previous tests. In the first test,
we performed the standard modeling procedure. In the
second test, we added D as a free parameter in the fit-
ting process. For each object in our sample, we modeled
10 versions of the light curve with different dilution frac-
tions, chosen from the set (0.1,1.0) in steps of 0.1.

Figure 17 shows the results of both tests. For each D,
we calculated the median and the 16-84 percentiles of
the distribution of shifts between the obtained parame-
ter values and their true values. Including the dilution
fraction significantly improves the accuracy of param-
eter determination. The first test demonstrates that,
even with weak dilution, the obtained parameter values
deviate significantly from the assumed values. The most
striking example is Ro/R;, which deteriorates rapidly
even with minimal dilution. Parameter e cosw provides
good estimates even under strong dilution because it af-
fects the phase separation of the eclipses rather than the
amplitude of brightness variations.
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Figure 16. Synthetic light curves illustrating the effect of
varying dilution fractions (D) on light curve amplitudes.

esinw €cosw cosi

Absolute Shift
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Figure 17. Median parameter shifts as a function of the
dilution fraction. Red/green lines represent cases with-
out/with D as a free parameter in the model. For each D, we
calculated the median and 16-84 percentile range of the shift
based on the sample of about 6000 synthetic light curves.

For D = 1.0, both tests returned consistent values.
However, as D decreases, the differences between the two
tests increase. Without D as a free parameter, changes
in amplitude must be compensated by adjusting other
parameters. Since the flux scaling factor, used in both
tests, does not affect the relative amplitude of brightness

variations, dilution-induced amplitude changes cannot
be adjusted by modifying a single parameter, such as
cosi. While dilution affects the amplitude, it does not
alter the ratio of primary to secondary eclipse ampli-
tudes, requiring adjustments across several parameters.
In contrast, treating D as a free parameter allows the
program to accurately reproduce the assumed value of
this parameter (see Fig. 21) and recover other param-
eters with similar precision, regardless of the dilution
level.

Figure 18 presents a comparison of true vs. recov-
ered parameter values for two different dilution factors,
D = 0.9 (top) and D = 0.5 (bottom). In both sets of
plots, the second test (with D as a free parameter) pro-
duces very similar results, while the first test (without
D) shows drastic differences. Notably, for D = 0.9, the
Ro/Ry value saturates, with the program returning a
boundary value. For D = 0.5, the lower limit is returned
for nearly all objects. Other parameters, except esinw
and e cosw, also exhibit significant loss of accuracy.

Introducing a new free parameter always risks the
emergence of new degeneracies. To explore this, we ex-
tended the sample of synthetic light curves to approxi-
mately 10,000 and added new D values to the previous
set. Figure 19 presents the shifts for all parameters, in-
cluding e, w, and 7. A slight deterioration in accuracy is
observed at both extremes — first, when comparing the
results for light curves without dilution to those with
even slight dilution, and second, under significant dilu-
tion (when only 10% of the flux comes from the source).
For intermediate values, the accuracy remains roughly
constant.

Figure 20 illustrates how increasing dilution levels in-
fluence the true vs. calculated plot for Re/R;. Similar
plots for other parameters are not shown, as the changes
across different D values are less pronounced. We ob-
serve, that for all cases, except the one with the lowest
dilution fraction, the plots remain similar. Figure 21
depicts the true vs. restored values for D. Most points
align along the identity line, but some cases show signifi-
cant deviations. Particularly curious are cases where no
dilution effect is present, but the program returns solu-
tions with a non-unity dilution factor. Such degeneracies
are unfortunately difficult to avoid when introducing an
additional free parameter into the model. A simple solu-
tion to prevent the incorrect determination of the model
parameters is to avoid using the dilution fraction as a
free parameter if there is strong confidence that a single
source is being observed. Another solution is to impose
a prior distribution on D, which would depend on the
density of the observed field and the brightness of the
examined object.
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Figure 18. Comparison of true versus recovered parameters after modeling about 6000 synthetic light curves using PHOEBAL
Green/red points represent results with/without the dilution factor as a free parameter. Black dashed lines show the y = z line.
The upper/lower sets of plots show results for D = 0.9/D = 0.5.
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Figure 19. Shifts in the obtained parameters (e, w, @
regime) relative to the dilution factor. All points represent
modeling processes that included D as a free parameter. For
each D, we calculated the median and 16-84 percentile range
of shifts based on a sample of 10,000 synthetic light curves.

