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Space-borne gravitational wave (GW) detectors can detect the merger of massive black holes. The early warning and localiza-
tion of GW events before merging can be used to inform electromagnetic telescopes and conduct multimessenger observations.
However, this requires real-time data transmission and analysis capabilities. The geocentric orbit of the space-borne GW detector
TianQin makes it possible to conduct real-time data transmission. In this study, we develop a search and localization pipeline for
massive black hole binaries (MBHBs) with TianQin under both regular and real-time data transmission modes. We demonstrate
that, with real-time data transmission, MBHBs can be accurately localized on the fly. With the approaching merger, each analysis
can be finished in only 40 min. For an MBHB system at a distance of 1 Gpc, if we receive data every hour, then we can pinpoint
its location to within less than 1 deg2 on the final day before the merger.
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1 Introduction

The past years have witnessed significant progress in the
field of gravitational wave (GW) astronomy, with nearly
a hundred GW events detected by ground-based GW de-
tectors [1-3]. Recently, some pulsar timing arrays (PTAs)
have detected nHz stochastic GW backgrounds (SGWBs)
[4-7]. Meanwhile, GW signals in the range of 0.1 mHz −
− 1 Hz can be detected by space-borne GW detectors, such
as TianQin [8] and Laser Interferometer Space Antenna
(LISA) [9]. Potential sources range from massive black
hole binaries (MBHBs) [10], stellar mass binary black holes
(SBBHs) [11], extreme mass ratio inspirals (EMRIs) [12],

*Corresponding authors (En-Kun Li, email: lienk@sysu.edu.cn; Yi-Ming Hu, email:
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galactic double white dwarfs (DWDs) [13] to SGWBs [14].
Among these sources, MBHBs are expected to produce

the loudest GW signals, with a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
of up to several thousand, and can be observed as early as
z ≃ 15 ∼ 20. MBHBs can merge in gas-rich environments
[15], resulting in a high black hole accretion rate and high
star formation rate in the galaxy [16, 17]. Both of these fac-
tors have the potential to cause strong electromagnetic (EM)
radiation, making MBHBs promising targets for multimes-
senger astronomy. During the inspiral phase, EM emission
from MBHBs is predominantly from X-rays emitted by the
circumbinary disk [18], gradually declines before the merger
[19], and shifts toward being dominated by ultraviolet ra-
diation as the merger approaches [20]. At the moment of
the merger, we anticipate a variety of EM emissions, such
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as a super-Eddington flare from the super-Eddington accre-
tion rate [21, 22], radio emission from the spin flip of the
black hole [23], and jets caused by the surrounding magnetic
field [24, 25]. In addition, with delays ranging from hours to
months after coalescence, we may observe highly relativistic
jets launched along the spin axis of the black hole [26]. Even
long after the merger, various EM afterglows are expected to
persist [27-29].

In recent years, a significant amount of research has fo-
cused on studying GW and EM multimessenger observations
involving MBHBs [30, 31]. The primary focus of attention
has been the localization capability of GW detectors for MB-
HBs and the anticipated outcomes of joint observations with
multiband EM facilities.

GW observations can provide information about the
masses and spins of MBHBs, whereas EM observations can
provide insights into the environment around massive black
holes and reveal the behavior of the accretion disks around
the MBHBs, particularly at the later stages of their inspiral
evolution. Multimessenger observations of MBHBs will pro-
vide insights into the coevolution of massive black holes, nu-
clear star clusters, and their host galaxies, shedding light on
the time delay between galaxy and MBHB mergers, as well
as the physics of active galactic nuclei [32]. Moreover, the di-
rect measurement of luminosity distance by GW analysis and
the inference of redshift by EM analysis can provide a new
measure of the Hubble parameter [33, 34] and constrain cos-
mological extra dimensions [35]. By comparing the phases
of GW and EM signals to break the degeneracies of various
parameters, the fractional difference in propagation velocity
between gravitons and photons can be accurately determined
to 10−17 [36].

Despite the promising potential for multimessenger obser-
vations of MBHBs, observing the EM signal from MBHB
mergers poses many challenges primarily because of the short
emission timescale. The typical long distance to the source
also results in faint emissions. Furthermore, distinguishing
radiation from background noise can be quite tricky. The
identification of the source as an MBHB would require ad-
equate evidence.

Most of the aforementioned challenges can be addressed
by localizing the MBHBs before the merger. However, the
SNR of an MBHB accumulates in a highly nonlinear way,
with the last hour signal containing up to 99% of the total
SNR [37] and the sky localization area significantly shrinking
as the MBHB merger approaches [31]. Therefore, the local-
ization of MBHBs before the merger raised a new challenge
for achieving near real-time speed for the data downlink, as
well as for the data analysis.

Because of the relatively short distance from the Earth,
TianQin has the potential to enable near real-time data trans-

mission to Earth. In this study, we analyze the localization of
MBHBs before the merger under the assumption that TianQin
data can be transmitted in real time. Because of the longer du-
ration of signals, data analysis of space-borne GW detectors
can be a lengthy process, taking days or even weeks with the
calculation of the likelihood being a major bottleneck. Algo-
rithms, such as the heterodyned likelihood [38, 39], reduced
order quadratures [40], and multibanding likelihood [41, 42],
have been developed to expedite the data analysis process.
In this work, we used the heterodyned likelihood algorithm
adapted from BBHx [43].

This paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we de-
scribe the waveform of MBHBs with the response function of
TianQin. In Section 3, we describe the methods used in this
work. In Section 4, we apply these methods to the analysis
pipeline. In Section 5, we injected three signals to demon-
strate the performance of the pipeline. Finally, in Section 6,
we discuss the conclusion of this work and the future direc-
tions for development.

2 Waveform of MBHB

Throughout this work, we adopt the aligned spin IMRPhe-
nomD [44, 45] waveform for the MBHB signal. The wave-
form is described by a set of parameters, that is, Θ =
{Mc, η, χ1, χ2,DL, tc, ϕc, ψ, ι, λ, β}. Mc is the redshifted chirp
mass defined as Mc = (m1m2)3/5/(m1+m2)1/5×(1+z). In this
work, we only consider MBHBs with redshifted chirp mass
ranging between 104 M⊙ and 108 M⊙. η = m1m2/(m1 + m2)2

is the symmetric mass ratio. Equal mass binaries have a
η = 0.25. We set the lower limit of η to 0.05, which approx-
imates the mass ratio of 1 : 18, corresponding to the param-
eter space where the IMRPhenomD waveforms are reliable.
χ1 and χ2 ranging between −1 and 1 are the dimensionless
spins of two black holes. DL is the luminosity distance, and
tc and ϕc are the merger time and merge phase, respectively.
ψ is the polarization angle, and ι is the inclination angle that
measures the angle between the angular momentum vector
of the binary and the line of sight of the observer. Finally,
we use λ and β to denote the ecliptic longitude and ecliptic
latitude, respectively, of the source location.

Before generating the waveform, we need to determine the
frequency range. The frequency evolution can be calculated
using the Newtonian approximation as follows:

f (t) =
1

8π

(
c3

GMc

)5/8 ( tc − t
5

)−3/8
, (1)

If the MBHB merges within the observation period, then the
upper limit of the frequency will be determined using the fol-
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lowing equation:

fcut =
1
5

c3

GMtot
, (2)

where Mtot is the total mass of the black hole binaries. We
also apply truncation between 10−4 Hz and 1 Hz according
to the frequency limit of TianQin. In practice, we adopt
pyIMRPhenomD [46] to generate the frequency domain am-
plitudeA ( f ), phase Φ ( f ), and time–frequency relation t ( f ).

For space-borne GW missions, one of the dominant
sources of noise is the laser frequency noise, which can be
mitigated through the time delay interferometry (TDI) tech-
nology [47, 48]. Throughout this work, we adopt the com-
monly used orthogonal observables, namely, A, E, and noise-
insensitive T . These orthogonal observables can be combined
through the symmetric TDI Michelson channels X, Y, and Z
[48, 49], as follows:

A =
1
√

2
(Z − X) , (3a)

E =
1
√

6
(X − 2Y + Z) , (3b)

T =
1
√

3
(X + Y + Z) , (3c)

Several TDI schemes have been proposed for space-borne
GW detectors [50-52]. However, these schemes are merely
modifications of the first-generation TDI and do not signifi-
cantly alter the response. As a result, only the first-generation
TDI will be utilized in this study. The orthogonal observ-
ables can be represented by the basic Doppler observable
ỹslr, which represents a laser frequency shift between differ-
ent types of spacecraft [47-49].

We define Ã as the Fourier transform of A. Considering
the TianQin orbit [53], we can express the TDI response for
TianQin of the TDI channels in the frequency domain as fol-
lows [47, 54, 55]:

Ã =
1
√

2

(
D2 − 1

) [
(1 +D) (ỹ31 + ỹ13) − ỹ23 −Dỹ32 − ỹ21−

Dỹ12
]

(4a)

Ẽ =
1
√

6

(
D2 − 1

) [
(1 −D) (ỹ13 − ỹ31) + (1 + 2D) (ỹ21 − ỹ23)

+(2 +D) (ỹ12 − ỹ32)
]
, (4b)

T̃ =
1
√

3

(
D2 − 1

)
(1 −D) (ỹ13 − ỹ31 + ỹ21 − ỹ12 + ỹ32 − ỹ23) ,

(4c)

where D ≡ e
i2π f L

c . As the observable T is insensitive to sig-
nals at low frequencies, we concentrate on the A, E channels.

3 Method

3.1 Bayesian Framework

In this work, we adopt the Bayesian framework to obtain
the posterior distribution of the parameter Θ. According to
Bayes’ theorem, the posterior distribution can be expressed
as follows:

p (Θ | d, I) =
p (d | Θ, I) p (Θ | I)

p (d | I)
, (5)

where p (Θ | d, I) is the posterior, p (d | Θ, I) is the likelihood,
p (Θ | I) is the prior, and the p (d | I) is the evidence, with d
representing the observed data and I representing the infor-
mation.

