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Approximations are commonly employed in realistic applications of scientific Bayesian inference,
often due to convenience if not necessity. In the field of gravitational-wave (GW) data analysis,
fast-to-evaluate but approximate waveform models of astrophysical GW signals are sometimes used
in lieu of more accurate models to infer properties of a true GW signal buried within detector noise.
In addition, a Fisher-information-based normal approximation to the posterior distribution can also
be used to conduct inference in bulk, without the need for extensive numerical calculations such
as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations. Such approximations can generally lead to an
inaccurate posterior distribution with poor statistical coverage of the true posterior. In this article,
we present a novel calibration procedure that calibrates the credible sets for a family of approximate
posterior distributions, to ensure coverage of the true posterior at a level specified by the analyst.
Tools such as autoencoders and artificial neural networks are used within our calibration model
to compress the data (for efficiency) and to perform tasks such as logistic regression. As a proof
of principle, we demonstrate our formalism on the GW signal from a high-mass binary black hole
merger, a promising source for the near-future space-based GW observatory LISA.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The  ground-breaking  observation of a
gravitational-wave (GW) signal spectacularly
opened the field of gravitational-wave astronomy
on the 14th of September, 2015. The ground-
based gravitational-wave observatories, the Laser
Interferometer Gravitational-Wave  Observatory
(LIGO) in Livingston and Hanford, observed a
GW signal emanating from the coalescence of two
stellar-mass black holes (BHs) [1]. This feat was
achieved through the use of sophisticated statistical
signal processing algorithms and accurate waveform
templates used to filter the data stream [2-4]. In a
traditional (ground-based) matched-filtering search,
template banks are used to detect the presence of
a signal buried within the instrumental noise [5-8].
Once a candidate signal in the data stream is
established, stochastic sampling algorithms, such as
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Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), are used to
estimate of the parameter set that best describes
the corresponding astrophysical source [9-11]. To
do this both efficiently and accurately, we require
astrophysical waveform models to be both cheap
to generate and sufficiently detailed to describe the
fully-relativistic waveform in the data stream [12].
The current state-of-the-art waveform modelling
technique for binary black holes with mass ratios
< 20 is numerical relativity (NR), where the fully
general Einstein equations are numerically solved for
the space-time metric perturbations [13-16]. These
NR simulations are the most accurate method to
date we have to generate comparable mass BHs,
but can take months to generate a small number
of orbits [17, 18]. For data analysis, which relies
on generating hundreds of thousands of waveforms
with multiple cycles, this is computationally infeasi-
ble. In order to circumvent this, various waveform
approximations have been developed that rely on a
hybrid between the Post-Newtonian (PN) formalism
and NR [19-24] . This has the major advantage that
these waveform models are faster to generate, but


mailto:alvincjk@nus.edu.sg

with the cost that they are not truly faithful to the
GW signal hidden within the data stream. Mod-
elling errors can result in an overall reduced sensi-
tivity in the detection of actual signals. Using non-
faithful waveforms can also impact inference: we
may potentially recover biased parameter estimates,
and/or claim incorrectly how precise we can measure
the parameters in question [12, 25, 26]. Additionally,
it can be shown that biases arising from approximate
waveform models scale inversely in the limit of high
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [26]. Further, waveform
inaccuracies could result in systematic errors in pa-
rameter estimates and even dominate them, espe-
cially with multiple overlapping signals [27-30].

In our work, we will restrict our attention to a par-
ticular class of sources expected to be observed by
the space-based gravitational-wave observatory: the
Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [31, 32].
In contrast to ground-based detectors, which are lim-
ited by seismic noise at lower frequencies, the LISA
instrument will achieve optimum sensitivity in the
mHz GW frequency band, providing the means to
probe the rich structure of high mass binaries. One
of the most promising sources of mHz gravitational
radiation will be the collisions of comparable mas-
sive black hole binaries (MBHBs) with masses of
10° — 10" Mg up to redshifts of z < 20. Observa-
tion of these MBHBs at specific redshifts gives one a
means to probe various formation channels for MB-
HBs [33-36]. Unlike sources observed by ground-
based detectors, MBHBs will be extremely loud,
with SNRs up to ~ 1000, offering strong constraints
on the parameters that govern the signal [37, 38].
Due to the strength of these signals and the pre-
cision in which we can measure their parameters,
they will provide powerful tests of general relativity
(GR) [39-41].

With the immense strength of these signals, we
will require exceptionally accurate waveform mod-
els to ensure that recovered parameters are not bi-
ased and that uncertainties are correctly quantified.
For this reason, calibration techniques that provide
a means to “correct” inference resulting from an ap-
proximate waveform model to an exact waveform
model (such as a NR simulation) may be viewed as
essential. An early example of this was presented
in [12, 25, 26], which showed how to estimate the
bias (and thus the accurate maximum a posteriori
estimate) in the linear-signal regime. More recently,
Gaussian process regression has been developed as

a viable method for interpolating and marginalising
over model error in the GW likelihood, thus calibrat-
ing the likelihood itself before it is used for posterior
estimation [42-45]. Similar studies can also be found
with ground-based detectors, like LIGO and Virgo,
as well as preparations for Cosmic Explorer and Ein-
stein Telescope. Early Fisher studies, with an ap-
proximation to the full likelihood, may not be appli-
cable for low SNR events. Full analyses into the full
parameter space were needed when correcting the
model uncertainties. Signal-specific calibration with
marginalization in gravitational-wave inference was
implemented [46]. The application of the Bayesian
method was also proposed to marginalize the igno-
rance of (unknown) higher PN order terms and give
general directive calibrations [47].

When the generative model lacks computational
efficiency for executing the MCMC simulation, re-
sorting to posterior density approximation becomes
an appealing option and the MCMC simulation can
be avoided. This is often seen in Bayesian inference
and some well-known approximations include the
mean field approximation in the Variational Bayes
[48] and Laplace approximation [49, 50]. In this pa-
per, the posterior density is normally approximated
by imposing the Fisher matrix approach to the like-
lihood and the uniform prior. The Fisher matrix
for the GW likelihood can be expressed in terms
of waveform derivatives of the approximate model
(which may need to be computed numerically, but
using far fewer evaluations of the model than poste-
rior sampling). It is widely used throughout GW as-
tronomy to cheaply forecast precision statements on
parameters [51] and to predict biases on parameter
estimates through the use of non-faithful waveform
models [26]. As the Fisher matrix lends itself to cal-
culations in bulk, it is often also used to approximate
and hence study a family of posteriors over a space
of GW signals [52-55]. Thus there is plenty of mo-
tivation for methods that can calibrate the family
of approximate normal posteriors obtained via the
Fisher matrix.

