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Gravitational wave observations have great potential to reveal new information about the fundamental nature
of gravity, but extracting that information can be difficult. One popular technique is the parametrized inspiral
test of general relativity (a realization of the parametrized post-Einsteinian framework), where the gravitational
waveform, as calculated in Einstein’s theory as a series expansion in the orbital velocity, is parametrically
deformed at a given set of orders in velocity. However, most current approaches usually only analyze the
data while considering a single, specific modification at a time. Are then constraints placed with a single
modification robust to our ignorance of higher post-Newtonian order corrections? We show here that for a wide
class of theories, specifically those that admit a post-Newtonian expansion, single-parameter tests are indeed
robust. In particular, through a series of full Bayesian parameter estimation studies on several different sets
of synthetic data, we show that single-parameter constraints are not degraded but rather are improved by the
inclusion of multiple parameters, provided one includes information about the mathematical structure of the
series. We then exemplify this with a specific theory of gravity, shift-symmetric scalar Gauss-Bonnet theory,
where the waveform has been calculated to higher post-Newtonian orders than leading. We show that the
inclusion of these higher order terms strengthens single-parameter constraints, instead of weakening them, and
that the strengthening is very mild. This analysis therefore provides strong evidence that single-parameter post-
Einsteinian tests of general relativity are robust to ignorance of high post-Newtonian order terms in the general
relativistic deformations.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the field of gravitational wave (GW) astrophysics ma-
tures, the growing amount of data is being used in a variety
of ways and in different contexts to solve problems in top-
ics like fundamental physics, astrophysics, and cosmology.
One critical subject that has drastically benefited by the ob-
servation of GWs is the study of the gravitational interaction.
General relativity (GR), our best theory of gravity to date, has
some shortcomings, if we may call them that [1, 2]. These
include the incompatibility of GR with quantum mechanics
(c.f. Ref. [3]) and the singularity problem [4, 5], as exam-
ples. Aside from these shortcomings, the theory also struggles
to adequately explain certain phenomena observed in our uni-
verse without the inclusion of additional structure, like the late
time acceleration of the universe (unless one includes an “un-
naturally” small cosmological constant) [6, 7], the rotation
curves of galaxies (unless one includes dark matter particles
that have so far been undetected via direct experiment) [8, 9],
and the matter-antimatter asymmetry of the universe (unless
one includes new parity-violating interactions that satisfy the
Sakharov conditions) [10]. Modifications to GR in the ultra-
violet or in the infrared may potentially resolve some of these
theoretical and observational issues, which is why they have
attracted attention lately in light of new GW data.

If we are searching for or attempting to constrain “alter-
natives” to GR, GW observations are an excellent place to
look [11, 12]. The dynamics of the system that generates them
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are highly relativistic (reaching characteristic speeds up to a
substantial fraction of the speed of light), and involve large
gravitational potentials and fields. However, deducing infor-
mation about fundamental physics from GW data is a nuanced
business, where the information encoded inside the waveform
can, in some cases, be very faint and buried in noise. One pos-
sible philosophy is to take a maximally “ignorant” approach,
where one seeks to involve as little outside information as pos-
sible. This approach has its appeal in terms of its perceived
robustness (uninfluenced by any external, a priori informa-
tion), but the exact method with which one encodes this “ig-
norance” is not a trivial or well defined matter. Furthermore,
a maximally uninformed approach can minimize and some-
times even erase the strength of any inferences about funda-
mental physics one might hope to extract [13]. While it would
be appealing to conduct these analyses independently of our
priors, this seems to be a quixotic approach.

For example, one maximally uninformed approach would
be to reconstruct the signal with an orthogonal basis of
wavelets, as is normally done with BayesWave [14, 15]. The
fact that this method is totally agnostic to what physics pro-
duced the signal allows one to reconstruct the signal to al-
most arbitrary precision, which is useful in many contexts.
However, such an approach usually provides little informa-
tion about the theory of gravity that led to the signal that is
being reconstructed, or more specifically about the fundamen-
tal physics involved in the generation and propagation of GW
in our universe (although there have been recent attempts to
tie in to certain topics in fundamental physics [16]). Given
this, it’s useful to remember that general tests like “residual
tests,” in which one studies the signal-to-noise ratio contained
in the difference between the data and the best re-constructed
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signal [17, 18], are inherently a consistency check of the re-
construction procedure, and should not be interpreted as di-
rect tests of the underlying physics. The value of such tests is
only as great as the accuracy of the underlying reconstruction
models, regardless of what physics those models are trying to
represent.

Meanwhile, a less uninformative approach, though still ag-
nostic, might attempt to model the signal as a GW produced in
GR, but with some small deformation that is represented para-
metrically. This type of approach defines the parametrized
post-Einsteinian (ppE) formalism [17, 19–21], which is the
general framework that the “parametrized inspiral tests of
GR,” used by the LIGO/Virgo collaboration (LVC), is built
from [13, 22–31]. In this approach, deformations from GR
are incorporated directly at the level of the model for the sig-
nal (i.e. the GW template or GW model) that one will use to
compare against the data. Moreover, these deformations are
represented parametrically through a particular basis (i.e. in
the inspiral, a polynomial in orbital velocity), with the polyno-
mial exponent of the leading post-Newtonian (PN) order term
encoding the type of modification one is considering, and the
polynomial coefficient the strength of the deformation.

The resulting functional form of the deformation of the sig-
nal is not arbitrary. In fact, one can easily show that such
a representation derives from parametrically deforming the
binding energy of the binary, the rate of change of this bind-
ing energy, or the dispersion relation of the propagating GW
through a polynomial in velocity [19]. Such an analysis also
reveals that there is a mapping between deformations in these
physical quantities and those that are introduced in the wave-
form, thus allowing for constraints on the waveform defor-
mations to then be mapped back to constraints on theoretical
physics [12, 19, 32, 33]. Moreover, a polynomial in velocity
is a natural basis for expansions in the inspiral phase, where
the PN expansion is expected to hold to approximate the so-
lution to the field equations. Obviously, such a representation
need not apply in the merger, and would have to be changed
in the ringdown, as discussed extensively in [19], but we are
here focusing on inspiral tests only.

The initial and simplest ppE proposal was to include a sin-
gle deformation at a time [19]. As explained above, the de-
formation is represented by adding a term of the form β vb in
the GW Fourier phase (and a similar term in the Fourier am-
plitude), where β is a real parameter one is attempting to esti-
mate, v is the orbital velocity of the binary (which is connected
to the GW frequency via Kepler’s third law), and b is a fixed
constant. One attempts to measure or constrain β (sometimes
called the ppE amplitude coefficient) because it determines
the strength of the GR deformation, and it is connected to the
coupling constant of modified GR theories. The quantity b
(sometimes called the ppE exponent coefficient) is not a pa-
rameter, but rather it is a real number that determines the type
of modification one is considering; therefore, one chooses a
value of b a priori, before carrying out parameter estimation
or model selection. By picking a set of such b constants, one
can then derive posterior probability distributions for each β
(corresponding to each value of b that one chose), to then con-
struct the so-called “violin plots” the LVC generates in their

testing GR papers [13, 24, 25, 31].
However, as explained when the ppE framework was first

developed [19], deformations to GR in the inspiral should not
consist of a single PN modification. Rather, one expects mod-
ifications to enter at some leading PN order (a so-called “con-
trolling factor” of an asymptotic expansion), multiplied by an
entire PN series in velocity, i.e. β0 vb(1 +

∑
i=n βnvn). One way

to incorporate this idea into an inspiral test in GR would be to
truncate the series at some PN order, allow every βn coefficient
to be independent, and attempt to estimate all of them simulta-
neously [23, 34]. As argued in [20], and then verified in [13],
this approach is doomed to fail because of large covariances
between the βn parameters that prevents one from estimating
any one of them with any precision (i.e. the marginalized pos-
teriors of βn that one recovers are very similar to the priors one
chooses for them). If allowing for multiple, independent de-
formation terms at once erases all useful information one may
glean from the GW signal, are constraints one obtains with a
single deformation at a time robust?

At first sight, one may think the answer to this question
is no. After all, we know that a modified gravity signal will
not contain just a single modification in the phase. There-
fore, forcing a template to be of this form ought to intro-
duce uncontrolled systematic error. Moreover, the velocities
at merger are close to 0.3–0.5 the speed of light, so PN terms
at higher-than-leading order need not be negligible. There-
fore, by neglecting these higher order terms one could be
ignoring “degeneracies” that could deteriorate constraints if
they were properly modeled. If this were the case, single-
parameter ppE tests or single-parameter parametrized inspiral
tests could over-confidently predict and place constraints that
are more stringent than what we have any right in claiming.

We are of course not the first to study the concerns men-
tioned above. To our knowledge, one of the first studies to do
this for aLIGO observations appeared in an Appendix [12],
where the authors investigated how constraints on Brans-
Dicke theory are improved as higher PN order terms are added
to the inspiral phase in the extreme mass-ratio limit. The au-
thors found that constraints on the Brans-Dicke coupling pa-
rameter are very stable to the inclusion of these higher PN
order terms, with relative fractional changes of at most a
few tens of percent. A more recent study of this same topic
was by [35], where constraints on a specific theory of grav-
ity, shift-symmetric scalar Gauss-Bonnet (ssGB), were stud-
ied with the O2 and O3 GW catalog. In this work, the au-
thors modeled the higher PN order terms as unknown, and
then marginalized over them; they found that the inclusion of
these higher order terms only changed the constraints again
by only tens of percent.

