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The current and upcoming generations of gravitational wave experiments represent an exciting step
forward in terms of detector sensitivity and performance. For example, key upgrades at the LIGO,
Virgo and KAGRA facilities will see the next observing run (O4) probe a spatial volume around four
times larger than the previous run (O3), and design implementations for e.g. the Einstein Telescope,
Cosmic Explorer and LISA experiments are taking shape to explore a wider frequency range and
probe cosmic distances. In this context, however, a number of very real data analysis problems face
the gravitational wave community. For example, it will be critical to develop tools and strategies to
analyse (amongst other scenarios) signals that arrive coincidentally in detectors, longer signals that
are in the presence of non-stationary noise or other shorter transients, as well as noisy, potentially
correlated, coherent stochastic backgrounds. With these challenges in mind, we develop peregrine, a
new sequential simulation-based inference approach designed to study broad classes of gravitational
wave signal. In this work, we describe the method and implementation, before demonstrating
its accuracy and robustness through direct comparison with established likelihood-based methods.
Specifically, we show that we are able to fully reconstruct the posterior distributions for every
parameter of a spinning, precessing compact binary coalescence using one of the most physically
detailed and computationally expensive waveform approximants (SEOBNRv4PHM). Crucially, we are
able to do this using only 2% of the waveform evaluations that are required in e.g. nested
sampling approaches. Finally, we provide some outlook as to how this level of simulation efficiency
and flexibility in the statistical analysis could allow peregrine to tackle these current and future
gravitational wave data analysis problems.

GitHub: The peregrine analysis and inference library will be made available here.

I. INTRODUCTION

Observational Status. The gravitational wave (GW) sky
is now much louder than it was after the first detection of
a gravitational wave signal from the merger of two black
holes in 2015 [1]. Indeed, source catalogs are now com-
plete and varied enough to be used for studying ques-
tions in gravitational theory [2], cosmology [3–5], and
even the formation and internal properties of black holes
and neutron stars [6, 7]. To give some current context,
the LIGO-Virgo collaboration (LVKC) has now reported
on 90 compact binary coalescence events1 that are be-
lieved to be of astrophysical origin [12, 13].

Along with more efficient search pipelines [14–16], one
of the major reasons for the increase in size of the gravi-
tational wave catalog is the large increase in search vol-
ume probed by the detectors. For example, in the pre-
vious LVKC observing run (O3), the projected comov-

∗ u.bhardwaj@uva.nl
† j.b.g.alvey@uva.nl
1 Additional catalogs such as the deep extended catalog [8], the 3-
OGC catalog [9] and others [10, 11] report several other sources
with different analysis pipelines or higher false alarm rate thresh-
olds.

ing search volume for binary black hole (BBH) merg-
ers was VBBH = 3.4 × 108 Mpc3 [17]. In comparison,
however, the next observing run (O4) that is planned
for May 2023 has a projected search volume of around
VBBH = 1.5Gpc3 [17, 18], representing over a 400% in-
crease in volume and the corresponding expected event
rate2. This observing run is predicted to have the ad-
vanced LIGO (aLIGO) detectors running close to their
design sensitivities (O5), and therefore, represents a key
benchmark for the current generation of gravitational
wave observatories. Such an improvement in detector
sensitivity and corresponding event rate induces a new
era of computational challenges when it comes to gravi-
tational wave data analysis.
Gravitational Wave Data Analysis. In general, the

data analysis pipeline for gravitational waves splits into
two parts: detection and parameter inference. Whilst
studying the optimality of search pipelines [14, 15], es-
pecially for new classes of signal, is an interesting and
important problem, in this work we will focus on the fol-
low up step of high precision parameter inference. The

2 The equivalent volumes for binary neutron star (BNS) coales-
cence events are VBNS = 3.3 × 106 Mpc3 and VBNS = 3.4 ×
108 Mpc3 for O3 and O4 respectively [17, 18].
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FIG. 1. A schematic illustration of the data analysis method developed in this paper. We use Truncated Marginal Neural Ratio
Estimation (TMNRE) to perform full parameter estimation on gravitational wave signals. The algorithm is implemented in
our new code peregrine.

traditional (and current) approach to gravitational wave
parameter inference follows a Bayesian framework where
the goal is to infer either the full (N -dimensional) joint
posterior over all parameters or marginal posterior distri-
butions over a (sub-)set of relevant intrinsic (e.g. source
properties) and extrinsic parameters (e.g. the source-
detector geometry) [19, 20]. In addition, one must make
some informed choice (ideally using some astrophysically
motivated range, or making a maximally uninformative
choice in the absence of this) of the prior distributions for
the parameters of interest. For current state-of-the-art
waveform approximants/generators, which are now capa-
ble of describing complex scenarios such as fully precess-
ing and spinning compact binary inspirals [21–24], the
number of relevant parameters is around Nparams ∼ 12–
17. At a purely practical level, this means that ap-
proaches such as profiling the gravitational wave data
likelihood are computationally infeasible, and it is com-
mon therefore to use some form of stochastic sampling
method to investigate the parameter space.

Traditional stochastic algorithms such as Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [25, 26] and nested sam-
pling [27–30] are both implemented within the standard
open source analysis software such as LALInference [31],
PyCBC [32], and bilby [33–36]. Both MCMC and nested
sampling algorithms function by generating samples from
the full joint posterior (although they achieve this in dif-
ferent ways), and then typically marginalise to obtain
posteriors over individual, or pairs of parameters. The
computational cost in these cases comes about since these
algorithms carry out numerous likelihood evaluations for
each individual sample point. Indeed, a general rule of
thumb for current gravitational wave parameter infer-

ence is that generating around 104 independent poste-
rior samples requires at least 106 likelihood evaluations3

(and corresponding forward evaluations of the waveform
generation model) [35, 36]. Depending on the signal du-
ration and complexity of the waveform approximant, this
can result in inference times of hours to weeks for a single
events, see e.g. [35, 36]. This is the context in which con-
crete data analysis challenges will arise as, amongst other
things, (i) the detection rate increases significantly [17],
(ii) more realistic waveform approximants that incorpo-
rate e.g. higher order modes become more expensive to
evaluate [23, 37], and (iii) future gravitational wave de-
tections involving multiple overlapping waveforms [38–
42], non-stationary noise distributions, or some stochas-
tic background, see e.g. [43–45], will render explicit like-
lihood evaluations increasingly complicated and costly.
Simulation-based Inference. Recently, there have been

significant advances in the field of simulation-based in-
ference (SBI) [46–48] (sometimes also known as implicit
likelihood inference), partly as a result of rapid devel-
opments in machine learning, but also as a response to
emerging data analysis challenges such as those described
above. The field of simulation-based inference is now
wide and varied, with numerous approaches available as
fully implemented open-source software [49–52]. It has
been shown to be successful in a number of different
physics settings, such as CMB analyses [53], strong lens-
ing image analysis [54], point source searches [55], and
field-level cosmology [56], along with other examples [57–

3 This is especially true for spinning and precessing compact binary
inspirals.
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61]. Broadly, the key advantages of this set of methods
are (i) they can be highly simulation-efficient compared
to traditional methods, and (ii) they are “simulation-
based” in the sense that they do not require an explicit
likelihood to be written down, only a realistic forward
simulator to be provided. Combined, this opens up the
exciting possibility of using higher fidelity forward mod-
els to take full advantage of even the most complex data.
In the context of gravitational waves, a particular version
of simulation-based inference known as neural posterior
estimation (NPE) has already been successfully applied
to perform fully amortised inference4 on compact binary
mergers [62, 63]. This leads to impressive inference per-
formance across e.g. the LVKC catalog, where after the
complex training process (requiring millions of waveform
evaluations) has been carried out, almost real-time infer-
ence can be done [64]. It is worth noting in this regard
that the focus of our analysis pipeline is different. We
look to perform analysis on individual gravitational wave
signals, where this sort of global amortisation becomes in-
feasible. The prototypical example of this would be the
overlapping waveform scenario [38–42], where the num-
ber of waveform calls required to perform reliable amor-
tised inference would likely be at least an order of magni-
tude larger, if not more. In this current work, we however
focus on single BBH mergers to develop our method be-
cause this is where clear, robust quantitative comparisons
can be performed to validate our approach.

