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ABSTRACT

This work investigates whether large language models (LLMs) offer advantages over traditional neu-

ral networks for astronomical data processing, in regimes with non-Gaussian, non-stationary noise and

limited labeled samples. Gravitational wave observations provide an suitable test case, using only 90

LIGO events, finetuned LLMs achieve 97.4% accuracy for identifying signals. Further experiments

show that, in contrast to traditional networks that rely on large simulated datasets, additional sim-

ulated samples do not improve LLM performance, while scaling studies reveal predictable gains with

increasing model size and dataset size. These results indicate that LLMs can extract discriminative

structure directly from observational data and provide an efficient assessment for gravitational wave

identification. The same strategy may extend to other astronomical domains with similar noise prop-

erties, such as radio or pulsar observations.

1. INTRODUCTION

LLMs have become central to recent progress in ma-

chine learning, and many proposals in different fields
now aim to “add an LLM” as a universal solution. In

practice, however, our experience suggests that LLMs

are not always superior to traditional networks, espe-

cially for tasks that require precise numerical predic-

tion (Wiggins & Tejani 2022; Kasneci et al. 2023; Chang

et al. 2024). This raises a concrete scientific question:

for which types of scientific data and purposes are LLMs

actually advantageous compared with traditional neural

networks?

The starting point is to consider the way LLMs pro-

cess data. LLMs operate on discrete patch tokens rather

than dense pixel grids, and attention layers compare
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these tokens globally rather than locally (Vaswani et al.

2017; Han et al. 2022). As a result, the model empha-

sizes large-scale structure, long-range coherence, and re-
lationships across the entire input, instead of relying on

small convolutional windows and accurate calculations.

This inductive bias is naturally suited to data whose

discriminative information resides in global morphology

rather than in local texture. It is also compatible with

datasets in which the noise is non-Gaussian and non-

stationary, because global attention tends to suppress

isolated transient artifacts while highlighting extended

coherent patterns.

The second indication comes from our previous tests

(Wang et al. 2024; Wang 2025), in which we fine-tuned

GPT-based models on a diverse collection of astrophys-

ical datasets, including Sloan Digital Sky Survey spec-

tra, gamma-ray burst properties, and black hole spin

measurements. A single model could perform multiple

tasks without requiring separate specialized networks.

Furthermore, even when trained on less than 1% of the
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available data and using reduced-resolution inputs, the

models needed only one or two epochs of finetuning to

reach competitive accuracy. These results suggest that

LLMs adapt rapidly in small-sample regimes and can

learn high-level structure efficiently, behaviors that dif-

fer from those of conventional neural networks.

These considerations point naturally toward gravita-

tional wave data as a test case. In compact binary co-

alescences, the discriminative information is carried by

the global chirp trajectory in the time-frequency plane, a

smooth and coherent pattern that depends on the overall

evolution rather than on local numerical details. Such

morphology aligns well with the token-attention mech-

anism of LLMs, which emphasizes long-range structure

across the entire input. By contrast, the noise in grav-

itational wave detectors is dominated by non-Gaussian

and non-stationary transients (Cai et al. 2019; Zackay

et al. 2021; Davis et al. 2022; Legin et al. 2023), in-

cluding short duration glitches that produce localized

high amplitude features. These artifacts often bias con-

volution based models but should be naturally down-

weighted by global attention mechanisms that compare

all tokens jointly. Moreover, the number of gravitational

wave events remains limited, with roughly 90 detections

by the end of the LIGO O3 observing run.

Reliably identifying gravitational wave signals re-

mains a major challenge, as the signals are often ex-

tremely weak and deeply embedded in complex noise

(Beker et al. 2011). Matched filtering (Balasubrama-

nian & Dhurandhar 1994) is optimal for known signals

in stationary Gaussian noise, but detector data con-

tain non-Gaussian and non-stationary transients that

produce spurious high-SNR triggers, requiring addi-

tional vetoes such as the χ2 time–frequency test and

reweighted statistics (Gabbard et al. 2018; Allen 2005).