In spite of these studies, there has not yet been a dedicated
study of the concerns mentioned above, which is what moti-
vated this paper. As we will show in detail here, and in agree-
ment with the previous work described above, the pessimistic
viewpoint expressed above regarding single- versus multiple-
parameter tests of GR is completely unwarranted. For a multi-
tude of reasons, which we will elaborate on in this work, con-
straints obtained by using single-parameter models are both
robust and reliable. In particular, we will show that although
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systematic error is incurred when one uses a single-parameter
ppE model, the error is small and tends to predict a less strin-
gent constraint than what one would obtain if one included
higher PN order corrections subject to a reasonable PN prior;
in this sense, single-parameter ppE and parametrized inspi-
ral tests are conservative. Moreover, we will show that the
improvement one gains by including higher PN order terms
in the GR deformation makes constraints only slightly more
stringent (of at most one order of magnitude in the most ex-
treme cases).

We arrive at these conclusions through a detailed and full
Bayesian analysis of a multitude of synthetic signals. We
first carry out a fully Bayesian Markov-chain Monte-Carlo
(MCMC) parameter estimation study, in which we inject a
synthetic GR signal in stationary and Gaussian noise, and then
we extract it with single-parameter ppE models, as well as
multi-parameter models. For the latter, we develop a new prior
based on the theoretical foundations of PN theory [36, 37],
which ensures that the modifications one introduces lead to a
non-GR PN series that has similar or better convergence prop-
erties than that of GR. If the modified theory of gravity one is
considering accepts a PN expansion, then the prior we develop
is guaranteed to be valid. It is the development and use of this
prior that restricts the impact of the covariances found in pre-
vious studies [13, 23, 34].

We then examine our conclusions under the light of a spe-
cific example: constraints on ssGB theory. Higher-than-
leading PN order waveforms have been recently calculated in
this theory [38], thus allowing us to verify our prior. With this
at hand, we carry out again a fully Bayesian test of GR, inject-
ing synthetic GR signals in stationary and Gaussian noise, and
extracting them with the new, high-PN-order ssGB model, the
leading-PN-order ssGB model, a single-parameter ppE model,
and a multiple-parameter ppE model with the PN-inspired
prior developed above. In all cases, we map constraints on
the parameters we search over to constraints on the coupling
constant of ssGB gravity. We find that the the leading PN
order ssGB model, the single-parameter ppE model, and the
multiple-parameter ppE model with the PN-inspired prior all
lead to roughly the same constraints, in agreement with previ-
ous work [35]. The new, high-PN-order ssGB model leads to
constraints that are stronger (not weaker) than the other con-
straint, but only by a factor of roughly 3 (at 90% confidence),
because this model adds new physical information (at higher
PN orders). Therefore, our analysis proves that, at least in this
theory (and very likely in all theories of this type), higher-PN
order corrections to the ssGB waveform improve constraints
instead of deteriorating them, and the improvement is only
very mild.

The conclusions we arrive at in this paper are admittedly
strong, so they come with a couple of caveats. One of them
is that the signal one analyzes is dominated by the inspiral
(and not the merger) phase of the coalescence. If one can
only hear the last few cycles of coalescence and the ring-
down, then one is outside the regime of validity of the PN
approximation, rendering some of the arguments presented
above invalid. In practice, this implies that our conclusions
apply only to binaries of sufficiently small total mass, with

the maximum mass allowed dependent on the characteristics
of the instrument (and in particular, the low frequency seis-
mic wall of the noise spectral density of the detector); for the
Advanced LIGO detectors at design sensitivity, the validity of
our conclusions require that at least the total mass of the bi-
nary be less than roughly 40M�, so that at least the frequency
of the innermost stable circular orbit (of the effective one-body
problem) be above in the sensitivity bucket of aLIGO at 100
Hz. Another caveat is that we consider modifications to GR
that lead to “persistent” effects in the inspiral, as opposed to
modifications that turn on suddenly during the inspiral. The
latter can occur in theories with additional length scales that
lead to screening (like massive gravity theories [39]), or theo-
ries with additional fields that activate during the inspiral due
to non-linear effects (like dynamical scalarization [40–43] or
vectorization [44, 45]). As shown in [46], however, even for
such theories a single-parameter ppE test is sufficient to de-
tect such sudden deviations (at the cost of deteriorating the
effectiveness of the test).

The rest of this paper will present the details of the calcula-
tions that have led us to the conclusions we described above,
and it is structured as follows. We begin by discussing some
of basics of Bayesian inference with GWs in Sec. II A. This
is followed by a discussion of the current methodology for
testing GR in the inspiral phase of GW binaries in Sec. II B.
We continue with a discussion of a proposed improvement
on those methods in Sec. III, in which we outline a frame-
work informed by the PN formalism. After this, we expand
on the experimental design we use to test this new framework
in Sec. IV. With the experiment summarized, we move on to
discuss the results and implications of those experiments in
Sec. V. In Sec. VI, we investigate alternative parametrizations
to determine the robustness of our conclusions. From here,
we focus on a specific theory of gravity, ssGB, to determine
how realistic our conclusions are in the context of actual mod-
ifications to GR in Sec. VII. Finally, we summarize our find-
ings and propose future research in Sec. VIII. Throughout this
work, we will work in geometric units, where G = 1 = c.

II. TESTING GR WITH GWS

Inferences about fundamental physics from GW data begins
with matched filtering and Bayesian signal analysis, which we
review in Sec. II A. We then move on to one of the currently
implemented methodologies used to test GR with GW data
(the LVC implementation of the ppE framework, which they
dub a parametrized inspiral test) in Sec. II B.

A. Bayesian Analysis of GW Data

The foundation of any Bayesian analysis is, of course,
Bayes’ theorem. In the context of GW analysis, this can be
written as

p(θ|D) =
p(θ)p(D|θ)

p(D)
, (1)
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where p(θ|D) is the posterior probability of the source param-
eters θ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θN} given some dataset D, p(θ) is the
prior probability of θ, p(D|θ) is the likelihood that the data D
is described by the model and parameter vector θ, and p(D) is
the evidence for the model. The posterior distribution is the
quantity of interest in this study, as we are primarily interested
in deducing the values additional, beyond-GR parameters can
take while still being consistent with data observed in our Uni-
verse. The evidence can also be of interest when calculating
Bayes’ factors between models, but we will not be focused on
model selection in this study. The information gained from
the current experiment at hand is encoded in the likelihood
distribution, while the beliefs about the different parameters
held before the experiment began is embodied by the prior
distribution.

In the case of inference with GW data, the likelihood func-
tion is calculated by matched-filtering. With this method, a
template response function defined by a model and a set of
parameters is compared against the data. This function can be
succinctly written in the Fourier domain (assuming Gaussian,
stationary noise) as

log p(D|θ) = −
1
2

N∑
i

(Di − hi|Di − hi) , (2)

for N detectors, where hi is the response template of the i-
detector given a GW metric perturbation (the perturbation
template contracted on to the i-th detector hi = h+F+,i+h×F×,i)
and the inner product is defined as

(A|B) = 4 Re
∫ ∞

0

AB∗

S ( f )
d f , (3)

where (∗) denotes complex conjugation and S ( f ) is the one-
sided power spectral density of the noise in the detector.

As a general rule in Bayesian inference, one should be
careful in how the prior information is specified. Either in
the case of encoding information from past experiments or
through mathematical intuition, or in how one attempts to en-
code one’s “ignorance” about the parameter in question, an
overly restrictive prior can lead to biased posterior distribu-
tions. Standard choices used in GW science include a uniform
prior in volume, a uniform prior on the component masses
and the spin magnitudes, with a prior for the spin directions,
sky location, and binary orientation uniform on the unit two-
sphere. These choices of prior encode a certain amount of
basic information through certain assumptions we have made
about these parameters (e.g. that the universe is uniform and
isotropic on large scales, or that the masses of compact objects
cannot be negative), but are considered to be “uninformative.”

Ultimately, we seek to determine the form of the poste-
rior defined in Eq. (1), because the degree to which the fi-
nal marginalized posterior differs from the prior determines
how much new information we have gained by performing
the experiment. Once the posterior has been calculated, we
can deduce many useful quantities, such as the confidence re-
gions and maximum likelihood values for various parameters.
However, without making any simplifying assumptions, this
function is not analytic. Therefore, we are typically forced to

explore these distributions through sampling techniques like
Markov-Chain Monte-Carlo (MCMC) algorithms. Analyses
such as these produce samples from the distribution of inter-
est, which can then be binned into a histogram representation
of the distribution.

Throughout this work, we will sample the likelihood, and
therefore construct the posterior, through an MCMC explo-
ration of the parameter space using software written for and
implemented in previous works [35]. The Bayesian explo-
ration of parameter space is based on the Metropolis-Hasting
algorithm, and implements a variety of techniques to optimize
the sampling efficiency, which we will briefly outline here.
A critical component of the sampler is the use of parallel-
tempering [47, 48], in which multiple MCMC chains are run
in parallel. The first chain in the series samples from an un-
modified posterior distribution, but all of the other chains in
the series sample from a “tempered” distribution, in which the
likelihood is raised to some power, 1/Ti, where Ti ≥ 1. The
modified posterior is given by

pi(θ|D) ∝ p(θ)p(D|θ)1/Ti , (4)

for some “temperature” Ti. Periodically, the chains are al-
lowed to exchange information by proposing a swap of the
parameter coordinates of two of the chains. Each temperature
ladder has a certain set of {Ti} comprised of 15 (30) separate
chains for the 2g (3g) injections (where the 2g and 3g injection
parameters are discussed in Sec. IV). The temperatures run
from T0 = 1 (untempered) to T14 (29) ≈ ∞ (effectively sam-
pling the prior). To increase efficiency, we run 14 (5) copies
of the above set of chains in parallel, so that we have multiple
chains sampling at each temperature, Ti. All chains in the en-
semble are allowed to swap with all other chains to improve
convergence. Samples are then harvested from the T = 1
chains, which are sampling from the unmodified, target poste-
rior. While this does introduce some correlations between the
samples from the cold chains, we harvest more than enough
samples to mitigate the impact of this, as discussed below.
Furthermore, correlations of this type are analogous to those
that would be present with other ensemble samplers, which
base proposal distributions on the position of other chains in
the ensemble.