Key Contributions. In this work, we develop a new
data analysis method that is applicable to wide classes of
gravitational wave signals. In particular, we implement
a particular, sequential simulation-based inference algo-
rithm known as Truncated Marginal Neural Ratio Esti-
mation (TMNRE) [50] based on the swyft software [49].
We demonstrate the applicability, accuracy and robust-
ness of this approach by studying two case studies – a
highly spinning, precessing binary black hole system at
distances of 200Mpc (extremely high signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) of ∼ 100 to act as a stringent test of the preci-
sion we can achieve) and 900Mpc (low SNR of ∼ 20 to
test our ability to reliably distinguish between signal and
noise). Using a state-of-the-art waveform approximant
SEOBNRv4PHM [21] (although in practice, any waveform
approximant for e.g. IMRPhenomXPHM [65], IMRPhenomPV2
or IMRPhenomD [22, 66], can easily be used), we demon-
strate that we can fully reproduce the posterior distri-
butions generated by current likelihood-based methods.
Importantly, we show that we can achieve this agreement
with only 2% of the waveform evaluations that are needed
in standard likelihood-based approaches. As far as the
computational efficiency of the method is concerned, we
provide a discussion of the design choices relevant for our
TMNRE-based algorithm in Sec. II, in particular focus-

4 Amortized inference refers to training a neural network to ap-
proximate the posterior distribution over model parameters
which allows for fast inference on any input data.

ing on the details of the network training and optimi-
sation. We highlight the role that truncation plays in
achieving efficient inference in Fig. 3, where we use an
active learning approach to lower the training data vari-
ance with respect to the observation of interest. We also
discuss the robustness tests that can be carried out to
validate our results independent of any other method.
In addition, we will release our implementation, which
we call peregrine, as open-source, extendable analysis
software available to the community.
Structure of the Work. The remainder of the work

is structured as follows: we begin in Sec. II by briefly
reviewing simulation-based inference approaches before
giving a detailed explanation of TMNRE and its ap-
plication to gravitational wave analysis. We apply this
method in Sec. III to the two case studies detailed above.
Finally, in Sec. IV, we provide some discussion and out-
line our conclusions regarding the application of our
pipeline to current and future gravitational wave data
analysis challenges.

II. SIMULATION-BASED INFERENCE FOR
GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

In this section, we will give a very brief overview of the
general class of simulation-based inference methods, be-
fore focusing our attention on the particular implemen-
tation we use in this work. Finally, we will discuss some
specific design choices that are relevant to the analysis of
gravitational waves.

II.1. Overview of Simulation-based Inference

Over the last three to four years, there has been a sig-
nificant increase in the usage and development of so-
called simulated-based inference approaches to data anal-
ysis [46, 47]5. Whilst there are now multiple options in
terms of particular implementations and algorithms, ev-
ery approach has a common setup. In particular, the
main question driving all SBI algorithms is: can we still
do robust Bayesian inference if we are only given some
generative model? [46]. In other words, given some for-
ward model p(x, θ) that takes some underlying set of pa-
rameters θ and produces some simulated data x, can we
construct meaningful posteriors p(θ|x) for all, or some
subset, of the parameters θ. In practice, how this is done

5 As discussed in the introduction, this is arguably for two main
reasons, the first is that the huge computational improvements
in machine learning (ML) methods allow for density estimators,
classifiers and neural networks to be efficiently trained on very
high dimensional data. The second reason is then that utilising
these developments opens up the possibility to tackle new data
analysis challenges [38, 67, 68].
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is by studying Bayes’ theorem applied to the posterior,

p(θ|x) = p(x|θ)p(θ)
p(x)

, (1)

where p(θ|x) is the posterior of θ given some observed
or simulated data x, p(x|θ) is the likelihood of a given
set of data x given some input parameters θ, p(θ) is the
(Bayesian) prior over the parameters θ, and p(x) is the
Bayesian evidence. The key functionality of simulation-
based inference is to realise that having a forward gen-
erative model p(x, θ) = p(x|θ) p(θ) is equivalent to being
able to sample from the (simulated) likelihood. This is
the origin of the terms “likelihood-free” or “implicit like-
lihood” inference [46].

At this point, the various SBI methods diverge some-
what in terms of how they use this capability of sam-
pling from the likelihood to construct posterior densi-
ties or posterior samples. Broadly, they can be cate-
gorised in terms of how they split up Bayes’ theorem in
Eq. (1). There are three main ways to do this given a
prior p(θ) (which is explicitly known/chosen) and a gen-
erative model p(x, θ) = p(x|θ) p(θ).
• Neural Posterior Estimation (NPE). The first class
of methods attempts to directly estimate the pos-
terior density p(θ|x), typically through the use of
some flexible density estimator such as a normalising
flow [51, 62, 69, 70]. This has been used in a num-
ber of contexts, including for the amortised analysis of
gravitational waves [63, 64, 71].

• Neural Likelihood Estimation (NLE). In the second
case, given some training data generated from the for-
ward model, one attempts to create a well-controlled
proxy for the simulated data likelihood p(x|θ) [52, 61,
69]. This can then be used directly in traditional algo-
rithms such as MCMC to generate posterior samples.

• Neural Ratio Estimation (NRE). The final class
of methods takes a different approach and estimates
the likelihood-to-evidence ratio p(x|θ)/p(x) [49, 53–
55, 57, 58, 60, 72–76]. In this work, we will be using a
particular version of this known as Truncated Marginal
Neural Ratio Estimation (TMNRE) [50]. Ratio esti-
mation ultimately works by translating the Bayesian
inference problem into a binary classification task on
joint and marginal samples. We provide more details
of this mapping below in the specific context of gravi-
tational waves.

II.2. The TMNRE Algorithm

In this work, we use a particular simulation-based infer-
ence algorithm known as Truncated Marginal Neural Ra-
tio Estimation (TMNRE) [50], implemented within the
swyft software package [49]. There are two key features
of the method that we look to take advantage of for the
highly simulation efficient analysis of gravitational wave

signals. For reference, the overall structure of the algo-
rithm is described in Fig. 1.

• The “T”. TMNRE is a sequential method in the sense
that the analysis is performed in rounds (typically
around 5 to 10). At the end of each round, estimates
of the posterior are generated for a specific, targeted
observation x0. The priors are then truncated before
generating training data for the next round, leading to
a significant (empirically, of the order of 50% to 90%)
reduction in simulation budget [53]. This, of course,
has the consequence that we are generally not develop-
ing an amortised method, but rather one that can be
applied to individual observations.

• The “M”. The marginal aspect of TMNRE relates to
the fact that the algorithm estimates marginal posteri-
ors. In other words, instead of estimating the full (N -
dimensional) joint posterior p(θ|x) for all parameters
θ ≡ (θ1, . . . , θN ), and then marginalising, we directly
estimate the marginal posterior p(θi, θj , · · · |x) for some
parameter (or set of parameters) of interest {θi, θj , . . .}.
This again has the advantage that it typically reduces
the simulation budget by a large fraction and results
in much simpler training procedures because the data-
parameter manifolds for the low dimensional marginals
are much less complex.