In the fourth observing run, the GstLAL compact binary

search pipeline uses a template bank constructed via the

manifold method, with a minimal match of ∼97% to

limit event-rate loss to ∼ 10% (Usman et al. 2016; Sakon

et al. 2024). This bank covers the parameter space of

aligned-spin neutron star and black hole systems up to

mass ratio of 20 and includes on the order of hundreds of

thousands of templates. Generating and filtering against

such a large bank imposes high computational cost and

significant latency, especially as waveform durations in-

crease at lower frequencies (Sakon et al. 2024). These

factors reduce real-world detection accuracy and hinder

low-latency operation.

Neural networks have been shown to reach sensitivities

comparable to matched filtering while offering orders of

magnitude reductions in inference time. Prior work us-

ing convolutional network (CNN) architectures (George

& Huerta 2018; Gabbard et al. 2018; Qiu et al. 2023)

demonstrated that, once trained, these models can clas-

sify gravitational wave candidates within milliseconds

and reproduce the detection performance of traditional

pipelines. These studies typically rely on large collec-

tions of simulated compact binary coalescence signals,

often numbering from several thousand to several hun-

dred thousand templates, injected into either real or

Gaussian noise. While effective, this strategy requires

substantial computational effort to generate training

sets and is inherently limited by the fidelity of the wave-

form models. Furthermore, networks trained primarily

on simulations may experience domain mismatch when

applied to real interferometer data, where non–Gaussian

and non–stationary noise artifacts are common. These

factors motivate exploring alternative approaches that

depend less on massive synthetic datasets and can learn

directly from observational data.

LLMs offer a different paradigm. In gravitational wave

research, however, they have so far been used only in

auxiliary roles, such as providing domain-aware heuris-

tics to guide algorithm design (Wang & Zeng 2025), and,

to our knowledge, have not yet been directly applied to

the processing and identification of observational data.

This article is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines

the motivation for this work. Building on how LLMs

process data and on our previous finetuning experience,

we hypothesize that LLMs may handle non-Gaussian

and non-stationary noise more effectively than tradi-

tional neural networks and also adapt well when only

limited training data are available. This motivates a

direct experimental evaluation. Section 3 presents our

observational data experiment, including dataset con-

struction, model configuration, training, and classifica-

tion results. Section 4 extends the analysis by examin-

ing the influence of simulated datasets, model size, and

dataset size. Section 5 discusses how similar data char-

acteristics arise in other astronomical domains. Finally,

Section 6 summarizes the main findings of this study.

2. MOTIVATION & PREDICTION

2.1. Non-Gaussian and Non-Stationary Noise

Interferometric gravitational wave detectors measure

a high sampling rate strain time series,

d(t) = h(t; θ) + n(t), (1)

where h(t; θ) is the astrophysical signal determined by

the source parameters θ, and n(t) denotes the instru-

mental noise. Standard analysis (Sathyaprakash &

Schutz 2009; Allen et al. 2012; Zackay et al. 2021) as-

sume that the noise is a stationary Gaussian process,
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fully characterized by its one-sided power spectral den-

sity (PSD) Sn(f):

⟨ñ(f) ñ∗(f ′)⟩ = 1

2
Sn(f) δ(f − f ′), (2)

which enables the construction of the noise-weighted in-

ner product,

⟨a, b⟩ = 4ℜ
∫ fmax

fmin

ã(f) b̃∗(f)

Sn(f)
df, (3)

and the corresponding Gaussian likelihood,

p(d | θ) ∝ exp

[
−1

2
⟨d− h(θ), d− h(θ)⟩

]
. (4)

Real detector data, however, violate these assump-

tions in several important ways. A dominant feature is

the presence of short-duration, high-amplitude transient

artifacts known as glitches. These events appear as lo-

calized or narrowband structures in the time–frequency

plane and introduce heavy tails in the noise distribu-

tion, which is incompatible with Gaussianity. Their

morphology, duration, and amplitude vary significantly

and cannot be described by a fixed PSD. The Gravity

Spy project15 provides a representative catalogue of such

transients.

In addition, gravitational wave noise is strongly non-

stationary. Environmental variations, seismic motion,

thermal drifts, and changes in interferometer control

states cause the PSD to evolve over minutes to hours.