In terms of the proposals we have implemented, we used
two types: steps drawn from a random normal distribution
centered at the current location and steps along the eigenvec-
tors of the Fisher information matrix. We “burn-in” approx-
imately 80,000 (28,000) samples per chain, during which we
allow the sampler to optimize itself to the target distribution
by tuning the step widths, continuously updating the Fisher
matrix, and optimizing the temperature spacing of the vari-
ous chains using the algorithm by Vousden et.al. [49]. After
this initial burn-in phase, we then fix all the parameters of the
sampler and continue to run for an additional 100 independent
samples per untempered chain, as determined by the auto-
correlation length, to make sure that indeed the chains have
exited the burn-in phase. Then, we proceed to harvest samples
that we will use to build the distribution, while thinning out
by the autocorrelation length. We sample until we have har-
vested approximately 4,000 independent samples per untem-
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pered chain. This produces on the order of 56,000 (20,000)
total, independent samples per 2g (3g) injections. With the
samples drawn, we calculate the 1-σ confidence intervals by
calculating the 16% and 84% quantiles from the data using
Numpy routines [50], and taking the difference then dividing
by 2.

B. Current Parametric Tests of GR

With the general framework outlined above, we can now
discuss some of the current methodologies used in searches
for physics beyond GR in GW data. In the course of this
paper, we will always work with small deformations away
from GR, consistent with our experience that GR describes
gravity extremely well up to (and possibly beyond) the most
extreme energy scales we have observed so far. In the
spirit of this philosophy, we use a base GR waveform model
(IMRPhenomD [51, 52]) and append modifications on top
through a phenomenological framework. We could have used
a more advanced base GR model, like IMRPhenomPv3 [53],
but doing so will probably not impact our conclusions quali-
tatively.

The LVC parametrized inspiral tests are a realization of the
ppE framework [12], restricted to single-parameter deforma-
tions and deformations that enter at half-integer PN orders,
and thus, there are two “standard” ways to implement them. In
the first implementation, the modifications are added as frac-
tional deviations at each PN order directly to the GW phase.
Explicitly, let us write the GW Fourier phase of the dominant
mode as as [36, 51, 52]

ΨGW( f ) =
3

128η
v−5

1 +

7∑
i=2

pi(Ξ)vi


+

3
128η

v−5

 6∑
i=5

pi,l(Ξ) log
(
v3

)
vi

 , (5)

where v ≡ (πm f )1/3, m ≡ m1 + m2 is the total mass for a bi-
nary with component masses m1 and m2, and f is the GW fre-
quency of the dominant mode, while pi ≡ pi,GR(1 + δī

i δpi) and
pi,l ≡ pi,l,GR(1 + δ

j̄
i δpi,l). The parameters pi,GR are the coeffi-

cients of the PN expansion in GR at the (i/2)-th PN order, and
pi,l,GR are the coefficients proportional to logarithmic terms;
these coefficients are purely functions of the source parame-
ters, Ξ, and not of frequency. The parameters δpi and δpi,l are
the non-GR deformation parameters that one attempts to esti-
mate or constrain [22, 23, 28–30]. The constants ī and j̄ deter-
mine the PN order of the single deformation that is turned on,
with the Kronecker delta guaranteeing that all other deforma-
tions are turned off. This is the parametrization that has been
largely adopted by the LVC in their parametrized inspiral tests
of GR (c.f. [13, 24–27, 31]).

A second implementation is to write the GW Fourier phase

of the dominant mode as

ΨGW( f ) =
3

128η
v−5

1 +

7∑
i=2

pi,GR(Ξ) vi


+

3
128η

v−5

 6∑
i=5

pi,l,GR(Ξ) log
(
v3

)
vi


+ βU(b−5) , (6)

where U = (πM f )1/3, M = η3/5m is the chirp mass of the
binary, with η = m1m2/m2 the symmetric mass ratio, β is a
deformation parameter and b is a real number one fixes before
carrying out parameter estimation. This is closer to the orig-
inal ppE framework [19] and it is employed by researchers
because it allows for a slightly more direct mapping to con-
straints on specific modified theories [17, 20, 21, 32]. As it
should be painstakingly clear by comparing Eqs. (5) and (6),
these two implementations are equivalent to each other with
ī = b − 5, j̄ = 0, a reparametrization between δpi and β, and
the transformation of their priors, as shown in detail in [12].

Regardless of the preferred implementation, both of the
ones presented above focus on a single modification at a
time (e.g. a single β or δpi or δpi,l at a time). This is
more a choice made out of practicality than one made be-
cause of a physically-motivated reason. In reality, solving
for the phase of the gravitational waveform, even in GR,
leads to a series with an infinite number of terms when us-
ing the PN formalism, as shown in Eqs. (5) and (6). As
these generic parametrizations represent unknown corrections
to these terms in the PN series (whether in the GW phase di-
rectly or in the energy flux, binding energy or dispersion rela-
tions), there should also be an infinite number of deformations
when the calculation is done for any specific modified theory
of gravity. One would therefore expect a Fourier waveform
phase of the form of Eq. (5) but without the Kronecker deltas
in the definitions of pi and δpi,l for the first implementation.
For the second implementation shown in Eq. (6), the natural
generalization would be

ΨGW( f ) =
3

128η
v−5

1 +

7∑
i=2

pi(Ξ)vi


+

3
128η

v−5

 6∑
i=5

pi,l(Ξ) log (πm f ) vi


+ βU(b−5)

1 +

7∑
i=1

βiU
i

 , (7)

where we now include β along with higher terms in the PN
expansion, βi

To be maximally robust, one would then think that one
should simultaneously fit for all the δpi and δpi,l or all the
βi and β parameters at all known PN orders (for waveforms
used in current parameter estimation analysis, this would go
up to 3.5PN order). However, when this was attempted in the
past, the constraints on any one δpi or βi parameter quickly
degraded to the point that the posterior devolved into the
prior [13], and no new information could be gleaned about
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the underlying physics. This was predicted back in [20] and
then verified recently in [13]. As is commonly understood,
this is due to overfitting [23, 34, 54]. By increasing the dimen-
sions of the parameter space and allowing a large enough prior
range that significant degeneracies surface, any insight into
the individual modifications is washed out by covariances.
But if information is lost when including multiple deforma-
tions, are the constraints found while using a single deforma-
tion robust, as these covariances are completely neglected in
this restricted case? If all one wishes to establish is whether a
deviation exists, then previous work has shown that indeed a
single-term deformation is sufficient [20]. Here, however, we
are not concerned with detecting a deviation, but rather deter-
mining the accuracy to which deformation coefficients can be
estimated, and thus, constraints can be placed.

III. IMPROVED PARAMETRIC TESTS OF GR

From the standpoint of testing for new physics, is the sit-
uation truly so bleak? There are some critical details that
are completely ignored by the overly agnostic approach of
varying over all deformation parameters simultaneously, and
which one could may be use to perform robust parametric
tests. We discuss the critical, additional information we will
incorporate into our analysis in Sec. III A and the details of
the exact implementation in Sec. III B.

A. Restrictions Based on Mathematical Structure of Modified
Theories

There exists at least two pieces of basic information that
one can infer and use about the exact form of the deforma-
tions introduced into the GW Fourier phase by real modified
theories of gravity.

The first piece of information concerns the PN structure of
the deformations. Let us consider theories in which the early
inspiral waveform can be calculated with the PN approxima-
tion, as we do in GR, where the phase is written as a series in
the orbital velocity. If this is the case, there is a hierarchy in
the magnitude of the modifications at each PN order, so that
the PN series is convergent in certain regimes of parameter
space. For example, using the parametrization of Eq. (5)

δpi pi,GRvi � δpi+1 pi+1,GRvi+1 , (8)

while using the parametrization of Eq. (7)

βivi � βi+1vi+1 . (9)

These conditions then lead to the asymptotic inequalities
δpi+1 v � δp and βi+1 v � βi. The implication here is that
allowing the δpi or the βi parameters at each PN order to
vary over completely independent ranges is not representa-
tive of any PN-compatible theory of gravity beyond GR. For
example, if the 2 PN deformation coefficient δp4 or β4 had a
prior range (−107,+107), then there would be many choices
for which the 2PN terms would completely dominate over the

1PN and the Newtonian term, rendering the PN approximation
inaccurate in the regime of velocities of interest to ground-
based detectors.

Whether the PN series is convergent, asymptotic, or diver-
gent has not been formally established due to the lack of an ex-
act solution one can compare against. For comparable masses,
Ref. [36, 55] computed the radius of convergence of the PN
series using the PN binding energy, and up to 2PN order the
author found it to be v/c ≈ 1/2. In the extreme mass-ratio
limit, Ref. [56] have shown the PN series is asymptotic, and
determined the optimal radius of convergence as a function of
PN order to be v/c ≈ (1/5, 1/3) depending on the PN order
studied. Either way, the growth of the coefficients of the PN
approximation cannot grow with PN order too rapidly if the
solution is to remain accurate in the late inspiral (at velocities
of roughly 1/3c). This is true not just in GR, but also in mod-
ified theories of gravity, since it is a mathematical statement
about the validity of a series solution.