More technically, TMNRE sets up the estimation of the
ratio r(x;ϑ = (θi, θj , . . .)) = p(x|ϑ)/p(x), where ϑ repre-
sents a single parameter or some subset of parameters,
as a binary classification problem through the following
observation about Bayes’ theorem,

r(x;ϑ) =
p(x|ϑ)
p(x)

=
p(ϑ|x)
p(ϑ)

=
p(x, ϑ)

p(x)p(ϑ)
. (2)

In other words, we can view this likelihood-to-evidence
ratio in multiple ways, (i) as the posterior-to-prior ra-
tio, which will ultimately allow us to generate poste-
rior samples by generating samples from the prior p(ϑ)
and weighting them by the ratio r(x;ϑ), and (ii) as the
ratio between the joint probability density p(x, ϑ) and
marginal density p(x)p(ϑ).
It is the last form that allows us to carry out a bi-

nary classification task. In particular, suppose we have
N samples from our simulator (or joint distribution
p(x, ϑ) = p(x|ϑ)p(ϑ)) {(ϑ = (θi, θj , . . .), x)i}k=1...N , then
we can also construct samples from the marginal distri-
bution p(x)p(ϑ) by randomly shuffling the pair compo-
nents. The method then attempts to optimise a classifier
dϕ(x, ϑ) with some trainable parameters ϕ to output a
class dϕ(x, ϑ) = 0 (say) when (x, ϑ) is drawn marginally,
and dϕ(x, ϑ) = 1 when (x, ϑ) is drawn jointly.
In terms of TMNRE, this is technically achieved by

minimising the (binary cross-entropy) loss function [49,
73, 74],

L[fϕ] = −
∫

dxdϑ [p(x, ϑ) ln (σ(fϕ(x, ϑ)))

+ p(x)p(ϑ) ln (1− σ(fϕ(x, ϑ)))], (3)
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FIG. 2. Two example observations that will be used in the case studies below. The parameter values for the observations can
be found in the inference results below (see Figs. 4 and 5) Left: A (typical) low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) signal as seen in the
LIGO Hanford detector. The signal is shown in pink, while the full detector response including noise is shown in grey. Right:
A similar signal (shown in orange), but with a very high SNR, again in the Hanford detector. Upper and lower panels: The
upper panels illustrate the time-domain strain h(t), whilst the lower panels show the corresponding frequency domain response

h̃(f), both of which are used in our analysis.

where σ(x) = [1 + exp(−x)]−1 is the sigmoid function
and dϕ(x, ϑ) = σ(fϕ(x, ϑ)) in the notation above. Cru-
cially, one of the key motivations for TMNRE is that one
can actually minimise this loss analytically to obtain the
optimal classifier f⋆ϕ(x, ϑ) ≡ ln r(x;ϑ) [49]. This means
that by successfully optimising this loss function, we can
directly obtain full information about the likelihood-to-
evidence ratio or posterior-to-prior ratio.

In practice, this is where the “neural” aspect of TM-
NRE comes into play. Since the data x (and parameters
ϑ) can in principle be extremely high-dimensional, we re-
quire both very flexible classifiers dϕ(x, ϑ) that can pro-
cess complex data structures such as images or long time
series, and also an efficient way to optimise the classifier
parameters ϕ (here neural network weights). Recent ad-
vances in machine learning architectures, training, and
hardware capabilities have now made this process ex-
tremely scalable, and we make use of them here, as im-
plemented in the swyft package [49, 50].

It is important to understand how we can achieve
marginal posterior estimates with this algorithm, since
it will be important for solving future sampling chal-
lenges such as those associated to the analysis of multi-
ple waveforms [38–42]. In TMNRE, we implicitly fully
marginalise over every parameter θ = (θ1, θ2, . . .) by
varying them all in each simulation. When we train
the classifier(s), however, we only show the network the
small subset of parameters we are interested in, i.e.
(x, ϑ = (θi, θj , . . .)). When one analytically minimises
the loss, one will find that you automatically obtain the
properly marginalised posterior p(ϑ|x). In practice, in

this work, we will only be interested in obtaining 1- and
2-dimensional marginal posteriors, i.e. ϑ ≡ θk for some
k or ϑ ≡ (θi, θj) for some pair (i, j).
We can finally turn to the inference and truncation

part of TMNRE. With a fully trained ratio estimator
r̂(x;ϑ) ≃ p(ϑ|x)/p(ϑ), we can now target a specific ob-
servation x0 (coming from e.g. an LVKC data stream,
or some mock test observation). By generating sam-
ples from the prior p(ϑ), we can obtain marginal pos-
terior inference results by weighting these samples with
the ratio estimator evaluated on the target observation
r̂(x0;ϑ) ≃ p(ϑ|x0)/p(ϑ). Inevitably, this will lead to re-
gions of parameter space where the posterior density is
high (covering the true values if the algorithm is run suc-
cessfully) and regions where the density is vanishingly
low. We use these regions of low density, specifically
where the posterior estimate drops below some threshold
p̂(ϑ|x0)/max

ϑ
p̂(ϑ|x0) < ϵ to truncate our prior6 before

generating samples for the next round of training and
inference7 [50]. After a number of rounds, once the sen-
sitivity is at the level of statistical uncertainty, this trun-

6 This introduces a certain error into the marginal posterior esti-
mation proportional to the integrated quantity

∫
−Γ dϑ̄ p(θ|x0),

where −Γ is the area outside the new proposal and ϑ̄ is the set
of parameters θ not including the parameter(s) being inferred.
But, it is specifically in this region that the posterior density is
vanishingly low, so the error induced is small and controlled by
ϵ.

7 We typically take ϵ ∼ 10−5 which approximately corresponds to
a ∼ 4.8σ exclusion if the posterior was a pure Gaussian. We
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cation procedure will converge, and the algorithm termi-
nates. This process is highlighted below for the specific
case study presented in this work in Fig. 3.

To summarise, the TMNRE algorithm splits into four
steps:

1. Step 1: We generate a batch of simulations
(ϑ, x)i=1...N according to our current proposal prior
p(ϑ) using our forward simulator.8

2. Step 2: We train classifier(s)9 fϕ(x, ϑ) to tell
the difference between joint and marginal samples
for the parameter(s) of interest ϑ. When opti-
mised, this gives a direct estimate of the ratio
r(x;ϑ) = p(ϑ|x)/p(ϑ) for the parameters of interest
ϑ = (θi, θj , . . .).

3. Step 3: We use the trained ratio estimator to per-
form inference on a specific target observation x0
and obtain marginal ratio estimates r̂(x0;ϑ).

4. Step 4: By evaluating the ratios on a set of prior
samples, we can truncate the initial proposal dis-
tribution to exclude regions of vanishingly low pos-
terior density such that the variance in the training
data for the next round is significantly lower.

5. We then go back to Step 1 and repeat until the
truncation regions and posterior estimates stabilise,
after which we can perform the final inference on
the observation x0.

This whole process is illustrated diagrammatically in
Fig. 1.

II.3. Design Choices for Gravitational Waves

There are a number of concrete design choices and im-
plementation steps that we must make in order to apply
the TMNRE algorithm to the analysis of gravitational
waves. Specifically we must (i) choose/build the forward
simulator that generates the data x given parameters θ
and some noise model, (ii) implement a neural network
that can parse and process the output of the simulator
for training the classifier, (iii) choose the relevant prior
distributions for our parameters, and (iv) make choices
for the relevant parameters in the TMNRE algorithm.