For GW data analysis, the likelihood can be expressed as
follows:

logL(Θ) = log p (d | Θ, I)

= −
1
2
⟨d − h (Θ) | d − h (Θ)⟩ + const.

=⟨d | h (Θ)⟩ −
1
2
⟨h (Θ) | h (Θ)⟩ −

1
2
⟨d | d⟩ + const.,

(6)

where h (Θ) is the waveform with parameter Θ. ⟨g | h⟩ repre-
sents the inner product between g and h expressed as follows:

⟨g | h⟩ = 4ℜ
∫ ∞

0

g̃ ( f ) · h̃∗ ( f )
S n ( f )

d f , (7)

where S n ( f ) is the one-sided power spectral density (PSD)
of the noise andℜ is the real component.

The constant is related to the normalization of Bayes’
equation. If we ignore all constant terms, then the log-
likelihood can be simplified as follows:

logL(Θ) ∝ ⟨d | h⟩ −
1
2
⟨h | h⟩. (8)

The analysis of GW signals involves high-dimensional pa-
rameter spaces. To efficiently explore the parameter space,
stochastic sampling methods, such as Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC), are often used in the GW data analysis com-
munity. The MCMC method uses random walking of the
sampler and encourages moves to the higher posterior re-
gion. In this work, we utilize emcee, a specific realization of
the affine invariant ensemble sampler algorithm [56], which
enables multiple walkers, representing parameter vectors, to
navigate through it by proposing new positions based on the
posterior distribution. The use of multiple walkers enhances
the robustness and effectiveness of MCMC sampling in com-
plex, high-dimensional parameter spaces [57].

Traditionally, MCMC methods are only applied to param-
eter estimation tasks, and the identification of the signal is of-
ten treated as a separate scope. However, in this work, we do
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not clearly distinguish the detection and measurement of GW
signals. We utilize the emcee to explore the full parameter
space, and identify the parameters that maximize likelihood.
If maximum likelihood exceeding the predefined threshold,
we consider the presence of a signal within the data. Addi-
tionally, this process yields estimations of uncertainties for
each parameter.

3.2 Heterodyned Likelihood

The overall time spent on the analysis is determined by two
factors, that is, the number of samples needed and the av-
erage time it takes to generate a single waveform. In our
analysis pipeline, we use the heterodyned likelihood method
[38, 39, 43] as part of our fast estimation module.

The core idea of the heterodyned likelihood method is to
separate the waveform h̃( f ) into two parts, that is, a rapidly
changing component, which is common in the reference
waveform h̃0 ( f ), and a slowly changing component, which
indicates the ratio r̃ ( f ) = h̃( f )

h̃0( f )
. Under this decomposition,

we can expand the two inner products as follows:

⟨d | h⟩ = 4ℜ
∫ ∞

0

d̃ ( f ) · h̃∗0 ( f )
S n ( f )

× r̃ ( f ) d f , (9a)

⟨h | h⟩ = 4ℜ
∫ ∞

0

∣∣∣∣̃h0 ( f )
∣∣∣∣2

S n ( f )
× |̃r ( f )|2 d f , (9b)

In practice, we first need to obtain a reference waveform
h̃0 ( f ) with a high posterior. Then, the rapidly changing com-

ponents d̃ ( f ) h̃∗0 ( f ) /S n ( f ) and
∣∣∣∣̃h0 ( f )

∣∣∣∣2 /S n ( f ) only need to
be computed once and stored as a precomputed factor. Dur-
ing sampling, we only need to calculate the waveform ratio
r̃ ( f ) on a sparse frequency grid. In this way, the average time
to compute the likelihood can be significantly reduced.

To quantify the improvement in the efficiency of the het-
erodyned likelihood method over ordinary likelihood, we
generate a total of 4,000 different signals with different wave-
form lengths ranging from 103 to 106. We fix Mc = 3 ×
105 M⊙ and DL = 1 Gpc and randomize over all other pa-
rameters. A total of 4,000 different signals with different
waveform lengths are generated with both methods. In Fig-
ure 1(a), we present the computing time for each case with a
single core in CPU Intel Core i7-10700 @ 2.90 GHz, with the
lines denoting the mean value and the error bars denoting the
90% confidence intervals. Here, the injected waveform is se-
lected as the reference waveform for heterodyned likelihood.
For shorter waveform lengths, the frequency is already suf-
ficiently sparse, and the heterodyned likelihood method does
not show a significant advantage against the ordinary likeli-
hood. However, for longer waveform lengths, the computing

time of the heterodyned likelihood increases slower than the
ordinary likelihood, leading to a significant improvement in
speed.