As demonstrated, in most cases, accounting for the
dilution effect in the analysis is essential for retrieving
accurate parameter values. Even with slight light con-
tamination, the determined parameters can exhibit large
errors. This effect is particularly significant when mod-
eling the light curves of EBs from photometric surveys,
which are often prone to dilution. This is especially rel-
evant for projects using cameras with large pixel scales,
such as TESS (217 /px) or Kepler/K2 (3.98” /px), or for
surveys observing densely populated regions of the sky,
like the OGLE project monitoring the Galactic bulge.

6. DISCUSSION

The results from our tests are highly promising, and
with the validation that the ANNs can reliably stand in
for the complex physical model, we are now prepared to
apply this methodology to actual systems. While the
ANN architecture and training dataset size can remain
unchanged, we will need to train multiple networks to
cover the large range of parameter combinations, such as
the primary component’s effective temperature, radius,
and mass, as well as different passbands and the specific
binary system configurations (e.g., two main sequence
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Figure 20. True vs. obtained values for the R2/R;1 param-
eter in relation to D.

stars versus systems where one component has evolved
to the red giant branch).

Our analysis has established a threshold for the prac-
tical accuracy of the applied ANN. A useful analogy here
is to imagine the model produced by the ANN as having
an intrinsic noise level. This is clearly illustrated in the
top panel of Figure 12 — beyond a certain level of injected
noise, the accuracy of derived results does not improve,
consistent across each network. For the main parameter
set, this threshold level of noise can be approximated as
around 1072, representing the ANN’s “intrinsic noise”.
The achieved accuracy, which can also be regarded as
a systematic error, varies by specific parameter. The
parameter ecosw can be determined with absolute ac-
curacy down to 2x 1075, whereas (R; + R2)/a exhibits a
less accurate relative accuracy, typically no better than
approximately 0.1% even under ideal conditions. Ta-
ble 3 provides statistics for each parameter, where for
each of the five ANNs, we calculated the mean accuracy
across all data points with a noise level below or equal
to 1073, reporting the minimum, median, and maximum
accuracy across all ANNs.

Based on Figures 12 and 15, estimating the measure-
ment uncertainties of derived parameters solely from the
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Table 3. Precision statistics for each parameter across all
ANNs, with noise levels below or equal to 1073, The table
reports minimum, median, and maximum accuracy for each
parameter.

Parameter Min Median Max

esinw 1.03e-03 2.36e-03 3.27e-03
ecosw 8.04e-05 9.65e-05 3.95e-04
cos1 2.84e-04 7.33e-04 1.94e-03
(R1+4 R2)/a 1.10e-03  3.03e-03 9.12¢-03
Ry/R: 5.39e-04 1.08e-03 5.61e-03
T2/ T 6.29e-04  2.03e-03 3.56e-03

posterior distribution spread can be misleading. Even a
well-sampled light curve with minimal uncertainty per
data point does not allow parameter estimation beyond
the systematic error determined earlier, despite poten-
tially low standard deviations in the posterior distribu-
tion from the MCMC sampling suggesting otherwise.
Conversely, when the available data points are limited
(fewer than 1,000) or when the light curve exhibits sub-
stantial noise (with relative levels exceeding 0.5 x 107%),
statistical error begins to dominate over the systematic
error, which is apparent in the declining parameter ac-

curacy in the upper panels of both figures mentioned
above.

One of the main motivations for this study was to im-
prove the speed of obtaining the estimation of the main
set of parameters and their posterior PDFs. To com-
pare the times in the most comprehensive way, we used
the exact settings for both sampler (the same number of
walkers and epochs, which were 80 and 500, respectively,
and the same set of initial vectors) and the exact hard-
ware configuration (96 CPUs, Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold
6240R CPU @ 2.40GHz). The average time for both
samplers were 2.16 + 0.36 s for ANNs and 21.63 + 1.41
h for PHOEBE. Thus, at a given stage, the speed-up is
above 10* times.

7. CONCLUSIONS

To address the pressing issue of high computational
demands for fully modeling the light curves of eclipsing
binary systems, we developed an ANN capable of effi-
ciently predicting forward models based on a defined set
of principal parameters, specifically e sinw, e cosw, cos1,
(Ry + Rz)/a, Ry /Ry, and Tg/Tl.