Forward Simulator. In terms of the generative model,
in this work we choose to study gravitational wave sig-
nals from compact binary black hole mergers observed

checked that the inference results are not sensitive to this choice
provided ϵ is small enough, only affecting the rate at which the
truncation occurs

8 Note that this step can be fully parallelised (and indeed is in
our implementation), and therefore made arbitrarily fast given
hardware access.

9 In this work, we simultaneously train one classifier for each grav-
itational wave parameter θi, or pair (θi, θj), so we end up with
a set of classifiers.

Parameter Prior Choice Injection
Mass ratio, q U(0.125, 1) 0.8858
Chirp mass M [M⊙] U(25, 100) 32.14

Inclination angle θjn [rad] sine(0, π)† 0.4432
Polarisation angle ψ [rad] U(0, π) 1.100
Phase ϕc [rad] U(0, 2π) 5.089
Tilt angles θ1, θ2 [rad] sine(0, π)† 1.497, 1.102
Dimensionless spins a1, a2 U(0.05, 1) 0.9702, 0.8118
Spin angles ϕ12, ϕjl [rad] U(0, 2π) 6.220, 1.885
Right ascension α [rad] U(0, 2π) 5.556
Declination δ [rad] cosine(−π/2, π/2)† 0.071
Merger time tc [GPS s] U(−0.1, 0.1) 0.000
Luminosity Distance dL [Mpc] Uvol.(100, 2000)

⋆ 900.0 (C1), 200.0 (C2)

TABLE I. Definitions and prior choices for all relevant gravi-
tational wave parameters θGW in this work.
† Note that these are the default priors used in bilby analyses for

BBH systems (subject to calibration ranges of the waveform ap-

proximants).
⋆ Specifically, the luminosity distance prior is taken to be uniform

in comoving volume in the source frame.

in LIGO and Virgo detectors. We analyse the signal as
it appears in all three detectors simultaneously10, across
both the time and frequency domains. To model the
waveforms from the merger, we use the functionality in
the open-source code bilby [33–35]. This allows us to in-
ject a gravitational wave signal h(θGW) – typically split
into the + and ×-polarisation strains and then projected
– into a noisy detector with coloured noise strain nIFO
generated from a power spectral density (PSD) Sn(f).
Here, θGW ≡ (q,M, . . .) is some set of parameters sam-
pled from the prior p(θGW) that describe the intrinsic
properties of the source under consideration such as the
mass ratio q, (redshifted) chirp mass of the system M,
as well as extrinsic properties including the angular po-
sition on the sky (α, δ) and the luminosity distance dL.
All of these parameters are provided as input into the
waveform approximant of choice11. We provide a full list
of physical parameters in Tab. I, including their prior
choices. The full forward model for a single detector is
then defined by:

p(x,θGW) = p(x = h+ nIFO|h+,×,θGW)

× p(h+,×|θGW)p(θGW), (4)

where h here is the projection of the h+,× strains onto
the detector frame according to the extrinsic parameters
in θGW. The full implementation of the forward model
can be found in the Simulator class of the peregrine
package. Two example observations x0 = h(θGW)+nIFO

10 Specifically, the Livingston (L1), Hanford (H1) and Virgo (V1)
detectors, although any combination or subset can be analysed
also.

11 Here we use the SEOBNRv4PHM waveform approximant [21] so as
to provide case studies on the most complex spinning and pre-
cessing BBH merger systems. Importantly, the analysis pipeline
remains identical regardless of this choice, although the specific
parameters in θGW may change.
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which are the direct output of the simulator and will form
the basis of our case studies below are shown in Fig. 2.

Inference Network. To carry out the ratio estimation
step in the TMNRE algorithm (Step 2 above), we need
to construct a flexible enough parameterisation of the
classifier fϕ(x, ϑ). In principle (at least in some infinite
training data limit), any sufficiently general parameteri-
sation should be able to minimise the loss in Eq. (3). In
practice, making sensible design choices about network
architectures that are well matched to the data format
(particularly the signal structure) leads to huge increases
in performance, robustness and general applicability of
the method.

In the context of gravitational waves, the signal is a
complex time series or frequency domain strain – e.g.
at a sampling frequency of 2048Hz a 4 s signal will con-
sist of over 8000 data points. Most of the information
about the parameters θGW is encoded in various non-
linear ways. As such, there is no good analytic method
for fully processing noisy data streams, or deriving an
optimal architecture. On the other hand, in the context
of TMNRE, it is empirically the case that the precise
network architecture is not so important provided it is
(a) sensibly adjusted to the data format – e.g. it would
be non-optimal to first flatten an image, totally remov-
ing all spatial structure – and (b) deep enough (i.e., with
enough network parameters or structure) to be able to
flexibly fit the parameter and data manifold. This rel-
ative simplicity comes about as a result of the specific
targeting both of single observations and marginal pos-
teriors, significantly reducing the complexity of the fit
we are implicitly trying to perform. An interesting com-
parison is with the NPE implementation of gravitational
wave inference where a highly optimised and bespoke net-
work architecture is required to perform fully amortised
inference on the high dimensional joint posterior [64].

Practically, we choose a network architecture that ac-
knowledges a number of things about the physics behind
gravitational wave signals:

• Signal segments. Broadly, compact binary coalescence
gravitational wave signals can be split into 3 compo-
nents (both in the time and frequency domains) cor-
responding to different phases of their evolution: the
inspiral, merger and ringdown phases. The various pa-
rameters in θGW affect these components differently,
for example, the coalescence time tc defines the time
of merger, typically associated to the peak of the am-
plitude in the time domain signal h(t). We want to
choose a network that does not treat each part of the
waveform identically – such as a convolutional struc-
ture that simply applies the same kernel to each part.
Instead we construct a 1d-analogue of the well-known
unet architecture [77], which is excellent for image (or
signal here) segmentation and subsequent analysis on
the various segments.

• Domain choice. Information about gravitational wave

parameters is encoded differently in the time and fre-
quency domains, although they are related directly by
a Fourier transform. At the end of the day, we are in-
terested in extracting some optimal set of features from
the signal that are correlated with various physical pa-
rameters. Naturally, the effect of some parameters is
much more direct in one domain vs. the other. For
example, it is very simple to see the effect of vary-
ing the time of coalescence on the time domain strain
h(t) – it is simply a horizontal shift and is easy to
pick up with any simple network. On the other hand,
in the frequency domain, the waveform gets modified
as h̃(f ; tc) = h̃(f ; 0) exp(2πiftc), which affects the full
structure of the frequency domain strain and is much
more complicated to extract. In practice we take ad-
vantage of the full flexibility of simulation-based meth-
ods and present both the time and frequency domain
strains to the network, analysing both of them inde-
pendently to extract features before combining these
summary statistics to perform ratio estimation.

• Multiple detectors. The current generation of detec-
tors is set up to provide complementary information
about the same gravitational wave event at each of the
relevant facilities (e.g. LIGO Hanford and Virgo). We
model the detector response in all (or a subset) of these
locations and stack the time (and corresponding fre-
quency) domain strains such that the same geocentric
times (or corresponding frequency bins) are aligned.
Again, this is taking advantage of the freedom to use
any data representation that fully encodes our knowl-
edge about the relevant timing delays in the detectors.