In addition to efficiency, we can also evaluate the effect of
heterodyned likelihood through its accuracy. If the waveform
deviates far from the reference waveform, then the slow term
r̃ ( f ) exhibits significant fluctuation in the frequency domain,
leading to unacceptable errors of the heterodyned likelihood
method. In Figure 1(b), we show the error of heterodyned
likelihood. For this purpose, we select the data shown in Fig-
ure 1(a) but select reference waveforms with deviations from
the injected waveform. The error of the heterodyned likeli-
hood method is defined as the relative error and expressed as
follows:

error =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
logLord

(
Θinj

)
− logLhet

(
Θinj

))
logLord

(
Θinj

)
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (10)

The waveform deviation is quantified by ⟨1 − r̃ | 1 − r̃⟩. Low
values of this metric indicate high similarity between new
and reference waveforms. When the waveform bias is small,
the likelihood computation error is primarily dominated by
numerical errors, approximately at the magnitude of 10−9.
As the level of waveform deviation surpasses approximately
10−4, the error from waveform deviation becomes increas-
ingly prominent. However, even with a waveform deviation
of 10−2, the resulting error is still within an acceptable range
of less than 10−6.

4 The Analysis Pipeline of TianQin for MBHB

For heliocentric orbit missions, such as LISA, the data down-
link speed/cadence is limited by the availability of deep space
networks. Therefore, providing near real-time data transmis-
sion would be relatively challenging and expensive. By con-
trast, for geocentric orbit missions, such as TianQin, if inter-
satellite communication is enabled and/or multiple ground fa-
cilities are available to ensure data downlink, then a reliable
and near real-time data downlink becomes feasible. In an op-
timistic scenario, TianQin can maintain a data downlink ca-
dence at the order of minutes. Even in a pessimistic scenario
where the near real-time downlink is unavailable all of the
time, a data receiving cadence of 2 days can be assumed 1).
In this work, we adopt the assumption of two working modes
of the data downlink of TianQin, that is, the regular mode,
where the full amount of data is available with a latency of 2
days, and the prompt mode, where the data can be transferred
near real-time.

The SNR accumulation of GW signals from MBHBs is
highly nonlinear. Therefore, long before the MBHB mergers,

1) X. Zhang, and Z. Yi, private communication (2023).
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Figure 1 The left panel shows the computing time for waveforms using the heterodyned and ordinary likelihood methods for different waveform lengths.
The mean value and 90% confidence intervals of more than 1,000 waveforms are shown. The right panel shows how the error between heterodyned likelihood
and ordinary likelihood is correlated with the deviation of the slow term r̃ ( f ). A strong correlation between the error and ⟨1 − r̃|1 − r̃⟩ can be observed, which
indicates that if r̃ ( f ) is indeed slowly changing, then the heterodyned likelihood method can compute the likelihood accurately.

the data transmission cadence does not indicate significant
differences, and we assume that new data are available every
2 days. In the first stage, we apply the search module that
runs every 2 days to routinely check if an upcoming MBHB
merger has a sufficiently large SNR. If the SNR exceeds the
threshold of 8, then we conclude that a signal has been de-
tected. Otherwise, we conclude that no significant MBHB
signal is contained in the data, and the search module will
retain the original data and rerun the search after receiving a
new batch of data.

Once the SNR exceeds the threshold, we execute the ap-
propriate module based on the estimated merger time. The
estimation module is triggered when the 90% confidence in-
terval for the estimated merger time is over 1 week after the
most recent data reception. At this point, we still have time
to continue with the regular data transmission mode and em-
ploy ordinary likelihood method for the calculations. When
either the search or estimation module indicates that the sig-
nals may merge within 1 week, we switch to the final stage.
As the MBHB approaches its final merger, we initiate real-
time data transmission in the final stage. Employing the fast
estimation module, we regularly perform parameter estima-
tion and update the posterior distribution of the full parameter
set. As the merger of the MBHB approaches, the uncertainty
in the estimated parameters quickly diminishes [31]. This it-
erative process continues until we estimate that the MBHB
has merged. At this point, the signal associated with the es-
timated parameters is removed from the data, and the search
module is rerun to scour the data for the next potential signal
unhindered by the previously estimated one. This cycle of
searching, estimating, and subtracting continues until Tian-
Qin suspends its observation.

Table 1 Bounds for all parameters

Parameter Lower Bound Upper Bound

log (Mc/M⊙) log
(
104

)
log

(
108

)
η 0.05 0.25

χ1 −1.0 1.0

χ2 −1.0 1.0

DL/Gpc 0.01 230

tc/day 0 90

ϕc/rad 0 2π

ψ/rad 0 π

cos ι −1 1

λ/rad 0 2π

sin β −1 1

In Figure 2, we use a flowchart to summarize the logic of
the entire pipeline. The same prior is adopted throughout all
modules. For parameters that vary in orders of magnitude,
such as Mc, a log-uniform prior is adopted. For DL less than
the cutoff Dmax = 230 Gpc (or z ≈ 20), we adopt a uniform
prior in comoving volume, as follows:

log p (DL | I) ∝ 2 log DL, for DL < Dmax (11)

For the other parameters, we adopt a uniform prior either for
the parameter per se or over the sphere. The bounds for all
parameters are shown in Table 1. Note that because TianQin
adopts the “3 months on + 3 months off” working scheme and
most of the SNR is obtained just before the merger, we focus
on the scenario that the MBHB merges within the continuous
3-month period. Thus, the upper limit of the merger time is
set to 90 days.

