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We introduce a technique to enhance the reliability of gravitational wave parameter estimation
results produced by machine learning. We develop two independent machine learning models based
on the Vision Transformer to estimate effective spin and chirp mass from spectrograms of gravita-
tional wave signals from binary black hole mergers. To enhance the reliability of these models, we
utilize attention maps to visualize the areas our models focus on when making predictions. This
approach enables demonstrating that both models perform parameter estimation based on physi-
cally meaningful information. Furthermore, by leveraging these attention maps, we demonstrate a
method to quantify the impact of glitches on parameter estimation. We show that as the models
focus more on glitches, the parameter estimation results become more strongly biased. This sug-
gests that attention maps could potentially be used to distinguish between cases where the results
produced by the machine learning model are reliable and cases where they are not.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the first detection of gravitational waves from
a binary black hole merger on September 14, 2015 [1],
observations by LIGO [2] and Virgo [3] have continued.
Combining the results of the O1, 02, and O3 observation
runs, a total of 90 gravitational wave events have been de-
tected [4-6]. With future improvements in the sensitivity
of the LIGO and Virgo detectors, and with the partici-
pation of detectors like KAGRA [7] and LIGO-India [8],
the number of detected events is expected to continue
increasing [9)].

In gravitational wave data analysis, when the grav-
itational wave source is a binary merger event, once
a detection is made, a parameter estimation based on
Bayesian inference is performed [10]. To estimate the
posterior distribution, parameter space sampling is typi-
cally performed using stochastic sampling methods such
as MCMC [11] or Nested Sampling [12]. Tools such as
LALInference [13] and Bilby [14] have been developed
to implement these algorithms. However, these meth-
ods face the challenge of significant computational costs,
primarily due to the time required for waveform gener-
ation and likelihood function evaluation. Depending on
the signal duration and the complexity of the waveform
model, it is known that the total time required for esti-
mation can extend to several days per event for binary
black hole mergers [4] and even several weeks for binary
neutron star mergers [15]. This problem is expected to
become more serious as the number of detected gravita-
tional wave events increases exponentially in the future
[16].

Several efforts have recently been made to reduce the
computational cost of gravitational wave parameter es-
timation using machine learning. In [17], the authors
achieved fast analysis by using a CNN to estimate the
mass parameters of binary black hole mergers. Addition-
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ally, for the events in GWTC-1, they confirmed that the
results were consistent with the posterior distributions
obtained from LALInference.

In [18] and [19], Bayes’ rule is applied to enable net-
work training using only samples from the prior distribu-
tion and gravitational wave likelihood. This approach al-
lows for the estimation of posterior distributions without
the need for posterior samples during training. As noted
above, likelihood evaluation requires significant computa-
tional costs. Therefore, these so-called “likelihood-free“
methods are highly valuable, leading to the exploration
of many potential applications [20-22]. A notable exam-
ple is the DINGO framework [23], which uses normaliz-
ing flows to estimate all 15 parameters of BBH mergers,
achieving results consistent with the posterior distribu-
tions obtained from LALInference. In the DINGO frame-
work, the neural network is conditioned not only on the
strain data but also on the power spectral density (PSD)
of the detector noise, effectively addressing the fact that
detector noise varies from event to event. This excellent
framework has also been expanded to parameter estima-
tion for binary neutron stars [24]. Therefore, machine
learning is progressing toward practical applications not
only in gravitational wave detection and glitch classifica-
tion but also in parameter estimation (See, e.g., [25-28]).
(For typical approaches that do not use machine learning,
such as reduced-order modeling, efficient sampling meth-
ods, and others, see, e.g., [29-32] and references therein.)

When applying machine learning to gravitational wave
parameter estimation, it is important to consider the
“black-box“ problem [33, 34]. Because machine learn-
ing models learn from large amounts of data and au-
tonomously generate outputs, their decision-making pro-
cess is unclear. For example, even if there are significant
noises such as glitches nearby gravitational wave signals,
machine learning models generate outputs without warn-
ing. For another example, it has not been sufficiently
verified whether the models are focusing on physically
meaningful information.

In this work, we visualized attention maps of a Vision
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Transformer(ViT) [35]. Attention maps show the areas
a machine learning model focuses on when it makes pre-
dictions, thereby improving the reliability of outputs.

II. METHOD

Our main purpose is to verify whether the machine
learning models focus on physically meaningful informa-
tion through the Attention Maps. Therefore, we used
the spectrogram as it is intuitive to understand, making
it easier to review and discuss the results afterward. As a
first step, we build models to estimate the effective spin
and chirp mass of binary black hole mergers. To exam-
ine the differences in attention regions for the estimation
of each parameter, we prepared two independent models.
In this section, we describe the details of the dataset used
for training our models.

