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One approach to testing general relativity (GR) introduces free parameters in the post-Newtonian
(PN) expansion of the gravitational-wave (GW) phase. If systematic errors on these testing GR
(TGR) parameters exceed the statistical errors, this may signal a false violation of GR. Here, we
consider systematic errors produced by unmodeled binary eccentricity. Since the eccentricity of
GW events in ground-based detectors is expected to be small or negligible, the use of quasicircular
waveform models for testing GR may be safe when analyzing a small number of events. However, as
the catalog size of GW detections increases, more stringent bounds on GR deviations can be placed
by combining information from multiple events. In that case, even small systematic biases may
become significant. We apply the approach of hierarchical Bayesian inference to model the posterior
probability distributions of the TGR parameters inferred from a population of eccentric binary black
holes (BBHs). We assume each TGR parameter value varies across the BBH population according
to a Gaussian distribution. The means and standard deviations that parametrize these Gaussians
are related to the statistical and systematic errors measured for each BBH event. We compute the
posterior distributions for these Gaussian hyperparameters, characterizing the BBH population via
three possible eccentricity distributions. This is done for LIGO and Cosmic Explorer (CE, a proposed
third-generation detector). We find that systematic biases from unmodeled eccentricity can signal
false GR violations for both detectors when considering constraints set by a catalog of events. We
also compute the projected bounds on the 10 TGR parameters when eccentricity is included as a
parameter in the waveform model. This is done via multiplying the individual likelihoods for each
event in the catalog, and also by combining them via hierarchical inference. We find that the first
four dimensionless TGR deformation parameters can be bounded at 90% confidence to δφ̂i ≲ 10−2

for LIGO and ≲ 10−3 for CE [where i = (0, 1, 2, 3); GR predicts zero for all values of the δφ̂i]. The
most stringent bound applies to the −1PN (dipole) parameter: it is constrained to |δφ̂−2| ≲ 10−5

(≲ 4× 10−7) by LIGO (CE). In comparison to the circular orbit case, the combined bounds on the
TGR parameters worsen by a modest factor of ≲ 2 when eccentricity is included in the waveform.
(The dipole parameter bound degrades by a factor of ∼ 3–4 in this case.)

I. INTRODUCTION

General relativity (GR) stands out as the most suc-
cessful theory for explaining the nature of gravity [1–5].
The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) by LIGO [6]
and Virgo [7] enabled tests of GR in the strong-field
regime [8–12] associated with compact binary mergers.
Around 90 GW events have been detected through the
third observing run [13]; this number will continue to
grow in the coming years as detector sensitivity improves
and new detectors come online [14–16]. Combining infor-
mation from a growing number of GW observations will
enable us to perform more stringent tests of GR [17].

Accurate waveforms in modified theories of gravity
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that cover the inspiral, merger, and ringdown phases
of binary evolution are currently lacking (see, however,
Refs. [18–28]). Hence, current approaches of testing GR
mostly rely on null tests. A null test introduces one
or more parameters that are expected to capture some
beyond-GR effects; their values, by definition, are zero
in GR. These parameters are constrained using the GW
data to deduce the region in the non-GR parameter space
that is allowed by the data. Hence, it is crucial that the
model we use to perform these null tests is accurate and
free of systematic errors.

Owing to the complexity of the two-body problem,
gravitational waveforms used for data analysis typically
involve approximations and assumptions. These include
truncation of the post-Newtonian (PN) series, or not ac-
counting for physical effects like orbital eccentricity, spin,
precession, and nonquadrupolar modes. These approxi-
mations in the waveform model introduce systematic bi-
ases in the estimated parameters. When testing GR,
these biases may manifest as a false violation of GR (see,
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for example, Refs [29–32]). Hence, it is critical to under-
stand the nature and magnitude of waveform systematics
before claiming a violation of GR. Here we address the
systematic biases on parametrized tests of GR due to
the neglect of eccentricity. This is applied to non-GR
parameter constraints determined from observations of a
binary black hole (BBH) population by both current and
third-generation (3G) GW detectors. This work extends
our previous analysis [29] which considered these biases
at the level of individual events.