Our initial objective was to identify an ANN ar-
chitecture that achieves an optimal balance between
accuracy and computational efficiency. Utilizing the
RandomizedSearchCV method, we explored various
ANN configurations to determine how well they pre-
dicted forward models, in this case, a regression task
focused on predicting flux values based on input param-
eters. We found that the ideal architecture comprises
six hidden layers, each with 512 nodes. The activation
function for the first hidden layer is elu, with sigmoid
functions for the remaining hidden layers and a linear
activation function at the output layer. This configu-
ration proved effective in capturing the complexity of
the problem while maintaining high efficiency, and we
identified potential optimization patterns applicable to
similar regression tasks (see Sect. 4.3).

Prior to applying the ANN to real eclipsing binary
data, we verified its accuracy in modeling synthetic light
curves. This controlled setup, where all physical and or-
bital parameters were known, allowed us to identify and
quantify systematic errors, which might otherwise have
gone undetected. Using a large dataset of 1.25 million
generated models, we conducted cross-validation tests
to confirm that the ANN’s performance is not signif-
icantly dependent on the specific training subset used
(see Sect. 5.3.1). For a randomly selected synthetic
light curve sample, we compared the results from the
ANN to those obtained through traditional modeling
with PHOEBE, demonstrating strong agreement.
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In further analyses, we assessed the impact of data
uncertainty (Sect. 5.3.2) and sample size (Sect. 5.3.4)
on the accuracy of parameter estimates and the scat-
ter in their posterior distributions. We found that the
systematic error is comparable to white noise, with a
relative sigma level of approximately one part per thou-
sand. Additionally, the average posterior distribution
scatter scales with the noise level. We observed that,
beyond a sample size of 200 data points, the number of
points does not significantly affect parameter accuracy.
However, the posterior scatter is inversely proportional
to the square root of the sample size, in alignment with
theoretical expectations.

Using an unseen set of 100,000 generated models, we
applied the ANN modeling process to investigate po-
tential systematic errors related to parameter values
within the primary set (Sect. 5.3.3). With few excep-
tions, the accuracy of derived parameters generally does
not show notable dependency on the parameter values
themselves. The most significant deviation was observed
for the Ry/R; parameter when comparing systems with
and without total eclipses; in the latter case, the rel-
ative accuracy improved by up to an order of magni-
tude. We also noted reduced relative accuracy for e and
(Ry + R2)/a, likely due to their lower limit proximity to
zZero.

Additionally, we explored the impact of light con-
tamination (dilution effect) on parameter accuracy
(Sect. 5.4). Even minimal dilution caused the ANN-
derived results to deviate substantially from the ex-
pected values. We quantified dilution through a dilu-
tion fraction, D, and addressed the issue by including
D as an additional fitting parameter, applied post-ANN
light curve prediction. While introducing an extra pa-
rameter could risk new degeneracies, we found that, for

the majority of tested synthetic light curves, the model
effectively recovered both the true values of the main
parameters and the correct D value, even under strong
dilution conditions.

Our tests demonstrated that the current ANN imple-
mentation achieves a speed-up of over four orders of
magnitude. However, there remains potential for fur-
ther optimization through refining the ANN architecture
and employing more advanced algorithms for forward
model computations, which could enhance this speed-up
even further. While this acceleration primarily benefits
the sampling process, it’s important to note that the
estimation and optimization of model parameters also
gain from bypassing forward model computations with
PHOEBE.

A natural next step is to apply this optimized ANN
framework to estimate the primary parameter set for de-
tached EBs cataloged in surveys such as OGLE, TESS,
and KEPLER/K2. Achieving this, however, will re-
quire training new networks on datasets generated over
a broader parameter range, particularly for parameters
with secondary effects on light curve morphology.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The development of PHOEBE has been made possible
through the NSF AAG grants #1517474 and #1909109
and NASA 17-ADAP17-68, which we gratefully ac-
knowledge. This research was funded by NASA grant
23-ADAP23-0068 and carried out as part of the research
project no. BPN/BEK/2023/1/00067, funded by the
Polish National Agency for Academic Exchange under
the Bekker NAWA 2023 program.