This can be captured through a time-dependent PSD,

Sn(f ; t), or a local noise autocorrelation,

Cn(τ ; t) =
〈
n(t′)n(t′ + τ)

〉
t′∈window around t

, (5)

both of which vary with time. These effects break the

assumption that a single stationary PSD can describe

long data segments.

In contrast, astrophysical compact-binary signals ex-

hibit coherent and predictable evolution (Sathyaprakash

& Schutz 2009). The instantaneous frequency of an in-

spiral follows
df

dt
∝ f11/3M

5/3
chirp, (6)

producing a smooth, monotonic chirp track in the

time–frequency plane. Glitches, lacking long-range co-

herence, occupy short temporal or spectral intervals.

The violation of the Gaussian and stationary assump-

tions has direct implications for signal identification.

In matched-filter searches, the detection statistic re-

lies on the expected distribution of the signal-to-noise

15 https://www.zooniverse.org/projects/zooniverse/gravity-spy

ratio under stationary Gaussian noise. Non-Gaussian

transients generate large spurious SNR peaks, inflat-

ing the background tail and forcing higher detection

thresholds, which in turn obscure low-SNR astrophys-

ical events (Littenberg & Cornish 2010; Vajente et al.

2020). Non-stationary noise further degrades the op-

timality of matched filtering because the weighting by

Sn(f) is no longer accurate when the PSD drifts on short

timescales.

2.2. Token-Based LLMs Match the Noise Structure

To analyze data dominated by non-Gaussian and non-

stationary noise, a model must satisfy two requirements:

it must remain robust to localized heavy-tailed noise,

and it must be able to extract coherent patterns that

extend across time and frequency. Traditional neural

networks like CNNs are limited in this setting because

their feature extraction relies on localized convolution

kernels (Zhao et al. 2023a, 2025). A typical convolution

layer computes (LeCun et al. 2002; Goodfellow et al.

2016)

zk(u, v) = σ

∑
i,j

wk(i, j) I(u+ i, v + j) + bk

 , (7)

where I(x, y) is the input image, wk is the local kernel,

bk is the bias, (u, v) is the output location, and σ(·) is a
nonlinear activation. Since each activation is dominated

by a small neighborhood of pixels, any strong transient

spike inside that neighborhood can overwhelm the rep-

resentation, causing CNNs to misinterpret glitches as

salient features. Meanwhile, the global waveform mor-

phology, distributed across many time–frequency bins,

may receive little weight.

LLMs with tokenization (Sennrich et al. 2015) and

self-attention (Vaswani et al. 2017) adopt a fundamen-

tally different mechanism. The input time–frequency

map X is divided into N non-overlapping patches {Pi},
each of which is mapped into a vector embedding:

xi = E(Pi), i = 1, . . . , N, (8)

where E(·) is a learned embedding function. Each token

xi therefore summarizes the overall pattern inside patch

Pi, rather than the value of any single pixel. Localized

noise bursts typically affect only a few pixels inside a

patch and therefore only weakly perturb its embedding,

while a coherent waveform leaves correlated structure

across multiple patches.

Self-attention then forms global relationships across

all tokens. For each token xi, a query vector Qi, key

vector Ki, and value vector Vi are computed (Vaswani

https://www.zooniverse.org/projects/zooniverse/gravity-spy
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et al. 2017):

Qi = WQxi, Ki = WKxi, Vi = WV xi, (9)

where WQ, WK , and WV are learned matrices. The

attention weights are

αij =
exp

(
QiK

T
j /

√
d
)∑N

ℓ=1 exp
(
QiKT

ℓ /
√
d
) , (10)

where d is the token dimension. The output token is

yi =

N∑
j=1

αijVj . (11)

If the input contains a gravitational wave signal, the

patches lying along the chirp trajectory share coherent

structure, making their embeddings mutually similar.

This yields large dot products QiK
T
j and correspond-

ingly large attention weights αij . Self-attention thus

amplifies long-range, physically meaningful correlations

across the time–frequency plane. Glitches, by contrast,

have weak cross-patch coherence, causing their attention

weights to remain localized and preventing them from

dominating the global representation.