A. Parametrized tests of GR

Parametrized tests of GR introduce one or more free
parameters into a mathematical function or object that
can be related to observational quantities. The free pa-
rameters are frequently expressed in terms of small de-
viations from their GR values. Examples include the
parametrized post-Newtonian formalism [33, 34], the
post-Einsteinian formalism [35, 36], or the testing GR
(TGR) formalism [37, 38]. This paper focuses on the
latter.

In the TGR formalism the primary observable is the
Fourier transform of the GW phase. This is analytically
approximated as

h̃(f) ∝ f−7/6eiΨ(f), (1)

where the phase function is expanded in a PN series in the
relative orbital speed v = (πMf)1/3 for circular orbits.
HereM = m1+m2 is the binary total mass, m1,2 are the
component masses, and f is the observed GW frequency.
To 3.5 PN order the phase expansion has the form [39]

Ψ(f) ∼ 3

128ηv5
[
1 + φGR

2 v2 + φGR
3 v3 + · · ·

]
(2)

∼ 3

128ηv5

7∑
i=0

(φGR
i vi + φlog,GR

i vi log v) . (3)

The coefficients depend on the binary reduced mass ra-
tio η = m1m2/M

2, the dimensionless component spin
vectors χ1,2, and possibly other parameters characteriz-
ing the structure of the bodies. For example, φGR

0 = 1,
φGR
1 = 0, φGR

2 = 3715
756 + 55

9 η, and φGR
3 = −16π + 4β,

where β is the spin-orbit term [40–43]

β =

[
113

24

(
1 +

√
1− 4η

)
− 19

6
η

]
χ1 · L̂N

+

[
113

24

(
1−

√
1− 4η

)
− 19

6
η

]
χ2 · L̂N , (4)

and χ1,2 · L̂N are the components of the dimensionless
spin vectors along the Newtonian orbital angular mo-
mentum direction L̂N. (For aligned spins these compo-
nents are the same as the dimensionless spin parameters
χ1,2 · L̂N = χ1,2 ∈ [−1, 1]. In this work, we consider only
the case where χ1,2 ∈ [0, 1].)

In the TGR formalism, the PN phase coefficients

(φGR
i , φlog,GR

i ) are modified by introducing fractional de-

viation parameters (δφ̂i, δφ̂
log
i ) via

φGR
i −→ φi = φGR

i (1 + δφ̂i) , (5a)

φlog,GR
i −→ φlog

i = φlog,GR
i (1 + δφ̂log

i ) . (5b)

The summation in Eq. (2) is also extended to selected
values i < 0; in particular, we consider i = −2 corre-
sponding to dipole gravitational radiation. (See Sec. II
for details of our waveform model.)
The deviation parameters δφ̂i are treated as new de-

grees of freedom that capture a particular class of de-
viations from GR.1 In the limit δφ̂i → 0, GR is recov-
ered. Precise measurement of the δφ̂i is crucial for these
tests. If detected GW signals have δφ̂i parameter mea-
surements consistent with zero, the signals are consistent
with GR. If the test shows clear deviations from zero (or
the GR value), that is an indicator of a potential GR
violation or the presence of systematic errors due to in-
accuracies or missing physics in the waveform model.
Inaccurate waveform modeling will start affecting a

TGR parameter δφ̂i when the systematic errors are larger
than the corresponding statistical uncertainties associ-
ated with that parameter [44]. Given the sensitivity
of current detectors, the systematic bias may be hid-
den by the large statistical uncertainty due to detector
noise. However, as the sensitivity of current detectors
improves and more sensitive 3G detectors become op-
erational, more events with a large signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) will be detected. As the statistical errors scale
as SNR−1 while systematic errors are independent of
SNR, systematic biases are likely to be dominant for loud
events. For those events, even a small shift in the “true”
value of δφ̂i may significantly bias the test of GR.
For an individual event, the systematic bias may be

sufficiently small (relative to the statistical uncertainty)
to avoid appearing as a false GR violation. In other
words, the waveform model may be sufficiently accu-
rate to analyze individual events but not for a catalog
of events.