In this paper, we introduce a novel calibration
technique that approaches the problem from another
angle, using the formalism presented by [56]. In
the Bayesian framework, the uncertainty about un-
knowns is probabilistically represented by the pos-
terior distribution. When an approximate waveform
generation model is used or a likelihood /posterior is
approximated, the resulting inference is not exact.



Operational coverage of a credible set of a parameter
vector based on an approximate posterior measures
how much of the exact posterior probability mass
lies in this set and, it can be interpreted as an error
estimate for the approximate posterior. A practi-
cal operational coverage estimator allows us to esti-
mate an error of posterior approximation for any ob-
served waveform generated from a prior distribution
[56, 57]. To perform the calibration formalism, it is
necessary to generate a large number of posteriors
using an approximate waveform model. This would
clearly become computationally prohibitive with ex-
pensive posterior simulation methods. Due to the
usage of normal approximations via a Fisher-based
formalism to the posteriors, expensive posterior sim-
ulation is not required and, the practical operational
coverage estimator is acquired with a more budget-
friendly computing cost.

Here, we present a practical estimator for
gravitational-wave data analysis and demonstrate
how to compute the calibrated credible set of an
approximate posterior that corresponds to the de-
sired exact posterior probability mass. Systematic
studies usually focus on correcting a single poste-
rior, generated via an approximate waveform model
at a specific point in parameter space [28]. Instead,
we propose a method that, after a training scheme
(on the prior space of samples), near-instantaneous
calibrated posterior estimates can be generated over
the entire signal space. In other words, we devise
a scheme that can calibrate a family of posteriors,
rather than a single one.

This paper is organised as follows. In Section II
we set notations and introduce the data analysis con-
cepts that will be used throughout this work. In Sec-
tion III, we summarise the work of [56], outlining a
framework that can be used to calibrate the statisti-
cal coverage of approximate posterior distributions
to the exact posterior distribution as if parameter es-
timation was performed using a more faithful wave-
form model. In Section IV we demonstrate this cal-
ibration procedure using a simple toy example and
finally show its general applicability on an MBHB
source within the LISA framework in Section V. Our
conclusions and scope for future work is presented in
section VI.

II. GRAVITATIONAL-WAVE DATA
ANALYSIS

A. Noise modelling and likelihood

The typical time-domain data stream observed by
the LISA instrument will be a combination of TDI
variables X = {A, E, T}, representing the response
of the LISA instrument to the plus and cross polari-
sations of the incoming GW source in the transverse-
traceless gauge [58, 59]:

dXt) = KX (:60) + n' (1), X ={AE,T}.

(1)
Here d, is the observed data stream, @y are the true
parameters of the true gravitational wave héx), and
n(X)(t) are noise fluctuations arising from perturba-
tions to the LISA instrument from unresolvable GW
sources and non-GW instrumental perturbations. In
our work, we will perform inference on a single wave-
form within the data streams dX) and ignore poten-
tial multiple signals within the data stream, such as
would be considered in the global fit [60]. We make
the assumption that the noise nX) in each channel
is a weakly stationary Gaussian stochastic process
with zero mean, coloured by the power spectral den-
sity (PSD) of their respected TDI channel. A conse-
quence of this is that the noise n(*) is uncorrelated
in the frequency domain, resulting in a purely diag-
onal noise covariance matrix ¥ [61-63]:

S f) = @O DA () 2)
=8O @)

for f € (0,00). Here (-) denotes an average en-
semble over many noise realisations, ¢ is the Dirac
delta function and SfLX) is the power spectral den-
sity (PSD) of the noise process within a channel X.
Hatted quantities refer to the Fourier transform with
convention,

h(f) = /O " at h(t) exp(—2mift). (4)

Assuming that the arm-lengths of the LISA inter-
ferometer are both equal and constant, it can be
shown that the noise across channels X is indepen-
dent and thus uncorrelated [58, 59]. From equation



(3), Whittle showed that the likelihood in the fre-
quency domain takes the form [64]

1
p(n) = 3 " (nlm) )
X
with inner product [11, 25]

0o d(X) P(X) ([ f\\*
(a|b)<X>:4Re/O df (;Sf())(f;(f/)(f)). (6)

Substituting equation (1) into (5), we obtain the
usual likelihood used throughout gravitational-wave
astronomy [10, 11, 63]

1
p(d|9) - _5 Z(d - hm‘d - hnl)(X)7 (7)
X

where h,, are our approximate model templates,
favourably quick to generate and used when infer-
ring parameters 6.

The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), p, is a quantity
used to determine the power of the signal when com-
pared to noise. Within the framework of matched
filtering [65, 66], the optimal matched filtering SNR
takes the form [11]

P = (o)) = 4 / N df%, (®)

with total (squared) SNR across X = {A4,E, T}
given by summing equation (8) in quadrature p? =
3 () ).

We now describe how we generate detector noise
given that the noise is both stationary and we know,
a-priori, the PSD of the noise process n(X).

The frequency domain equation (3) can be dis-
cretized in the continuum limit to give the covari-
ance of the noise between two frequency bins f; and

i

Sy = Ea[a®(f) (X (f;))"] 9)
= SX(f,)8:5/20f. (10)

Here f; € [0,Af,..., (%)Af] is an individual fre-
quency bin, Af = 1/NAt = 1/T,,s the spacing be-
tween frequency bins, N the length of the time series
and At the sampling interval.

Equation (10) highlights that, for stationary
Gaussian noise, the frequency bins for ¢ # j are

uncorrelated. Focusing on the diagonal elements of
(10), it is possible to show that the real and imag-
inary components of the noise follows a Gaussian
distribution:

(X))

Re(n X (f;) =N (0, 751 A(jfl)> (11a)
(X)

Im(A X (f;)) = N (0, SZ)(A(J‘CM) . (11b)

To simulate noise, we thus draw components of the
noise from equations (11a) and (11b) given PSDs

S5 for each of the channels X = {A,E,T}. An
exact signal is then generated, added to this specific
noise realisation, and this constructs the data set
dX)(t) in (1).

As will be discussed in IIB, assuming that the
likelihood is consistent with the noise model, the de-
tector noise will encode a statistical fluctuation forc-
ing a deviation between the recovered and true pa-
rameters. In reality, the recovered parameters will
not be centred on the true parameters due to the
presence of two features: waveform modelling errors
and noise. The next section describes how one can
compute the bias on parameters due to waveform
modelling errors and statistical fluctuations due to
the inclusion of noise.