Unlike CNNs, self-attention does not assume trans-

lational invariance, which is particularly important for

non-stationary noise. With positional encodings added

to each token, xi + pi, the attention mechanism can ex-

plicitly learn how noise statistics vary with time, en-

abling the model to distinguish slow PSD drifts from

physically meaningful signal evolution.

To conclude: patch-level embeddings suppress local

heavy-tailed noise, and global attention promotes ex-

tended coherent patterns. This structural alignment

with the statistical properties of gravitational wave data

provides a natural motivation for exploring LLMs as

analysis tools in the presence of strong non-Gaussian

and non-stationary noise.

3. TESTING LLMS BY GRAVITATIONAL WAVE

3.1. Gravitational Wave Dataset Construction

We first construct a dataset based solely on obser-

vational data. All events are selected from the pub-

licly available PyCBC(Biwer et al. 2019) event cata-

log using pycbc.catalog.Catalog. The event list fol-

lows the GWTC-3 confident event versions released by

GWOSC (Abbott et al. 2023), which include all com-

pact binary merger events detected by LIGO and Virgo

during the O1 (2015), O2 (2016 to 2017), O3a (2019),

and O3b (2019 to 2020) observing runs, in total 90

events. For each event, strain time series from the

LIGO Hanford (H1) and Livingston (L1) detectors are

obtained, together with event-specific metadata such as

GPS timestamps and data quality information, using

pycbc.catalog.Merger. These timestamps are used to

extract signal and noise segments, as shown in Figure 1.

A sliding window of 2 seconds with a 1-second stride is

applied to the strain data to generate overlapping seg-

ments, ensuring full coverage of the signal interval and

increasing the number of training samples. In total, 1728

signal segments are produced.

The duration of each event was estimated from the

time it entered the 20 Hz detection band to merger com-

pletion using the SEOBNRv4 opt waveform model16. Seg-

ments overlapping with the theoretical event duration

are labeled as positive. If the event is shorter than 2

seconds, the segment starting at the event time is la-

beled; otherwise, all overlapping windows covering the

full signal are labeled as positives. Segments outside this

duration are treated as negatives.

Due to the significant imbalance between noise and

signal segments, we employ an oversampling strategy(He

& Garcia 2009) to replicate positive samples to reach

class parity. This helps mitigate bias toward the major-

ity (noise) class during training.

We further follow the standard gravitational wave

analysis procedure (Flanagan & Hughes 2005), first to

apply a bandpass filter on the raw data to retain fre-

quencies most relevant to signal detection. Specifically,

an eighth-order Butterworth filter was used to isolate

the 20–500 Hz frequency band, as determined through

empirical evaluation. The filter was implemented using

the SciPy(Virtanen et al. 2020) signal processing library,

and a Tukey window function was applied prior to fil-

tering to mitigate edge effects. The Butterworth filter

is defined as:

H(f) =
1√

1 +
(

fc
f

)2n
, (12)

where fc is the cutoff frequency and n = 8 is the filter

order. The Tukey window function used to smooth the

signal edges is given by:

w(t) =


1
2

[
1 + cos

(
π
(

2t
αT − 1

))]
, 0 ≤ t < αT

2

1, αT
2 ≤ t ≤T− αT

2

1
2

[
1+cos

(
π
(

2t
αT −2 + 2

α

))]
, T− αT

2 ≤ t≤ T

(13)

16 https://gwosc.org/eventapi/html/GWTC/

https://gwosc.org/eventapi/html/GWTC/
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with T denoting the total signal duration and α set

to 0.2. After filtering, each signal is normalized by its

maximum absolute value:

xnorm =
x

max(|x|)
, (14)

To transform the signal to the time-frequency domain,

we apply the Constant-Q Transform (CQT) (Brown

1991) using the nnAudio toolkit(Cheuk et al. 2020). It

maps the waveform into a 2D time-frequency space with

logarithmically spaced frequency bins. The CQT is con-

figured with a sampling rate of 2048 Hz, a frequency

range of 20–500 Hz, and a hop length of 64. The CQT

output for the k-th frequency bin is computed as:

X(k) =

Nk−1∑
n=0

x(n) · wk(n) · e−2πink/Nk , (15)

where x(n) is the input signal, wk(n) is the analysis

window, and Nk is the window length corresponding to

bin k.