A. GW dataset generation

For the generation of CBC waveforms, we used Py-
CBC [36] with the SEOBNRv4_opt [37] waveform model.
Our models were trained with parameters from Tab I. Al-
though some parameters are restricted, we chose a simple
configuration for the sake of simplicity, considering our
main purpose.

Regarding the data generation procedure, we first cre-
ated strain data by injecting a waveform into 4 second
long data of stationary Gaussian noise colored by the
LIGO design sensitivity (aLIGOZeroDetHighPower) [36].
During this process, the central time of the noise data was
aligned with the merger time of the waveform. Then, we
whitened the strain and applied a constant-Q transform
to create the spectrogram. (In the whitening process,
we cut the first and last 0.5 seconds of data to minimize
possible edge effects.)

This spectrogram covers a frequency range of fii, =
20 [Hz] to fmax = 1024 [Hz] and includes 3 seconds of
data. Following this process, we generated 10,000 spec-
trograms and split them into training and validation sets
in a 9:1 ratio to train the models.

Range
Source-frame chirp mass M /Mg (20, 40]
Mass ratio ¢ [0.4, 1.0]
Effective spin Yes [-0.88, 0.88]
Luminosity distance dr,/Mpc [50, 600]
Inclination angle 6N [0, 7]
Polarization angle 1 [0, 7]

TABLE I: Parameters used to create the training and val-
idation datasets. M, q, Xesr, 0N, and 9 are uniformly
distributed. Source-frame component masses mq,ms, are
determined from M and ¢, while the dimensionless pro-
jections of the individual BH spins y; and yxo are de-
termined from Yeg. The luminosity distance dj, and the
sky position (right ascension o and declination 4) are set
to ensure a uniform distribution of gravitational wave
sources within a sphere.

B. Training and validation

We used Data-efficient Image Transformers (DeiT)
[38], which is a model based on ViT. DeiT successfully re-
duces the computational cost of training while maintain-
ing accuracy by utilizing knowledge distillation [39] and
data augmentation. We used DeiT models pre-trained on
ImageNet [40] and trained it on the dataset we created.

Our models were trained for 50 epochs with a batch
size of 16. The Adam optimizer [41] was used for opti-
mization. Fig. 1 and 2 presents scatter plots illustrating
the relationship between predicted and actual values for
the validation dataset, after 50 epochs of training and
validation.

Based on these results, it was confirmed that our mod-
els successfully learned the characteristics of the effective
spin and chirp mass. The training took approximately
one hour on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090.
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FIG. 1: A predicted vs actual plot after 50 epochs for the
effective spin estimation model. The model was trained
for 50 epochs with a learning late of 1 x 10~* and a batch
size of 16.
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FIG. 2: A predicted vs actual plot after 50 epochs for the
chirp mass estimation model. The model was trained for
50 epochs with a learning late of 5 x 10~ and a batch
size of 16.



C. Evaluation of uncertainty

To evaluate the uncertainty in the predictions of our
models, we developed an uncertainty evaluation method
based on a primitive Monte Carlo approach. The
flowchart of this method is shown in Fig. 3.

(1) Initially, a waveform was generated using param-
eters consistent with the estimates obtained from LAL-
Inference for GW150914. After injecting this waveform
into stationary Gaussian noises colored by the same PSD
as in section IT A, a constant-Q transform was applied to
create a spectrogram.

(2) Using this spectrogram as input to our models, we
estimated the effective spin and chirp mass.

(3) Subsequently, a waveform was generated based on
the values estimated in (2). For parameters that were
not estimated, the values were set to those used in (1).
This waveform was injected into stationary Gaussian
noises colored by the same PSD as in section ITA, and
a constant-Q transform was applied to create spectro-
grams. In this way, we created an uncertainty evaluation
dataset that contains 1,000 spectrograms.

(4) We evaluated absolute errors by using our models
to make predictions on this dataset. Then we calculated
90% confidence intervals for our models.

(1) Generation of simulated GW150914 data

ML Model (GISIUE
Effective spin

(CISLEE ML Model

Chirp mass

l (2) Estimate l
Xeff

S

(3) Generation of uncertainty evaluation datasets

FIG. 3: Flow chart of uncertainty evaluation.

III. RESULTS

A. Prediction results

Tab. IT shows the 90% confidence intervals, while Fig. 4
and 5 illustrate the distributions of absolute errors. In
Tab. II, it can be seen that the predictions of our mod-
els were approximately consistent with those obtained
by LALInference for GW150914. However, we did not
analyze real GW events, and since the PSD used corre-
sponds to the design sensitivity, this represents the result
of a rough comparison.