B. Biases due to the neglect of eccentricity from
individual events and a population

In this paper, we focus on the systematic bias in the
TGR parameters from unmodeled orbital eccentricity in
a population of eccentric BBHs. The emission of GWs
carries energy and angular momentum away from the bi-
nary. This energy and angular momentum loss causes

1For simplicity, we drop references to the parameters φlog,GR
i ,

φlog
i , or δφ̂log,GR

i associated with logarithmic-dependent terms in
the phase expansion; they are implied throughout when mentioning
the φGR

i , φi, and δφ̂i parameters.
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the orbit to shrink and circularize on a (relatively) rapid
timescale [45, 46]. For example, consider a black hole
binary with masses 20M⊙ and 15M⊙ and an eccentric-
ity of 0.9. The eccentricity is specified at a reference
GW frequency of 0.01 Hz (twice the orbital frequency).
The two black holes are initially separated by ∼ 12d⊕
(d⊕ = Earth diameter) and moving with characteristic
speed ∼ 0.01c, where c is the speed of light. For this sys-
tem it takes ∼ 60 days for the eccentricity to reduce to
e ∼ 0.1 at 1 Hz. The separation has reduced to ∼ 0.55d⊕
and the characteristic speed has increased to 0.07c. Fur-
ther, it only takes an additional ∼ 2 hours for the ec-
centricity to reduce to e ∼ 0.01 at 10 Hz. At this point,
the binary’s separation is ∼ 0.11d⊕ and the speed has
reached up to ∼ 0.15c. Hence, for long-lived binaries it
is expected that the orbit is highly circularized when ob-
served in the frequency band of ground-based detectors.
This motivates the use of quasicircular waveforms for the
detection and parameter estimation of compact binaries
with the current LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA detectors.

A binary’s eccentricity depends on its formation his-
tory. Binaries formed through isolated formation chan-
nels in the Galactic field are expected to be in circular
orbits due to mass transfer episodes between the binary
constituents. On the other hand, dynamically formed bi-
naries inside dense stellar environments (e.g., in globular
clusters, nuclear star clusters, or near supermassive black
holes) may have highly eccentric orbits due to multibody
interactions [47–49]. Binaries formed with high eccentric-
ity may retain residual eccentricity when they enter the
frequency bands of ground-based GW detectors [50–55].
In fact, there are already claims of detected eccentricity
in BBHs observed by LIGO/Virgo in the GWTC-3 cat-
alog [56–60]. However, it is hard to distinguish between
the eccentricity and spin-precession effects, especially for
the short duration signals such as GW190521 [61].

Favata [62] showed that the systematic biases due to
the neglect of eccentricity for binary neutron stars can
become greater than the statistical errors even for small
eccentricities (e0 ∼ 10−3–10−2; here and throughout e0
will refer to the binary eccentricity at a reference GW fre-
quency of 10 Hz). Reference [63] extended those results
and compared the systematic biases predicted from the
Fisher matrix approach with Bayesian estimates, finding
them to be in good agreement. Recently, Ref. [64] showed
that neglecting eccentricity in the GW signals can signif-
icantly bias the chirp mass of the binary. Reference [65]
studied the effect of neglecting orbital eccentricity, spin,
and tidal deformation as possible sources of systematic
bias using the parametrized post-Einsteinian formalism
[35]. And Ref. [66] showed that neglecting higher modes
in the waveform model can also bias tests of GR.

More recently, Saini et al. [29] studied the effect
of eccentricity-induced systematic bias on parametrized
tests of GR. They found that the systematic bias on the
leading-order TGR parameter typically exceeds the sta-
tistical errors for a BBH with eccentricity e0 ∼ 0.04 in
LIGO and e0 ∼ 0.005 in Cosmic Explorer (CE). A sim-

ilar study [31] considered the inspiral-merger-ringdown
consistency test of GR [67], showing that an eccentricity
of e0 ∼ 0.1 (∼ 0.01) in LIGO (CE) causes a significant
systematic bias in the final mass and spin of the remnant
BH. Reference [32] also studied the effect of neglecting ec-
centricity on various tests of GR. However, all the above
studies were done for individual events and not at the
level of an observed population.
Recently, Ref. [68] showed how a systematic bias on GR

tests can accumulate for a catalog of GW events. Even if
these biases are less dominant when analyzing individual
events, a systematic bias can accumulate when combin-
ing the individual bounds on δφ̂i across multiple events,
mimicking a GR deviation. Reference [30] studied the
effect of overlapping signals and inaccurate waveforms
on parametrized tests of GR for 3G GW detectors; they
also found that systematic biases could accumulate when
combining multiple events, leading to an apparent GR vi-
olation.