The resulting 2D time-frequency matrices are then dis-

cretized into sequences to be compatible with the input

requirements of LLMs. For each sample, up to 64 frame-

wise feature vectors are extracted and clustered using

the KMeans algorithm (MacQueen 1967). This quanti-

zation converts continuous-valued vectors into discrete

integers, forming compact sequences that retain essen-

tial information. Integers sequences from the three de-

tectors are concatenated to form a unified input.

The final dataset is serialized in JSONL format, con-

forming to the prompt-response schema commonly used

in ChatGPT-style models. Each record contains se-

quences from all detectors and a binary label. The

dataset is split into training and testing subsets with

an 80%-20% ratio to ensure reliable model evaluation.

3.2. Model Architecture

To identify gravitational wave signals, this study em-

ploys Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct, a recently released

open-weight LLM developed by Meta AI (Grattafiori

et al. 2024). Llama-3-8B-Instruct is a transformer-based

model with 8 billion parameters. This parameter size

strikes a balance between accuracy and resource usage

as we will confirm later: large enough to capture com-

plex sequential dependencies, and small enough to be

deployed on local hardware without prohibitive cost.

The input sequences are first passed through an em-

bedding layer to be tokenization before being processed

by the Transformer layers. Each Transformer block

consists of a multi-head attention mechanism and a

position-wise feedforward network. The model also in-

tegrates position encoding via rotational embeddings

Figure 1. Comparison between a gravitational wave signal
segment and a noise only segment. Top: representation of
the GW150914 event. Bottom: Representative noise seg-
ment from the same detector band.

(Su et al. 2024), layer normalization using RMSNorm

(Zhang & Sennrich 2019), and SwiGLU activations

(Shazeer 2020), with intermediate layer dimensionality

set to 8
3dmodel. In addition, a binary classification head

is appended to the model:

ŷ = σ(Whx+ bh), (16)

where Wh and bh are the weights and bias, and σ

denotes the sigmoid function.

3.3. Model Training

Finetuning of the Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct model
is conducted on three RTX 3090 GPUs. To accommo-

date memory constraints, the batch size was set to 1 per

GPU, with gradient accumulation of 8 steps to simulate

a larger effective batch size. A relatively high learning

rate of 5.0 × 10−4 was used to accelerate convergence,

combined with a weight decay of 1.0 × 10−3 to prevent

overfitting. The training process employed a cosine an-

nealing scheduler (Loshchilov & Hutter 2016), which

provides smooth and gradual learning rate decay and

demonstrated stable performance across experiments.

To reduce training complexity and memory usage, we

adopted the Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) technique

(Hu et al. 2022). LoRA restricts weight updates to

low-rank matrices, enabling efficient adaptation of large

models with limited resources. The finetuning configu-

ration included a rank of 8, an alpha scaling factor of 16,
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and a dropout rate of 0.1. This setup allowed for effec-

tive model specialization without significant overfitting,

even under constrained batch sizes.

Model training uses the AdamW optimizer

(Loshchilov & Hutter 2017) with a learning rate

of 10−5. The objective function is the binary cross-

entropy loss,

L = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

[yi log(ŷi) + (1− yi) log(1− ŷi)] , (17)

where N is the number of training samples, yi ∈ {0, 1}
is the true class label, and ŷi ∈ [0, 1] is the predicted

probability that the i-th sample contains a gravitational

wave signal.

Model checkpoints were saved every 500 training

steps, and validation performance was monitored to en-

sure stable convergence and avoid overfitting.

3.4. Results on Observational Data

We evaluate the performance of LLMs on LIGO ob-

servations using only 90 gravitational wave events for

finetuning. The models are initialized from their gen-

eral pretrained states and receive no additional training

on simulated gravitational wave signals. Under this set-

ting, the training converges rapidly: the loss decreases

sharply within the first few steps and stabilizes by only

two epochs, with no indication of overfitting despite the

limited size of the dataset.