Software:  Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.
2018), matplotlib (Hunter 2007), numpy (Oliphant
2006), scipy (Virtanen et al. 2020),

REFERENCES

Abadi, M., Agarwal, A., Barham, P., et al. 2015,
TensorFlow: Large-Scale Machine Learning on

Heterogeneous Systems. https://www.tensorflow.org/

Arenou, F. 2011, in American Institute of Physics
Conference Series, Vol. 1346, American Institute of
Physics Conference Series, ed. J. A. Docobo, V. S.
Tamazian, & Y. Y. Balega, 107-121,

doi: 10.1063/1.3597593

Astropy Collaboration, Price-Whelan, A. M., Sip6cz, B. M.,
et al. 2018, AJ, 156, 123, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881 /aabc4f

Bailer-Jones, C. A. L., Rybizki, J., Fouesneau, M.,
Mantelet, G., & Andrae, R. 2018, AJ, 156, 58,
doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aach21

Balki, I., Amirabadi, A., Levman, J., et al. 2019, Canadian

Association of Radiologists Journal, 70, 344,

doi: 10.1016/j.carj.2019.06.002


https://www.tensorflow.org/
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.3597593
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aabc4f
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aacb21
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.carj.2019.06.002

THE EBAI ProOJECT. II. 25

Barclay, T., Huber, D., Rowe, J. F., et al. 2012, ApJ, 761,
53, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/761/1/53

Borucki, W. J.; Koch, D., Basri, G., et al. 2010, Science,
327, 977, doi: 10.1126/science.1185402

Castelli, F., & Kurucz, R. L. 2004, ArXiv Astrophysics
e-prints

Chollet, F., et al. 2015, Keras, https://keras.io

Claret, A., & Bloemen, S. 2011, A&A, 529, AT75,
doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201116451

Conroy, K. E., Prsa, A., Stassun, K. G., et al. 2014, AJ,
147, 45, doi: 10.1088/0004-6256/147/2/45

Conroy, K. E.; Kochoska, A., Hey, D., et al. 2020, ApJS,
250, 34, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/abb4e2

Consortium, G. 2023, Gaia Data Release Scenario,
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/release

Duchéne, G., & Kraus, A. 2013, ARA&A, 51, 269,
doi: 10.1146/annurev-astro-081710-102602

Foreman-Mackey, D., Agol, E., Ambikasaran, S., & Angus,
R. 2017, AJ, 154, 220, doi: 10.3847/1538-3881/aa9332

Foreman-Mackey, D., Hogg, D. W., Lang, D., & Goodman,
J. 2013, PASP, 125, 306, doi: 10.1086,/670067

Freeman, J. A., & Skapura, D. M. 1991, Neural networks:
algorithms, applications, and programming techniques
(Redwood City, CA, USA: Addison Wesley Longman
Publishing Co., Inc.)

Gaia Collaboration, Brown, A. G. A., Vallenari, A., et al.
2021, A&A, 649, A1, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202039657

Goodman, J., & Weare, J. 2010, Communications in
Applied Mathematics and Computational Science, 5, 65,
doi: 10.2140/camcos.2010.5.65

Hambleton, K. M., Kurtz, D. W., Prsa, A., et al. 2013,

MNRAS, 434, 925, doi: 10.1093 /mnras/stt886

Huber, D. 2015, in Astrophysics and Space Science Library,
Vol. 408, Giants of Eclipse: The { Aurigae Stars and
Other Binary Systems, 169,
doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-09198-3_7

Hunter, J. D. 2007, Computing in Science and Engineering,
9, 90, doi: 10.1109/MCSE.2007.55

Lucy, L. B. 1967, ZA, 65, 89

Luri, X., Brown, A. G. A., Sarro, L. M., et al. 2018, A&A,
616, A9, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201832964

Moe, M., & Di Stefano, R. 2017, ApJS, 230, 15,
doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/aa6fb6

Oliphant, T. E. 2006, A guide to NumPy, Vol. 1 (Trelgol
Publishing USA)

Orosz, J. A. 2015, in Astronomical Society of the Pacific
Conference Series, Vol. 496, Living Together: Planets,
Host Stars and Binaries, ed. S. M. Rucinski, G. Torres, &
M. Zejda, 55. https://arxiv.org/abs/1503.07295

Pecaut, M. J., & Mamajek, E. E. 2013, ApJS, 208, 9,
doi: 10.1088,/0067-0049,/208/1/9

Pedregosa, F., Varoquaux, G., Gramfort, A., et al. 2011,
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 12, 2825

Prsa, A., Guinan, E. F., Devinney, E. J., et al. 2008, ApJ,
687, 542, doi: 10.1086/591783