C. Inference of TGR parameters from a BBH
population

In addition to a formalism for computing the system-
atic waveform bias, this problem requires understanding
how individual bounds on GR deviation parameters are
combined for a population of sources. To assess the sys-
tematic biases in a population, one constructs a popu-
lation likelihood function by combining the likelihoods
from individual events. There are primarily three ways
of combining the information from different GW events,
with the combined likelihood depending on assumptions
about the individual TGR parameters δφ̂i [69]:

1. Shared common value: The TGR parameters δφ̂i

are assumed to share a common value across all
events in the population. In this case, multiplying
the likelihoods of the individual events will give the
combined likelihood.

2. Unrelated TGR parameters: Each event can have
an independent value of the TGR parameter. This
implies that there is no relation between the mea-
sured values of a particular δφ̂i for any two events.
This is equivalent to assuming that the non-GR
theory has a coupling parameter that varies from
source to source. While this would be an unnat-
ural assumption for a modified gravity theory, it
would be a more natural assumption for black hole
mimickers that are parametrized by their tidal de-
formability [70, 71] or spin-induced multipole mo-
ments [72–75]. In this case, the natural way to
combine information is to multiply the Bayes fac-
tors of the GR versus non-GR hypotheses across
events (assuming flat priors on δφ̂i) [69].

3. Common distribution: In this scenario, the TGR
parameters δφ̂i are assumed to follow a common
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FIG. 1. Schematic diagram depicting the expected behavior of the population hyperparameters µi and σi for the unbiased
(upper panels) and biased (lower panels) cases. The blue curves represent the one-dimensional marginalized posterior probability
distributions for the hyperparameters µi and σi. For simplicity, we represent the posteriors via Gaussian distributions. In the
absence of any bias (upper panel), the peaks of the probability distributions are exactly at the GR values (zeros) for both µi

and σi. In this case, the width of the distributions depends only on the statistical width (σ̃j
i ) of the individual δφ̂i posteriors

[p(δφ̂j
i )] in the population. The use of an inaccurate waveform model shifts the peak of the individual posteriors p(δφ̂j

i ) away

from zero. The shift in the µi posterior is given by the mean of the systematic bias (µsys) in the δφ̂j
i posteriors (assuming the

statistical errors on the δφ̂j
i are the same for all events, σ̃j

i = σ̃0,i). The shift in the σ2
i posterior is proportional to the variance

in the systematic biases (σ2
sys). The widths of the µi and σi posteriors in the biased case depend on σsys and σ̃0,i [see Eqs. (8)

and (9)].

(unknown) underlying distribution that can depend
on the system parameters (such as the BH masses
and spins) [11, 12, 76]. This is more natural to ex-
pect in a physically meaningful theory of gravity
and is the assumption we make in this work. Hi-
erarchical inference [69, 76, 77] is the method pro-
posed to deal with this scenario; it is introduced
below and discussed in further detail in Sec. IVB.

Here, we closely follow the prescription of Ref. [76]. The
assumption about the nature of the GR deviations de-
pends on the particular theory of gravity. In the case of
parametrized tests of GR we expect the TGR parameters
δφ̂i to be functions of the individual source properties like
the masses and spins. This implies that the δφ̂i are ex-
pected to be related across events through some common
distribution.