On the held-out test set, the finetuned model achieves

balanced and stable classification performance. As illus-

trated in Figure 2, the recall for both the positive class

(segments containing gravitational wave signals) and the

negative class (noise only segments) reaches 97.4%, cor-

responding to a misclassification rate of approximately

2.6% per class. These results demonstrate that, in the

presence of strongly non-Gaussian and non-stationary

detector noise, the model maintains high detection ef-

ficiency while keeping the false-alarm rate low. The

nearly symmetric performance between the two classes

further indicates that the finetuning procedure does not

bias the model toward any particular outcome.

This behavior stands in clear contrast to prior work

based on traditional neural networks. A common fea-

ture of existing studies is their dependence on extensive

and carefully constructed simulation sets, with model

performance closely tied to the coverage of the simu-

lated parameter space and the fidelity of the injected

noise model. Notably, to the best of our knowledge,

no previous study has successfully trained a deep neu-

ral network for gravitational wave signal detection using

only observational data without relying on simulations.

Figure 2. Identification performance of the finetuned LLM
on LIGO observational data. The model, trained on only 90
events, achieves a recall of 97.4% for both signal segments
and noise segments. The misclassification rate of 2.6% per
class demonstrates that the model maintains balanced and
reliable performance despite the strongly non-Gaussian and
non-stationary noise present in detector data.

Taken together, these findings confirm our previous

expectation that LLMs are both effective and robust for

gravitational wave detections using observational data.

It suggests that LLMs may serve as practical and scal-

able tools for future gravitational wave data analysis, es-

pecially in settings where real labeled events are scarce

and the noise environment is complex.

4. FURTHER INVESTIGATION

4.1. Does Large Simulated Dataset Improve LLM

Performance?

Large scale simulated datasets are commonly used

in traditional neural network pipelines because grav-

itational wave detections are scarce. Previous stud-

ies have shown that CNN-based approaches typically

rely on hundreds of thousands of simulated injections

to obtain stable and reliable performance. Given that

our LLM already reaches strong accuracy when trained

on only 90 observed events, a further question arises:

does additional simulated data still improve LLM per-

formance?

To examine this question, we employ the G2Net Grav-

itational Wave Detection Challenge dataset,17 which

consists of simulated compact-binary coalescence signals

added to real interferometer noise. The dataset includes

17 Kaggle: G2Net Gravitational Wave Detection

https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/g2net-gravitational wave-detection/data


7

560,000 training samples and 226,000 test samples, each

containing 2 seconds of data from the Hanford, Liv-

ingston, and Virgo detectors sampled at 2048 Hz. The

task is binary classification of whether a gravitational

wave signal is present.

We adopt a two-stage procedure. Starting from the

pretrained LLM, we first perform a pre-finetuning phase

on the entire simulated dataset to obtain a simulation-

adapted model checkpoint. This checkpoint is then fine-

tuned on observational data following the same prepro-

cessing and training scheme used earlier.

During the simulation-based pre-finetuning stage, we

notice that the training loss decreases very slowly and

plateaus at a relatively high value, corresponding to an

accuracy of ∼ 70%. Only after switching to observa-

tional data does the loss drop substantially. Evalua-

tion on the held-out observational test set confirms this

trend. As shown in Figure 3, the recall for both sig-

nal and noise classes is essentially unchanged relative

to models trained solely on observed events. This indi-

cates that the additional 560,000 simulated samples do

not provide further gains in accuracy.

These findings suggest that, unlike traditional neu-

ral networks whose performance strongly depends on

large scale simulated datasets, simulation-based pre-

finetuning offers limited benefit for basic detection tasks

of LLMs, and the discriminative patterns needed for

real-data identification appear to be acquired most ef-

fectively when the LLMs are exposed directly to obser-

vational data.

4.2. How Does Model Size Improve LLMs

Performance?

Motivated by the scaling law of LLMs (Kaplan et al.

2020; Bubeck et al. 2023; Zhao et al. 2023b), we investi-

gate how model parameter size affects gravitational wave

identification, we evaluate three representative LLM

families, Qwen2.5, LLaMA3, and DeepSeek, across a

range of parameter sizes from 0.5 billion to 8 billion (Bai

et al. 2023; Grattafiori et al. 2024; Guo et al. 2025).

For fairness, all models use the same dataset of 3,000

simulated samples from G2Net and a fixed token cutoff

length of 4,096. To assess robustness, each configura-

tion is trained and evaluated three times with different

random seeds. The resulting accuracies are shown in

Figure 4, where the shaded regions denote the variabil-

ity across runs. We use simulated data for two reasons.

