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The spins of black holes in binaries measured with gravitational waves provide insights about
the formation, evolution, and dynamics of these systems. The imprint of spin in the inspiral,
where the black holes are well-separated, is understood through analytic equations for the binary
dynamics. During the merger phase, the binary dynamics can only be studied with numerical
relativity simulations. Though such simulations provide an exact solution (to within numerical
error), the imprint of the full six spin degrees of freedom on the signal is not transparent. In
the absence of analytic expressions for the merger, here we propose a waveform-based approach.
Leveraging a neural network to efficiently calculate mismatches between waveforms, we identify
regions in the parameter space of spins and mass ratio that result in low mismatches and thus
similar waveforms. We map these regions with a Gaussian fit, thus identifying correlations between
the mass ratio and spins and quantifying their strength. For low-mass, inspiral-dominated systems,
we recover the known physical imprint: larger aligned spins are correlated with more equal masses
as they have opposite effects on the inspiral length. For high-mass, merger-dominated signals, a
qualitatively similar correlation is present, though its shape is altered and strength decreases with
increasing total mass. Correlations between in-plane spins and mass ratio follow a similar trend,
with their shape and strength altered as the mass increases. Waveform-based correlation mapping
can motivate effective spin parameters and reveal the imprint of spins on signals for which no simple
analytic descriptions exist.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quasicircular black hole binaries (BBHs) observed
through gravitational waves (GWs) by LIGO [1],
Virgo [2], and KAGRA [3] are characterized by the com-
ponent masses and spins. Though less well measured
than the masses, the magnitudes and directions of the
BH spins carry imprints of the evolutionary history of the
binary and its constituents, e.g., Ref. [4]. Measurements
of BH spins from both individual events and the popula-
tion as a whole are therefore central to the astrophysical
interpretation of the observed signals, e.g., Refs. [5, 6].

Inference of BBH parameters hinges on waveform mod-
els for the GW signal as observed in the detectors [7–10].
During the inspiral phase, these models are based on
analytic equations that are valid in the regime of low-
orbital-velocity (compared to the speed of light): the
post-Newtonian (PN) expansion [11]. The subsequent
merger phase is not analytically tractable in any pertur-
bative scheme. Instead, waveform models are based on
numerical relativity (NR) simulations of the binary’s full
dynamics either by calibrating phenomenological terms,
e.g., Refs. [12, 13] or by directly interpolating the simu-
lations [14].
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A general analytic understanding of a problem helps
identify the most appropriate parameters for studying its
behavior. For example, the first term in the PN expan-
sion of the inspiral GW phase introduces a certain mass
combination, the chirp mass [11, 15]. On the spin front,
constraints are expressed through the effective aligned
and precessing spins, both again motivated by PN equa-
tions. The effective aligned spin χeff is related (but not
exactly equal) to the leading-order 1.5PN spin-orbit term
in the GW phase [16, 17]. It characterizes the spin com-
ponents in the direction of the Newtonian orbital angu-
lar momentum and is conserved under precession to at
least the 2PN order [18]. The effective precessing spin
χp is instead motivated by the 2PN precession equations,
and captures the precessional motion of the binary orbit
around the direction of the total angular momentum [19]
through in-plane spin components [20–22].
Beyond inspiral and PN considerations, spin dynamics

also affect the merger regime which can dominate the
observed signal from massive BBHs. NR simulations
show that the direction of GW emission keeps chang-
ing, i.e., precessing, during the merger [23] and further
affects the ringdown mode content [24–27]. Parameter
inference based on simulated data further shows that
spin constraints can be achieved from massive binaries
with merger-dominated signals though they are typically
weaker than mass constraints [28, 29].
Although the majority of GW signals observed are con-

sistent with vanishing χeff and uninformative χp [8, 10],
notable exceptions exist. These include some of the most
massive BBHs detected, with a significant portion of the
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signal corresponding to the merger. GW190521 [30, 31]
is the most massive confidently detected BBH to date.
While consistent with χeff = 0, its χp is constrained to
large values, corresponding to large in-plane spins [30,
31]. Under the interpretation of a quasicircular BBH,
the measurement is attributed to the suppression of the
final pre-merger cycle due to precessional motion [32].
However, the short duration of the signal makes it sub-
ject to alternative explanations, like an eccentric [33, 34]
or highly-unequal mass binary [35], or a head-on col-
lision [36]. GW200129 displays similar spin proper-
ties [10, 37], but its interpretation is complicated by the
fact that an instrumental glitch overlapped the portion
of the signal that drives the χp measurement [38, 39].
GW191109, notable for its negative χeff [10], also has an
informative χp measurement, but also overlaps with a
glitch [40]. Further events have χp values that are in-
formatively small [10], while a total of 10 events exclude
χeff = 0 at 99% credibility [8–10, 41, 42] At the popula-
tion level, the distributions of χeff and χp further point
to the existence of BBHs that are precessing [5, 6].

The above discussion and most BBH spin constraints
in the literature are based on χeff and χp (and its vari-
ants [43, 44]). However, both parameters are motivated
by PN dynamics and their interpretation is only fully
valid in the inspiral regime. Though this does not in-
validate their use to express constraints from merger-
dominated events, it does suggest that they might not
fully capture the imprint of spins on merger signals. For
example, in the case of non-precessing BBHs, perturba-
tion theory suggests that post-merger emission is charac-
terized by the remnant’s mass and spin, for which there
exist approximate fitting formulae that depend on the
pre-merger masses and spin amplitudes [45, 46]. Al-
ternative merger-motivated spin parametrizations would
aid in theoretically understanding the merger dynam-
ics and devise more efficient parameter estimation meth-
ods, for example through re-parametrized sampling, e.g.,
Ref. [47]. Moreover, since spin constraints drive in-
fluential astrophysical conclusions, morphologically un-
derstanding their imprint on BBH mergers could safe-
guard against systematics from waveform models [48],
instrumental glitches [38, 40], or alternative interpreta-
tions [49].

In the absence of simple analytic expressions for the
merger dynamics, we propose an alternative approach.
Efficient parametrizations typically simplify a problem
by tracking symmetries and parameter correlations. For
example, the fact that the chirp mass is the best mea-
sured mass combination is equivalent to the fact that a
small change in the chirp mass results in a very different
signal. Two signals with different chirp masses therefore
have a low match, i.e., normalized inner product. If we
had no knowledge of the chirp mass, its existence and
formula could be identified by studying how signals dif-
fer as their parameters change or by examining the struc-
ture of the posterior for the component masses. Such an
approach is based on the ability to generate signals for

various parameters, a situation that exactly corresponds
to merging BBHs: using waveform models, we can simu-
late signals for any parameter combination even though
we lack simple equations for the binary dynamics.