For all MCMC processes, we have chosen the logarithmi-
cally uniform initial point for Mc. For sky positioning and
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Figure 2 Flowchart of the designed pipeline. The data analysis can be separated into three modules, namely, the search, estimation, and fast estimation
modules. The search module routinely searches for indicators of upcoming MBHB mergers, the estimation module works if the MBHB merges after 1 week,
and the fast estimation module works when a real-time downlink is enabled.

ι, we select the uniform initial points on the sphere. In ad-
dition, we determined that fixing the initial point of tc to the
upper limit (3 months) enhances the sampling efficiency. For
the initial points of the other parameters, we randomly select
points from a uniform distribution.

4.1 Search Module

Using the search module, we perform an MCMC-based anal-
ysis with 300,000 steps and 24 walkers. Note that, in this
stage, we evaluate likelihood using the ordinary likelihood,
which does not significantly increase the computational bur-
den because the frequency evolution of the binary black hole
during its inspiral phase is considerably slow. We only need
to perform a calculation using limited frequency points. In
practice, this module takes approximately 10 h on 24 cores in
CPU Intel Xeon Silver 4210R @ 2.40 GHz. After the search
module, the MCMC algorithm yields the maximum posterior
probability and posterior distributions for all parameters. We
calculate the SNR of the signal based on the parameter set
associated with the maximum posterior.

4.2 Estimation Module

The estimation module is similar to the search module, with
the only difference being focusing attention on parameter es-
timation. The initial points are drawn from the 90% confi-
dence interval of the previous analysis instead of the prior
distribution as in the search module. This change can reduce
the time spent on burn-in. Experiments indicate that perform-
ing an MCMC-based analysis with 24 walkers and 100,000
steps is sufficient. In practice, this module will take not more
than 5 h, using the same hardware as the search module.

4.3 Fast Estimation Module

Once a signal is detected and estimated to merge within 1
week, the fast estimation module is utilized to analyze the

data. The fast estimation module consists of two parts, that is,
a quick optimization using the Nelder–Mead (NM) algorithm
[58] and an analysis using the heterodyned likelihood-based
MCMC algorithm.

Because of the small inherent biases often found in the
inferred maximum likelihood parameters, previous analysis
results may exhibit a significantly low likelihood when con-
fronted with new data. Consequently, directly utilizing the
previous analysis results as the reference waveform for the
heterodyned likelihood in the subsequent analysis is infea-
sible. Therefore, this work employs the NM method from
scipy.optimize to obtain a reference waveform for the het-
erodyned likelihood. The NM method, a commonly used op-
timization technique, iteratively optimizes a nonlinear objec-
tive function without requiring gradient information, working
by defining a simplex and iteratively modifying its vertices to
explore the search space and converge toward the optimal so-
lution.

We initiate the NM process using the maximum poste-
rior estimation value from the previous analysis as a start-
ing point. With a maximum iteration limit of 300, we aim
to identify the parameters that maximize the ordinary likeli-
hood within the 90% confidence interval established in the
previous analysis. In terms of speed, NM significantly out-
performs MCMC, completing the task in less than 5 min.

To assess the performance of NM against other point es-
timation algorithms, we compare it with differential evo-
lution [59] and particle swarm optimization [60] from the
scikit-opt library. In our pipeline, all the aforemen-
tioned algorithms exhibit comparable computational accu-
racy, yielding reliable results with deviations from the in-
jected signal that are less than 10−2. However, NM emerges
as the fastest among them.

Once we obtain the reference parameters from NM, we
proceed to apply the heterodyned likelihood-based MCMC
algorithm. Heterodyned likelihood effectively boosts the cal-
culation speed of the likelihood function with only negligible
errors, enabling us to obtain the results in approximately 40
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min, leveraging 24 walkers and 100,000 steps in the MCMC
process.

5 Result

To test the performance of the pipeline, we perform a near
real-time analysis of the simulated data. For the Gaussian
noise, we generate signals according to the one-sided PSD
of TianQin [8]. In Table 2, we summarize the parameters
of the three simulated events. The first event represents the
ideal case for TianQin, the second event has a heavier system,
and the third event has a lower SNR. For all cases, binaries
will merge 2 months after starting the TianQin observation.
In Figure 3, we present the characteristic strain of all three
injected waveforms for the A channel. The noise amplitude√

f S n( f ) is denoted by a black dashed line, where S n( f ) is
the one-sided PSD.

Table 2 Parameters of three injected sources

Parameter Source 1 Source 2 Source 3

Mc/M⊙ 3 × 105 3 × 106 3 × 105

η 0.15 0.15 0.15

χ1 0.5 0.5 0.5

χ2 0.7 0.7 0.7

DL/Gpc 1 1 10

tc/day 60 60 60

ϕc/rad π/2 π/2 π/2

ψ/rad π/4 π/4 π/4

ι/rad π/8 π/8 π/8

λ/rad π π π

β/rad π/3 π/3 π/3

SNR 4242 4067 425
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Figure 3 Each datum contains an MBHB signal. This figure shows the A
channel waveforms for the three injected sources and the sensitivity curves
in the representation of the frequency domain characteristic strain.