The above describes the rationale for our choice of in-
ference network used to process our data. Its general
structure consists of two parallel unet networks which
act on the time and frequency domain strains indepen-
dently, before compressing down to a smaller set of sum-
mary features in each case. These features, which im-
portantly are automatically optimised by the classifier
during training are then concatenated and passed to a
simple multi-layer perceptron that is the default imple-
mented in swyft which performs the ratio estimation.
More generally, one can understand the network as first
performing some optimised data compression into a set
of summary statistics12 on which the ratio estimation is
then performed with (a subset of) the physical parame-
ters ϑ ⊂ θGW. The full details of the network architec-
ture can be found both in Appendix A as well as in the
peregrine implementation. In terms of generalisation,
we expect this network to perform well on any compact
merger signal, including e.g., overlapping waveforms, al-
though in principle it can also be modified arbitrarily to

12 There are some clear analogues with approximate Bayesian com-
putation here [78], although the summary statistics are trained
to be optimal rather than hand crafted.
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TMNRE Setting Value
Number of rounds 7⋆

Simulation schedule 30k, 60k, 90k, 120k, 120k,
150k, 150k

Bounds threshold ϵ 10−5

Noise shuffling True

Min./Max. training epochs 30/200
Early stopping 7
Initial learning rate 5× 10−4

Training/Validation batch size 256/256
Train : Validation ratio 0.9 : 0.1

TABLE II. Choices for the hyperparameters and settings for
the TMNRE algorithm in this work.
⋆ This is the minimum number of rounds, if the algorithm has

not converged, we continue rounds of inference until the truncation

procedure terminates.

search for other classes of gravitational waves without
any other change in the data analysis pipeline.

Prior Choices. The aim of this work is to establish and
develop the TMNRE algorithm in the context of gravita-
tional wave analysis. As such, we choose priors p(θGW)
on the physical parameters θGW = (q,M, · · · ) that rep-
resent the standard choices in the literature for analysing
this type of BBH merger signal [20, 31–33]. This allows
for a direct comparison to inference results from tradi-
tional algorithms that are the focus of the next section.
For reference, these can be found in e.g. the bilby docu-
mentation [28, 30, 33–35]. All the parameter definitions
and prior distributions relevant to this work can be found
in Tab. I.

TMNRE Setup. Finally, there are a number of choices
that need to be made when running the TMNRE algo-
rithm. These choices are fully detailed in Tab. II, or in
the configuration files supplied with peregrine. The set-
tings broadly split into two categories: those that con-
trol the training of the inference network, and choices
for the TMNRE algorithm itself. In the former case, we
can define how many epochs to train the network for
(min./max. training epochs), how many epochs to wait
for the validation loss to decrease13 (early stopping), the
initial learning rate (initial learning rate), the batch sizes
shown to the network (training/validation batch size),
and finally the split in the data between training and
validation (train : validation ratio). In addition, we have
the TMNRE settings such as the (minimum) number of

13 Specifically, the training keeps track of the loss on the training
and validation sets, then tests whether the validation loss has
increased relative to the previous round. This can be a sign
of overfitting, which should of course be avoided, but we are
also training via stochastic gradient descent so we instead look
for a number of epochs (early stopping) where no decrease in
the validation loss has been seen before stopping. We then re-
initialise the network to the state with the lowest validation loss.

rounds (number of rounds), the number of simulations
to use in each round14 (simulation schedule), and the
bounds threshold for performing the truncation (ϵ). The
last setting to discuss is the noise shuffling switch. This
is closely related to the question of overfitting to train-
ing data, where for small simulation batches it can be
the case that the network essentially “remembers” the
training data including the noise realisations. This leads
to a very low value of the loss on the training data set,
but poor performance on validation data. We found that
one extremely effective way of overcoming this is to shuf-
fle the noise realisations in each batch. This effectively
shows the network brand new examples every epoch, but
with the same signal component relevant for inference.
This strategy should be applicable for any additive noise
model (related to gravitational waves, or not) and can
reduce the simulation budget by potentially an order of
magnitude.

To summarise this section, we have discussed broadly the
field and applicability of simulation-based inference tech-
niques, before describing in detail the development of our
new gravitational wave data analysis pipeline peregrine.
In doing so, we explained the technicalities of our partic-
ular implementation of simulation-based inference, TM-
NRE, that is applicable to targeted parameter inference
on a specific observation of interest. In the next sec-
tion, we will demonstrate the application of our analysis
method to two case studies of highly spinning, precessing
BBH mergers, which represent a current state-of-the-art
analysis and modelling challenge.

III. RESULTS: TWO CASE STUDIES

We now turn our attention to the application of the
method to two concrete case studies that represent the
state-of-the-art for parameter estimation in current gen-
eration gravitational wave detectors. Specifically, in
this section we consider two noisy mock observations
with waveforms generated by the SEOBNRv4PHM approx-
imant [21]. This time-domain waveform approximant is
tuned to describe BBH merger systems that are both
spinning and precessing. It employs more accurate
aligned-spin as well as precessing-spin two-body dynam-
ics than its predecessors.15 It takes as input 15 relevant
physical parameters, which are detailed in Tab. I. We do
note, however, that our pipeline makes no assumption

14 In later rounds, it is typically the case that a larger simulation
budget is required to obtain the necessary precision in the pa-
rameter inference.

15 In particular, it includes the (2,±2), (2,±1), (3,±3), (4,±4) and
(5,±5) modes in the co-precessing frame of the binary instead
of the commonly used (2,±2) and (2,±1) modes, and displays
improved accuracy in calibration fits with numerical relativity
simulations across a larger parameter space. When generating
aligned-spin waveforms, SEOBNRv4PHM reduces to SEOBNRv4HM.
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FIG. 3. Illustration of the truncation procedure as applied to the high SNR case study (C2). Each row corresponds to one
round of inference for five separate parameters (chirp mass M, right ascension α, inclination angle θjn, polarisation angle ψ,
and primary spin a1, from left to right). The insets are zoomed in versions of the constrained region to illustrate the coverage
of the true injected values (shown by black dashed lines). The solid blue lines show the prior truncation bounds derived during
the inference step.

about the choice of waveform approximant, so any other
model could be easily integrated.

We generate the noise according to the LIGO-O4 power
spectral density for each detector (H1, L1, V1) [35]. We
assume the detector noise to be gaussian-distributed, sta-
tionary and coloured by the estimated PSD of the up-
coming LIGO-Virgo observing run.16 In practice, par-
ticularly because we are looking to analyse individual
observations, the noise model could be modified to in-
clude e.g., any online estimate of the PSD at the time
of an event [1, 80]. Whilst of course, the precise posteri-
ors obtained would be different as a result of the different
noise realisation, the data analysis pipeline would remain
identical and we expect our approach to generalise to any
noise model.

In the rest of the section we will describe the case
studies in more detail before presenting our results when
analysing the signals using the TMNRE algorithm im-
plemented in peregrine. Importantly, we show that
we can achieve excellent agreement compared to tra-
ditional established methods across all parameters in

16 In full technicality, the detector noise originates from a number
of different continuous and transient sources which lead it to be
non-stationary and coloured. However, it has been shown that
away from these transient noise artefacts a gaussian distribu-
tion coloured by an online estimate of the PSD is an excellent
approximation [79].

the 1-dimensional and 2-dimensional marginals. To ob-
tain this comparison, we run the nested sampling code
dynesty [30] that comes as default with the bilby pack-
age17 [33–35]. We also discuss additional consistency
checks that we can perform on simulation-based infer-
ence methods that are independent of – and typically
also infeasible to – classical methods.