In this work, we apply the above idea to spin parame-
ters. Restricting to the seven-dimensional space of mass
ratio and spins, we compute waveform mismatches be-
tween signals generated by BBHs with different parame-
ters. Mismatches are evaluated by extensions of the neu-
ral network constructed in Ferguson [50] that maps bi-
nary parameters directly to signal mismatches, bypassing
the computationally-inefficient steps of waveform gener-
ation and inner-product calculation. Compared to that
study, we enhance the network training data to incorpo-
rate higher-order modes, and additionally train networks
at different values for the binary total mass so as to target
different parts of the signal (inspiral versus merger). In
this first study, we restrict to systems with fixed values of
the total mass. We consider the spin degrees of freedom
that are aligned with the orbital angular momentum and
those in the orbital plane separately, and use a Gaussian
fit to map directions in the parameter space along which
mismatches remain low. We interpret these directions as
“spin correlation” directions, and study how they change
for systems with different binary total mass, i.e., signals
that are more or less merger-dominated.

We verify that this approach can recover the known
imprint of χeff and mass ratio on low-mass, inspiral-
dominated systems. Increasing the aligned spin or de-
creasing the mass ratio leads to longer signals [45, 51],
therefore the two parameters are positively correlated;
there exists a prescription for increasing both such that
the signal remains approximately unaltered. This cor-
relation is distinct from the χeff-mass ratio correlation
observed in parameter estimation [52–56], since we fix
the system total mass. As the total mass of the system
increases and less of the inspiral is observable, both the
shape and the strength of the χeff-mass ratio correlation
are altered. The slope of the correlation in χeff-mass ra-
tio space decreases. A smaller change in spin is required
to cancel out a change in the mass ratio and thus the
former’s imprint on the signal is stronger. Simultane-
ously, the strength of the correlation, quantified by the
Gaussian fit covariance matrix, is weakened. An ana-
lytic fit to the χeff-mass ratio correlation as a function of
the total mass provides a phenomenological quantitative
description of the spin imprint that extends to merger-
dominated signals. Correlations between the in-plane
spins and mass ratio also become less steep and strong
as the total mass increases, effectively disappearing at a
total mass of 270M⊙.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we present the details of the methodology including no-
tation, the mismatch-predicting networks, and the corre-
lation mapping algorithm. In Sec. III, we apply the map-
ping algorithm to low-mass systems and aligned-spin de-
grees of freedom, while the aligned-spins of more massive
systems (merger correlations) are considered in Sec. IV.
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In Sec. V we consider in-plane degrees of freedom for all
masses. Finally, our conclusions are given in Sec. VI.

II. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we describe the approach to explor-
ing correlations in the parameter space of BBH signals.
In Sec. II A, we introduce parametrizations used for a
binary’s masses and spins and establish notation. In
Sec. II B, we discuss the neural networks that map bi-
nary parameters to mismatches. We detail the mapping
algorithm that tracks low-mismatch directions along the
parameter space in Sec. II C.

A. Parametrizing quasicircular binaries

Quasi-circular BBHs are characterized by 8 intrinsic
parameters: 2 masses and 6 components of the spin vec-
tors.1 Masses can be expressed through the total mass
M = m1 +m2, the mass ratio q = m1/m2 ≥ 1, and the
symmetric mass ratio η = q/(q + 1)2 ∈ (0, 0.25], where
mi, i ∈ {1, 2} are the component masses. A symmet-
ric mass ratio of η = 0.25 corresponds to an equal-mass
BBH; increasingly large q map to increasingly small η.

The dimensionless component spin vectors χ⃗1, χ⃗2 are
typically expressed in a frame whose z-axis denotes the
direction of the Newtonian orbital angular momentum
L̂. The frame is defined at specific reference time or fre-
quency; here we use a reference of 20Hz. Each vector has
a magnitude χi, polar (tilt) angle θi relative to L̂, and az-
imuthal angle ϕi with respect to the x-axis, defined as the
line of separation between the two BH. Equivalently, χ⃗i

can be expressed in Cartesian components (χix, χiy, χiz).

Motivated by PN equations, the 6 spin degrees of free-
dom can be re-packaged into two effective parameters.
The effective aligned spin χeff is the mass-weighted aver-
age of the component spins along L̂ [16, 18]:

χeff =
qχ1 cos θ1 + χ2 cos θ2

q + 1
∈ (−1, 1) . (1)

This quantity reduces to the leading-order spin-orbit
term in the GW phase in the equal-mass limit and it is
conserved under precession to at least the 2PN order [18].

When the BH spins are misaligned with L̂, the orbital
plane precesses about the direction of the total angular
momentum [19]. The effective precessing spin χp is the
mass-weighted in-plane spin component motivated by the

1 An additional 7 extrinsic parameters describe a binary’s location
and orientation. We here do not explore these degrees of freedom,
working in the geocenter frame rather than detector projections.

precession equations [20–22]

χp = max

(
χ1 sin θ1,

(
4 + 3q

4q2 + 3q

)
χ2 sin θ2

)
∈ [0, 1) .

(2)

Since we are interested in the imprint of binary param-
eters on the detected signal, all parameters are quoted in
the detector frame.

B. Waveform mismatch with neutral networks

We quantify the similarity between the signals emitted
by two BBHs h1, h2 with the mismatch [57, 58]

MM ≡ 1−max
t,ϕ

⟨h1 | h2⟩√
⟨h1 | h1⟩ ⟨h2 | h2⟩

∈ [0, 1] , (3)

where maximization is over relative time t and phase ϕ
shifts and the inner product is

⟨h1 | h2⟩ = 2

∫ ∞

f0

h̃∗
1h̃2 + h̃1h̃

∗
2

Sn
df , (4)

where tildes denote Fourier transforms, Sn is the one-
sided noise power spectral density, and f0 = 20Hz is the
starting frequency that corresponds to the detector low-
frequency cutoff. In what follows, we take Sn ∼ constant,
i.e., a flat noise spectrum. The mismatch is normalized
such that MM = 0 represents identical waveforms and
MM = 1 indicates orthogonal waveforms.
Directly calculating enough mismatches to map pa-

rameter correlations in a high-dimensional parameter
space is computationally expensive. Instead we turn
to Ferguson [50] in which a neural network is trained
on the Simulating Extreme Spacetimes (SXS) NR wave-
form catalog [59]. Originally constructed to identify re-
gions of the parameter space that are sparsely covered
by the catalog, the network provides a map between two
sets of intrinsic BBH parameters λ ≡ {η, χ⃗1, χ⃗2} and the
mismatch between their waveforms. Mismatches refer
to geocenter waveforms hi that have not been projected
onto a detector network and thus focus on the intrinsic
binary dynamics. All signals are evaluated at a constant
total mass determined by the length of the simulations.
We extend this network [50] as detailed in App. A.