5.1 SNR Accumulation

The SNR of the GW signal plays a crucial role in the pa-
rameter estimation of MBHB systems. The uncertainties of
many parameters, for example, luminosity distance, are in-
versely proportional to the SNR. We first provide a quanti-

tative demonstration of the nonlinear accumulation of SNR
over the observation time. Figure 4 shows the SNR accumu-
lation of three different sources at various observation times.
In the right panel, we illustrate the total SNR of the complete
data. We observe that the last hour of data contributes sig-
nificantly to the SNR with a huge jump between lines across
the panels. Both Sources 1 and 2 have relatively short dis-
tances; thus, they share a similar total SNR. Source 1 took
14 days to reach the SNR threshold of 8. However, Source
2 is more massive and has a lower GW frequency. There-
fore, the system only enters the observation band of TianQin
6 days before its merger. Subsequently, because of the rapid
accumulation of SNR near the merger, our next analysis (4
days before the merger) detected Source 2 with an SNR of
approximately 30. For Source 3, because of its relatively low
SNR, it could not surpass the SNR threshold of 8 until 2 days
before the merger.

Because of the TianQin low-frequency ( f ≤ 6 mHz) TDI
sensitivity curve that resembles a straight line, the SNR of the
MBHB inspiral increases based on the following power law:

SNR ∝
(

t
tc − t

)1/2

. (12)

This relationship formula can also be calculated using the
frequency–time relationship(1), post-Newtonian approxima-
tion GW waveform. We also observe that the inclusion of
Gaussian noise introduces fluctuations.

1 hour1 day1 week1 month
Time before merge

101

102

103

SN
R

Source 1
Source 2
Source 3

merge

Figure 4 SNR accumulation curves of the three injected sources. The dots
denote the SNR recovered at different times, and the black line denotes the
result of using the relationship (12) during fitting. The horizontal axis shows
the time before the merger, and the vertical axis shows the SNR; both axes
are shown in logarithmic scale.

5.2 Sky Localization

The main motivation for this work is to localize the massive
black holes during their merger, enhancing the possibility of
successful multimessenger observations. Thus, obtaining ac-
curate and timely sky localization capabilities is paramount.
We demonstrate the evolution of estimated sky localization
uncertainties over different times for the three injected sig-
nals. To gain a better understanding of their performance,
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Figure 5 Time evolution of the 90% confidence interval of sky localization uncertainty ∆Ω of the three injected sources. For reference, the fields of view of
LSST (∼ 9.6 deg2), CSST (∼ 1.1 deg2), and Athena (∼ 0.4 deg2) are denoted by dashed lines.

some typical field of views (FOVs) of flagship EM telescopes
were listed for comparison.

In Fig 5, we show the time evolution of the 90% confi-
dence interval of sky localization error ∆Ω of the three in-
jected sources. For reference, the FOV of three telescopes is
denoted by dashed lines. The fluctuations in the localization
arise from the fluctuations in the accumulation of SNR and
the stochastic sampling process. For comparison, we show
the FOV of three representative telescopes, that is, the Vera
Rubin Telescope (LSST) [61, 62], the Chinese Space Sta-
tion Telescope (CSST) [63], and the Advanced Telescope for
High-Energy Astrophysics (Athena) [64]. LSST is a wide-
field ground-based system with a 9.6 deg2 FOV, designed to
study various objects in the universe with advanced technol-
ogy. CSST is a space telescope with a 1.1 deg2 FOV, de-
signed and developed in China and planned to be launched
and assembled in orbit as part of the Chinese space station
project. Athena is a high-energy astrophysics observatory de-
signed by the ESA with a 0.4 deg2 FOV, designed to study
celestial objects emitting X-rays. All of these telescopes are
expected to operate during the observation period of TianQin
and can perform multimessenger observations of MBHBs.

For Source 1 (2), TianQin can successfully localize it
within the FOV of LSST approximately 1 week (2 days) be-
fore the merger. Because they share comparable SNRs, the
evolution of the localization uncertainties of Sources 1 and 2
are similar 1 day before the final merger. In the final hours,
both events can be localized in a smaller area than the FOV
of CSST and Athena. For Source 3, because it is weaker and

only detectable 2 days before the merger, the localization un-
certainty is significantly larger than that of stronger signals.
The localization uncertainty only narrows down to the area
comparable to the FOV of LSST in the final hour before the
merger and approximately converges to the FOV of Athena
at the time of the merger. The localization uncertainty also
exhibits strong fluctuations, which are mainly attributed to
the randomness of noise and the random selection of MCMC
random number seeds.

With real-time data transmission and analysis capabilities,
the localization of MBHBs can be achieved reliably several
hours before their final merger. The precision of this localiza-
tion is high such that a single snapshot from wide-field tele-
scopes, such as LSST, can potentially cover the entire region
of interest, which significantly simplifies the EM follow-up
observation strategy, as discussed in detail in [65]. By con-
trast, if only the regular data transmission mode is available,
then there may be a delay of up to 2 days before receiving
a new batch of data. Under such circumstances, only the
stronger sources can be localized to a level comparable to
the FOV of LSST. This delay can lead to the loss of valuable
information about the merger, as EM telescopes may miss the
target at a critical moment.