17 The results for the posteriors obtained from dynesty [28, 30]
can be highly sensitive to the sampling settings. In this work,
we follow other analyses in the literature [34] taking nlive

= 2000 points as well as n act = 10, and perform analytic phase
marginalisation which is crucial for stable results. We do not an-
alytically marginalise over luminosity distance or merger time,
although this should not affect the results. An additional techni-
cal point that is relevant here is that for waveform models with
higher modes, it is known that this phase pre-marginalisation
step may break down if the ℓ > 2 overtones give a signifi-
cant contribution to the signal [81]. We have checked explicitly
that running dynesty again without phase pre-marginalisation
(but with a larger n act = 50) leads to identical posteriors on
the well-measured parameters such as the chirp mass or lumi-
nosity distance, although with some instabilities in less well-
constrained parameters such as the phase and the two tilts.
Importantly, we note that peregrine itself performs no such
phase pre-marginalisation and therefore the observed agreement
is further indication that for the sources in question phase pre-
marginalisation is performing well here. Regardless, this high-
lights the fact that for comparisons, this check should be done
on a case-by-case basis when working with higher-order mode
waveform approximants.
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III.1. Case Study Description

We test our data analysis methodology on two separate
case studies, both within the context of the SEOBNRv4PHM
waveform approximant [21], which is currently one of
the most detailed and computationally intensive mod-
els available (although, again, we could use any model,
see e.g. [22, 23]). In particular we choose an injected
signal with the true values given in Tab. I, which are
chosen because they are one set of best fit parameters
for the interesting source recently discussed in Refs. [82–
84]. In particular, the source comprises two objects that
appear to be both precessing and highly spinning (with
dimensionless spins ai > 0.8)18. We place the systems at
two different luminosity distances to set up our two case
studies:

• C1. dL = 900Mpc – we study a quieter source (with
an SNR of ∼20) to ensure that our method can deal
reliably with inference on a data stream where there is
significant amounts of noise. In other words, we test
the ability of our method to distinguish between signal
and noise in a gravitational wave event.

• C2. dL = 200Mpc – conversely, we analyse a very
loud source (with an SNR of ∼100) to determine our
ability to achieve high precision inference. Whilst this
source is arguably slightly unphysical according to cur-
rent merger rates (in terms of how loud it is), the aim
of this test is to confirm that we can achieve extremely
high precision inference through the application of the
TMNRE algorithm.

The detector response for both of these target observa-
tions are shown in Fig. 2 above for the LIGO Hanford
facility.

III.2. Parameter Estimation with TMNRE

We perform parameter inference on both of the case stud-
ies using the implementation of the TMNRE algorithm
in peregrine. In particular, we fix the algorithm set-
tings to the ones given in Tab. II. The key results of this
section are shown in Figs. 4 and 5, while the trunca-
tion procedure is illustrated for a number of parameters
in Fig. 3. A full set of 2d-posterior distributions can be
found in the Appendix in Figs. 6 and 9.

Discussion. There are a number of levels to discuss these
results. Firstly we consider the TMNRE algorithm and

18 In general, this interesting source highlights the need for devel-
opment in waveform modelling, as well as an investigation sur-
rounding the implications of noise artifacts on inference [85, 86].
This is additional motivation to develop flexible, targeted infer-
ence methods so that the impact of individual components of the
setup (waveform approximant, noise model etc.) on the final in-
ference can be reliably tested. This is very challenging to achieve
with fully amortised methods.

its applicability to gravitational wave data analysis. We
can see clearly from the results in Figs. 4 and 5 that
across all parameters we have excellent reconstruction
of the injected parameters, including e.g., the high pri-
mary spin which can be typically challenging to anal-
yse [85, 86]. More importantly, we see that we achieve
very close agreement with the traditional nested sam-
pling method dynesty [30], both in terms of accuracy of
parameter reconstruction, as well as the precision of the
posteriors. To be quantitative, we compute the Jensen-
Shannon divergence (JSD) between the two sets of poste-
rior distributions. In Appendix B, we provide a full set of
these values, averaged over all physical parameters across
a number of different samplers including dynesty [30],
but also cpnest [87] and ptemcee [26, 88], as well as a
complete description of our methodology for computing
the JSD19. Given these results, there are two key points
to highlight here. Firstly, we see that the variation be-
tween samplers as quantified by the JSD is an observation
specific quantity and that in this case the variance is sig-
nificantly larger for the high SNR case study (on average
around (10 − 30) × 10−3 nat) compared to the low SNR
one (on average around (3 − 9) × 10−3 nat). This trend
follows at the level of variation between posterior distri-
butions obtained from the same sampler (e.g. dynesty)
run twice with different random seeds. Secondly, and
more relevantly in terms of the peregrine posteriors, we
see that for both case studies, our results are fully con-
sistent with the variations between individual samplers
(although of course we will happen to show better agree-
ment with one compared to another). In addition, it
is worth noting that we also obtain significantly better
coverage statistics than e.g., bilby-MCMC and dynesty
(see Refs. [33, 35] and the discussion below). As a fi-
nal point, we can see that the main discrepancies are on
parameters that are nonetheless poorly constrained, and
certainly not measured to any precision – for example the
secondary dimensionless spin a2, or the phase ϕc which
is pre-marginalised in the sampling approach anyway.
A crucial element to achieving this level of agreement

was to ensure that the same underlying noise realisation,
and corresponding observation was analysed in both the
TMNRE and nested sampling analysis. Performing the
parameter inference on the same signal with a different
noise realisation will (correctly) lead to shifts in the pos-
terior estimates of the parameter that only on average
will be centred on the true value. This is something we
actually take advantage of in the next section to per-
form additional quality checks of our inference. These
are known broadly as coverage tests and are becoming
common practice in the simulation-based inference liter-
ature to validate inference results [89, 90].
Two of the important features of the TMNRE algo-

rithm that we highlighted in Sec. II were the truncation

19 We use nlive = 2000, n act = 10 for dynesty, nlive = 2000 for
cpnest and nsamples = 2000 for ptemcee.
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FIG. 4. Full set of 1d marginal posteriors for all parameters in the low SNR case study (C1). The inference results from the
TMNRE algorithm are shown in pink, with the 1σ, 2σ, and 3σ contours shown underlaid behind. The purple histograms are
the dynesty results for the analysis performed on the same observation (see Fig. 2). The black dashed lines indicate the true
injected values.

and marginal elements. In Fig. 3, we highlight the former
of these and illustrate the impact of truncation on var-
ious classes of parameters. For example, the first three
columns of panels illustrate the convergence of the pos-
terior estimates over the rounds of truncation and re-
simulation for parameters that are (extremely) well mea-
sured, such as the chirp mass or inclination angle. In
the final two panels, we see another class of parameters
(here ψ and a1 as examples) which are not well con-
strained but are nonetheless reconstructed. We see for
this second class of parameter that in the initial rounds,
the marginal posterior estimate of e.g. p(ψ|x0) is rather
poor – and indeed, one should not interpret this as the
true posterior, because the TMNRE algorithm has not
converged. Once the other well measured parameters
are tightly constrained, however, the quality of the in-
ference of ψ and a1 increases significantly, eventually
converging to agree with the sampling result. This is
a general trend when running TMNRE algorithms that
convergence in other parameters over the course of the
rounds ultimately leads to later improvements in posteri-
ors for different parameters, see e.g. [60]. It is also worth
briefly commenting on multi-modality here: whilst the
case studies we have chosen have well-constrained pa-
rameters such as the chirp mass that are single modes,
multi-modal inference in gravitational waves is a com-

mon occurrence. In the context of peregrine, the same
level of efficiency could be realised in these scenarios by
modifying how we perform the truncation of the prior
proposal. Specifically, instead of bounding in some rect-
angular region, we could instead impose a threshold on
the ratio and only sample in (potentially disconnected)
regions of the prior that exceed this. This is currently
under active development through e.g., nested sampling
applied to the prior distributions, and we emphasise it is
just technical hurdle, rather than any limitation of the
method. The second feature we highlighted was the ben-
efit of directly estimating marginal posteriors p(ϑ|x0) as
opposed to first generating the full (N -dimensional) joint
distribution. This plays a crucial role in simulation ef-
ficiency at no cost to statistical accuracy – indeed the
comparison with nested sampling highlights that we ob-
tain the correct marginal distributions even though we
do not marginalise from a joint distribution.20