Firstly, we include higher-order radiation modes and pre-
cession effects. Secondly, as we are interested in exploring
the impact of spins on different portions of the signal, we
consider three values of the total mass: 30M⊙, 90M⊙,
and 270M⊙, training a separate network for each value.
The former corresponds to low-mass BBHs whose ob-
served signal is dominated by the inspiral phase, the sec-
ond to signals where both the late inspiral and the merger
are observable, and the third to GW190521-like signals
where only a handful of merger cycles are observed. For
reference, Fig. 1 shows equal-mass nonspinning wave-
forms for each total mass. Thirdly, rather than the SXS
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FIG. 1. Scaled waveforms for equal-mass BBHs with zero
spins at different total masses: 30M⊙ (red), 90M⊙ (green),
and 270M⊙ (blue) evaluated from 20Hz. Dashed lines indi-
cate the start of the waveform and the number of cycles is
given in the legend.

catalog, we train the network with waveform models.
NRSur7dq4 is a surrogate to NR with accuracy compa-
rable to NR simulations [14]. We therefore use it for the
90M⊙, and 270M⊙ networks. Due to its finite length,
however, NRSur7dq4 cannot model the full signal from
30M⊙ BBHs, for which we instead use the phenomeno-
logical IMRPhenomXPHM [12] model. Based on NR-
Sur7dq4’s regime of validity, all networks are trained in
the region q ≤ 6 (equivalently η > 6/49 ≃ 0.12), χi < 1,
θi ∈ [0, π], and ϕi ∈ [0, 2π].

C. Mapping parameter correlations

We define parameter correlations as regions in the pa-
rameter space that result in similar waveforms. To iden-
tify these regions, we define the parameter space that con-
sists of N draws of BBH parameters uniformly in sym-
metric mass ratio, spin magnitude, and spin directions
within their training region:

PS = {λi | λi = {ηi, χ⃗1i, χ⃗2i} , ∀ i ∈ N} . (5)

Parameter correlations can be traced with different pa-
rameter subsets and we consider the following.

1. Effective parameter space: Knowledge of the
form of χeff and that η (rather than q) appears
in the GW phase, suggests directly mapping cor-
relations in the reduced 2-dimensional x(eff) =
[η, χeff] space. In this space, the full parame-
ter set λ is not fully determined; we select λ =
{η, χ⃗1 = (0, 0, χeff), χ⃗2 = (0, 0, χeff)}.

2. Aligned parameter space: When we instead con-
sider generic aligned-spin correlations (e.g., a gen-
eralization of χeff), we map the 3-dimensional space

of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z]. The full parameter set λ is
now fully determined by x(al).

3. Precessing parameter space: Correlations
between the in-plane spin degrees of freedom
correspond to the 5−dimensional space of
[η, χ1x, χ2x, χ1y, χ2y]. However, since two-spin
precession effects [60, 61] and the imprint of the in-
plane azimuthal angle [62] are weak,2 we restrict to
a single precessing spin along the binary x-axis and
the 2-dimensional space of x(pre) = [η, χ1], thus
setting the secondary spin and other components
of the primary spin to zero. The full parameter set
λ is then fully determined by x(pre).

In summary, each x (effective, aligned, precessing) is a
subset of λ with some parameters fixed to a constant
value.
Given a choice of parameters x within which we look

for correlations and the appropriate neural network NN,
we map the correlation directions iteratively. The process
is shown schematically in Fig. 2 for the χeff−η correlation
and the 90M⊙ network.

1. Reference: We select a reference point in the ap-
propriate parameter space (effective, aligned, pre-
cessing) λj and corresponding xj around which we
look for correlations.

2. Mismatches: Using the neural network, we com-
pute the mismatch MM between the reference and
all other points in PS:

MM =

{MMi | MMi = NN (λi,λj) ,∀λi ∈ PS} .
(6)

A colormap of the mismatches reveals the correla-
tion direction in Fig. 2; here the region of lowest
mismatch (darkest color) is a diagonal path from
negative χeff-low η to positive χeff-high η.

3. Rejection Sampling: Each point in λi receives a
weight wi inspired by the dependence of the likeli-
hood on the mismatch [63–67]

wi = exp

(
−ρ2MM2

i

2

)
, (7)

where ρ corresponds to the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) in a parameter estimation setting. Higher
SNR signals result in posteriors with mismatches
more tightly clustered around 0. Given these
weights, we perform rejection sampling to retain
points with low mismatch.

2 We have verified both conclusions by finding no correlations in
preliminary results involving χ⃗2 and ϕ1.
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FIG. 2. Workflow diagram for the correlation mapping algorithm described in Sec. II C. This demonstration corresponds to
mapping correlations in the 2D effective space of x(eff) = [η, χeff] and the 90M⊙ network. 1. Reference point (black star) in
a randomly sampled parameter space (blue dots); 2. Mismatch with respect to the reference point (color map); 3. Rejection
sampling based on Eq. (7); 4. The fitted 1-σ contour, the maximum variance eigendirection of the covariance matrix (vector)
dcor, and the correlation strength r; 5. Update the reference point along dcor per Eq. (8). We iterate through steps 1–5 until
we reach a parameter space boundary in one of the dimensions over which we are mapping (in this visualization, the upper
limit of η). The total path taken in the χeff − η space is shown in the final panel (bottom left) together with the mismatches
against the reference point.

4. Fitting: We define the correlation direction dcor

(which has the same dimensionality as x) as the
direction of maximum variance–equivalently, maxi-
mum eigenvalue, i.e., mismatch values remain close
to 0. The direction dcor and its eigenvalue λcor are
computed with a Gaussian fit; see App. B for de-
tails, where we also confirm that we obtain similar
results with a principal component analysis.

To compare the correlation strength between dif-
ferent paths, we use the ratio of the semi-major to
the semi-minor axis of the 1-σ contour, r. The light
blue ellipse in Fig. 2 represents this contour. The
correlation strength is the square root of the con-
dition number of the Gaussian covariance matrix,

defined as the ratio of its largest and its smallest
eigenvalue. We caution against over-interpreting
the exact numerical value of r: it should be viewed
as an order-of-magnitude estimate of the correla-
tion strength, i.e., r ∼ O(100) represents a strong
correlation, r ∼ O(10) is moderate, while r ∼ O(1)
is weak. It also depends on the dimensionality of
the parameter-space in which correlations are mea-
sured.

5. Stepping: We define the next reference point as

xj+1 = xj +
αλcor√

D
dcor , (8)

where α is a dimensionless free parameter that con-
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trols the size of the steps, and D is the dimension-
ality of x.

6. Repeat from #1 and in the opposite direction until
the parameter space boundary is reached. The list
of points xj map the correlation direction for the
initial reference point x0.

We tune free parameters to ensure that correlation
directions are reliably recovered. Specifically, the total
number of points N in PS and ρ are determined em-
pirically such that we have a sufficient number of sam-
ples remaining after rejection sampling. We typically use
N = 100, 000, while ρ is increased with the total mass
and the number of dimensions D to ensure at least 1%
efficiency in rejection sampling. The choice of α depends
on the bounds of the parameter space we are mapping.
We typically take α = 1 in the effective space and α = 0.1
for the aligned and precessing spaces.