The second piece of information one can use relates to the
fact that the mathematical structure of all physical theories
guarantee that each modified GR term will be a function of
the coupling constants of the theory. Let us restrict attention
to modified theories that have a continuous GR limit, i.e. they
reduce to GR continuously as their coupling constants tend to
a specific value. Then, for small deformation from GR, each
modified GR term can be Taylor expanded in the coupling
constants of the theory about their GR values. To make this
concrete, let us focus on theories with a single coupling con-
stant, and let this constant be called `. Then, Taylor expanding
the deformation coefficients at any given PN order, we have

δpi(`,Ξ) = δ p̄i(Ξ) `p , (10)

or

βi(`,Ξ) = β̄i(Ξ) `p , (11)

where δ p̄i(Ξ) and β̄i(Ξ) are functions of the source parameter
vector Ξ only (like the masses, spins, etc), and p is a positive
real number. Note that although the functional dependence on
the source parameters may change with PN order, the func-
tional dependence on the coupling parameter will not in the
small deformation limit (as otherwise the Taylor expansion
of the full series would not be well-defined). One can now
introduce a new parameter γ = `p to write all deformation
coefficients as linear functions in γ to leading-order in small
deformations. This conclusion is not only valid for theories
with a single coupling constant, but rather, it can be gener-
alized to theories with multiple couplings if there is one that
dominates due to others being already constrained by other
experiments or observations.

In summary, the PN expansion of most theories of gravity
should give a GW Fourier phase ΨGW that takes the form

ΨGW( f , γ,Ξ) = ΨGR( f ,Ξ) + γ δψ0(Ξ) vb

×
[
1 + δψ2(Ξ) v2 + δψ3(Ξ) v3 + . . .

]
, (12)

where we use the new parameter δψi to denote the deforma-
tion amplitudes because we now choose to use the PN expan-
sion parameter v = (πm f )1/3; this is a slight deviation from
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the notation of the standard ppE PN expansion, which uses
the parameter U = (πM f )1/3. Here, ΨGR is the GW phase
in GR, and γ generically represents the coupling constant in a
given theory of gravity. The subscripts i in δψi represent the
order in v or the i/2 PN order at which the deformation enters
the GW Fourier phase relative to the leading PN order term
in the non-GR sector. The 0PN modification could enter the
phase at any PN order relative to GR, as controlled by the b
parameter. As required by the first piece of information pre-
sented above, the range of the δψi functions above must satisfy
δψi+1 v � δψi. As required by the second piece of informa-
tion, the coupling constant of the modified theory shows up as
a pre-factor that multiplies all deformations, so that in the GR
limit, the non-GR terms vanish. When explicitly attempting
to search for physics beyond GR, the real information comes
from the first term in the series, where the coupling constant γ
appears. Therefore, estimates on our ability to discern new in-
formation about physics should be quantified purely in terms
of constraints on this constant, regardless of the number of
higher order terms we include.

One of the first things one notices from Eq. (12) is that the
δψi are not constants but rather functions of the source param-
eters Ξ. Given a specific modified theory, one knows what
these functions are, and therefore, the δψi are not new param-
eters. In fact, in this case, the only new parameter to the model
is simply the coupling constant γ. If one is attempting to carry
out an agnostic test of GR, however, one is not privy to the
functional form of δψi. In this case, one can replace Eq. (12)
via

ΨGW( f , γ,Ξ) = ΨGR( f ,Ξ) + γ δψ̄0 vb

×
[
1 + δψ̄2 v2 + δψ̄3 v3 + . . .

]
, (13)

δψ̄i =

∫
δψi dNΞ∫

dNΞ
, (14)

where N is the dimensionality of the source parameter space
and dNΞ is the parameter space volume factor. Clearly then,
the coefficients δψ̄i are now constants that become new inde-
pendent parameters to search over. Moreover, since γ enters
multiplied by δψ̄0, these two parameters are 100% degener-
ate, so one must employ the reparametrization γ̄ = γ δψ̄0. The
waveform parameter space is then enlarged to Ξ ∪ Θ, where
Θ = {γ̄, δψ̄2, δψ̄3, . . .}. As before, the GR deviations are all
still controlled by a single parameter γ̄, while the range of the
deformation coefficients is restricted by δψ̄i+1 v � δψ̄i.

B. Implementation of Improvements
in Parametric Inspiral Tests

Using the representation of Eq. (13) and enforcing conver-
gence of the series, we can now attempt to include multiple
deformations at once. However, care must be taken in the way
one enforces convergence, as the criteria δψ̄i+1 v � δψ̄i de-
pends on the orbital velocity v.

To do this, we will implement a specialized prior that en-
sures the series of δψ̄i are convergent at a “reasonable” value
of v. That is, we choose the prior to be

|δψ̄i| > |δψ̄(i+1) (veval) | , (15)

for i ∈ [2, 3, 4, 6, 7], where veval = (πm feval)1/3; the exact value
of feval and thus veval that we choose are discussed below. For
the 1PN term, the prior must be handled separately, and we
choose it to be

|δψ̄2 (veval)2 | < 1 , (16)

as this is the next-to leading order (NLO) term due to our
omission of the 0.5PN term.

We must now choose the value of the velocity, or equiva-
lently the frequency, at which to evaluate this prior. We do
so by choosing the GW frequency and orbital velocity that
would correspond to the waves emitted by a binary at an or-
bital separation of r12,eval = 100m at leading-order in PN the-
ory. Note that r12,eval is not the formal radius of convergence
of the series, assuming the series were convergent. Rather,
this quantity represents the orbital separation at which we are
confident that adding higher order PN terms improves the PN
approximation to the (unknown) exact answer. More aggres-
sive (smaller) choices of the orbital separation could be viable
options as well, but we will remain conservative in this work,
as we will explain below. Using the Newtonian version of
Kepler’s third law for quasi-circular orbits, we then have

veval =

(
m

r12,eval

)1/2

= 10−1 , (17)

feval =
(r12,eval/m)−3/2

(πm)
≈

3 × 10−4

m
. (18)

This choice in frequency is inspired by the convergence prop-
erties of the GW phase in GR, as studied in [56] and revisited
below. GR is the obvious model for us to base our new prior
on, as it is much better understood than any modified theory
and it is our null hypothesis.

As we now show, with this choice of separation (or equiva-
lently frequency or velocity) the coefficients of the PN expan-
sion in GR present a convergent structure for most mass ratios.
The phase in GR (via the Taylor F2 waveform [57–59], accu-
rate to 3.5PN) was already presented in Eq. (5), and the exact
forms of the pi and pi,l parameters can be found in various
places in the literature (c.f. [36, 51, 52]). For a non-spinning
binary in GR, the ratios pi/(pi+1veval) only depend on the sym-
metric mass ratio η alone. If these ratios are larger than unity,
then the PN coefficient exhibit a convergent structure1. Fig-
ure 1 presents this ratio as a function of η, where we observe
that our choice of veval leads to a convergent structure of the

1 This is in the sense that veval would then be within the radius of convergence
of the series if the series were convergent. If the series is asymptotic, then
this would be an indication that one is evaluating the series in the regime
where the asymptotic series is a good approximation to the exact answer.
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FIG. 1. Ratio of the PN coefficients of the Fourier GW phase
(Eq. (5)) for a non-spinning binary as functions of the symmetric
mass ratio η. The ratios are evaluated at an orbital separation of
reval = 100m, corresponding to veval = 0.1. Each line corresponds
to a different pair of coefficients, and the dotted black line simply
identifies the threshold we use for convergence (|pi/(pi+1ueval| > 1).
The spikes shown here correspond to when the coefficient p6 = 0
at η ∼ 0.053. Observe that all ratios are above unity for symmetric
mass ratios η > 0.09, indicating that our choice of veval has led to a
convergent structure of PN coefficients.

series for all η > 0.09. The spikes at around η ∼ 0.053 are
because p6 vanishes, but this occurs outside the comparable-
mass regime, which is what we focus on here.

As the parametrization in Eq. (13) has not been used ex-
tensively in previous literature, we will also study a related
parametrization, closely associated with the standard ppE for-
malism. Let us then denote absolute deviations as ∆̄i, and
relative deviations as δψ̄i (as introduced in Eq. (13)) for the
i/2-th PN order. These new ∆̄i parameters then enter the GW
phase at various PN orders via

ΨGW( f , γ, Xi) = ΨGW,GR( f ,Ξ) + γ̄ vb+

∆̄2 v(2+b) + ∆̄3 v(3+b) + . . . , (19)

where each modification (γ̄, ∆̄i) now explicitly depends on
the coupling constant of the theory. The mapping between
Eq. (19) and Eq. (13) is simply given by

∆̄i = δψ̄i × γ̄ , (20)

and γ̄ is unchanged.
The priors we have defined above, although simple to state

mathematically, are non-trivial. To illustrate this, we sampled
from the prior directly using a variation of the sampling meth-
ods outlined in Sec. II A. In effect, we drew each of the de-
formation parameters from a uniform distribution U(−B,+B)
with some boundaries −B and +B. For the leading order and
NLO deformation, |B| = 100, while for the other, higher or-
der parameters, |B| is set to a value large enough to ensure the
final distributions are not affected by |B|. With these random

draws, we excluded any sample that violated Eq. (15). Al-
though each parameter began as a uniform distribution, our
prior in Eq. (15) imposed very non-trivial structure to the his-
togramed distributions, as the boundary of the prior for each
deformation depends on the value of other deformations in the
series.

The priors on δψ̄i with 6 deformations and beginning at 0PN
order relative to GR (proportional to v−5) are shown in the left
panels of Fig. 2, while those transformed to the absolute de-
formations ∆̄i are in the right panel. Observe that the prior on
the leading PN order term in the series (which encodes most
of the information we are interested in) is indeed flat, because
Eq. (15) does not affect it. Observe also that the larger PN or-
der the relative deviation, the larger the range of the prior. This
range, however, is indeed finite, since if it were any larger,
then the relative deviations would begin to affect the conver-
gent structure of the PN series. Finally, observe that although
the priors on δψ̄i seem to be pushing modifications away from
GR (δψ̄i = 0), this is just an artifact of looking at relative de-
viations; the priors on the absolute modifications ∆̄i are fully
consistent with GR (∆̄i = 0).