We can explicitly highlight this simulation efficiency
by comparing the number of waveform generation steps
that were required in the nested sampling case versus

20 Of course, as discussed in Sec. II, we may not explicitly
marginalise, but we do so implicitly by varying every parame-
ter across all simulations
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FIG. 5. Full set of 1d marginal posteriors for all parameters in the high SNR case study (C2). The inference results from the
TMNRE algorithm are shown in orange, with the 1σ, 2σ, and 3σ contours shown underlaid behind. The purple histograms are
the dynesty results for the analysis performed on the same observation (see Fig. 2). The black dashed lines indicate the true
injected values.

in the TMNRE algorithm. In the low SNR case study,
we required around 720k waveform evaluations, whilst
the corresponding dynesty run required over 44 million.
This represents an over 98% reduction in simulation
budget for identical marginal posterior reconstruction.
The difference is actually larger at the level of simula-
tion time, since in each round of TMNRE, the waveform
calls can be fully parallelised, whilst evaluations in nested
sampling or MCMC broadly need to be performed se-
quentially. This parallelisation is implemented as default
in our peregrine code. This is not an entirely fair com-
parison, since we are also required to train the classifiers
at each stage. This should be compared to e.g., the to-
tal likelihood evaluation time for a meaningful runtime
comparison. Again, taking the low SNR case study as an
example, the dynesty run took around 43 hours versus
around 12 hours for the TMNRE algorithm on the same
architecture (including network training).21 For scenar-
ios where the cost per simulation is much higher, how-
ever, this trade-off and benefit from simulation efficiency
will become even more pronounced.

21 In future code versions, there is room for this time to be substan-
tially improved through e.g. accelerated waveform evaluations,
reduction in network size, or a more efficient scheme for sampling
from the truncated prior proposal distributions.

As a final note, whilst at the level of parameter es-
timation the 1d marginal posteriors are an informative
set of results, it is often interesting to explore the pa-
rameter degeneracies. To do so, we take advantage of
the flexibility of TMNRE to estimate only the marginal
posteriors we are interested in testing and construct the
full set of 2d posteriors. We make a comparison to the
nested sampling contours in both case studies and find
similarly good agreement. To achieve this, we required
an additional 500k simulations in both the low and high
SNR cases on which to train the set of marginal posterior
classifiers. These are shown in the Appendix in Figs. 6
and 9.

III.3. Additional Consistency Checks

The results and comparisons to traditional methods dis-
cussed above are a helpful and meaningful way to test the
data analysis pipeline that we have developed. On the
other hand, the key motivation for developing peregrine
is to apply it to scenarios where the application of tradi-
tional methods is either impossible or extremely costly.
This is slightly different motivation to current research
efforts to perform e.g., online parameter inference for
LVKC data streams [64, 91]. Given this, it is impor-
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tant to have additional ways to cross check and validate
our inference results that do not rely on comparisons to
sampling. This is an active area of ongoing research in
simulation-based inference [48, 89, 92], however, a num-
ber of established techniques now exist.

The most common are known as coverage tests, which
implement the idea discussed above that in the context of
Bayesian parameter estimation, repeated inference over
different noise/statistical realisations of the same sig-
nal should result in posteriors that shift relative to the
true value. The rationale behind this sort of expected
coverage test is that – simply as a result of statistical
fluctuations – the x% credible interval for the posterior
should contain the simulation-truth value x% of the time.
For a more general discussion of this in the context of
simulation-based inference, see e.g. [89]. In practice, we
can take a large sample22 of observations generated from
the truncated prior (where we have converged posterior
estimates), and perform inference on each observation.
In each case we can note how often the injected value
was contained inside the x% confidence interval and con-
struct a cumulative distribution. A well calibrated poste-
rior distribution will be a totally diagonal line when the
expected coverage is plotted against the empirical find-
ings. Due to the fact that full inference must be done for
each observation, this type of test is typically infeasible
to do for sequential sampling methods such as MCMC.
It should be noted, however, that this test is diagnos-
tic in the sense that a failure implies a poorly calibrated
posterior, but success is not a definitive guarantee.

The coverage test results for all 15 parameters in both
the high and low SNR case studies are provided in the
Appendix (see Figs. 7, 8, 10 and 11). We see that across
every parameter, we achieve extremely good posterior
coverage, something that adds additional validation to
our agreement with dynesty.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this final section, we present the key conclusions of
this work, before giving some outlook as to the possible
use cases for our data analysis strategy. Ultimately the
motivation for our method development comes from the
analysis challenges facing the field of gravitational waves
as we move towards the next generation of detectors [93–
95]. Specifically, we will need methods that are highly
scalable, simulation efficient, and flexible to take full ad-
vantage of future data. In this context, the key research
contributions from this work are:

• Simulation-based inference pipeline. The key de-
velopment put forward in this work is a sequen-
tial simulation-based inference pipeline for analysing

22 In the tests shown below, we generated 2000 extra simulations
from the final round truncated prior region.

gravitational waves (see Sec. II for a discussion).
Specifically, we implemented an algorithm known as
Truncated Marginal Neural Ratio Estimation (TM-
NRE) [50]. The motivation and advantages associ-
ated to this choice for gravitational waves are broadly
centred around simulation efficiency and its applica-
bility to individual observations. We showed for ex-
ample that in a standard analysis for a binary black
hole merger, we reduced the simulation budget (num-
ber of waveform evaluations) by over 98% compared
to likelihood-based methods. This scaling is achieved
primarily through the ability of the TMNRE algorithm
to directly estimate marginal posteriors, and is the key
argument for the use of our method in currently in-
tractable sampling problems such as the analysis of
overlapping sources [38–42].

• Case studies. We studied two cases where we analysed
highly spinning precessing binary black hole mergers,
one with a high SNR of around 100, and another with
a relatively low SNR of approximately 20. In each
case, we performed full parameter inference using our
method on observations generated using the state-of-
the-art SEOBNRv4PHM waveform approximant [21] (see
Fig. 2), although the method can be applied to any
waveform model. We compared our results for the
1d- and 2d-marginal posteriors to posterior samples
obtained from nested sampling and demonstrated the
excellent agreement across all parameters (see Figs. 4
and 5). In addition, we carried out expected coverage
tests to validate the behaviour of our posterior esti-
mates (see e.g. Figs. 10 and 11 for the high SNR case).

• Robust and flexible method. Our implementation of
TMNRE is not the first method to apply modern ma-
chine learning techniques to the analysis of gravita-
tional waves [59, 64, 71, 96–99]. On the other hand,
these other impressive parameter estimation pipelines
typically have a different goal in mind – rapid or instan-
taneous parameter inference. This has great relevance
when attempting to e.g. optimise signal triggering
or follow up quickly on electromagnetic counterparts.
However, this comes at the cost of complicated archi-
tectures, or bespoke likelihood designs [91, 100, 101]
which render these approaches less flexible for study-
ing arbitrary classes of signals. In contrast, our motiva-
tion is to develop a method that is robust and flexible
enough to be used to analyse a wide range of signal
classes in specific observations. In order to study a
new class of signal – only a new forward simulation
model is required, whilst the rest of the pipeline will
remain identical. Importantly, in cases where tradi-
tional methods are not available, the coverage tests de-
scribed in Sec. III will still be applicable, so we can still
validate our results.