The correlation mapping process is looking for correla-
tion paths, i.e., 1-dimensional lines, across the parameter
space. Since we restrict to a relatively small number of
parameters (up to 3 for the aligned parameter space),
this process still recovers non-trivial structure. Explor-
ing correlations with more parameters (for example all 8
intrinsic degrees of freedom) can be achieved by general-
izing the above method to higher-dimensional correlation
hypersurfaces. Appendix C further discusses this issue
for the 3D aligned spin space.

III. RECOVERING SPIN-ALIGNED INSPIRAL
CORRELATIONS AT 30M⊙

We begin by exploring correlations in systems with a
total mass of 30M⊙ where a major portion of the ob-
served signal corresponds to the inspiral, c.f. Fig. 1. An-
alytical knowledge from PN equations suggests that an
appropriate spin combination for the aligned spin dy-
namics is χeff, e.g., Refs. [17, 55]. We therefore start by
mapping correlations in the 2D space of x(eff) = [η, χeff].
Figure 3 demonstrates how the correlation mapping al-
gorithm of Sec. II C recovers correlations in the χeff − η
space. Each panel corresponds to a different initial refer-

ence point x
(eff)
0 . We present 3 systems with (η, χeff) =

(0.16,−0.5), (0.19, 0), (0.24, 0.5) (mass ratios of 4, 3, and
1.5 respectively), but obtain similar results for other con-
figurations. The colormap denotes the mismatch across
the parameter space with respect to the initial reference
point (star), where the white/yellow region indicates a
region of high mismatch (dissimilar waveforms). In all
cases the recovered correlation path (light blue) agrees
well with the region of low mismatches (maroon). More-
over, regions of low mismatch are tightly concentrated
around the correlation path, showing that the correla-
tion itself is strong. For Fig. 3, the correlation strength,
i.e., the ratio of the semi-major to the semi-minor axis
of the 1-σ contour r(eff) is 106, 91, 81 from left to right.
These numbers confirm the by-eye observation that the

correlation is the least tight in the right panel, albeit not
significantly.

A waveform demonstration of the correlation is pro-
vided in Fig. 4 for the reference point with (η, χeff) =
(0.19, 0). The top panel shows waveforms along the cor-
relation path, while the bottom panel shows waveforms
outside the correlation, all labeled by their mismatch and
denoted in Fig. 3 with green dots and boxes respectively.
In the top panel, waveforms are by-eye similar to the
reference waveform as expected from the low mismatch.
Our analysis leverages this similarity to identify a corre-
lation between χeff and η.

Having validated the correlation mapping algorithm
in the effective space, we consider the more complex sce-
nario in which we pretend that a priori we do not know
which aligned spin combination (i.e., χeff) is most rel-
evant. We therefore consider the full 3D aligned spin
space with x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z]. Figure 5 shows the cor-
relation paths in [q, χ1z, χ2z], mapped directly in the 3D
aligned spin space. The smoothness of the paths indi-
cates that a well-defined correlation does exist, though
from this projection the lines do not appear to align with
the darkest (smallest) mismatches, see App. C for an ex-
planation. The recovered correlation has a reduced cor-
relation strength of 6.6, 7.3, 7.7 from left to right. The
left panel of Fig. 9 (discussed more later) shows the cor-
relation paths projected into the 2D subspaces formed
from [q, χ1z, χ2z]. If we had no knowledge of the ana-
lytical form of χeff, these correlation paths could aid us
in motivating its formula. For example, as the correla-
tion paths are smoother in [q, χ1z] than the subspaces
including χ2z, we would know that our effective spin pa-
rameter would more strongly depend on χ1z than χ2z.
This is true for χeff: the primary spin is upweighted by
q; see Eq. (1).

Figure 6 compares the correlation paths in [χeff, η]
computed in different ways: 1. directly from the 2D ef-
fective space x(eff) = [η, χeff], and 2. from the 3D aligned
spin space x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z] and then projected to
[χeff, η]. For each reference system, the effective (x(eff);
solid lines) and aligned (x(al); dashed lines) correlation
mappings return consistent paths when projected to 2D.
Even when mapping a correlation in more dimensions
than strictly necessary, our algorithm can recover equiv-
alent structure.

The morphology of the correlation we recover, c.f.,
Fig. 3, can be explained as follows. For binaries with
fixed total mass, both a larger χeff and more unequal
masses increase the length of the waveform. The for-
mer is because the binary has more angular momentum
and energy to emit before merger, and the latter because
energy emission is weaker. Therefore the two are posi-
tively correlated: increasing both together leads to their
effect approximately canceling out and the waveform re-
mains approximately unchanged. The result of Fig. 3
would have aided us in deducing this physical imprint of
χeff and η on the waveform, if we did not already know
about it through PN equations. Notably, this is not the
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FIG. 3. Correlation path (blue line) in [η, χeff] for binaries with a total mass of 30M⊙ and different initial reference points:
(η, χeff) = (0.16,−0.5), (0.19, 0), (0.24, 0.5) (left to right, star). The colormap indicates the mismatch between the initial
reference point and samples in the parameter space. The correlation is visible by eye in the colormap and the computed paths
track it consistently. The correlation strength r(eff), corresponding to the ratio of the semi-major to the semi-minor axis of
the 1-σ contour is given in-plot, confirming that the right-most system has the weakest correlation, as also evident from the
colormap. Green circles and boxes in the middle panel denote the waveforms plotted in Fig. 4.

FIG. 4. IMRPhenomXPHM waveforms demonstrating the
χeff − η correlation for the reference point (η, χeff) = (0.19, 0)
from Fig. 3. The blue dashed line is the reference point wave-
form. The top panel shows waveforms along the correlation
path of the reference point, colored by their mismatch with
respect to the reference (green circles in Fig. 3). These wave-
forms are visually similar and all have small mismatches with
the reference waveform. The bottom panel shows random
waveforms near the reference injection (green boxes in Fig. 3).
We plot the waveforms with the minimummismatch, i.e., min-
imized over time and phase shifts, with respect to the refer-
ence.

same as the “inspiral spin-mass ratio correlation” [52–
56], which instead leads to anti -correlated χeff and η.
That correlation is instead driven by the functional form
of the 1.5PN phase term. The compounding effect on
the waveform length of changing χeff and η in an anti-
correlated fashion is counteracted by a change in the total
mass. Fixing the total mass instead completely alters the
shape of the correlation. Preliminary results with an ex-
panded network that varies the total mass suggest that
our methodology can recover the spin-mass ratio corre-
lation of Ref. [52]; we leave further such explorations to
future work.