IV. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

To determine the impact of these higher order deformations
on our inferences about fundamental physics, we now con-
duct a series of parameter estimation analyses on synthetic
signals (injections) with a variety of different recovery mod-
els. Each of the recovery models has the same base GR wave-
form (IMRPhenomD), but they differ in the different number of
phase deformations overlaid on top of that base model. For
each model, the modifications are added in ascending order
beyond leading, beginning with the 1PN term (relative to the
leading order deformation), and increasing by 0.5PN order up
to 3.5PN order relative to GR, or relative to the leading or-
der term, which ever criteria is met first. We skip terms of
2.5PN order relative to GR in all models, as they are 100%
degenerate with the coalescence phase (which is an arbitrary
constant). When skipping terms in the series due to these
total-degeneracies, we also skip them in the enforcement of
the prior. For example, if we were to skip the δψ̄i term
in the series because it was degenerate with the coalescence
phase, we would update our prior for δψ̄i−1 and δψ̄i+1 to satisfy
δψ̄i−1 ≥ δψ̄i+1v2. Therefore, every model is uniquely defined
by the PN order of the leading deformation (relative to GR)
and the number of subsequent terms.

We will specifically target leading order GR deformations
that enter at [−1, 0, 1, 1.5, 2, 3, 3.5]PN orders, relative to New-
tonian order in GR, and we include up to 5 additional defor-
mations (again, never exceeding 3.5PN order relative to New-
tonian order in GR). For example, one model might have a
leading order deformation at 1PN order relative to Newto-
nian order in GR, with 3 higher PN order deformations at
[2, 3, 3.5]PN orders (again relative to Newtonian order in GR).
As another example, another model might have a leading or-
der deformation that enters at 1.5PN order relative to the New-
tonian term in GR, with only a single higher PN order defor-
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FIG. 2. The one dimensional, marginalized prior on a set of deformations. The leading order deformation enters at Newtonian order relative
to GR, and each of the subsequent deformations are labeled as the i/2PN order relative to this leading order deformation. The priors for this
parametrization are non-trivial, and can be misleading. They appear to disallow the GR limit δψ̄i = 0 for several of the different PN orders.
This is resolved when looking at the transformed priors of the right panel, rewritten in terms of the absolute modifications, ∆̄i.
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Source
Identifier m1 (M�) m2 (M�) χ1 χ2 DL (Mpc) SNR2g SNR3g

Heavy 25 25 0.3 -0.1 1613 20 517.798
Light 5 5 0.3 0.1 466 20 496.355

TABLE I. Choices of GW sources for injection campaigns. The
source parameters are the following: m1 and m2 are the masses of
the larger and smaller black holes, respectively, DL is the luminosity
distance from Earth to the source, χi is the aligned, dimensionless
spin of the i-th black hole, SNR2g and SNR3g are the SNRs of the
source as measured by a 2g and 3g detector network respectively.
The “heavy” source and the light “source” both have an SNR of 20
(for the 2g detector network), but have different total masses and dif-
ferent spin configurations. All source parameters were kept the same
between the analyses involving the 2g and the 3g detector networks.

mation. This would leave us with deformations at [1.5, 3]PN
order relative to Newtonian order in GR.

As expected, all inferences will depend on the astrophysi-
cal source that produced the GW we are assuming has been
detected, as well as the detector network that observes the sig-
nals. To attempt to explore these aspects as much as possi-
ble (while still keeping the scope of this work computational
tractable), we focus on two sources: a “heavy” source and
a “light” source, whose properties are listed in Table I. The
spin configurations also differ slightly, with one binary having
both spins aligned with the orbital angular momentum, while
the other binary has one spin anti-aligned. In both cases, we
focus on binary black hole inspirals, and do not consider neu-
tron star inspirals or mixed binaries. We expect the qualitative
conclusions we will find to also hold for those systems.

For the detector networks, we also focus on two configu-
rations. For the first configuration, and as a proxy for a 2g
network, we use a network comprised of LIGO Hanford [60],
LIGO Livingston [60], and Virgo [61]. For their sensitivities,
we use analytic approximations to the aLIGO design sensitiv-
ity [62] and the first phase of Advanced Virgo’s sensitivity es-
timate [62]. For the second configuration, and as a proxy for a
3g network, we use a network comprised of Cosmic Explorer
(CE) [63] and the Einstein Telescope (ET) [64]. For their sen-
sitivities, we use the first phase of the CE noise curve [65] and
the ET-D configuration of the ET noise curve [66]. To reduce
the impact of the uncertainties concerning the noise curves
we use, the luminosity distances of the injected sources are all
scaled such that the SNR is exactly 20 (when observed by the
entire 2g detector network). The distances are then left fixed
at these values when we transitioned to the 3g network, so as
to isolate the impact of a pure boost in SNR.

With all these considerations in mind, we then have
21 separate analyses (one for each combination of multi-
deformation-parameter ppE model) for each detector network
and source combination , for which there are four combina-
tions. This comes out to a total of 84 separate Bayesian pa-
rameter estimation studies, whose results we summarize next.

V. BAYESIAN RESULTS

Let us now present the results of our experiments. Be-
cause the leading PN order deformation contains all the rel-
evant constants controlling the magnitude of GR deviations,
we focus on constraints on this leading-order term, presenting
results both visually and in tabular form.

The results for the 2g network injections are shown in Fig. 3
and Table II for the “heavy” and “light” sources. The top pan-
els show the marginalized 1σ constraint on the leading PN
order deformation as a function of the number of terms in-
cluded in the series, beginning with 1 (only the leading PN
order deformation) and up to 6 total terms. The lower panel
shows the strengthening factor, which we define here as

(strengthening factor) =
σSingle

σMultiple
. (21)

If this number is larger (smaller) than unity, then adding
higher PN order deformations strengthens (weakens) the con-
straint one obtains by using a single parameter deformation.
The bottom panels of Fig. 3 show the strengthening factor as
a function of PN order.

Two main conclusions can be drawn from these figures and
tables. First, observe how all curves in the top panels trend
downwards (have a negative slope). This implies that adding
higher PN order corrections to the modified sector strengthens
the constraints one would have gotten if one included only a
single parametric deformation. This is confirmed in the bot-
tom panels, which shows the strengthening factor is always
greater than one. In this sense, single-parameter constraints
are therefore conservative. Second, observe how the slopes of
the curves are small. This implies that the strengthening one
obtains is somewhat mild, with improvements of only up to a
factor of 40 in the most extreme case, as shown in the bottom
panels of the figure.

These results and conclusions may seem counter-intuitive
and, in fact, opposite to what one would expect. Adding ad-
ditional, independent parameters to a model has been shown
to increase degeneracies, and therefore deteriorate our ability
to estimate any given parameter [13, 20, 23, 34]. The rea-
son this does not happen here is because of the series struc-
ture of the deformations in the model. Equation (13) is dif-
ferent from how other work has modeled deviations, because
the strength of all deviations is here controlled by the lead-
ing PN order term (as expected from most modified theories
of gravity). If an MCMC chain keeps the leading PN order
deformation small, then the overall modification at each PN
order (∆̄ = δψ̄i × γ̄) can remain small even if the chain visits
large values of δψ̄i. This opens up more of the prior volume
for chain exploration, which can thus be preferred more by the
posterior distribution. In other words, there are more “states”
for the model to take with small leading PN order deforma-
tion than with large leading PN order deformations, putting
“pressure” on the leading coefficient to remain small.

But if the higher PN order terms were allowed to explore
infinitely large values, then this would put infinite “pressure”
on the leading PN order coefficient, forcing its posterior to
be artificially tight around zero. Whether this happens or not
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FIG. 3. Marginalized 1σ constraints on the leading PN order deformations for the “heavy” source (left) and the “light” source (right) using
the 2g network (see Sec. IV for details) as a function of the number of sub-leading PN order terms added in the modified sector (in ascending
order). Each line corresponds to modifications that start at different leading PN order. The functional form of GW phase is given in Eq. (13),
and the priors used are those presented in Sec. III. The top panels show the 1σ constraint on the leading PN order deformation, while the
lower panel shows the strengthening factor, as defined in Eq. (21). Observe how the lines in the upper panels trend downward, which means
that constraints with just a single parameter deviation are conservative (i.e. adding higher PN order corrections strengthens the constraint
obtained with a single parametric deviation). Moreover, observe how the slope of the lines are small, which means that the strengthening of
the constraint is mild, with improvements of at most roughly one order of magnitude.