In Fig 6, we present the evolution of the estimation error
of the ecliptic latitude and ecliptic longitude. Compared with
ecliptic longitude, ecliptic latitude can be slightly better con-
strained by TianQin because of its configuration. The mea-
surement of the longitude and latitude of the source by the
space GW detector relies on different mechanisms. Thus, we
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Figure 6 Evolution of the estimation error of the ecliptic longitude (left panel) and ecliptic latitude (right panel) of the three injected sources. The shaded
region denotes the 90% confidence interval, and the solid line denotes the error of the mean value.

do not anticipate them to be precisely identical. The local-
ization of the source by the space GW detector mainly comes
from the motion of the detector (low-frequency) and Doppler
modulation (high-frequency). The motion of the detector has
a better capability to limit the longitude, whereas Doppler
modulation has a better capability to limit the latitude. We re-
mark that the injected value lies consistently within the 90%
confidence intervals throughout the entire process, indicating
that our near real-time analysis can present reliable sky local-
ization.

5.3 Other Parameters Constraint

Finally, we discuss TianQin’s capability to constrain the other
parameters of the three sources, especially the luminosity dis-
tance and merger time. The accurate measurement of the
luminosity distance plays a significant role in reducing the
number of potential host galaxies. Furthermore, a precise es-
timation of the merger time is crucial for coordinated multi-
messenger observations.

Localizing sources in three-dimensional space requires not
only the ecliptic longitude and ecliptic latitude but also the
accurate determination of the luminosity distance. Notably,
a given sky area could potentially encompass multiple galax-
ies. When aiming to utilize GW observation of MBHBs to
infer the cosmological parameters, the successful identifica-
tion of the host galaxy would be important [66, 67]. Figure
7(a) illustrates the evolution of the uncertainties of the lumi-
nosity distance of the three sources. For the three sources,
the final uncertainties of the luminosity distance are 7.9%,
8.5%, and 22.0%. Although the SNRs of the three signals

is high, the degeneracy between the luminosity distance and
the inclination angle limits the precision of the measurement.
Future inclusion, such as the inclusion of higher modes [68]
or the employment of a network of multiple detectors [69],
could potentially alleviate this degeneracy and enhance the
accuracy of luminosity distance measurements.

In this study, we choose to activate the real-time data anal-
ysis when the MBHB is anticipated to merge within 1 week.
Consequently, the precise and reliable measurement of the
merger time is critical to this work. In Figure 7(b), we ex-
hibit the evolution of the estimated merger time uncertainties.
Upon initial detection of the signal, the merger time estima-
tion for Sources 1 and 3 may have an error of several hours.
By contrast, for Source 2, the uncertainty in the merger time
could exceed 1 day because of the insufficient frequency evo-
lution. However, the merger time uncertainty of Source 2 can
be significantly reduced over a timescale of hours. Within 1
day before the merger, the uncertainty narrows down to 10
min for Source 1 and 1 h for Sources 2 and 3. When consid-
ering data including the merger, the merger time estimation
uncertainties of the three sources further decrease to 0.7, 6.6,
and 23.2 s. In all cases, the merger forecast remains suffi-
ciently accurate to ensure timely real-time data transmission.

In Table 3, we present the estimated uncertainties of all
11 parameters of the MBHBs, using all data including the
merger and ringdown phase. In terms of relative uncer-
tainty, the redshifted chirp mass is the most precisely con-
strained parameter. For Source 1, the confidence interval of
the chirp mass is confined to approximately 3 × 10−5 around
the true value. For Sources 2 and 3, the confidence interval
of the chirp mass can be narrowed down to approximately
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Figure 7 Similar to Figure 6, but for the relative errors of luminosity distance (left panel) and the errors of merger time in units of seconds (right panel).

Table 3 Bias and 90% confidence intervals recovered from the final analysis after the merger. The bias represents the deviation between the estimated mean
value and the injected value. The columns represent different sources, and the rows represent different parameters.