B. Fisher matrix

In our work we will use a Fisher matrix formalism
to generate approximate distributions on parame-
ters given an observed data stream p(6|d,) [11, 51].
In the high SNR limit, it is expected that the dis-
tribution of parameter sets is a multivariate Gaus-
sian defined by a mean vector and covariance ma-
trix. Here we will show how one can approximate
both the mean vector and covariance matrix using
a Fisher matrix approach, rather than using costly
MCMC simulations. Here we generalise the results
from [12, 25, 26] to account for the three LISA chan-
nels A, F and T.

We denote the best fit parameter 6}, as the maz-
imum likelihood estimate (MLE) that maximises
equation (7)

ST @hE) (100X — hGY) (1:641)) = 0.
X={A,E,T}
(12)



Here 0; := 9/00" denotes a partial derivative with
respect to #°. Now consider a small perturbation
around the true parameters 0,y = 6y + AO for
AB = (6ns — 0p). By applying the linear signal ap-
proximation, an expansion in A8 < 1 to first order
in our model templates gives

hi)(60) ~

REO (Bys) — B;hE) (Be) AGY,  (13)

J

4 — h(X)(Obf) nX) L
nX )+h

for 65 (8) = S (B) — b

waveform Ay ]
(14) into (12), one obtains at first order in A#*

Y (A0 ()| Bihn ()

X={A,E, T}

Defining the matrix

(Capr)i; = Z

X={A,E,T}

*)(6o) —
£9(8o) -
) 4+ 0h%)(8y) —

(8p) denoting residuals between the true waveform hY)

From this point onward, we will drop the (fixed) time
coordinate ¢ for notational convenience. Equation
(13) can then be used in the expression d(X) — h)
to find

hGO (One)
WX (80) + h$X) (80) — hE) (By)
Ah ) (BLe) AG + (A07)? (14)

and the approximate

. When there are no mismodelling errors present, the term §h(X) = 0. Substituting equation

— (05 (Bpe) 1)) = (8 (Be)|0R(00)) ) =0 (15)

(OiTm (5[ 95 (B) ) ) (16)

it is then possible to invert the matrix-vector equation (15) to calculate A§?

A = (T3ky)”
X

In the presence of noise fluctuations nX) and
waveform modelling errors h, # h,,, there are two
sources of discrepancy between the recovered param-
eters 6}, and true parameters 6 described by equa-
tion (17). Each of these terms represent a statisti-
cal error, determined by the presence of noise and
the second a systematic error, a consequence of non-
faithful model templates h,,

AG}, = T3 p)7 Y (0 (1) [n) ™), (18)
X

AGlye = (Tapr) Y (0;hn(011)[57(00)) ). (19)
X

> (05 hm (Bue) 1)) + (95 (Or) [5(80)) ) | . (17)

The first term (18) enforces a statistical fluctua-
tion to the recovered parameters. Sincg_t\he noise has
mean zero, the statistic 6 , . = 0 + (A0%) apr is an
unbiased estimator of the true parameters such that
E[¢: ;] = 6i. The quantity (19) governs the bias
in the recovered parameters due to using inaccurate
waveform models where 6h(¥)(8y) # 0. The overall
bias is thus given by the second term in equation
(19)

El0i) = 03 + (T350)" 3 (0hm(8100) 6h(80) ).
X
(20)
Note that since h ~ p and S,(f) ~ p° we



have that I'~! ~ p~2 giving the scaling relationship

for the statistical uncertainty (A62)apr ~ O(1/p).
Similarly, for the systﬁngtic error, the scaling rela-
tionship is given by (A ) apr ~ O(p”) and is thus
independent of the SNR of the source. Therefore,
if the signal-to-noise ratio of the underlying signal
is large, then the (relative) magnitude of the sys-
tematic error will be larger when compared to the
statistical fluctuation. Further details can be found
in [12, 25, 26, 28].

In the limit of small waveform modelling errors
|6h(X)|2 < p° and high SNR, the Fisher matrix
yields an approximation to the predicted covariance
matrix of the posterior distribution

E[(A0}) (A0 )] =~ (Dapr)” - (21)

with rooted diagonal elements an approximation to
how well one can constrain the parameters of the
system. The Fisher matrix is widely used within
gravitational-wave astronomy to cheaply compute
precision measurements on parameters of interest.
Precision measurements are given by the rooted di-
agonals of the inverse of the Fisher matrix

AGL,. =/ (D-1)i  no sum. (22)
where Af¢, . is the statistical error, the 1o deviation
(through expectation) in the recovered parameters
due to noise fluctuations. For systematic studies in
Cutler-Valisneri framework [26], the ratio between
(19) and (22) is computed. If the bias on parame-
ters exceed the statistical uncertainty, then the pro-
posed waveform model is not suitable for parameter
estimation.

In our work, we will not focus on error induced
due to approximate waveform models. Instead, we
will focus on the notion of coverage given by an ap-
proximate posterior distribution. The “coverage” of
a posterior density describes the probability that the
true parameters are contained within the posteriors
credible set. The Cutler Valisneri formalism can be
discussed in terms of coverage of a posterior: If the
(assumed normal) approximate posterior has a 68%
coverage, then the waveform model will be deemed
suitable for parameter estimation!. The primary fo-
cus of our work is to calibrate the coverage of an ap-
proximate posterior to a much higher level, specified

1 In other words, for an approximate one dimensional Gaus-

by the user. The final (calibrated) credible region
will then contain the true parameters with higher
level of probability the original credible region. In
other words, the coverage of the new calibrated ap-
proximate posterior will be larger, indicating greater
certainty that we have recovered the correct param-
eters to a reasonable certainty. To discuss this in
more detail, it is necessary to introduce the Bayesian
tools we will use to perform parameter estimation.
The Fisher matrix formalism leading to equa-
tions(18, 19, 21) can be used to compute precision
measurements on parameters and potential sources
of bias on the recovered parameters 0y¢. However,
given an observed data stream d,, we wish to make
inference on parameters 6 that govern the structure
of the underlying data set (and thus the GW signal).

C. Bayesian theory

The standard procedure used within GW astron-
omy to estimate parameters of a signal h(X) given
observation of a set of data streams d,()X) is Bayesian
inference. At the heart of Bayesian theory lies Bayes’
theorem:

_ p(do|0)p(6)
p(e‘do) - p(do)

o< p(do|@)p(0), (24)

where p(6|d,) is the posterior density of unknown
parameters 8 given the observation of a data stream
do, p(d,|0) the likelihood function and p(@) is the
prior distribution, reflecting our beliefs on param-
eters @ before observing the data. The marginal
likelihood p(dy) = [pce P(do]|@)p(6) dO is a constant
over the parameter space and is unnecessary for our
work.

Stochastic sampling algorithms, such as Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), are used to obtain ran-
dom samples 6 from the posterior density p(6|d,)
by constructing a Markov chain whose steady-state
distribution is the posterior distribution of interest.