IV. ALIGNED-SPIN CORRELATIONS BEYOND
THE INSPIRAL

As a binary approaches merger, the orbital velocity in-
creases and the PN expansion becomes inaccurate. Late
inspiral and merger dynamics alter the signal evolution
and change the spin correlations. In this section, we
explore spin correlations beyond inspiral-dominated sig-
nals. We consider binaries with a total mass of 90M⊙
whose observable signal includes both the late inspiral
and the merger, and 270M⊙ whose observable signal
is overwhelmingly dominated by the merger. Figure 1
shows example signals for reference.
With the PN expansion breaking down close to merger,

it is no longer clear whether χeff is the appropriate spin
aligned parameter. However, as a first approximation it
is reasonable to explore whether a correlation in χeff−η
is still present, albeit in a weakened and/or altered form.
Figure 7 shows correlations recovered in the 2D effec-
tive space of x(eff) = [η, χeff] with the 90M⊙ network.
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FIG. 5. Correlation paths in [q, χ1z, χ2z] for binaries with a total mass of 30M⊙ and the same initial reference points (stars)
as Fig. 3: (q, χ1z, χ2z) = (4,−0.5,−0.5), (3, 0, 0), (1.5, 0.5, 0.5). Correlations are directly mapped in the 3D aligned spin space

of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z]. A coherent path is tracked across the parameter space, even though it has a higher dimensionality than
strictly necessary. As a consequence the correlation strengths are lower than those of Fig. 3.

0.13 0.17 0.21 0.25

η

−0.5

0.0

0.5

χ
eff

(χeff, η)

(−0.5, 0.16)

(0, 0.1875)

(0.5, 0.24)

FIG. 6. Correlation paths in [η, χeff] for binaries with a total
mass of 30M⊙ and the same initial reference points (stars)

as Fig. 3. We plot the 2D effective space of x(eff) = [η, χeff]

(solid; same as Fig. 3) and the 3D aligned space of x(al) =
[q, χ1z, χ2z] (dashed; same as Fig. 5) mapping that has then
been projected to the [η, χeff] space. Correlation paths are
consistent, thus validating the higher-dimensional correlation
mapping.

Firstly, some degree of correlation between χeff and η
exists: the colormap shows a clear structure and the
mapping algorithm recovers coherent correlation paths.
Secondly, compared to the equivalent Fig. 3 for 30M⊙
signals, the correlation here is much weaker, evident by
the fact that low mismatches are spread out over a larger
region around the correlation path (solid lines). Corre-
spondingly, the correlation strength reduces to 4.5, 9.0,
12.8 from left to right. Third, and again comparing to
Fig. 3, the correlation structure is altered, i.e., has a dif-
ferent “slope” in the χeff−η plane.

The altered and weakened χeff−η correlation for 90M⊙
signals motivates exploring correlations in the 3D aligned

space of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z]. The correlation in the x(al)

space projected to [η, χeff] is included in Fig. 7 (dashed
lines). The two paths, computed from the 3D aligned and
the 2D effective spaces, are largely consistent, especially
in the vicinity of the reference point. Differences emerge
away from the reference point with the 3D paths being
more curved, likely due to the larger flexibility of an ex-
tra dimension. This discrepancy is the largest for the
negative χeff unequal-mass test case (left panel). Over-
all, χeff is still a relevant aligned spin parameter for sys-
tems with a total mass of 90M⊙. The 2D effective map-
ping correlation strength numbers are lower than those of
Fig. 3 for 30M⊙ systems, reflecting the weakening of the
χeff−η correlation that is also visible in the colormaps.
However, contrary to the 30M⊙ case, for 90M⊙ bina-
ries the 3D aligned spin correlation has a comparable (or
in same cases larger) strength than the 2D effective one
(r(al) > r(eff)). This likely indicates although χeff is an
appropriate aligned spin parameter for signals without
much visible inspiral, there might exist an even better
one.

The situation is different for the 270M⊙ signals. Ini-
tial comparisons between the 2D effective and 3D aligned
spaces revealed very different correlation paths. As such,
we only present 3D results, which are more generic. Fig-
ure 8 shows results in the [η, χeff] space with correla-
tion paths computed in the 3D aligned space and then
projected. By eye the correlation seems to be almost
completely gone with little structure apparent in the col-
ormap. The correlation path still roughly follows the
region of low mismatch with a marginally negative slope.
The large extent of the low-mismatch region is reflected
on the correlation strength: we report r(al) = 4.6, 5.5, 5.1
compared to 12, 13, 9 for systems with identical spins and
mass ratio, but a total mass of 90M⊙.

Having recovered spin-aligned correlations with the
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FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 3 but for the 90M⊙ network and signals where both the inspiral and the merger phase are observable.
We also include in dashed the correlation paths from the 3D aligned space of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z] mapping that have then
been projected to the [η, χeff] space. The correlation paths are generally consistent, suggesting that χeff is still an appropriate
aligned spin parameter at this total mass. The effective mapping correlation strength numbers are lower than those of Fig. 3,
reflecting the weakening of the χeff−η correlation for heavier systems. The aligned spin mapping numbers are higher than the
effective mapping ones, likely suggesting that a better spin-aligned parameter than χeff might exist.

FIG. 8. Similar to Fig. 7 but for the 270M⊙ network and signals where only the merger phase is observable. In contrast
to Fig. 7, we only include the correlation paths from the 3D aligned space of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z] mapping that have then
been projected to the [η, χeff] space. The correlation strength is lower than Fig. 7, showing only weak trends in [η, χeff] for
merger-dominated systems, and works in the opposite direction: χeff and η are here anti-correlated, albeit weakly.

different networks, we now turn to cross-network compar-
isons. Such comparisons reveal how correlations change
as the observed signal becomes increasingly merger-
dominated. Figure 9 shows correlation paths recovered in
the 3D aligned spin space and then projected into the 2D
subspaces formed from [q, χ1z, χ2z] for all three different
total mass test cases. Figure 10 further projects down
to the [η, χeff] space and demonstrates how the χeff−η
correlation is altered as the signal’s total mass increases.

For 90M⊙ and 30M⊙ signals, the slope of the corre-
lation path in χeff − η is positive: a larger aligned spin
is degenerate with more equal masses. We interpret the
sign of the correlation again through the effect of aligned

spin and mass ratio on the signal length. The slope of
the correlation paths decreases with increasing total mass
from 30M⊙ to 90M⊙. For signals where more of the
merger is observable, a change in the mass ratio can be
“counteracted” by a smaller change in the aligned spin.
Stated differently, at a fixed total mass, the aligned spin
is better measured than the mass ratio for 90M⊙ signals,
while the opposite is true for 30M⊙ ones. This can be
seen in Fig. 10: due to the correlations’ “steep slope,” the
paths from the 30M⊙ signals span the full χeff regime of
−1 to 1, but only a subset of the allowed η values; the
inverse is true for the 90M⊙ case.