Terms/LO -1 0 1 1.5 2
1 4.1 × 10−4 6.6 × 10−3 9.7 × 10−2 4.8 × 10−1 3.1
2 2.4 × 10−4 5.3 × 10−3 1.6 × 10−1 2.6 × 10−1 2.5
3 2.2 × 10−4 4.2 × 10−3 4.8 × 10−2 7.1 × 10−2

4 1.4 × 10−4 3.0 × 10−3 1.1 × 10−2

5 6.1 × 10−5 8.5 × 10−4

6 3.6 × 10−5 2.5 × 10−4

Terms/LO -1 0 1 1.5 2
1 8.3 × 10−6 6.8 × 10−3 3.3 × 10−2 2.5 × 10−1 2.7
2 8.9 × 10−6 2.0 × 10−3 3.4 × 10−2 1.1 × 10−1 1.3
3 9.4 × 10−6 1.2 × 10−3 2.5 × 10−2 8.0 × 10−2

4 7.8 × 10−6 8.2 × 10−4 9.9 × 10−3

5 6.4 × 10−6 3.0 × 10−4

6 5.1 × 10−6 1.6 × 10−4

TABLE II. Marginalized 1σ constraints on the leading PN order deformations for the “heavy” source (left) and the “light” source (right)
using the 2g network (see Sec. IV for details). The columns represent the PN order (relative to the Newtonian term in GR) at which the GR
deformation is first introduced. The rows corresponds to the number of PN corrections that are added on top of the leading PN order one
in ascending PN order. The functional form of the phase is given in Eq. (13), where the priors are presented in Sec. III. Observe the (order
of magnitude) consistency of the constraints as one includes more and more sub-leading PN order deviations (i.e. as one moves down the
column for a fixed leading-order term). This indicates that higher PN order corrections to the current modified gravity ppE waveforms will not
invalidate current bounds placed on modified theories with only leading PN order deformations.

depends on the prior one chooses on the higher PN order pa-
rameters. Naively, one may think that the most conservative
prior is one that is infinitely wide and flat (this would cor-
respond to our PN-based priors but evaluated at an infinite
orbital separation.) Choosing such a flat, uniform prior, how-
ever, would allow the magnitude of the higher PN order defor-
mation parameters to increase indefinitely. In turn, this would
put infinite “pressure” on the leading PN order coefficient and
push its posterior to zero. The result would be an overly con-
fident or overly aggressive constraint that is generated not by
the information contained in the data, but by the prior choice.
Our PN-based prior prevents this from happening. By ensur-
ing the higher order deformations are not infinitely large (as

otherwise the PN series would break down), the prior volume
remains a reasonable size, and the “pressure” on the leading
PN order deformation, sourced by this prior volume, is there-
fore kept to a reasonable amount. This then means that the
constraint on the leading PN order parameter is governed by
the information contained in the data (and the mathematical
requirement that the PN approximation be valid in the inspi-
ral for the modified theory), and not by the imposition of an
overly restrictive prior.

Given how important the PN prior is to prevent overly ag-
gressively constraints on the leading PN order term, one may
wonder whether these are robust to variations of the details
associated with this prior. The main quantity we can vary to
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change the PN prior is the choice of velocity veval (or orbital
separation r12,eval) at which the prior is evaluated. Figure 4
shows the constraints on γ̄ and the strengthening factor as a
function of the number of higher PN order terms kept in the
modified sector, but this time obtained with PN-based priors
evaluated at 3 different orbital radii. Observe that in all cases
the constraints improve as you add higher PN order terms in
the modified sector. Therefore, the first main conclusion of
our paper (i.e. that single-parameter constraints are conserva-
tive) is robust to modifications in the PN-based prior.

Figure 4 also shows that the degree of importance of the
higher PN order terms does depend on the PN-based prior. In-
deed, the strengthening factor is larger, the larger the value of
r12,eval that one chooses for the PN-based prior. This is consis-
tent with our explanation above that as r12,eval → ∞, then the
prior on the higher PN order terms becomes flat and infinite,
and, thus, ∆γ̄ → 0 because of the infinite “pressure” created
by the higher PN order terms. The choice of r12,eval should
then be the smallest value of the orbital separation (or the or-
bital velocity) at which one expects the PN approximation to
still be valid in the inspiral of compact binaries in the modified
theory. Without specifying a particular modified theory, one
can therefore not choose r12,eval precisely. This is why we used
the properties of the PN series in GR to set r12,eval = 100m
in this paper, since we are sure that for such large values of
r12,eval, the PN series in GR is still a good approximation. Had
we chosen a smaller value, our conclusions about the impor-
tance of the higher PN order terms would have been even
stronger (i.e. we would have concluded the higher PN order
terms are even less important than stated so far).

Our conclusions thus far are the following. First, single-
parameter tests of GR are conservative, and would become
stronger if higher PN order terms are included in the modi-
fied sector. Second, the improvement of these higher PN or-
der terms is relatively mild, with enhancements of at most 1–
2 orders of magnitude, depending on the inspiral signal ob-
served. Given these conclusions, we then infer that current
constraints on modified theories of gravity are robust to un-
certainties in waveform modeling related to unknown, higher
PN order corrections. But are these conclusions robust also to
an improvement in the detector’s sensitivity, or alternatively,
to an increase in the signal-to-noise ratio of the signals de-
tected? Motivated by this, we repeated the analysis described
above for the proxy of a 3g network described in Sec. IV, and
we arrived at very similar conclusions, as shown in Fig. 5 and
Table III. Observe that the increased SNR of the injections
does not change the trends we have described above for the
less sensitive 2g networks. While the bounds become stronger
because of the more sensitive detectors, the inferences made
with single-parameter models are still robust to uncertainties
in the higher PN order terms.

VI. ALTERNATIVE PARAMETRIZATIONS

One may wonder how robust the conclusions presented in
Sec. III are to the exact form of the parametrization we imple-
mented in that section. Therefore, before continuing on to a
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FIG. 4. Marginalized 1σ constraint on γ̄ for a modification that
first enters at 0PN order as a function of number of PN terms kept
in the modified sector, using 3 different choices of r12,eval for the PN
prior. In all cases, we here focus on the light source and the 2g de-
tector network. Observe that in all cases the constraint on γ̄ becomes
stronger the more PN order terms are added. Observe also that the
larger we choose r12,eval to be, the stronger the “pressure” on γ̄ and
thus the stronger the constraint.

specific theory of gravity, let us briefly examine two other rea-
sonable parameterizations to determine how our conclusions
are affected. In what follows, we will re-analyze the light sys-
tem with the 2g network, exactly as defined earlier, using 6
deformations and starting with the Newtonian-order term rel-
ative to GR, i.e. terms at [0,1,1.5,2,3,3.5]PN orders relative to
GR. The difference, however, will be in the exact form of the
parametrization of the deformations at each of those orders
and how the prior for those deformations is imposed.

The first model uses the same functional form as the major-
ity of our work here, defining the deformations in the phase as
a series of coefficients exactly as shown in Eq. (13), but with
a different prior. We modify the prior to have simple, fixed
boundaries, as opposed to the more complicated prior used in
the main body of this work (previously, we enforced the con-
vergence criteria at every point in parameter space through
Eq. (15) and Eq. (16)). In particular, the prior for the new
model will have fixed boundaries on γ̄ and the δψ̄i’s with pro-



13

10 6

10 4

10 2
-1 PN
0 PN
1 PN
1.5 PN
2 PN

1 2 3 4 5 6
Number of Terms

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

sin
gl

e/
m

ul
tip

le

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1
-1 PN
0 PN
1 PN
1.5 PN
2 PN

1 2 3 4 5 6
Number of Terms

2.5

5.0

7.5

10.0

12.5

15.0

sin
gl

e/
m

ul
tip

le

FIG. 5. Same as Fig. 3, but for a 3g network, using a “heavy” source (left) and a “light” source (right). Observe that the trends found with the
2g detector networks continue when considering 3g detector networks.

Terms/LO -1 0 1 1.5 2
1 1.4 × 10−7 1.9 × 10−4 7.8 × 10−4 6.0 × 10−3 7.8 × 10−2

2 1.3 × 10−7 7.1 × 10−5 7.9 × 10−4 3.3 × 10−3 3.7 × 10−2

3 1.6 × 10−7 3.6 × 10−5 7.1 × 10−4 2.7 × 10−3

4 1.5 × 10−7 3.0 × 10−5 2.5 × 10−4

5 1.6 × 10−7 1.3 × 10−5

6 1.6 × 10−7 3.2 × 10−6

Terms/LO -1 0 1 1.5 2
1 5.5 × 10−9 5.8 × 10−5 9.0 × 10−4 7.7 × 10−3 8.2 × 10−2

2 5.3 × 10−9 2.0 × 10−5 7.4 × 10−4 7.0 × 10−3 5.2 × 10−2

3 5.0 × 10−9 1.5 × 10−5 5.2 × 10−4 3.6 × 10−3

4 5.4 × 10−9 1.1 × 10−5 3.6 × 10−4

5 5.7 × 10−9 7.6 × 10−6

6 5.5 × 10−9 3.6 × 10−6

TABLE III. Same as Table II, but for a 3g network, using the “heavy” source (top) and the “light” source (bottom). Once more, the trends
found with the 2g detector networks continue when considering a 3g detector network.

gressively larger ranges, namely

|γ̄| < 10−1 ,

|δψ̄2| < 102 ,

|δψ̄3| < 103 ,

|δψ̄4| < 104 ,

|δψ̄6| < 106 ,

|δψ̄7| < 107 . (22)

This prior ensures that the convergence criteria is generally
satisfied but not guaranteed, while removing some of the com-
plicated structure from our original prior (shown in Fig 2). By
reanalyzing our synthetic data with this new model, we will
quantify how strong of an impact our enforcement of a strict
convergence criteria had on our results above.

We note in passing that the prior range on γ̄ never played
much of a role in our analysis, as the prior bounds on the
higher-order parameters, δψ̄i’s, were independent of γ̄. As we
will see below, that will no longer be the case, and we there-
fore updated our prior bound on γ̄ to a much more reasonable
range of |γ̄| < 10−1 (informed by our original experiments).
We have verified that we obtain the same results with this new
prior range and with the original parametrization.

The second parametrization we investigate is written in
the form of Eq. (19), where our model is parametrized by γ̄
and the series of ∆̄i’s. In other words, we are moving from
parametrizing our deformations as a relative series of terms
to working with a model described by the absolute deforma-
tions. With this parametrization, we enforce similar priors as
our first alternative parametrizations, with fixed boundaries of
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FIG. 6. The one dimensional, marginalized prior on a set of deformations in the three models considered in Sec. VI. The leading-order
deformation enters at Newtonian order relative to GR, and each of the subsequent deformations are labeled as the i/2PN order relative to this
leading order deformation. Included in this figure is the original model described in Sec. III, shown as a solid blue line. The first alternative
model uses the δψ̄i parametrization described in Eq. (13) but with simple, uniform ranges with fixed (increasingly larger with higher PN order)
boundaries, shown as a dotted orange line. The second alternative model is described by a series of ∆̄i parameters with uniform distributions
with fixed (increasingly larger with higher PN order) boundaries, defined in Eq. (19), shown as a dashed green line. Note that the range of the
prior on the δψ̄i parameters in the second alternative parametrization extends beyond the frame of the figure, but the range was restricted for
visual purposes.
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successively larger sizes, namely

|γ̄| < 10−1 ,

|∆̄2| < 101 ,

|∆̄3| < 102 ,

|∆̄4| < 103 ,

|∆̄6| < 105 ,

|∆̄7| < 106 . (23)

With this model, we will investigate the impact that our choice
of parameterization had on our conclusions of the previous
section.