(23)

sian distribution, if the true parameters are contained
within the 68% level credible interval [i — &, i + 6], the
model is deemed suitable for parameter estimation. Here
hatted quantities are estimates of the posterior means and
standard deviations.



The posterior distribution is then summarised us-
ing Monte Carlo integration to compute moments
such as the posterior mean E,g|4,)[0] or quantify-
ing levels of precision on how well we can constrain
parameters. In this work, we use the MCMC en-
semble sampler emcee [67] to obtain samples from
p(6]d,).

To obtain the exact posterior density, one would
use the likelihood function (7) with model templates
hm precisely equal to the true waveform within the
data stream h,. This would yield an unbiased result
in the recovered parameters, a consequence of gener-
ating an exact posterior density p(0|d,). However, in
the context of gravitational-wave astronomy, this is
unfeasible. The two-body problem in general relativ-
ity has no exact solution, and the most numerically
accurate are NR waveforms [16] that are computa-
tionally prohibitive for MCMC algorithms. Instead,
we must make do with approximate models that are
both fast to generate and faithful with their true
counterpart. Hence, all cases of gravitational-wave
astronomy, we in fact sample from an approximate
posterior density p(@|d,):

p(8]do) o p(do|0)p(6), (25)

with h,, # h. in the approximate likelihood function
(7). As discussed in section II B, this would result
in a biased set of parameters.

Generating samples from an approximate poste-
rior distribution is very common in Bayesian infer-
ence [48, 68-70]. When an approximate likelihood
p(d,|0) is used, the resulting posterior inference will
be distorted? with respect to the exact posterior dis-
tribution p(8|d,). Within the statistical literature,
various estimators have been proposed to measure
this distortion [71-73]. Most of the existing methods
are based on [74] and [75]. Their original motivation
was to check for correct sampling from the posterior
distribution based on the following equality for all
0,0 c ©:

Ea,.0'[P(0ds)] = p(6), (26)

i.e. the integral of the exact posterior density with
respect to the generative model p(d,|0")p(@’) is equal

2 By distortion we refer to the non-zero statistical distance
between two distributions, say p; and pa. For example,
such a distortion (and thus statistical distance) could be
measured by the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence.

to the prior. Then they constructed statistical tests
to check the validity of this relationship when re-
placing p(6|d,) by an approximate posterior density
p(0]d,). However, these types of tests can falsely ac-
cept the hypothesis of correct sampling even if the
approximate likelihood is far from the exact likeli-
hood, see e.g. [56, 72]. Moreover, they do not quan-
tify the distortion for a particular observation.

[56] showed how to quantify the distortion of an
approximate posterior credible interval conditional
on the observed data by estimating its operational
coverage as described in Sections IIT A and III B. We
present a practical operational coverage estimator
for gravitational-wave problems in Section III B and
how to calibrate approximate credible set in Sec-
tion III C.

IIT. GENERAL CALIBRATION
METHODOLOGY

A. Ideal operational coverage estimation

Let d, represent the observed data. When we refer
to “coverage,” we are describing the posterior prob-
ability that a credible set, determined by a specific
prior and likelihood function forming the posterior,
contains the true parameters we intend to estimate.

Let C4, and Cg, be the level a posterior credi-
ble sets calculated using p(0|d,) « p(d,|0)p(@) and
p(0]d,) x p(d,|0)p(0), respectively, i.e.,

a = POCi) = [ 10, 0)p(6ld)d0 (27
o = PO ely) :/15d0(0)p(e|do)de

where 1 denotes the indicator function, i.e.
1a(z) = 1if z € A and 0 otherwise. A coverage
of o is only guaranteed if the data is distributed
according to the assumed generative model. This
means that if the data d, is actually generated from
the specified likelihood p(d,|@), then Cy, achieves
the nominal level «.

However, since the likelihood p(d,|0) of the ap-
proximate posterior does not correspond to the gen-
erative model, its level « credible set Cy, does not
achieve the nominal level o but only an operational
coverage probability



bdy) = P8 € Cu,) = [ 15, O)p(6ld.)a0  (25)

that is not generally equal to the nominal coverage,
a.
If b(d,) > « or b(d,) < «, this would indicate a
poor approximation. Thus |a — b(d,)| measures the
distortion or discrepancy in coverage of the credible
set at the observed data d,. If an approximation is
not good enough for a user, there are two possible
approaches to fix this: using a different approxima-
tion, such as using a more accurate but more costly
waveform model, or correcting the posterior itself
[76].

In practice, we often generate samples from the
approximate posterior p(0|d,) using MCMC and es-
timate 5(10. If we denote this estimator of 5(10 by

CAZ'dO, we get the realised operational coverage proba-
bility

br(d,) = P(8 € C,). (29)

The realised operational coverage probability in
Eq. (29) can be estimated using the standard Monte
Carlo method, i.e., sampling from the exact poste-
rior p(@|d,) and taking the proportion of the samples

that are inside credible intervals édo. This estimate
takes the Monte Carlo error of estimating the cred-
ible set into account. However, this procedure will
not be practical because it needs samples from the
exact posterior p(8|d,), which may be expensive and
impractical to sample from. An example here would
be generating an exact posterior density p(6|d) using
the most accurate, but computationally prohibitive
numerical relativity waveforms for MBHs. Instead,
using techniques from regression, we show that it is
possible to provide operational coverage estimators
without sampling from the exact posterior distribu-
tion p(0|d) in the next section.

B. Practical operational coverage estimation

Operational coverage estimators that do not re-
quire simulation from the exact posterior have been
suggested [56, 57]. These are based on logistic re-
gression (binary classification) and (annealed) im-
portance sampling. In this paper, we use the logistic
regression as the operational coverage.

The set up is the following. For j =1,...,J, we
sample 6 ;y from the prior, 6 ;) ~ p(@) and generate
data djy = he(6(;)) +n. For each d;), we estimate

a credible set 6(1(_7,) of p(8jy|d(;)) and, c; = 1(8;) €
édm) which is regarded as a Bernoulli trial with

success probability b,.(d(;)) associated with the data
itself, i.e.

Cj ~ Bernoulli(br(d(j))) .

If we can fit a logistic regression to c; with d(;) as
predictors, one can use the model to predict b,.(d,)
with the observed data d, . We denote this pre-
diction as b.(d,). In literature, a semiparametric
regression (GAM) [56] and a Bayesian Additive Re-
gression Tree (BART) [57] were used.