In the absence of any knowledge about the distribu-
tion of the TGR parameters or their functional depen-
dence on the source parameters, we assume (for simplic-
ity) that the population likelihood for TGR parameters
follows a Gaussian distribution with unknown mean and

standard deviation (to be estimated from the data). In
other words, we assume the underlying distribution of
δφ̂i to be a Gaussian p(δφ̂i) characterized by two hyper-
parameters µi (mean) and σi (standard deviation), with
the latter to be inferred by observing a population of
sources:

p(δφ̂i|µi, σi) = N (µi, σi) . (6)

(Recall that i labels the ith TGR parameter, which cor-
responds to modifications of the GW phasing at different
PN orders.) It is worth stressing that, a priori, both hy-
perparameters parametrize a theoretical model of modi-
fied gravity; in the GR limit (µi, σi) → 0. Hence, if GR
is the true theory of gravity, the posteriors on µi and σi
should be consistent with zero. We further assume that
the posterior probability distribution on the individual
δφ̂i for the jth event follows a Gaussian distribution N
with mean µ̃j

i and spread σ̃j
i :

p(δφ̂j
i |dj) = N (µ̃j

i , σ̃
j
i ) . (7)

To gain better intuition, it is instructive to examine
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relevant limiting cases. Consider first the case where the
standard deviation of the distribution of δφ̂i across events
vanishes, σi → 0. This means the value of δφ̂i is identical
for all events. In this case, p(δφ̂i) will be centered around
µi (which is same for all the events and ̸= 0 if GR is
violated). The width of the p(δφ̂i) then arises solely from
statistical errors in the measurement of the remaining
hyperparameter µi; this depends on the widths of the
individual Gaussians (σ̃j

i ). This is similar to the scenario
of shared common values discussed in Case 1 earlier.

Consider another extreme scenario where σi → ∞.
This would mean that none of the values of δφ̂i is the
same for any two events, and therefore p(δφ̂i) will be a
flat distribution (as described in Case 2 above). These
examples put the three scenarios discussed in perspec-
tive. In this paper we will only consider the methods in
Cases 1 and 3 when combining events from a population
of BBHs.

To better understand the meaning of the hyperparam-
eters µi and σi, we show two cases schematically in Fig. 1.
When GR is correct and a perfect (unbiased) GR wave-
form model is used to analyze the GW signal, the inferred
δφ̂j

i posteriors from each event are free of any system-
atic bias and peak at zero. In this case (upper panels),
we expect the posterior distributions for the µi and σ2

i

(or σi) to be consistent with zero. If the detector noise

is additionally zero (σ̃j
i → 0), the p(µi) → δ(µi) and

p(σ2
i ) → δ(σ2

i ), where δ is the Dirac δ function.
Even in the case where GR is correct, if the GR wave-

form model has inaccuracies or missing physics, the cor-
responding δφ̂j

i posteriors will peak away from zero. The
amount of this shift from zero depends on the mismatch
between the waveform model and the GW signal. At the
level of population inference, the biases in the individual
δφ̂j

i posteriors translate into the posterior distributions
of the hyperparameters µi and σ2

i . The µi and σ2
i pos-

teriors show the inconsistency with GR (lower panels of
Fig. 1). If the widths of all the individual Gaussians are

the same (i.e. σ̃j
i = σ̃0,i), the shifts in the µi posteriors

from zero are equal to the mean of the systematic biases
of the δφ̂j

i posteriors (µsys). The shift in the σ2
i pos-

teriors is equal to the variance of the systematic biases
(σ2

sys). Note that the peak of the σ2
i posteriors is also

affected by the individual widths σ̃j
i [69, 77]. Those δφ̂j

i
posteriors that are uninformative can cause the p(µi) and
p(σ2

i ) [or equivalently p(σi)] to shift from the true values
of µi and σ

2
i . For the biased case and in the limit where

the statistical errors for the ith TGR parameter are the
same for each event (σ̃j

i = σ̃0,i), the widths (or standard
deviations) of the µi and σ

2
i posteriors are given by [77]

∆µi =

√
σ2
sys + σ̃2

0,i

N
, (8)

∆(σ2
i ) =

√
2

N
(σ2

sys + σ̃2
0,i) . (9)