As the prior distribution is the major reason for testing these
alternative parametrizations, we show all three prior distribu-
tions on γ̄, δψ̄i, and ∆̄i in Fig. 6. From this figure, we can see
that the first alternative parametrization produces the strongest
prior on the absolute deformations, ∆̄i, for low orders, but the
original prior still places the most prior weight at small values
of ∆̄i for large PN orders. Our first alternative parametriza-
tion does alleviate the “pressure” on the δψ̄i parameters seen
in the original parametrization, which was pushing low PN
deformations away from zero (and away from GR) and push-
ing high PN deformations towards zero. The second alterna-
tive parametrization has a uniform distribution in the absolute
deformations, or the ∆̄i parameters, giving a variation of an
uninformative prior. From this figure, we would expect com-
parable results from the original parametrization and the first
alternative model, as the prior distributions are relatively sim-
ilar. The second alternative parametrization, uniform in ∆̄i,
will most likely result in the most degradation between the
six-deformation and single-deformation model, as the prior is
the least informative and most similar to the current, state-of-
the art methodology.

We now use these two additional parametrizations to ana-
lyze the “light” source, as seen by the 2g detector network, and
compare the constraints on γ̄ to the posterior coming from a
model that has a single deformation at Newtonian order and to
the constraint coming from the original parametrization with
six deformations. As all three models (the original model and
the two alternative parametrizations) reduce to the same form
as the number of deformations is taken to one, this will pro-
vide a consistent metric for comparison. The results for those
analyses are shown in Fig. 7, and as you can observe, they
are consistent with the expectations presented above. The two
models described by a relative series of deformations at higher
orders (the original model and the first alternative model) pro-
duce comparable results. The second alternative model (uni-
form in ∆̄i) produces a constraint that is mildly weaker than
the original, single deformation model. We therefore conclude
that the conclusions presented in Sec. III are robust to our pa-
rameterization and choice of priors.

VII. A CONCRETE EXAMPLE: SSGB THEORY

The methodology we have proposed here seems to accom-
plish the purpose it was designed for: allowing for realistic
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FIG. 7. The final, marginalized posterior distributions on γ̄ coming
from the three models discussed in Sec. VI using the synthetic data
from the “light” source as observed by the 2g detector network. The
top panel shows a larger range of γ̄ and the lower panel zooms-in
the range of γ̄ to present details in the two narrower distributions.
The probabilities on the y-axis are normalized to the shown range
of γ̄ in both panels. The distribution coming from the model using
a single deformation parameter at Newtonian order is shown as a
solid blue line. The distribution coming from the model described
by the first alternative parametrization with six deformations (with a
prior uniform in δψ̄i) is shown as the dotted orange line. The dis-
tribution coming from the model described by the second alternative
parametrization with six deformations(with a prior uniform in ∆̄i) is
shown as the dashed green line. The distribution coming from the
model described by the original parametrization with six deforma-
tions (with a prior that strictly enforces our notion of convergence)
is shown as the dotted-dashed red line. Note that the first alternative
parametrization and the original parametrization are almost totally
overlapping in the top panel.

uncertainty in our limited modeling while illustrating the cur-
rent robustness of the bounds placed on modified theories of
gravity. A critical question, however, is the accuracy to which
it actually relates to known, interesting theories of gravity ac-
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tively being studied. One particular theory currently of inter-
est is scalar Gauss Bonnet, or sGB, which is inspired by low-
energy limits of higher energy theories [67–69]. sGB contains
a scalar field, φ, that couples to a curvature invariant called the
Gauss Bonnet invariant, G. The Gauss Bonnet invariant is de-
fined by G = R2 − 4RµνRµν + RµνρσRµνρσ, where Rµνρσ, Rµν,
and R are the Riemann tensor, Ricci tensor, and Ricci scalar,
respectively. The full action can be written as [38]

S =
1

16π

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
R − 2∂µφ∂µφ + α f (φ)G

]
, (24)

where g is the determinant of the metric, α is the (dimension-
ful) coupling constant of the theory, and f (φ) is a coupling
function. The theory reduces to GR minimally coupled to the
scalar field in the α → 0. Therefore, constraints on this the-
ory typically relate to the magnitude of α. Certain choices of
the coupling function f (φ) result in different flavors of sGB.
In particular, an interesting choice motivated by string theory
is Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet, where f (φ) = e2φ/4 [67].
Another option, which will be the focus of this paper, is shift-
symmetric sGB or ssGB, obtained by making the choice of
f (φ) = 2φ [70–72], which results from a small-field expan-
sion of Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet gravity [71].

The GW phase in ssGB was recently calculated beyond the
leading PN order modification (at -1PN order, relative to New-
tonian order in GR) in [38], giving us an example theory to
explore. In their work, they classified the inspiral into two
distinct regimes: that which is dominated by the emission of
dipolar radiation by the scalar field (which is absent in GR),
and that which is dominated by quadrupolar radiation. The
boundary between dipolar and quadrupolar radiation is typi-
cally well before the binary reaches a separation of 100m, so
the regime of interest to ground-based GW detectors is the
quadrupolar driven one. To evaluate the convergence proper-
ties of the series, we take the expression for the GW phase
derived in Eq. (93)–(96) of [38] and isolate terms involving
deviations from GR, i.e. terms that involve α, the coupling
constant in ssGB. This gives the following form for the phase
modification

ΨGW−ΨGW,GR = δψLO,ssGBv−7+δψNLO,ssGBv−5+δψNNLO,ssGBv−3 ,
(25)

where the coefficients take the form

δψLO,ssGB = −
5

7168
ζ

(4η − 1)
η5 , (26)

δψNLO,ssGB = −
5

688128
ζ

(
685 − 3916η + 2016η2

)
η5 , (27)

δψNNLO,ssGB =
5

387072
ζ

(1 − 2η)2 (995 + 952η)
η5 , (28)

where ζ ≡ α2/m4 is the dimensionless coupling constant of
the theory2. We have verified that this expression reduce ex-
actly to the leading PN order results first obtained in [12, 73]

2 The expressions presented here are not valid in the η � 1 regime, because
then the curvature of the small black hole becomes very large, and the ef-
fective field theory treatment used to derive these expressions breaks down.

in the non-spinning limit3. Observe that the phase deforma-
tion has the exact structure that we anticipated in Eq. (13).
Namely, the above phase deformation can be rewritten as

ΨGW − ΨGW,GR = ζ δψLO,ssGB(η) v−7

×
[
1 + δψ′NLO,ssGB(η) v2 + δψ′NNLO,ssGB(η) v4

]
,

(29)

with the following re-definitions of the coefficients

δψ′NLO,ssGB =
δψNLO,ssGB

δψLO,ssGB
=

685 − 3916η + 2016η2

96 (4η − 1)
(30)

δψ′NNLO,ssGB =
δψNNLO,ssGB

δψLO,ssGB
= −

(1 − 2η)2 (995 + 952η)
54 (4η − 1)

.

(31)

The phase modification has therefore been written as a series
in v, all proportional to the coupling constant α appearing in
the coefficient of the overall controlling factor of the series
δψLO,ssGB.

With this in hand, we can now compare the above results to
the general framework we developed in the previous section
when studying the convergence properties of the PN series in
modified theories. To do so, we need to look at the ratios of
these coefficients, which we show below. For the LO and NLO
terms, we arrive at the following expression for their ratio

δψLO,ssGB

δψNLO,ssGBv2
eval

=
96(4η − 1)[

685 + 4η (−979 + 504η)
]
v2

eval

. (32)

For the NLO and NNLO terms, we evaluate their ratio to

δψNLO,ssGB

δψNNLO,ssGBv2
eval

=
9
[
685 + 4η (−979 + 504η)

]
16 (1 − 2η)2 (995 + 952η) v2

eval

. (33)

As we are only considering non-spinning binaries, these ratios
are only a function η, so we can easily plot them to determine
their convergence properties. The absolute deviations (divided
by ζ), as shown in Eqs. (26), (27), and (28) and including
appropriate values of veval, are shown in the left panel of Fig. 8,
while the ratios of these coefficients, as defined in Eqs. (32)
and (33), are shown in the right panel.

Figure 8 illustrates that the PN expansion of ssGB the-
ory conforms, on average, to the criteria we have outlined in
Sec. III. This is most easily evidenced by the right panel of
this figure, which shows that the ratio of coefficients is always
above unity, except for a specific value of η at which the 1PN
term δψNLO,ssGB vanishes. Since this happens at a single point,
averaging over all values of η, it is clear that the convergence
criteria is satisfied.

But are our conclusions from Sec. V still valid in this spe-
cific theory? To answer this question, we completed another

3 Note that the results of [38] are formally complete only to 1PN order, im-
plying that the v−3 coefficient has a 2PN correction coming from the dipolar
term that has not yet been computed.
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FIG. 8. Absolute value of the terms in the phase deformation at different PN order (left) and ratio of terms (right) in ssGB as a function of
symmetric mass ratio, evaluated at veval = 0.1. Observe that, for this choice of veval, the leading PN order term is larger than the next-to-leading
order one, which in turn is larger than the next-to-next-to-leading order, except at η ∼ 0.19, where the 1PN term vanishes identically. Observe
also that the ratios are all larger than unity, except again for a specific value of η at which the 1PN term vanishes.

series of Bayesian studies, but now within the context of ssGB
theory. We used the “light” injection from Table I, and recov-
ered with a IMRPhenomD model with one of the following
phase deformations appended to its inspiral phase:

• Model 1: only the leading PN order deformation in
ssGB theory (defined in Eq. (26)),
• Model 2: all the phase deformation terms in ssGB the-

ory (defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (28))
• Model 3: a single ppE deformation term (as in Eq. (13)

but with δψ̄i>0 = 0),
• Model 4: 6-parameter ppE deformations (as in Eq. (13)

but with δψ̄i>6 = 0).