Prsa, A., & Zwitter, T. 2005, ApJ, 628, 426,
doi: 10.1086,/430591

Prsa, A. 2018, Modeling and Analysis of Eclipsing Binary
Stars; The theory and design principles of PHOEBE
(Institute of Physics), doi: 10.1088/978-0-7503-1287-5

Prsa, A., Zhang, M., & Wells, M. 2019, PASP, 131, 068001,
doi: 10.1088/1538-3873/ab0f41

Prsa, A., Kochoska, A., Conroy, K. E., et al. 2022, ApJS,

258, 16, doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/ac324a


http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/761/1/53
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1185402
https://keras.io
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201116451
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/147/2/45
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/abb4e2
https://www.cosmos.esa.int/web/gaia/release
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-astro-081710-102602
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aa9332
http://doi.org/10.1086/670067
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202039657
http://doi.org/10.2140/camcos.2010.5.65
http://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stt886
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09198-3_7
http://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
http://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201832964
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/aa6fb6
https://arxiv.org/abs/1503.07295
http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/208/1/9
http://doi.org/10.1086/591783
http://doi.org/10.1086/430591
http://doi.org/10.1088/978-0-7503-1287-5
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/ab0f41
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/ac324a

26 WRoONA & PRSA

Raghavan, D., McAlister, H. A., Henry, T. J., et al. 2010,

ApJS, 190, 1, doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/190/1/1

Ricker, G. R., Winn, J. N., Vanderspek, R., et al. 2015,
Journal of Astronomical Telescopes, Instruments, and

Systems, 1, 014003, doi: 10.1117/1.JATIS.1.1.014003

Ridden-Harper, R., Rest, A., Hounsell, R., et al. 2021,
arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2111.15006,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2111.15006

Roy, S., & Dubey, J. 2022, in Artificial Intelligence, ed.
A. A. Sk, T. Turki, T. K. Ghosh, S. Joardar, &
S. Barman (Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland),

191-201

Russell, H. N. 1948, in Harvard Observatory Monographs,

Vol. 7 (Harvard Observatory), 181

Slawson, R. W., Prsa, A., Welsh, W. F. et al. 2011, AJ,

142, 160, doi: 10.1088/0004-6256,/142/5/160

Tokovinin, A. 2014, AJ, 147, 86,

doi: 10.1088/0004-6256,147/4/86

Torres, G., Andersen, J., & Giménez, A. 2010, A&A Ry,
18, 67, doi: 10.1007/500159-009-0025-1

Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020,
Nature Methods, 17, 261, doi: 10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2

Virtanen, P., Gommers, R., Oliphant, T. E., et al. 2020,
Nature Methods, 17, 261,
doi: https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2

Vogt, F. P. A., Bond, H. E., Cracraft, M. M., et al. 2014, in
American Astronomical Society Meeting Abstracts, Vol.
223, American Astronomical Society Meeting Abstracts
4223, 154.18

Wells, M., Prsa, A., Jones, L., & Yoachim, P. 2017, PASP,
129, 065003, doi: 10.1088/1538-3873/aa682a

Wells, M. A., & Prsa, A. 2021, ApJS, 253, 32,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4365/abd5ba
Welsh, W. F., Orosz, J. A., Short, D. R., et al. 2015, ApJ,

809, 26, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/809/1/26
Wilson, R. E. 1990, ApJ, 356, 613, doi: 10.1086/168867
Wilson, R. E., & Devinney, E. J. 1971, ApJ, 166, 605,

doi: 10.1086/150986


http://doi.org/10.1088/0067-0049/190/1/1
http://doi.org/10.1117/1.JATIS.1.1.014003
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2111.15006
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/142/5/160
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-6256/147/4/86
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00159-009-0025-1
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
http://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/aa682a
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4365/abd5ba
http://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/809/1/26
http://doi.org/10.1086/168867
http://doi.org/10.1086/150986

	Introduction
	Artificial neural networks
	Parametrizing the network
	Training the neural network
	The size of the training set
	PHOEBE models generator
	Structure of the artificial neural network

	PHOEBE via AI
	Generating the Training Set
	Optimizers and samplers
	Systematic and statistical errors
	Cross validation check
	Impact of data uncertainties
	The impact of parameter values
	Impact of data size

	Dilution

	Discussion
	Conclusions