As the number of events N grows, the spread in p(µi)

and p(σ2
i ) reduces as ∼ 1/

√
N [76, 77]2. In the unbiased

case (σsys → 0), the width ∆µi of p(µi) is σ̃0,i/
√
N . This

is similar to the scaling that statistical errors follow when
the events are combined by multiplying the likelihoods.
If either the µi or σi posterior excludes zero with confi-

dence, this suggests a deviation from GR or a systematic
bias. If a true GR deviation or a systematic bias is sym-
metrically distributed around zero, the µi posteriors will
be consistent with zero, but the σi posteriors will ex-
clude zero. If the values of δφ̂j

i for individual events are
centered around some common value (different from GR
but with little to no spread), the posterior of σi will be
centered around zero showing no inconsistency; but the
µi posterior will peak around the common value of the
individual δφ̂j

i . (This corresponds to Case 1 above.)

D. Present work

We study the cumulative effect of systematic bias on
the δφ̂i due to unmodeled eccentricity. This assumes that
a population of events is observed, combining the indi-
vidual posteriors of δφ̂i hierarchically, and asking under
what circumstances they mimic a GR violation. We do
this for current-generation LIGO-like detectors, as well
as for Cosmic Explorer type third-generation (3G) de-
tectors. We consider a population of BBHs with mass
and spin distributions inferred via population inference
using data in the third GW transient catalog (GWTC-
3) [13, 79]. The eccentricities of these binaries are drawn
from three different eccentricity distributions (discussed
in Sec. VA2 below). We find that the eccentricity-
induced systematic biases implied by these modeled pop-
ulations cause the posteriors on the hyperparameters µi

and σi to exclude zero, indicating a deviation from GR.
In addition to quantifying the systematic biases, we

compute the combined bounds on the δφ̂i from the simu-
lated population, including the effect of eccentricity. We
find that including eccentricity in the parameter space
has a mild effect on the combined bounds. The bounds
on the lower PN order δφ̂i (i = 0, 1, 2, 3) degrade by
only a factor of ≲ 2 due to the inclusion of eccentricity
in the parameter space. The bound on the dipole TGR
parameter degrades by a factor of ∼ 3–4. The bounds
on the higher PN order δφ̂i are not significantly affected
and are comparable to the bounds set if one assumes a
circularized population of BBHs.

Section II of this paper briefly discusses the wave-
form model used for studying the eccentricity-induced
systematic bias on the TGR parameters. Section III
explains how statistical errors are calculated using the
Fisher matrix framework, while Sec. III B discusses the

2Reference [78] recently pointed out that the variance arising
from the finite number of catalog events causes the p(µi) and p(σ2

i )
to exclude the null hypothesis even if it is correct.
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Cutler-Vallisneri formalism [80] for calculating the sys-
tematic errors. Section IV explains the basic formalism of
Bayesian analysis, while Sec. IVB applies it to the hierar-
chical Bayesian inference method for combining individ-
ual likelihoods. Section V discusses our BBH population
model, our methodology, and the results of our hierarchi-
cal inference study. In Sec. VI we directly compute the
(statistical) TGR parameter bounds set by the observed
BBH population, examining the extent to which eccen-
tric waveforms can worsen the parameter bounds relative
to quasicircular waveforms. We obtain these bounds us-
ing both the multiplication of likelihoods and hierarchi-
cal Bayesian inference methods. Section VII presents our
conclusions. We use units with G = c = 1 henceforth.

II. WAVEFORM MODEL AND
PARAMETRIZATION OF NON-GR EFFECTS

A. Post-Newtonian waveform model

The time-domain strain measured by an interferomet-
ric GW detector can be expressed as a linear combination
of plus (h+) and cross (h×) polarizations of GWs,

h(t) = F+(θ, ϕ, ψ)h+(ι, β, t) + F×(θ, ϕ, ψ)h×(ι, β, t) ,
(10)

where F+,×(θ, ϕ, ψ) are the antenna pattern functions.
The angles θ and ϕ describe the sky position of the source
with respect to the detector, ψ is the polarization angle of
the incoming GW, ι is the inclination angle of the binary,
and β defines the initial orientation of the orbital ellipse;
in the circular limit β can be absorbed into the phase
constant.