The total estimation time was approximately six min-
utes, confirming that computational costs can be signifi-
cantly reduced. This method does not require extensive
waveform generation and likelihood evaluations, making
it feasible to achieve a similar order of efficiency when
applied to real GW data.

Our models LALInference
Xeft —0.09+9-07 —0.0919-19
M/Mg 276798 279723

TABLE II: Comparisons of predictions between our mod-
els and LALInference. Our results provide the 90% con-
fidence intervals, while the LALInference results are the
90% credible intervals estimated using the EOBNR wave-
form, as reported in [42]. Note that we used stationary
Gaussian noise and assuming design sensitivity.
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FIG. 4: Histogram of absolute error for the effective spin
estimation model. The absolute errors are calculated
from the effective spins estimated in section II C-(4) and
the estimated value in section IIC-(2).
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FIG. 5: Histogram of absolute error for the chirp mass
spin estimation model. The absolute errors are calculated
from the chirp masses estimated in section ITC-(4) and
the estimated value in section IIC-(2).



B. Attention Map

We generated attention maps for the 1,000 spectro-
grams used in the uncertainty evaluation described in
section IIC. To illustrate the overall trend, we created
a composite figure by overlaying these attention maps
(Fig. 6). It can be seen that the effective spin estimation
model appears to focus primarily on the mid-frequency
range, whereas the chirp mass estimation model focuses
on the low-frequency range.

Each intrinsic binary parameter has a specific fre-
quency range where its information predominantly comes
from. It is known that the chirp mass tends to appear
more prominently at lower frequencies, while the effective
spin shows its effect at mid-to-high frequencies [43, 44].
From the attention map results, we confirmed that our
models focus on the ranges where the effects of each pa-
rameter are predominant. These results suggest that the
predictions of our models are based on physically mean-
ingful information.
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FIG. 6: Attention maps for the uncertainty evaluation
dataset of simulated GW150914. (a) An example of input
data. (b) Composite of 1000 overlaid attention maps for
effective spin estimation. (c¢) Composite for chirp mass.
All attention maps are composed of 14x14 pixels and
are resized to match the 224 x224 resolution of the input
data using bilinear interpolation.

C. Attention Maps for a longer GW signal

To more clearly see the differences in the attention re-
gions of the two models, we conducted the same anal-
ysis using a waveform characterized by a large effective
spin and a small chirp mass, which results in a relatively
longer signal duration.

We generated a waveform with an effective spin of 0.8
and a source-frame chirp mass of 22M), and performed
uncertainty evaluation following the same procedure as
in section ITC. We then created a composite figure by
overlaying 1000 attention maps (Fig. 7). It can be seen
that the two models are focusing on the mid-frequency
range and low-frequency range, respectively.
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FIG. 7: Attention maps for the uncertainty evaluation
dataset of simulated longer GW event. (a) An example
of input data. (b) composite of 1000 overlaid attention
maps for effective spin estimation. (¢) Composite for
chirp mass. All attention maps are composed of 14x14
pixels and are resized to match the 224x224 resolution
of the input data using bilinear interpolation.

IV. APPLICATION OF ATTENTION MAPS
FOR EVALUATING THE IMPACT OF GLITCHES

In real strain data, transient noise artifacts, commonly
known as glitches, occasionally occur nearby gravita-



tional wave signals [45-47]. These glitches are prob-
lematic as they not only generate false-positive candi-
dates [48, 49] but also bias parameter estimation [50-53].
Therefore, to apply machine learning to the parameter es-
timation of gravitational waves, it is essential to properly
evaluate the impact of glitches and enhance the reliability
of the results.

In this study, we demonstrate the potential of utiliz-
ing attention maps to quantify the impact of glitches on
parameter estimation.

A. Method

We injected glitches into the simulated GW150914
data and applied the same uncertainty evaluation method
as in section IIC to estimate the extent to which
our model’s predictions would be biased if glitches were
present in the simulated GW event. Furthermore, we ex-
amined the relationship between the Attention Map and
the prediction results.

For simplicity, we modeled glitches by sine-Gaussian
waveforms [54]. The sine-Gaussian waveform can be writ-
ten in the time domain as

_=tg)?
hsg = Asge™ @ cos (2 fo(t — to)) (1)
Agg is an overall amplitude, ¢y and fo are the location of
the sine-Gaussian in time and frequency, respectively, Q
is the dimensionless quality factor.