For models 3 and 4, after carrying out a Bayesian parame-
ter estimation study, we mapped the constraints on γ̄ to con-
straints on α through

γ̄ = δψLO,ssGB, b = −7 , (34)

to enable comparisons with the results using models 1 and
2. For reference, the posteriors for γ̄ for models 3 and 4 are
shown in Fig. 9. This figure simply reiterates in more detail
the conclusions from Sec. V (Fig. 3 and Table II). Namely,
the difference between using a single deformation and six de-
formations within the model established in Sec. III is a mild
enhancement of constraints.

Marginalized posterior distributions of
√
α obtained using

these four models are shown in Fig. 10. While the transfor-
mation leaves certain artifacts in the posterior distributions
because of singularities in the transformation (as discussed in
great detail in [35] and [74]), the upper limits on

√
α obtained

with the four models are consistent with each other. The 90%
confidence upper limit on

√
α with a single deformation to

the phase (the red curve in Fig. 10) is 5.0 km, while that ob-
tained using the full, three term modification to the GW phase
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FIG. 9. For reference, we show the two distributions on γ̄ coming
from the two generic deformation models (models 3 and 4). This
figure shows that the distributions on the generic parameter γ̄ for
these two models are comparable, with a slight enhancement when
using the 6 deformation variation. This same information is shown
graphically in Fig. 3 and tabulated in Table II. When compared with
Fig. 10, we see that this relation persists. Even once the posteri-
ors are transformed to theory-specific constants, constraints are not
meaningfully changed when using these two models. Furthermore,
note that the posterior on γ̄ is fully consistent with GR (the model
that truly describes the injected data), which is further evidence that
the deviation away from GR in Fig 10 for the generic models is a
artifact of the transformation.

(the green curve in Fig. 10) is 1.5 km, leading to a strengthen-
ing factor of about 3. The additional information incorporated
into the waveform through the higher order deformation only
serve to improve the constraint on

√
α. This comparison pro-
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FIG. 10. Marginalized posterior distributions on
√
α for a GR in-

jection extracted with the four models described in the text. We here
considered the “light” source, defined by Table I, and a 2g detector
network. When carrying out the Bayesian studies with the multi-
parameter ppE model, we employed the PN prior with r12,eval = 100,
as done in the rest of this paper. The constraints on γ̄ obtained with
models 3 and 4 were mapped to constraints on

√
α to enable com-

parisons with the results obtained with models 1 and 2. Observe that
clearly the posterior distributions are all consistent with each other
(modulo singularities in the transformation at α = 0, discussed in
detail in [35, 74]). This shows clearly that in ssGB theory, leading
PN order constraints are conservative and sufficient to place bounds
on the theory.

vides further evidence that constraints derived from leading
PN order deformations are robust to future work on deriving
higher PN order corrections.

The bias in the distribution on
√
α coming from the generic

parametrizations is a known issue [35, 74], and is not of
much concern in the present context. The issue fundamen-
tally lies with the Jacobian of the transformation between the
two parametrizations, and causes the derived prior distribution
on
√
α to go to zero in the GR limit when mapping the generic

parametrization to ssGB. When transforming distributions be-
tween two different basis, one must account for the Jacobian
of the transformation as

p(θ1) = p(θ2)
dθ2

dθ1
, (35)

In the present case, we are using one parametrization θ1 ≡

[Ξ∪
√
α] in ssGB and one parametrization θ2 ≡ [Ξ∪γ̄∪

∑
i δψ̄i]

in the generic framework. From Eq. (35), we know we need
the Jacobian, dθ1/dθ2, to transform from parametrization 2 to
parametrization 1. Here lies the issue, as the component of the
Jacobian related to

√
α and γ̄ is given as

dγ̄
d
√
α
∝ (α)3/2 , (36)

using the relation in Eq. (26). As this expression goes to 0
in the

√
α → 0 limit, the prior will have zero weight for
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FIG. 11. Marginalized posterior distributions on
√
α for a GR injec-

tion extracted with the two generic models described in the text. One
of the models uses a single deformation while the second model uses
a series of six deformations. We here considered the “light” source,
defined by Table I, and a 2g detector network. These two data sets are
models 3 and 4, described in the text and shown in Fig. 10. For com-
parison, we also show the derived prior on

√
α, calculated by taking

a uniform prior on γ̄ and the usual priors on source parameters, then
mapping it to

√
α with the same prescription as was used for trans-

forming the two generic model constraints. This figure illustrates the
interesting behavior around

√
α→ 0 (the GR limit). The fact that the

derived prior on
√
α, as transformed from a uniform prior on γ̄, dis-

allows
√
α = 0 explains the bias in the posteriors for models 3 and 4.

The issue is related to the Jacobian of the transformation, discussed
in the text, and is not of serious concern in analysis such as these.

the GR limit. Now the discrepancy is clear: the lack of
agreement with the posterior on

√
α coming from the generic

parametrization is not an indication that GR is lacking, but in-
stead an inherent flaw of the parametrization. While this is an
indication of a failing of the parametrization, the fact that the
prior seems to be widening the constraint on

√
α instead of

artificially shrinking it indicates that any constraints derived
from this method related to upper limits on

√
α are actually

conservative.

Graphically, this is illustrated in Fig. 11 where the posteri-
ors on

√
α coming from mapping constraints from the generic

models are plotted along side samples from the full, derived
prior on

√
α. The samples from the prior were drawn from a

uniform distribution for γ̄ and the usual priors for the source
parameters, then mapped to

√
α in the same way as the analy-

sis using models 3 and 4. The original posterior and prior are
completely consistent with GR, as shown in this figure, so the
lack of support in the GR limit for

√
α must come from the

transformation itself.
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS

We have here studied whether the inclusion of higher PN
order terms in the modified gravity deformations to the GW
phase of inspiraling binaries affects the constraints one can
place on these theories. First, we focus on a particular imple-
mentation of multi-parameter phase deformation, in which an
overall controlling factor contains all of the coupling-constant
information of the modified theory. Then, we develop a novel,
PN-based prior to impose on parametric deviations, which en-
sures that the terms added obey certain convergence criteria,
as they must if they derive from a PN expansion in the inspiral
phase (even in a modified theory).

Our analysis shows that the constraints placed on modi-
fied theories with single-parameter ppE waveforms are ro-
bust and reliable. More specifically, the inclusion of higher
PN order terms in the inspiral phase do not weaken the con-
straints we can place with single-parameter ppE models. In
fact, the inclusion of these terms actually improves the con-
straints on coupling constants of modified theories, and typi-
cally the strengthening of the bound is mild. We verified that
these conclusions with an array of Bayesian parameter esti-
mation studies, in which we injected synthetic GR signals and
extracted with a variety of single- and multi-parameter ppE
models. We further considered a specific theory, ssGB grav-
ity, to exemplify our findings with a concrete set of deforma-
tions to the phase. As expected from our generic analysis, the
inclusion of higher PN order terms in the ssGB inspiral phase
does not weaken bounds obtained with leading order wave-
forms. Instead, the higher PN order terms improve the bounds
on the ssGB coupling parameter, but only by about a factor
of 3. These results are consistent with a very recent analysis
of ssGB theory with the same higher PN order model we use
here on real aLIGO/Virgo data [75].

One can compare our methodology to other techniques to
measure multiple phase deformations simultaneously. One
such methodology is through the use of a principal compo-
nent analysis (PCA) on tests of GR [76–78]. In this method,
the phase deformations are combined through certain linear
transformations, so that covariances are minimized. To do
this, samples are first drawn from the posterior distribution
with a waveform model that includes multiple ppE phase de-
formations, and then this posterior distribution is decomposed
into its eigenvectors. Constraints are placed on linear combi-
nations of deformations that produce the tightest constraints
(the eigenvectors with the largest eigenvalues). Effectively,
this just equates to finding a parametrization that optimizes
the constraint you can place on these deformations, but it
comes with serious drawbacks related to tests of fundamen-

tal physics. All information is lost about the physical mean-
ing of these deformations, as this basis has no connection to
calculations performed in modified gravity. This can still be
an effective consistency test of GR (in the same category of
“residual tests” discussed in Sec. I), but it does not provide
information about fundamental physics beyond this specific
type of test. Our approach, instead, attempts to stay close to
theoretical physics, using physical insight to concentrate our
attention on the “relevant” deformation, the controlling factor
γ̄ that encodes the coupling constants of the theory, at the ex-
pense of losing less relevant information about the higher or-
der corrections (which are just functions of the system param-
eters). With this, we still retain the mapping between theories
of modified gravity and γ̄, allowing constraints in the latter
to lead to constraints on the coupling constants of modified
theories.

These results encourage the use of leading PN order defor-
mations in the inspiral phase to constrain theories of gravity
beyond GR. The results will certainly improve with the inclu-
sion of higher PN order deformations, but the bounds will not
degrade through their inclusion. This does, however, come
with the caveat that we have only considered theories of grav-
ity that allow for well-behaved, series solutions to the field
equations, both in the PN expansion and the expansion in the
coupling. There are theories that do not conform to these crite-
ria, such as theories of gravity exhibiting spontaneous scalar-
ization [42, 43, 46, 79, 80] or other abrupt, discontinuous
transformations. Future work could focus on those theories
to attempt to develop a generic framework that can also be
applied to them.
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