Theoretical properties of traditional parametric
and nonparametric regression often assume that the
number of samples is larger than the dimension of
predictor i.e., |d| < J. As often the case within
gravitational-wave data analysis, this assumption is
violated when the length of d;y is larger than the
training data set size J. In this paper, we use an
artificial neural network (ANN) with the sigmoid ac-
tivation function to fit the binary classification for
practicality. To enhance the efficiency of the arti-
ficial neural network (ANN) [77, 78], we utilize an
autoencoder to project d;y into a lower-dimensional
subspace while capturing the main features of the
data [79]. The autoencoder comprises two neural
networks: an encoder network that maps the input
data into a lower-dimensional latent space, and a
decoder network that recreates the input from the
encoded representation.

For realistic applications of data analysis, the
choice of the nominal value « is chosen by the
user. The proposed estimators by [56, 57] are con-
ditioned on a nominal value and restrict the oper-
ational coverage estimate to a particular nominal
coverage. In an attempt to tackle this issue, the
nominal level « is also taken as an input to fit the
classification. The training set is {d(j)7cj,aj}3]:1
where a; ~ p(a), diy = he(0;)) +n and ¢; =
1A

3, (0(jy). Here, adu)m is an estimated cred-
@ :

ible set of p(@|d(;)) with a nominal level, ;. i.e.,
a; = f]l@dm’aj (0)]5(9|d(j))d9.
Figure 1 shows the procedure for constructing the

operational coverage estimator. It consists of two
components, dimensional reduction and classifica-



tion. First, we train the encoder function in the
autoencoder to reduce the dimension of {d(;}7_;.
Then the compressed data and nominal values are
fed to an ANN as an input feature. To obtain the
target output cq, ..., ¢y, the classifier is trained. The
operational coverage, which is the success probabil-
ity of the fitted classifier, can be predicted with d,
at a desired nominal level of c, and it is denoted by
by (do, ).

We should point out that data stream d;), as an
input of the proposed classifier, can be either an ac-
tual signal (h. + n) or discrete Fourier transform
of signal (ﬁe + 7). Alternatively, an adequate sum-
mary of signals can be used, and it is denoted by
S(d;y). If a summary is used, the training set is
{S(dj)), ¢j, 5}/, and, the prediction is made with
a nominal level of o and the summary of the ob-
served data, b,(S(d,)). Our choice of the summary
for numerical simulation studies are included in Sec-
tion IV and V.

We use k-fold cross-validation to predict success
probabilities b,(d,) and class at d,, but the uncer-
tainty of the operational coverage estimate is not at-
tainable (i.e., only a point estimate is available with
this approach). For a simple logistic regression, the
Delta method [80] and the bootstrap method [81]
are therefore applied to measure the prediction er-
rors in Section IV. We emphasize here that there
does not exist any unbiased and universal estimator
of the variance of k-fold cross-validation that is valid
under all distributions [82].

C. Credible interval calibration via operational
coverage estimation

There are no formal guidelines on how to interpret
operational coverage. One may consider correcting
an approximate posterior distribution. Within the
Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC) frame-
work, adjustment procedures for bias and frequen-
tist coverage of Bayesian credible sets were suggested
when the credible set does not have the correct nomi-
nal coverage probability in the frequentist sense [83].
With a focus on coverage in the Bayesian sense,
a distortion map estimator using machine learning
methods was proposed by [76], and is limited to one-
dimensional problems.

The application of an operational coverage estima-
tor enables us to determine the approximate credi-

ble set level that yields the desired posterior cover-
age level. Since an exact inverse map of the trained
ANN is not always feasible or necessary, the simplest
way is to read off from a plot of operational coverage
estimates against nominal values at observed signal
do.

We construct the calibration curve for an observed
signal d, that the nominal level is parameterized by
operational coverage and the procedure is summa-
rized in Figure 2. The training data {a;, by ;(do)}JL,
is constructed by finding the operational coverage at
each of the M nominal levels in [min, Qmax] from the
estimator (Figure 1). Taking a nominal level (o) as
a response and operational coverage (b, ;(d,)) as a
predictor, the K-degree polynomial regression is fit-
ted. The value for K is chosen by minimizing the
residual mean squared error, i.e.,

K
a; =Co+Zc;J)T7j(do)k, j=1,...,. M.
k=1

Given the desired operational coverage b(d,), the
calibrated mnominal coverage level, @, is estimated
from the calibration curve for d, and, with the
calibrated approximate credible set adm@, PO €

Ca,.a) = bldy).

We demonstrate how to estimate an operational
coverage and calibrate a credible set using a simple
toy example in Section IV and a massive black hole
problem in Section V.

IV. APPLICATION: SIMPLE TOY MODEL

In this section, we present a simple toy model to
illustrate our calibration procedure discussed in sec-
tion III.

A. Set up and Fisher matrix validation

In this section, we will consider a data stream of
the form

d(t) = he(t;0) + n(t) (30)

with an exact template of the form

he(t; ao, fo, fo) = agsin (27”5 [fo + ;fﬁ}) - (31)
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FIG. 1: The flow chart describing the overall procedure of our operational coverage estimator. For
j=1,...,J, generate 0 ;) ~ p(#) and data streams generated using an exact model with noise

dijy = hgx)(t; 6(;)) + n'X)(t) are passed into an encoder where dimensional reduction is applied. After this
process, nominal levels are simulated a; ~ p(a) and ai(j),aj of an approximate posterior distribution using
the Fisher based parameter estimation scheme returns c;, where ¢; = 1 if 6;) € CA'd(j)7aj and 0 otherwise.
The classifier is subsequently trained, enabling us to predict b,(d,, ) at a specified nominal level «.

Operational coverage predictions

bra(do)seeesbrnr(ds)
Signal
do
Y
1 ial . | Predict: -~ Calibrated
nomial regression = = ~
Nominal levels polyno 8ressio aldy, b(d,) Coa

Ol1geeesg )

%

Calibration curve

FIG. 2: The flow chart describes the overall procedure of the calibration curve. After the procedure given
in Figure 1 is completed, for a nominal level sample a; ~ p(c) the operational coverage is predicted b, ;(d,)
using the estimator, j = 1, ..., M. Taking Br,j(do) as a predictor and «; as a response, polynomial regression

is fitted then the calibrated nominal level & is predicted at the desired operational coverage b(d,).



Here, we have the true values for parameters 6y =
{ag =5-107%, fo = 1073 Hz, fo = 10~ Hz/s}.
We use model templates

B (t;a, f, f,€) = asin (27rt [f—l— ;ft] (1- e)) .
(32)

Here € < 1 is used as a tuneable parameter allow-
ing deviations from the exact model (31) hq(t; 0, e =
0) given by an approximate model hy,(¢;0,¢ # 0).
For simplicity, we do not take into account the re-
sponse function through TDI as outlined in section
II. Hence, when calculating the inner product (6),
which is used in likelihood (5), Fisher matrix (16)
and SNR (8) calculations, we only consider a single
data stream and use the approximate LISA-like PSD
defined by Equation (1) of [84].