First, the amount of available observational data is pos-

sibly too small to reflect the advantage of larger models.

Second, we will have a following similar experiment re-

quiring changing the size of the training set, which in

Figure 3. Confusion matrix for identification on LIGO
observational data using a model pre-finetuned on large-s-
cale simulated samples. The performance is comparable to
that reported in Figure 2, indicating that simulation-based
pre-finetuning does not provide measurable improvement
over finetuning on observational data alone.

turn needs a large pool of samples. Pure observational

data cannot meet this requirement.

Across all architectures, accuracy increases with pa-

rameter size. LLaMA3 exhibits the strongest small-scale

performance, maintaining accuracy above 0.69 even at

the 1B scale. DeepSeek and Qwen2.5 improve more

gradually, showing substantial gains only once param-

eters exceed several billion.

Beyond approximately ∼ 8 billion parameters, the

performance of all three model families converges. At

this scale, differences between architectures become

modest, and all models reach accuracies around 0.70-
0.72 with small variance across repeated trials. This

convergence suggests that once models reach sufficient

parameters, their ability to extract discriminative struc-

ture from gravitational wave spectra becomes compara-

ble despite differences in pretraining strategies or archi-

tectural design.

Overall, the results show that while larger models con-

sistently produce better performance, the magnitude of

improvement depends strongly on architecture in the

small-to-mid scale regime. At larger scales, however,

the three families achieve similar accuracy, indicating

that parameter size eventually dominates architectural

differences for this identification task.



8

Figure 4. Classification accuracy of LLMs as a function
of parameter size. Results are shown for three independent
runs of each configuration, the solid line denotes the mean
accuracy and the shaded region shows the standard devia-
tion. Accuracy improves steadily as model size increases,
and the three architectures converge to similar performance
in the 7-8 billion parameter range.

4.3. How does Dataset Size Improve LLMs

Performance ?

To examine how the amount of data influences the

identification accuracy of large language models, we fine-

tune the Llama3 8-billion model on training sets of pro-

gressively increasing size. Figure 5 presents the test ac-

curacy obtained after fine-tuning on each dataset con-

figuration. For all runs, the input sequence is truncated

to 4096 tokens to ensure consistency. The total size of

the training data is controlled by limiting the maximum

number of samples, covering a range from 300 to 60,000

samples from the simulation, which corresponds to ap-

proximately 1.2 million to 240 million tokens.

We observe a clear positive relationship between

dataset size and model accuracy. As the amount of data

increases, the model exhibits progressively better gen-

eralization to the held-out test set. The improvement,

however, becomes less steep once the dataset reaches the

upper end of our range, indicating that additional data

provides smaller incremental gains. This trend is consis-

tent with established scaling behaviors in deep learning,

which predict predictable performance improvements as

a function of dataset size up to a regime where the ben-

efit begins to slow (Srivastava et al. 2022).

Overall, these results show that while large models

such as LLMs can already learn meaningful structure

from small observational datasets, additional training

data still strengthens performance, particularly in the

low data regime. Beyond a certain point, the improve-

ment becomes more modest, suggesting a transition to-

ward a saturation regime.

Figure 5. Model accuracy as a function of dataset size.
Each dataset configuration is evaluated over three indepen-
dent runs, with all individual results shown. The solid line
denotes the mean accuracy and the shaded region shows the
standard deviation, illustrating the scalability of LLM per-
formance as training data increases.

5. APPLICABILITY TO OTHER ASTRONOMICAL

DOMAINS

The analysis presented above suggests that LLMs are

particularly effective when three broad conditions are

met. First, the discriminative information in the data

must be carried primarily by global patterns rather

than by local numerical details. In such cases, tok-

enization and attention naturally emphasize large scale

morphology and long range coherence. Second, the

noise environment should contain non-Gaussian and

non-stationary components, including short duration

transients, instrumental artifacts, or drifting spectral

features. Local convolutional filters tend to overreact

to these outliers, whereas global attention can compare

tokens jointly and downweight isolated structures that

do not participate in a coherent pattern. Third, labeled

examples are often limited in practice. While additional

data benefit all models, small sample regimes pose a par-

ticular challenge for traditional networks, whereas LLMs

can already reach useful accuracy with only 90 examples.