• Code release. Alongside this work, we have developed
an implementation of our analysis method, known as
peregrine (built on top of swyft [49, 50]). This is
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a highly modular and scalable library that allows the
user to implement their own Simulator class. Given
the simulation efficiency and relatively small network
size, it is usable on an individual basis with reason-
able access to consumer hardware. Both the algorithm
as well as the coverage tests are fully developed and
tested, with examples available. Access to peregrine
can be requested at this link .

IV.1. Outlook

As discussed in the introduction to this work, we are
currently in an exciting era of gravitational wave exper-
imental development. With future detectors such as the
Einstein Telescope [93] or LISA [95] taking shape, the
future gravitational wave sky could be extremely loud,
varied, and informative. On the other hand, there are
clear data analysis challenges associated to fully utilising
this data [67, 68]. Two important examples of these chal-
lenges include (i) the analysis of two (or more) overlap-
ping gravitational wave signals, which will arise as a re-
sult of large increases in detector sensitivity [38–42, 102],
and (ii) the identification and analysis of stochastic sig-
nals that will be relevant to space-based observatories
such as LISA [95]. In the former case, the challenge is
a sampling one, with current methods potentially tak-
ing months to analyse a single event. In the latter case,
there is also potentially a large sampling challenge in an
attempt to fit multiple signal templates or noise mod-
els, but there are also statistical challenges that could
arise from correlated signal or detector noise, as well as
significant simulation costs.

It is this class of data analysis challenges that we had
in mind when developing peregrine.23 There are a num-
ber of reasons to believe that the framework put forward
here can approach these problems and extract the max-
imum science/physics results. Firstly, the method is de-
signed to be highly simulation efficient, something we
have demonstrated explicitly in the case of binary black
hole mergers where we saw a ∼98% reduction in simula-
tion budget. This is one of the keys to solving sampling
based problems, where we can directly perform inference
at the level of marginal distributions rather than solve
the full joint problem. Assuming the same simulation ef-
ficiency holds, this could lead to a reduction in analysis
time for a problem such as parameter inference for mul-
tiple overlapping waveforms from O(months) [41] to less
than a day. Similarly, TMNRE and other simulation-
based inference approaches are by construction implicit-
likelihood methods. This is equivalent to the statement

that one only needs a forward simulator to perform in-
ference, rather than an explicit likelihood. In the case
of e.g., possible correlated noise in the stochastic gravi-
tational wave background [43, 44], this feature could un-
lock a number of physics questions that are currently
intractable. It is also worth noting that non-stationary
noise, which is typically challenging to deal with in a
likelihood-based framework is simple in the context of
simulation-based inference and peregrine. In particu-
lar, the analysis would remain identical if e.g., the PSD
was time-dependent, provided this was included in the
detector aspect of the simulator. We will leave these to
future works to analyse these situations in detail.
To summarise, it is clear that in the era of high-

sensitivity gravitational wave experiments, flexible and
scalable data analysis strategies will be crucial to uncov-
ering exciting fundamental physics discoveries. In this
work, we have presented peregrine as a community-
based tool that can hopefully take some steps towards
that goal.
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X. Jiménez Forteza, and A. Bohé, Phys. Rev. D 93,
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Gonçalves, and J. H. Macke, (2021), arXiv:2101.04653
[stat.ML].

[49] B. K. Miller, A. Cole, P. Forré, G. Louppe, and
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Appendix A: Network Architecture

The network architecture used for the analysis in
peregrine is shown in the figure below. As described
in the text in Sec. II, we use the flexibility of the TM-
NRE implementation to automatically extract a small set
of summary statistics from both the time and frequency
domain strains after processing and compressing the in-
put data. This summary can then be passed to the ratio
estimator along with the physical parameters θGW to
perform the inference. The full pytorch [103] implemen-
tation of the network components shown below (specifi-
cally the unet and linear compression networks) can be
found in the InferenceNetwork class of peregrine.

Appendix B: Comparison with Likelihood Based
Samplers

In order to validate our results in Sec. III, we quantita-
tively compare the peregrine posteriors against those
obtained using traditional sampling methods such as
nested sampling and MCMC. Specifically, we compute
the Jensen-Shannon divergence amongst the 1d posteri-
ors obtained using peregrine, dynesty, ptemcee, and
cpnest. Our implementation including all the data rele-
vant to this article are available publicly on our Zenodo
page (link), along with files that can regenerate the
JSD values (both on average and on a parameter-by-
parameter basis) given below in Tab. III.

JSD [10−3 nat] peregrine dynesty dynesty (re-run) ptemcee cpnest

peregrine 18.0 13.1 21.0 20.6
dynesty 9.75 4.02 10.0 35.2
dynesty (re-run) 10.9 0.55 10.6 29.9
ptemcee 16.5 7.01 7.56 35.9
cpnest 6.82 3.52 4.46 8.60

TABLE III. Average Jensen-Shannon divergences over all
physical parameters θGW = (q,M, . . .) for different sampler
combinations. Values below the diagonal (in pink boxes) re-
fer to the low SNR case study (C1), whilst those above the
diagonal (in orange boxes) are for the high SNR case (C2).
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FIG. 6. Full set of 2d marginal posteriors in the low SNR case study (C1). The results from the TMNRE analysis are shown
in pink, whilst the corresponding dynesty analysis is shown in blue. The darker and subsequently lighter contours in the 2d
marginals indicate the 1σ, 2σ and 3σ confidence intervals respectively. The sky map shows the (α,δ) contours centered at the
injection value.
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FIG. 7. Coverage results for the low SNR case study (C1) for all parameters. This compares the expected coverage of the true
value as a percentage on the x-axis against the actual coverage of our ratio estimator on the y-axis. The pink line indicates the
average coverage, while the blue contour indicates the 68% confidence interval on the coverage.
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FIG. 8. Coverage results for the low SNR case study (C1) for all parameters. This is the same information as Fig. 10, but with
zp defined by p =

∫ zp
−zp

dz 1/
√
2π exp(−z2/2). This places more emphasis on the behaviour of the posteriors in the tail regions.

The pink line indicates the average coverage, while the blue contour indicates the 68% confidence interval on the coverage.
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FIG. 9. Full set of 2d marginal posteriors in the high SNR case study (C2). The results from the TMNRE analysis are shown
in orange, whilst the corresponding dynesty analysis is shown in blue. The darker and subsequently lighter contours in the 2d
marginals indicate the 1σ, 2σ and 3σ confidence intervals respectively. The sky map shows the (α,δ) contours centered at the
injection value.



21

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

q = M2/M1

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

Mc [M�]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

θjn [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

φc [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

θ1 [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

θ2 [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

a1

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

a2

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

φ12 [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

φjl [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

dL [Mpc]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

δ [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

α [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

ψ [rad]

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Nominal credibility (1− p)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

E
m

p
ir

ic
al

co
ve

ra
ge

(1
−
p)

tc [GPS s]

FIG. 10. Coverage results for the high SNR case study (C2) for all parameters. This compares the expected coverage of the
true value as a percentage on the x-axis against the actual coverage of our ratio estimator on the y-axis. The pink line indicates
the average coverage, while the blue contour indicates the 68% confidence interval on the coverage.
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FIG. 11. Coverage results for the high SNR case study (C2) for all parameters. This is the same information as Fig. 10,
but with zp defined by p =

∫ zp
−zp

dz 1/
√
2π exp(−z2/2). This places more emphasis on the behaviour of the posteriors in the

tail regions. The pink line indicates the average coverage, while the blue contour indicates the 68% confidence interval on the
coverage.
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