Using equations (11a) and (11b), we generate sta-
tionary Gaussian noise in the frequency domain to
construct the toy model data stream (30). In this
example, we will set e = 1076, allowing for a discrep-
ancy between the exact model h, and approximate
model h,,. For ¢ = 0 and over a time of observation
of 30 hours sampled with cadence At ~ 200 sec-
onds, we observe an optimal matched filtering SNR
p ~ 188. The length of the data stream is N = 216,

Our calibration technique requires multiple pa-
rameter estimation simulations using an approxi-
mate model to then estimate the operational cov-
erage. As discussed in section I, this is extremely
computationally intensive so we approximate sam-
ples from the approximate posterior density using a
Fisher matrix approach instead.

To validate our Fisher matrix approach, we in-
ject an exact model with ¢ = 0 and recover with an
approximate model with ¢ = 107 using the emcee
algorithm. We generate 31,000 samples from the ap-
proximate posterior under h,,(¢;0),e = 107%), and
then discard 6,000 samples as burn-in. In parallel,
we compute the Fisher matrix (16) and then sample
from a multivariate Gaussian

0 NN (00 + Bbiasar_l(hm)) ’

4 A g (33)

Ohias = (L7 (hin)]” (95hn|Sh + ) ,
with 0° € @y.s. Here equation (33) is evaluated
at the true parameters Oy and 0h = h(t;00) —
hn(t;00,¢ = 1076). We plot the approximate pos-
terior densities in Figure 11. The blue curve is gen-
erated via MCMC and the green curve generated
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via the Fisher matrix computation. This simulation
has shown that the Fisher matrix can be used as
a suitable approximation to the posterior density.
Having verified the Fisher matrix is a suitable ap-
proximation, we then use it to generate approximate
posteriors in bulk in order to apply the calibration
procedure discussed in III. This is the focus of the
next section.

B. Calibration procedure

The calibration technique described in section III
requires a training set, built from the prior space of
samples and the resultant generation of a family of
approximate posteriors. We first focus our attention
on a single-parameter study, then generalise to the
three-parameter study at the end of this section.

For a single-parameter study, f is unknown and
the true values for a, f are used. ie., @ = f. The
uniform prior is assigned for f,

F~Ulfo — 10713, fo + 10713 Hz/s . (34)

The training data {S(d(;)), ¢;, o; } 329 is generated
to obtain a practical operational coverage estimator.
For j = 1,...,5000, 6, is generated from the prior
(34) and o; ~ U[0.78,0.97]. For each of prior sample
0(]’)7 the data stream d(j) = he,(j)(f;a(j)) + ’fl(j) is
generated by adding a noise 7; through (10) to the
exact reference signal fLeM). An approximate pos-
terior density is in the form of a multivariate Gaus-
sian (33) using the inverse Fisher matrix (21) and
expectation for the bias (17) at ;. An output
¢; is obtained from the «; credible set of the ap-
proximate posterior density. Instead of d;), the real
part of discrete Fourier transform of signal is used
to find the practical operational coverage estimator.
i.e, S(d(j)) = Re(d(j)). We tried |d;[* and |d(;)|
and did not gain any improvement in the results.

We use autoencoders to reduce the dimension of
S(d(;)) in order to apply the calibration procedure.
The autoencoder is trained with an Adam optimizer
[85] and a learning rate, 10~%, is chosen by mini-
mizing the mean squared error. The size of S(d(;)
is then reduced from 2% to 23, which is far less
than the size of the overall training data set. From
our preliminary study, reducing the size of the data
set any less than 23 gave a significantly poor fit.
For classification, an artificial neural network (ANN)



with one fully-connect layer is trained using the cross
entropy loss function. The calibration curve is ob-
tained from the feed-forward ANN inversion. We
tried multiple layers for the ANN but found no real
gain from using more than one layer for this toy ex-
ample.

The left panel of Figure 3 presents the perfor-
mance of the operational coverage estimator (with
summary of the procedure given in Figure 1) us-
ing 30 approximate signals with noise and on aver-
age absolute errors are relatively small. The right
panel of Figure 3 compares the operational cover-
age estimates using the practical estimator b,.(S(d,))
(Section IIIB and the realised operational coverage
br(do) (29) for the test signal. At a given nominal
level «, the practical operational coverage and the
realised operational coverage agree to excellent pre-
cision. Absolute errors tend to be less than 0.06 in
general and, for the test data, the coverage of pos-
terior density over the 0.9 approximate credible set
is 0.76.

Exact and approximate inferences on the true sig-
nal (31) are compared in Figure 4. It is observed
that the exact and approximate posterior densities
do not overlap completely and some deviation be-
tween them. The calibration curve shows how the
calibrated level changes with the desired operational
coverage and the calibrated level & is higher than
b(d,). i.e., b.(S(d,)) is smaller than « (right panel
of Figure 3). The main conclusion of this study is
that we have calibrated an approximate credible set
(arising from an approximate posterior) to achieve
0.76 coverage of the posterior.

We now consider the full model with three param-
eters. i.e., 8 = {ao, fo, fo}. Tight priors are assigned
on these three parameters

a~ Ulag — 10722, ap + 10722
f~Ulfo—1077, fo+ 107" Hz
f~Ulfo— 1071, fo + 10713 Hz/s.

We increase the size of the training data to 10,000,
{S(dey), ¢j, 0 }125° where S(d(;)) = Re(d(;)) and
it is generated similarly. For approximate posterior
density, the multivariate Gaussian form of density
approximation for logged parameter values was im-
posed. We used three fully connected layers with
one dropout layer in both the encoder and decoder
to reduce the dimension of S(d;)) from 2'¢ to 26. A
1-layer ANN classifier with the /; penalty on weights
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of neurons is fitted.

The performance of the operational coverage es-
timator using 30 approximate signals with noise is
shown in the left penal of Figure 5 and absolute er-
rors are less than =0.075 in general. The right pe-
nal of Figure 5 compares b,(S(d,)) and b,.(d,) for
the test signal. The practical and realised opera-
tional coverage agree relatively well at a given «.
Exact and approximate posterior densities for the
test data d, are compared in Figure 6. Calibration
curve for the test waveform d, is shown in Figure
7 and the calibrated nominal level @ is higher than
the desired operational coverage value, i.e., b.(d,)
is smaller than «. For d,, the coverage of poste-
rior density over the approximate credible set with
a nominal level of 0.89 is 0.8.

Having demonstrated our calibration procedure
through an illustrative example, we will now apply
it to a more realistic gravitational-wave scenario.