At 270M⊙, the correlation is mostly flat with a small
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FIG. 9. Correlation paths that have been constructed in the 3D aligned spin space of [q, χ1z, χ2z] and then projected in the
2D subspaces for the 30M⊙ (left), 90M⊙ (middle), and 270M⊙ (right) networks. We show the same initial reference points
as Fig. 5, indicated by different colors.
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FIG. 10. Comparison of the χeff−η correlation for signals with
total mass 30M⊙, 90M⊙, 270M⊙ (darker to lighter shades
of the same color for each reference point). We show results
for the same three reference points as Fig. 6 but only include
the 3D correlation paths computed from the aligned space of
x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z]. The slope of the correlation dramatically
decreases as the total mass increases. Fits to the correlation
paths are provided in the text.

negative slope, i.e., larger aligned spins correspond to
more unequal masses, the inverse of the correlation di-
rection found for the lower masses cases. However, the
trend is weak, suggesting that at a fixed total mass, the
aligned spin is well-measured, while the mass ratio re-
mains unmeasurable. We interpret this as follows: when
the inspiral is no longer observable, χeff is no longer ob-
tained from the inspiral length, but from the merger fre-
quency. If the total mass, which also affects the merger
frequency, is fixed, χeff can be measured accurately. The
mass ratio, on the other hand, has a subdominant effect
on the merger frequency and is thus more challenging to
measure without seeing the inspiral.

Finally, we fit the χeff−η correlation paths of Fig. 10

with the ansatz

χeff = (a2M
2 + a1M + a0)η

2

+ (b2M
2 + b1M + b0)η

+ (c2M
2 + c1M + c0) . (9)

The fitting formula allows for a quadratic relation be-
tween χeff and η where the coefficients are themselves
quadratic functions of the total mass M . We obtain

a2 = −5.6× 10−3, a1 = 2.2, a0 = −1.7× 102,
b2 = 3.9× 10−3, b1 = −1.5, b0 = 1.1× 102,
c2 = −4.9× 10−4, c1 = 0.2, c0 = −14 ,

for the reference system (q, χ1z, χ2z) = (4,−0.5,−0.5).
Other systems can be approximately fit by shifting this
fit vertically by an amount that depends on the new ref-
erence value. Though this fit is based on a handful of
reference systems and values of the total mass,3 it rep-
resents a preliminary quantitative (albeit phenomenolog-
ical) description of the imprint of spins on GWs across
total masses. Generalizing the fits to more dimensions
and reference points is left for future work.

V. PRECESSING DEGREES OF FREEDOM

We now turn to the precessing parameter space, x(pre).
As a reminder, we here set χ⃗2 and ϕ1, in addition to
the aligned components, to zero. Under this restriction,
the effective precessing parameter χp reduces to the pri-
mary spin magnitude χ1, which is the same as χ1x; see
Eq. (2). Figure 11 compares precessing correlations for

3 For this reason we also do not comment on its accuracy. As we
are fitting three values of the total mass with three parameters,
the fit’s error or residual might be deceptive.
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FIG. 11. Comparison of precessing correlations for systems with a total mass of 30M⊙ (left), 90M⊙ (middle), and 270M⊙
(right) for a reference point with (η, χ1) = (0.16, 0.95) (top) and (0.16, 0.25) (bottom). The colormap denotes the mismatch
(spanning a reduced range compared to previous results for readability) with respect to the reference point (star). Correlations

are mapped in x(pre) = [η, χ1] with the secondary spin set to zero and the primary spin along the binary x-axis. Blue lines are
the correlation path. The correlation strengths are given in-plot for the region of the reference point; the correlation strength
varies along the correlation path. No correlation path or strength is provided for the 270M⊙ case as no structure exists in the
mismatches. Similar to the aligned-spin case, both the strength and the shape of the correlation between in-plane spins and
mass ratio changes with the binary total mass.

two unequal-mass reference systems across total masses:
one with near-maximal χ1 (top row) and one with a
smaller value (bottom row). The mismatches (whose
plotted colormap ranges have been restricted for read-
ability) show clear structure for the 30M⊙ and 90M⊙
cases, but little structure for 270M⊙. The latter is con-
sistent with the fact that precession can only be mea-
sured for specific, fine-tuned configurations for merger-
dominated signals [28].4 As such, for the rest of the sec-
tion we only consider 30M⊙ and 90M⊙ binaries.
We map correlations in the 2D precessing space of

x(pre) = [η, χ1]. For 30M⊙, the correlation strength
is r(pre) = O(100).5 Given that the correlation path is

4 Additionally, over the plotted parameter space, mismatches vary
by ∼0.1 which is within a factor of 10 of the expected network
error, listed in Table I.

5 The precessing correlation strength r(pre) is not comparable to

almost vertical in the χ1−η plane, this large r value re-
flects that the mass ratio can be measured accurately.
The slight tilt of the 30M⊙ correlation path indicates,
however, that there is some degree of correlation between
the in-plane spin and the mass ratio: either drastically
decreasing the in-plane spin magnitude or making the
masses slightly more unequal both alter the waveform in
similar ways. The 90M⊙ correlation path tilts further
from the vertical and the correlation strength reduces
to r(pre) = O(10). Moreover, the correlation strength
changes along the correlation path, becoming weaker
(lower mismatches on average) away from the reference
point.
Similar to the aligned-spin results of Secs. III and IV,

the correlation between the in-plane spin and the mass

the effective aligned correlation r(eff) presented in Sec. III. Even
though both refer to correlations in the same number of dimen-
sions, they vary or set to zero different parameters.
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FIG. 12. Comparison of the precessing correlation for signals
with total mass 30M⊙ (solid) and 90M⊙ (dashed). We show
results for various reference points (stars) and correlations

mapped in x(pre) = [η, χ1]. Colors indicate the value of χ1

at reference, with pink, blue, and yellow representing χ1 =
0.25, 0.5, 0.75 respectively. From left to right, we consider η =
0.14, 0.16, 0.19, 0.22 (equivalently, q = 5, 4, 3, 2). The change
in correlation shape shown in Fig. 11 is a generic feature across
multiple reference points.

ratio both changes in shape and reduces in strength as the
total mass increases. Put differently, as the total mass
increases, the impact of mass ratio on the waveform mor-
phology diminishes, making η harder to measure. Since
χ1 is comparably constrained at 30M⊙ and 90M⊙, this
increased uncertainty on η makes the over-all correlation
strength weaker. However it also reveals more correla-
tional structure in the χ1−η plane: a smaller change in
χ1 is now sufficient to mimic the same variation in η. The
shape of the correlation across more reference points is
explored in Fig. 12. We plot correlation paths for differ-
ent reference points (stars and different colors) and val-
ues of the total mass (solid vs dashed lines).6 Consistent,
with Fig. 11, the correlation paths for inspiral-dominated
30M⊙ systems are mostly vertical, while the tilt of the
path increases at 90M⊙ for all reference points. Our
results suggest that when less inspiral is observable, an
appropriate combination of η and χ1 should be better
measured than either parameter alone.

We explore the underlying cause of these degenera-
cies by looking directly at waveform morphology in the
late inspiral and merger. Figure 13 shows 90M⊙ wave-
forms with fixed versus varied η and χ1. Empirically,
both η and χ1 subtly change the waveform phase evolu-
tion and alter the structure of the ringdown. At a fixed
χ1, increasing η (making the masses more equal; lighter
to darker colors) slightly increases the merger frequency
(top panel). To identify this, draw your eye to the peak

6 Since we only have results for two values of the total mass, we
do not present fits of the paths of Fig. 12, leaving them to future
extensions.