Parameter Source 1 Source 2 Source 3

∆Mc/M⊙ +3.42+4.24
−4.18 −26.98+486.08

−502.31 +43.21+44.94
−47.11

∆η
(
−4.34+9.20

−9.32

)
× 10−5

(
−0.42+6.00

−6.12

)
× 10−5

(
−0.35+1.13

−1.04

)
× 10−3

∆χ1
(
+2.75+6.12

−6.14

)
× 10−4

(
−1.83+5.53

−5.87

)
× 10−4

(
−0.19+0.94

−1.30

)
× 10−2

∆χ2
(
−1.53+2.50

−2.51

)
× 10−3

(
+0.89+1.85

−1.87

)
× 10−3

(
+1.20+6.43

−4.49

)
× 10−2

∆DL/Gpc
(
+4.62+2.94

−4.98

)
× 10−2

(
+4.32+3.21

−5.28

)
× 10−2 −0.14+0.86

−1.34

∆tc/s +0.20+0.36
−0.35 −1.66+3.33

−3.30 −3.63+9.40
−13.75

∆ϕc/rad −0.28+0.86
−1.12 −0.49+1.10

−0.92 −0.53+1.15
−0.91

∆ψ/rad +0.41+1.06
−1.04 +0.48+0.93

−1.10 +0.30+1.10
−0.94

∆ι/rad −0.14+0.15
−0.16 −0.13+0.15

−0.17 −0.04+0.25
−0.27

∆λ/rad
(
+1.92+9.51

−8.01

)
× 10−4

(
−0.64+1.44

−1.40

)
× 10−3

(
−0.78+8.92

−7.60

)
× 10−3

∆β/rad
(
+3.17+5.84

−5.85

)
× 10−4

(
+6.67+9.83

−9.76

)
× 10−4

(
−3.67+4.28

−4.21

)
× 10−3
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3 × 10−4. In addition, the merger phase and polarization an-
gle are nearly entirely unconstrained. The uncertainty of the
inclination angle is also substantial, which hinders the precise
constraining of the luminosity distance.

6 Discussion

The multimessenger observation of MBHBs has profound
scientific significance, but real-time data transmission and
analysis capabilities of GW observation are essential for con-
ducting multimessenger observations. The geocentric orbit
of the TianQin mission facilitates real-time data transmission,
enabling prompt scientific insights. We consider two modes
of data transmission, namely, regular and prompt. The reg-
ular mode operates at a steady pace, suitable for routine ob-
servations, whereas the prompt mode is activated in response
to a predicted MBHB merger within 1 week. In this study,
we focus on the TianQin mission and devise a rapid analy-
sis pipeline to address the challenges. We used a series of
methods, such as heterodyned likelihood, to accelerate the
calculation speed, which improved our capability to capture
the key scientific moment, that is, the merger of MBHBs, in
this pipeline.

We inject three simulated signals into Gaussian noise and
test the performance of our data analysis pipelines across dif-
ferent operating modes. With the approaching merger, each
analysis can be completed in just 40 min. For sources with
higher SNR, the localization region can be narrowed down to
within 1 deg2 on the final day before the merger. For sources
with lower SNR, the same level of localization uncertainty
can be reached with post-merger data. The results indicate
the necessity of real-time transmission. Without this, accu-
rate sky positioning of the majority of MBHBs before the
merger would be significantly more challenging. After each
analysis is completed, TianQin can update the early warn-
ing and localization of the source in real time, notify the EM
telescope, and conduct joint multimessenger observations. In
addition, we demonstrated the capability of TianQin to con-
strain the other parameters of MBHBs.

As a preliminary exploration, our work suffers from po-
tential caveats. For example, we simulate and analyze the
noise under Gaussian and stationary assumptions, which may
not accurately reflect real-world scenarios. We might also
need to update the PSD when a more realistic prediction is
available. For the injected signal, the IMRPhenomD wave-
form model used in this work excludes higher-order modes,
which can potentially improve parameter estimation and sam-
pling efficiency by breaking degeneracies, such as luminosity
distance–inclination angle degeneracy. Future work will ex-
plore the use of higher-order modes for faster and more accu-

rate analysis. Furthermore, we ignore the impact of all other
sources, such as galactic binaries, or practical challenges,
such as data gaps. Finally, this work has completed a se-
ries of analyses using only a few cores. If we have a large
number of CPUs, then we can lower the SNR threshold, in-
crease the search sensitivity, and use a large number of CPUs
to determine whether the candidate is a true signal. We leave
the inclusion and treatment of more realistic issues for future
exploration.
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New Astronomy Reviews 86, 101525 (2019), arXiv: 2001.06293.

33 B. F. Schutz, Nature 323, 310 (1986).
34 N. Tamanini, C. Caprini, E. Barausse, A. Sesana, A. Klein, and A. Pe-

titeau, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2016, 002
(2016), arXiv: 1601.07112.

35 M. Corman, A. Ghosh, C. Escamilla-Rivera, M. A. Hendry, S. Marsat,
and N. Tamanini, Physical Review D 105, 064061 (2022), arXiv:
2109.08748.

36 Z. Haiman, Physical Review D 96, 023004 (2017), arXiv: 1705.06765.
37 W.-F. Feng, H.-T. Wang, X.-C. Hu, Y.-M. Hu, and Y. Wang, Physical

Review D 99, 123002 (2019), arXiv: 1901.02159.
38 N. J. Cornish, arXiv e-prints arXiv:1007.4820 (2010), arXiv: 1007.

4820.
39 B. Zackay, L. Dai, and T. Venumadhav, arXiv e-prints

arXiv:1806.08792 (2018), arXiv: 1806.08792.
40 P. Canizares, S. E. Field, J. R. Gair, and M. Tiglio, Physical Review D

87, 124005 (2013), arXiv: 1304.0462.
41 S. Vinciguerra, J. Veitch, and I. Mandel, Classical and Quantum Grav-

ity 34, 115006 (2017), arXiv: 1703.02062.
42 S. Morisaki, Physical Review D 104, 044062 (2021), arXiv: 2104.

07813.
43 M. L. Katz, Physical Review D 105, 044055 (2022), arXiv: 2111.

01064.
44 S. Husa, S. Khan, M. Hannam, M. Pürrer, F. Ohme, X. J. Forteza, and
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