In real GW data analysis, it is problematic when
glitches directly overlap GW signals as in the case of
GW170817 [15]. However, injecting around the merger
phase seemed likely to cause significant bias, thereby
making it difficult to identify clear trends. Therefore,
we selected Q = 1074, fo = 40 [Hz] and ¢ty = 1.0 [3]
to configure the glitches to slightly overlap with the in-
spiral phase. For the amplitude Ay,, we prepared three
glitches with amplitudes of 0.5A4, 0.8 A, and 1A, using the
maximum amplitude A of the simulated GW signal. In
this manner, we generated spectrograms for three simu-
lated GW events with injected glitches. Fig. 8 presents
an example.
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FIG. 8  An example spectrogram of simulated
GW150914 data with an injected glitch of amplitude 1A.

B. Predictions

We compared the prediction results from section IITA
with three simulated GW events with glitches of three
different amplitudes.

Tab. III shows the 90% confidence intervals, while
Fig. 9 and 10 illustrates the distributions of the predicted
values. It can be seen that for both effective spin and
chirp mass, glitches with larger amplitudes more strongly
biased parameter estimation. This tendency is also com-
monly seen in conventional methods.

No glitches 0.5A 0.8A 1A
Xeft —0.097095  —0.097007  —0.07F59%  0.04700%
M/Mo 276705 305108 326705 333407

TABLE III: 90% confidence intervals for a simulated
GW150914 event without glitches and for three simu-
lated GW events with varying glitch amplitudes.
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FIG. 9: Histograms of the predicted effective spins for

a simulated GW150914 event without glitches and for

three simulated GW events with varying glitch ampli-

tudes. The solid vertical lines are the median estimates

by LALInference [42].
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C. Attention Map

Our goal here is to demonstrate the potential use of
Attention Maps for evaluating the impact of glitches on
parameter estimation.

Fig. 11 and 12 shows the Attention Maps for a sim-
ulated GW150914 event without glitches and for three
simulated GW events with varying glitch amplitudes. It
can be seen that as the amplitude of the glitch increases,
the attention around 1.0 seconds and 40 Hz, where the
glitch was injected, also becomes larger.

Furthermore, to quantify the impact of glitches to some
extent, we calculated the total attention values for each
time point. The distribution is shown in Fig. 13 and 14.
The figures illustrate that as the amplitude of the glitch
increases, the attention values around it also tend to in-
crease.
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FIG. 13: Distributions of the total attention values com-
puted at each time point for effective spin estimation
model. All attention values are normalized by scaling be-
tween 0 and 1. Additionally, smoothing was performed
using a 1D Gaussian filter to account for the resolution
of the attention map.
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FIG. 14: Distributions of the total attention values com-
puted at each time point for chirp mass estimation model.

V. CONCLUSION

We developed two machine learning models based on
the Vision Transformer to estimate effective spin and
chirp mass from spectrograms of gravitational wave sig-
nals. Predictions of our models for simulated GW150914
were consistent with those obtained by LALInference
for GW150914. The total estimation time was approxi-
mately six minutes, confirming that computational costs
can be significantly reduced. This is an easier task than
using observational data, which includes real noise, and
therefore does not allow for a rigorous comparison. How-
ever, regarding the total estimation time, it is feasible
to achieve a similar level of efficiency when applied to
real GW data, as this method does not require extensive
waveform generation or likelihood evaluations.

We analyzed the differences in the attention regions
between the effective spin estimation model and the chirp
mass estimation model using attention maps. As a result,
we confirmed that our models focus on the ranges where
the effects of each parameter are predominant. These
results suggest that the predictions of our models are
based on physically meaningful information.

Currently, our results only indicate that the attention
regions of our models are roughly consistent with the
ranges where the effects of each parameter are predomi-
nant. By applying the fisher analysis conducted in [44], it
may be possible to quantitatively demonstrate the degree
to which they are consistent.

Furthermore, we demonstrated the potential of utiliz-
ing attention maps to quantify the impact of glitches on
parameter estimation. As a result, we found that as the
models focus more on glitches, the parameter estimation
results become more strongly biased. This suggests that
attention maps could potentially be used to distinguish
between cases where the results produced by the machine
learning model are reliable and cases where they are not.

It would be interesting to explore including data with
glitches in the training set as a way to develop a model
that is robust to glitches. In such a model, attention
may not be directed toward the glitches. It would also be
interesting to analyze the Attention Maps of our models
after applying the glitch mitigation methods proposed in,
e.g., [55].
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FIG. 11: Attention maps for effective spin estimation model. (a) A simulated GW150914 without glitches.
Simulated GW events with glitch amplitudes of (b) 0.5A, (c) 0.8A, and (d) 1A.
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