These conditions are not unique to gravitational

wave detectors. Several astronomical domains produce

time–frequency or time–channel data in which coherent

astrophysical structures must be extracted from com-

plex, transient dominated noise. Examples include ra-

dio pulsar and fast radio burst searches, dynamic spec-

tra from low frequency interferometers, X-ray timing of

accreting neutron stars and black holes, and high en-

ergy transient monitors (Vaughan 2013; Linares et al.

2013; Salvo & Sanna 2021; Hurley-Walker et al. 2022;

Dong & Hallinan 2022; Li et al. 2023; Anumarlapudi

et al. 2025). In many of these settings, the signal of in-

terest forms a smooth or slowly evolving pattern, while
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the noise sometimes contains short lived, non-stationary,

and instrument specific features.

Radio observations provide a concrete example (Zhao

et al. 2023; Yuan et al. 2022). Searches for pulsars and

fast radio bursts are commonly performed in dynamic

spectra, where intensity is recorded as a function of time

and frequency. Astrophysical signals appear as broad-

band, dispersed sweeps or as repeating pulse trains that

are globally coherent across the observing band. In con-

trast, radio frequency interference (RFI) introduces a

wide range of non-Gaussian artifacts, including impul-

sive bursts, narrowband lines, drifting carriers, and in-

termittent interference with statistics that vary on short

time scales. The noise is highly non-stationary and often

dominated by human generated transients rather than

by thermal fluctuations. Moreover, labeled examples of

rare classes, such as new pulsars or isolated bursts, are

scarce relative to the volume of background data. In

such a regime, an LLM operating on tokenized patches of

the dynamic spectrum could evaluate global consistency

across the full time–frequency plane, identify dispersed

or repeating structures, and suppress localized RFI that

does not conform to any coherent astrophysical pattern.

This behavior mirrors the advantages observed in the

gravitational wave case and suggests that the methods

developed here may transfer naturally to radio astron-

omy.

6. CONCLUSIONS

This work set out to examine whether LLMs offer

practical advantages for processing astronomical data,

particularly in regimes where traditional neural net-

works face limitations. From theoretical considerations,

we anticipated that LLMs could be effective when the

data are non-Gaussian, non-stationary, and available

only in small quantities. Gravitational wave observa-

tions provide a natural testing ground for this predic-

tion, as real interferometer data exhibit strong transient

noise and only a limited number of confirmed events.

Our real data experiments confirm these expectations.

With only 90 observed LIGO events for finetuning and

without any assistance from simulated signals, LLMs

such as LLaMA3 achieve an identification accuracy of

97.4% on held-out observational samples. The mod-

els converge within two epochs, remain stable under

non-Gaussian and non-stationary noise, and require no

domain-specific pretraining. These results demonstrate

that LLMs can extract discriminative structure directly

from observational data, even under limited sample size.

We then tested whether additional simulated data still

improves LLM performance, a condition under which

traditional neural networks typically benefit. Using the

large-scale G2Net dataset, we performed a simulation-

based pre-finetuning stage before switching to observa-

tional data. The effect was negligible: the accuracy on

real LIGO data remained essentially unchanged, and the

loss during the simulation stage decreased slowly and

plateaued well above the levels achieved with real data.

This contrasts with conventional CNN pipelines, where

simulated datasets are essential for stable performance.

Finally, we conducted scaling experiments. Increasing

model size consistently improved accuracy, and models

of different families converged to similar performance

once they reached the ∼8 billion parameter scale. Ex-

panding the training dataset also enhanced accuracy,

particularly in the low data regime, with diminish-

ing gains at larger scales. These behaviors align with

scaling-law trends observed in other domains.

To conclude, our findings show that LLMs form a vi-

able and efficient alternative to traditional neural net-

works for gravitational wave signal identification. Their

ability to handle complex, non-Gaussian, and non-

stationary noise, combined with strong performance in

small-data settings, suggests that LLMs may play an im-

portant role in future gravitational wave identifications.
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