V. APPLICATION: MASSIVE BLACK
HOLES

In this section, we apply the calibration proce-
dure discussed in section III and exemplified in sec-
tion IV on a realistic massive black hole binary sig-
nal. Using lisabeta developed in [86, 87], we gen-
erate complete inspiral-merger-ringdown frequency
domain spin-aligned massive black holes in the so-
lar system barycenter frame with the LISA response
applied.

A. Set up

In the Bayesian inference, we incorporate higher
modes H. = {(2,2),(2,1),(3,3),(3,2),(4,4),(4,3)}
for the true MBH waveform denoted by h.(¢;6).
Approximate waveforms denoted by h,,(t;0) are
generated by removing a single harmonic H,, =
H\{(4,3)}, giving a deviation from the exact model
and the approximate model. For our exact signal
with modes H., we define the true parameters: the
total mass M = my +mo = 3 - 1O7M@; mass ratio
q = my/mgy = 2; the two effective spin parameters of
the two component masses xy; = 0.5 and x2 = 0.5;
the time of coalescence t, = 10° seconds; luminos-
ity distance 6.67 Gpc; initial phase at coalescence
¢. = 1.1; sky position (8 = 0.3, A = 0.8) in ecliptic
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approximate posterior (Cy, 0.9). This is calculated by using the calibration curve to map the calibrated
nominated level of & = 90% back to an operational coverage level, which is & 76% for the test waveform.

coordinates; and polarisation angle ¢ = 1.7. In our
example, we will focus on a subset of parameters
0 = {M,q,x1,Xx2,tc}, to demonstrate the calibra-
tion procedure as a proof of principle.

We choose true parameters given by 8y = {My
10"Mo,q0 = 2,x10 = 0.5,x20 = 0.5,tc0
10° seconds}. The observation time of our signals
will be ~ 1 day, sampled with cadence At = 200
seconds. Due to the large total mass, the frequen-
cies emitted by the massive black hole signal are
low, even at the larger harmonics. This allows us
to analyse very short data segments with large sam-
pling intervals thus reducing computational costs.

The length of our data sets are N = 2'2. We
found that the optimal matched filtering SNR us-
ing (8) over both the A and E channels are given by
pa ~ 2022.02 and pg ~ 1702.57 giving a total SNR
over both A and E as pag ~ 2643.35.

Before applying the calibration procedure, we will
show that our Fisher matrix calculations are not sub-
ject to numerical instabilities. We inject a signal
with true parameters @y defined earlier into a two
noiseless data streams corresponding to TDI chan-
nels X = {A,E}. Including the T' channel is un-
necessary for our purposes since the contribution of
SNR is low with respect to the A and E channels.
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operational coverage estimates b,(S(d,)) with 2-SE error and realised operational coverage b,(d,) (right) for
the test waveform d,.

For inference, we use the likelihood defined in (7)
with model template h,,, with an incomplete set of
modes H,, = H./{(4,3)}. Starting close to the true
parameters, we use the emcee sampling algorithm
to generate samples from the approximate posterior
density p(0|d). To compute the Fisher matrix, we
use the numerical procedure of finite differences to
compute derivatives of the MBH waveform with re-
spect to parameters. After computing the matrix
(16), we apply a log-transformation to reduce the
condition number of the matrix prior to computing
the inverse. From equation (20), we then sample
from a multivariate Gaussian

0 NN(QO"‘ebiaSvFXlE(h’m)) ’

O = Cap(hm) ™7 37 (9;hE0 1600 4 n(0))
X={A,E}
(35)

for 6;,.. a component of §. We remind the reader
that each of the quantities in (35) is evaluated at the
true parameters 6. We then plot the histogram of
samples alongside the approximate posterior density
in Figure 12. What we learn here is that the Fisher
matrix is a suitable approximation to the posterior
density and can be used to approximate posterior
distributions generated using an approximate wave-
form model.

B. Calibration Procedure

As a proof of principle, we will apply our calibra-
tion procedure on a five-dimensional space. We will
choose the five parameter set 8 = {M, q, x1, X2, tc}-
For this study, tight uniform priors are set for the
five parameters as follows:

M ~ U[My —5 x 10*, My + 5 x 10%]

q ~ Ulgo—25x1073 g0 +2.5 x 1077]
x1 ~ Ulx10—5x 1074,X1,0 +5x 1074
x2 ~ Ulx2,0—5 X 1074, X2,0 +5 % 10*4}
te ~ Ulteo —0.25,1.0 + 0.25].

Following a similar procedure outlined in IV B, the
data stream is d = h.(8)+7 and the test waveform is
dy = he(8y). The training data {S(d(j))mj,aj}]lojl
where S(d(;)) = Re(d(;)) is generated to get a practi-
cal operational coverage estimator. We also consid-
ered |d;) |2 and did not gain any significant improve-
ments in the results and, the corresponding result is
not included in the paper. We reduce the input fea-
ture size of N = 2!2 to N = 28 using a three-layer
fully-connected encoder and decoder network. For
classification, an ANN using three fully-connected
hidden layers and an output layer with a sigmoid
activation function are used. For the realized opera-
tional coverage estimation b,., we used 26,880 exact
posterior samples, using the complete IMR wave-
form with full harmonic structure H,, with 32 par-
allel chains with a thinning factor of 5.
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FIG. 6: Corner plot summary of samples from the exact and approximate posterior densities in the toy
model

. The panels on the diagonal show the exact (blue) and approximate (green) empirical marginal posterior densities
with the true value (yellow dashed line) and calibrated approximate credible interval (red line). The off-diagonal
panels shows the exact (blue contour) and approximate (green contour) credible sets with a nominal level of o = 0.8
and, calibrated approximate credible set (red contour) with the desired operational coverage of 0.8 based on exact
(blue points) and approximate (green points) posterior sample. The true values 8y are marked by red points.

In general, the operational coverage estimator b,
exhibits generally small absolute errors in Figure 8.
Although the absolute errors tend to increase with
«, relative errors are likely to be less variable. The
absolute error is small as 0.013 and large as 0.065.
i.e., the smallest and largest relative absolute errors
are 0.013/0.6 = 0.0217 and 0.065/0.99 = 0.0657 re-
spectively. For the test waveform d,, the estimate

b.(S(d,)) from the practical operational estimator is
compared to the realistic operational coverage b,.(d,)
in the top plot of Figure 9. The calibration curve
in Figure 9 was modelled by a polynomial regres-
sion with the degree 7. We observe a very small
operational coverage in comparison to the nominal

level (b,(S(d,)) < @), and this is due to the small
overlap between the exact and approximate poste-
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rior distributions in Figure 10, in particular ¢ and
X2. For example, the posterior coverage of the 0.967
credible set of an approximate posterior distribution
is 0.35 and this is also confirmed from the calibra-
tion curve that the calibrated level is 0.97 for the
target operational coverage of 0.35. As result, the
calibrated credible set of an approximate posterior
(red contour) is larger in order to achieve the target
0.35 operational coverage, which is about 1.8c.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented a Bayesian cali-
bration procedure for the operational coverage of an
approximate family of GW posteriors and applied
the method to both a toy model and a more realis-
tic analysis of MBHB signals for LISA. Specifically,
the posteriors that are calibrated in our work are
Fisher-information-based approximations (i.e., nor-
mal approximations) to the posteriors that are ob-
tained by using an approximate waveform model in
the GW likelihood. Such approximations are fre-
quently used in GW astronomy to perform bulk cal-
culations in exploratory data analysis studies; our
proposed method then allows users to rapidly ob-
tain corrected credible sets that correspond to some
desired coverage level (“correct” relative to a more
accurate waveform model).