FIG. 13. A demonstrative example of how small variations in
η and in-plane χ1 effect signal morphology in the late inspiral
and merger. We show sets of waveforms with fixed χ1 = 0.25
and varied η (top), compared to fixed η = 0.139 (q = 5)
and varied χ1 (bottom). All waveforms are generated using
NRSur7dq4 with a total mass of 90M⊙ and all spin degrees
of freedom set to 0 aside from the primary’s in-plane spin
along the x-axis.

cycle where waveforms are aligned (between -0.01 and
0 s), and compare these to the location of the preceding
peaks/troughs. A lower merger frequency corresponds to
more time between these local extrema. At a fixed mass
ratio, increasing χ1 (darker to lighter colors) slightly de-
creases the merger frequency (bottom panel). This effect
is stronger for more unequal masses. Combining these
observations suggests that increasing both parameters
along the line of correlation in the χ1−η plane leaves the
merger frequency essentially unchanged. In agreement
with Fig. 12, a small change in η affects the waveform
much more than a corresponding change in χ1. Given
that precession-driven amplitude fluctuations [68] are of-
ten unobservable in short, merger-dominated signals, the
merger frequency shift could become a primary preces-
sion observable. The question of how exactly precession
is measured in the merger remains open, but observations
like this offer a qualitative understanding of the link be-
tween parameter correlations and waveform morphology.
Correlation mapping is a systematic approach to identi-
fying and understanding these relations.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we proposed a waveform-based approach
to study the imprint of spin degrees of freedom on GWs
emitted by BBHs. Our approach does not require an-
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alytic expressions for the binary dynamics, it is instead
based on the availability of forward models for the emit-
ted signal given the binary parameters. It is therefore
applicable even to the merger for which solutions can
only be obtained via full numerical relativity simulations.
The method is based on identifying parameter correla-
tions, i.e., paths in parameter space that leave the signal
approximately unaltered.

Studying the spin aligned and precessing degrees of
freedom for inspiral-dominated (total mass 30M⊙), late-
inspiral-plus-merger (90M⊙), and merger-dominated
(270M⊙) signals, c.f. Fig. 1, we find the following.

• Mapping correlations in the generic 3D aligned
space of x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z] can reveal the known
lower-dimensional correlations of the 2D effective
space of x(eff) = [η, χeff] for inspiral-dominated sig-
nals; see Fig. 6.

• The effective aligned spin χeff captures the aligned
spin dynamics for systems up to∼90M⊙. However,
at 90M⊙, the aligned spin-mass ratio correlation is
comparable or stronger in the 3D aligned space of
x(al) = [q, χ1z, χ2z] than the 2D effective space of
x(eff) = [χeff, η]; see Fig. 7. This suggests that a
more appropriate parameter might exist.

• For systems with a total mass of 270M⊙, correla-
tion mapping using the full aligned spin degrees of
freedom does not yield the same results as working
directly with χeff; see Fig. 8. This strongly suggests
that χeff is a suboptimal aligned effective spin for
merger-dominated signals [45, 69].

• As the binary total mass increases, the correlation
between the the aligned spins and the mass ratio
becomes less steep, see Figs. 9 and 10. The corre-
sponding fit of Eq. (9) is a phenomenological de-
scription of aligned spin dynamics that is applica-
ble even for systems with a (detector frame) total
mass of 270M⊙ and for which only the merger is
observable.

• Similarly to the aligned-spin case, the correlation
between the in-plane spin and the mass ratio be-
comes less steep and reduces in strength as the to-
tal mass increases. The correlation has effectively
disappeared by a total mass of 270M⊙, supporting
known difficulties of measuring spin precession in
merger-dominated signals [28, 29, 70–72].

The correlation mapping procedure can be extended
along various directions. Firstly, though we explore re-
sults at different values of the total mass, its value re-
mains fixed within each mapping. This restriction ig-
nores correlations between the total mass and other pa-
rameters. Preliminary results with a neural network that
includes the total mass are promising in that they can re-
produce the spin-mass ratio correlation known from pa-
rameter estimation, see Sec. III. However, technical chal-

lenges remain related to the boundaries in the mass pa-
rameter space where we need to switch between the two
waveform models considered, IMRPhenomXPHM and
NRSur7dq4. Secondly, with the total mass varying, it
would be preferable to switch to defining the spin direc-
tions at a fixed point in the waveform, e.g., t = −100M
rather than a fixed frequency [48]. Thirdly, in this study
we only consider the intrinsic degrees of freedom. The
measurability of spins also depends on extrinsic binary
parameters [73]; for example, χp and the binary’s ori-
entation in the sky have known observational degenera-
cies, e.g., Ref. [56], making correlations between spins
and extrinsic degrees of freedom interesting to consider.
Fourthly, we are looking for correlation paths. As we look
for correlations in higher dimensions, these should be cor-
respondingly generalized to higher-dimensional correla-
tions, e.g., correlation surfaces. Finally, Eq. (9) provides
a first quantitative result on the imprint of spins appli-
cable even to merger-dominated signals, but it is still
restricted to χeff and η. Higher dimensional fits of the
3D aligned spin parameters or the precessing parameters
could motivate better effective parameters.

The results of Figs. 7 and 8 indeed suggest that a differ-
ent effective aligned spin parameter than χeff might be
more appropriate for merger-dominated signals. Stud-
ies of the ringdown and final-state of spin-aligned sys-
tems show that post-merger properties and phenomenol-
ogy can be well-captured by functions of the pre-merger
masses and spins [45, 46, 74]. This implies that combina-
tions of mass ratio and aligned spin that lead to the same
remnant spin may, at a fixed total mass, be a better mea-
sured parameter combination for merger/ringdown dom-
inated signals. Additionally, studies of the final-state of
waveforms in the IMRPhenom family show that the late
inspiral and merger are better characterized by an effec-
tive total spin parameter [69]. Even in the inspiral phase,
there are effective-aligned spin parameters that may cap-
ture dynamics better than χeff; e.g., a normalized version
of the exact 1.5PN coefficient, which directly contributes
to the signals’ phase evolution [69, 75]. We leave ex-
ploring these alternate parametrizations, and extending
beyond them, to future work.

Measurements of spins from massive systems have
inspired exciting astrophysical interpretations. Under-
standing how precession is imprinted on these signals and
what parameter combinations drive the signal morphol-
ogy will remain important as more events are detected.
Waveform-based correlation mapping provides a princi-
pled way to motivate the form of aligned- and precessing-
spin effective parameters across masses.
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Appendix A: Neural network construction

The mismatch neural networks are constructed follow-
ing the network of Ferguson [50], extended to include
higher order modes, more values for the total mass, and
parametrized waveform models rather than NR simula-
tions. Figure 1 of Ferguson [50] and the relevant discus-
sion therein provide details on the network settings that
we adopt here.