At present, our proposed method is novel in the
GW literature and has no comparable counterpart
since other methods for inference calibration i) fo-
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cus on correcting the posterior itself in terms of cov-
erage and ii) deal only with a single posterior at a
time. For example, one would have to evaluate the
accurate model in bulk in order to use the method
proposed by Cutler and Vallisneri [26] for estimat-
ing inference biases on the fly. Even if a regression
model is fit directly to the biases over the waveform
model space, that would still require learning a pa-
rameter vector rather than a single coverage number,
which would require more complex computation and
stringent accuracy requirements on the fit.

In addition to our proposed usage of the method
in bulk studies over a space of GW signals, the cali-
bration procedure could potentially also be used on
actual data containing a signal. With a model that
is pre-trained on more accurate waveforms and real-
istic detector noise, one could rapidly compute cali-
brated credible sets for the approximate waveforms
used in template banks for ground-based observing.
This could be useful for applications such as the
rapid sky localisation of sources for low-latency elec-
tromagnetic follow-up. The future third-generation
ground-based GW detectors, such as the FEinstein
Telescope and Cosmic Explorer, will have enhanced
sensitivity to gravitational wave signals in the Hz
frequency band f € (5,2000)Hz. These instru-
ments can exploit the proposed operational cover-
age discussed in this paper in order to quantify the
systematic biases and thus investigate the impact
of inaccurate waveforms on tests of GR in an effi-
cient way [88]. The estimated operational coverage
can be regarded as a criterion to set requirements
for the sensitivity of the detectors to yield unbi-
ased parameter inference for the target system. The
forward-thinking calibrated result gives reasonable
and meaningful information for future GW research.

The MBH example we presented was restricted to
five parameters of the full waveform model. How-
ever, the computational complexity of the calibra-
tion procedure — in particular, the operational cov-
erage estimator — will typically require a signifi-
cant increase in computing resources as additional
parameters are considered. Increasing the computa-
tional efficiency of the operational coverage estima-
tor for high-dimensional problems, and thus improv-
ing the scalability of the calibration method to the
dimensionalities of both the parameter space and the
data representation, is an avenue for future research.

We should point out that the approximate poste-
rior distribution is not too different to the true one.



At least, the overlap of the credible intervals exists,
which is not always the case. As the divergence be-
tween posteriors becomes large, the nominal credible
level to achieve any operational coverage goes to 1,
which is trivial and manifests the inability to train
the model. Therefore, it is encouraged to estimate
the maximum operational coverage when obtaining
the calibration curve; if it is small, for example, less
than 0.50, more accurate waveforms should be con-
sidered.

The Python code for the one-dimensional toy ex-
ample in Section IV is provided at https://github.
com/bpandamao/calibration_case_study.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

JEL, MCE and R. Meyer acknowledge support
by the Marsden grant MFP-UOA2131 from New
Zealand Government funding, administered by the
Royal Society Te Aparangi. AJKC acknowledges
previous support from the NASA LISA Prepara-
tory Science grant 20-LPS20-0005. OB acknowl-
edges support from the French space agency CNES
in the framework of LISA. He also thanks Sylvain
Marsat for giving permissions to use lisa-beta. All
computations are performed on a virtual machine
with 32GB RAM, 16 VCPUs, and an Ubuntu Linux
operating system. The autoencoder and ANN were
implemented using Python package Tensorflow and
Scikit-Learn. We thank the Center for eResearch
(CeR) at the University of Auckland for providing
access to and assistance with the Nectar Research
Cloud.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

R. Mao: Conceptualization, Data curation, For-
mal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, Project
administration, Resources, Software, Supervision,
Validation, Visualization, Writing — original draft.

JEL: Conceptualization, Data curation, Investi-
gation, Methodology, Project administration, Re-
sources, Software, Supervision, Validation, Visual-
ization, Writing — original draft.

OB: Conceptualization, Data curation, Formal
analysis, Investigation, Software: Fisher matrix,
MCMC & 1lisa-beta, Methodology, Resources,

17

Software, Supervision, Validation, Visualization,
Writing — original draft.

AJKC: Conceptualization, Formal analysis,
Methodology, Project administration, Supervision,
Writing — original draft, Writing - Review &
Editing.

MCE: Conceptualization, Methodology, Project
Administration, Software, Visualization, Writing -
Original Draft, Writing - Review & Editing.

R. Meyer:  Conceptualization, Methodology,
Funding acquisition, Project Administration, Super-
vision, Writing - Original Draft, Writing — Review
& Editing.


https://github.com/bpandamao/calibration_case_study
https://github.com/bpandamao/calibration_case_study

18

0.06

o
o
i

Absolute Error

0.02

0.00
ONN TP READNAVDODANDLNON R DN DDA DD NP DD
AR A AR DI PR AN A AR A IR A A P
a
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Appendix A: Fisher matrix computations

—— MCMC method
—— Fisher Matrix approximation
—— True value
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FIG. 11: The blue curve represents a posterior distribution on parameters € when inferring parameters of
an injected exact signal h.(t;0p) into Gaussian noise with an approximate model template
hun(t;0,¢ = 1075). The green curve represents an approximation to the posterior, computed via the Fisher
matrix formalism. We highlight here that the computation of the Fisher matrix accurately describes the
posterior, implying we are not subject to numerical instabilities when calculating derivatives/inverses. The
black line indicates the value of the true parameters in the study.
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—— MCMC method
—— Fisher Matrix approximation
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FIG. 12: Comparison of posterior distribution between the MCMC method (blue) and the Fisher Matrix
approximation (green) at the massive black hole binary signal d,, with black vertical/horizontal lines
denoting the true parameters. We highlight here an excellent agreement between our MCMC simulation
and the approximate Fisher matrix approach. We see that both the fluctuations to recovered parameters
(induced through noise via equation (18) and precision measurements on parameters encoded by (16) are
well described by the Fisher matrix formalism.
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