For each detector-frame total mass value, we gener-
ate 2000 samples from the parameter space uniformly in
η ∈ [0.12, 0.25] (corresponding to q ≤ 6), χi ∈ [0, 1),
and on the unit sphere for spin directions. We form sys-
tem pairs without repetitions and split them into train-
ing, development, and testing sets with relative ratios of
8 : 1 : 1. For each pair, we compute the mismatch with
the appropriate waveform model including higher-order
modes using Eq. (3) with f0 = 20Hz, a flat noise spec-
trum, and a face-on orientation while maximizing over
time and phase. The spin reference frequency is fref = f0.
Table I summarizes the properties of each network: its
total mass, waveform model it was constructed with, and
the mean absolute error for the mismatch in each set.

The distribution of the difference between the exact
mismatch from Eq. (3) and the network prediction is
shown in Fig. 14. The standard deviations of the distri-
butions are 0.0181, 0.0196, and 0.0152 for the networks
with total masses of 30M⊙, 90M⊙, and 270M⊙, respec-
tively. All networks perform similarly, with the 270M⊙
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FIG. 14. Distribution of the difference between the exact mis-
match and the predicted mismatch, ∆MM, for waveforms of
the test set for the three networks with different total masses.
The 3 networks perform similarly with standard deviations
0.0181, 0.0196, and 0.0152 for total masses of 30M⊙, 90M⊙,
and 270M⊙, respectively.

case (merger-dominated signals) having the smallest mis-
matches altogether. This is likely due to the short dura-
tion of the signal, making it less sensitive to parameter
variations. A scatter plot of the true mismatch versus
the network prediction is shown in Fig. 15. The high-
est mass network, for signals dominated by the merger
phase, exhibits the smallest maximum mismatch, be-
low ∼0.7. In contrast, lower-mass systems, which are
inspiral-dominated, have a wider spread of signal mor-
phology and therefore mismatch. The difference between
the true and the predicted value is larger for medium
mismatch values, around 0.5. Large (very different wave-
forms) or small (very similar waveforms) mismatches are
easier to predict.

Appendix B: Fitting the mismatch distribution

We treat the mismatch distribution, e.g. Fig. 2, as a
scalar function f(x) where x denotes the source parame-
ters. The mismatch distribution quantifies the degree to
which different parameters lead to different waveforms
with respect to the reference point x0. The distribution
peaks at the reference point and level curves represent pa-
rameter space regions where the mismatch remains con-
stant, ∇f = 0. The tangent to the level curve at the
reference point v is

∇f(x0) · v = 0 , (B1)

and we define its direction as the degenerate path in
parameter space. We therefore identify 1D degeneracy
paths rather than more extended multi-dimensional re-
gions. Such regions would, for example, arise if some pa-
rameters (or some parameter combinations) have a neg-
ligible effect on the signal.
To extract these degenerate directions, we explore two

methods: 1) Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and
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FIG. 15. Scatter plot of network-predicted mismatches with true mismatches computed directly from the waveforms in the
test set using Eq. (3). The diagonal black dashed line represents the ideal case where predicted and true mismatch values are
equal. Results are shown for the three networks corresponding to systems with total masses of 30M⊙ (left), 90M⊙ (middle),
and 270M⊙ (right).
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FIG. 16. Toy model demonstrating the PCA (top) and Gaussian fit (bottom). Data are generated uniformly in the parameter
space and then assigned a scalar value from a chosen Gaussian plus additive noise. We then apply the method of Fig. 2 and
plot the principal components (top) and Gaussian covariance (bottom, shaded region indicates 1 σ) for different values of the
rejection sampling SNR (left to right). The scattered dots illustrate the data that are fit after rejection sampling and are
colored by their value. Both methods qualitatively recover the expected directions.

2) Gaussian fit, both implemented through sklearn [78].
The main text results are based on Gaussian fitting.
In this Appendix, we compare the two methods’ per-
formance on a toy model. From the PCA method, we
adopt the first principal component, calculated using
sklearn.decomposition.PCA, while from the Gaussian
fit we use the covariance eigenvectors and eigenvalues us-
ing sklearn.mixture.BayesianGaussianMixture.

We generate synthetic data based on a 2D Gaus-
sian distribution and random noise. The data are uni-
formly sampled in the range [−1, 1] for both the x and
y-dimensions. At each point (x, y), we define a scalar
function f(x, y) using a multivariate Gaussian distribu-
tion with a known mean vector and covariance matrix.
We add noise uniformly sampled from the range [−1, 1]
and scaled by a noise factor µ = 0.1. The noisy scalar
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FIG. 17. Comparison of the degeneracy tangent vectors de-
rived from PCA (solid) and the Gaussian fitted covariance
eigen vectors (dashed). Different colors represent results for
varying rejection sampling SNRs. Black dotted lines indicate
the true eigenvectors of the covariance matrix with which the
data were simulated. PCA and Gaussian fitting return iden-
tical results and they further agree with the true directions
for an appropriate SNR value.

function is normalized to [0, 1], similar to the mismatch
range. Figure 16 shows the principal components (top)
and Gaussian covariance (bottom) for different values of
the rejection sampling SNR (ρ), Eq. (7). Both methods
identify consistent directions given the same data. The
tangent vectors from the PCA and eigenvectors of Gaus-
sian covariance matrix are plotted in Fig. 17. For this toy
model, rejection sampling with ρ = 16 most accurately
recovers the true structure of the underlying distribu-
tion. We repeat this exercise with toy models (different

true distributions) and consistently find equivalent per-
formance between the PCA and Gaussian fit methods.

Appendix C: Correlations in the 3D aligned spin
space

Low mismatches in the 3D aligned spin space of
[q, χ1z, χ2z] are achieved in two ways. The first group
of low mismatch points consists of [q, χ1z, χ2z] such that
χeff and η remain constant. For example, keeping q con-
stant and varying the spins such that (qχ1z+χ2z) is kept
nearly constant will result in systems with identical η and
χeff and thus the smallest mismatches. These systems are
the darkest dots in Fig. 5. The correlation mapping al-
gorithm can fit those points if we increase the SNR of
the rejection sampling step, i.e., restrict the fitting only
to the lowest mismatch points. This is shown in Fig. 18.
Since these points keep χeff, η ∼ constant, they do not
trace the χeff−η correlation of Fig. 6, instead staying at
the reference value.

The second group of low-mismatch points includes
[q, χ1z, χ2z] that vary in such a way that their χeff and η
follow the expected correlation of Fig. 6. Since these are
more numerous than the first group (constant χeff and η),
the Gaussian fit will preferentially identify them unless
restricted to very low mismatches, e.g., Fig. 18. These
are the points presented in the main text in Fig. 5, while
Fig. 6 confirms that they indeed recover the expected
χeff−η correlation. Both groups of points could be fitted
simultaneously by generalizing the correlation mapping
to find surfaces rather than paths, which we leave to fu-
ture work.
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