The frequency-domain strain can be calculated using
the stationary phase approximation (SPA) [81] as

h̃(f) = AeiΨ(f) = Âf−7/6eiΨ(f) , (11)

where A is the amplitude of the waveform. Averaging
over the angles (θ, ϕ, ψ, ι, β) in the quadrupole approxi-
mation,

Â =
1√

30π2/3

M5/6

DL
, (12)

where M = (m1m2)
3/5/M1/5 is the chirp mass, m1 and

m2 are the component masses of the binary (in the source
frame),M = m1+m2 is the source-frame total mass, and
DL is the source luminosity distance. The luminosity
distance and redshift for a flat universe are related by
[82]

DL(z) =
1 + z

H0

∫ z

0

dz′√
ΩM (1 + z′)3 +ΩΛ

, (13)

where Ωm and ΩΛ denote the matter density and dark
energy density parameters (respectively), and H0 is the
Hubble constant. The cosmological parameters for a flat

universe are taken from Planck observations [83]: H0 =
67.90(km/s)/Mpc, Ωm = 0.3065, and ΩΛ = 0.6935.
The inspiral phase of the binary is well described by

the post-Newtonian (PN) approximation [39]. This ap-
proach solves the Einstein equations for the two-body
problem in the limit of small speeds and weak gravity.
Physical quantities during the inspiral phase of the or-
bit are usually expressed as power series in the relative
orbital speed parameter v [39, 42, 84–89]. For a binary
with a small orbital eccentricity (≲ 0.2), the SPA phase
Ψ(f) in Eq. (11) can be decomposed into a circular phase
Ψcirc.

3.5PN and an eccentric phase ∆Ψecc.
3PN [90],

Ψ(f) = ϕc + 2πftc +
3

128ηv5

(
Ψcirc.

3.5PN +∆Ψecc.
3PN

)
, (14)

where ϕc and tc are the phase and time of coalescence
(respectively), η = (m1m2)/M

2 is the symmetric mass
ratio, and v = (πMf)1/3 is the PN orbital velocity pa-
rameter. Note that M and M are the chirp mass and
total mass in the source frame of the binary. When ob-
serving binaries at large distances and interpreting f as
the GW frequency measured by Earth-based detectors,
the total mass and chirp mass in the above equations
should be replaced by the observed (redshifted) total and
chirp masses:

Mobs = (1 + z)M, Mobs = (1 + z)M . (15)

The quasicircular piece of the frequency-domain phase
can be expanded in powers of the orbital velocity param-
eter v as

Ψcirc.
3.5PN =

7∑
i=0

(φGR
i vi + φlog,GR

i vi log v) . (16)

Here the φGR
i and φlog,GR

i are the PN coefficients. In the
case of binaries with component spins that are aligned (or
antialigned) with the orbital angular momentum, these
coefficients are functions of the masses and the magnitude
of the individual spin angular momenta. The values of

(φi, φ
log
i ) up to 3.5PN order can be found in Refs. [33,

43, 87, 89, 91–93]. In a PN series, a term proportional to
v2n relative to the Newtonian term (proportional to v−5)
is called the nPN order term.
The term ∆Ψecc.

3PN in Eq. (14) is the leading order
[O(e20)] eccentric correction up to 3PN order given by
the TaylorF2Ecc waveform model [90],

∆Ψecc.
3PN = −2355

1462
e20

(v0
v

)19/3[
1 +

(
299076223

81976608

+
18766963

2927736
η

)
v2 +

(
2833

1008
− 197

36
η

)
v20

− 2819123

282600
πv3 +

377

72
πv30 + · · ·+O(v7)

]
. (17)

Here v0 = (πMf0)
1/3 and e0 is the orbital eccentricity de-

fined at a reference frequency f0. The value of f0 is often
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chosen to be 10 Hz, corresponding to the low-frequency
limit of LIGO detectors; we adopt that value in this work.
3

The TaylorF2Ecc waveform model is valid for small ec-
centricities e0 ≲ 0.2 for comparable mass systems. Since
the orbital eccentricity of the binary decays rapidly due
to the emission of GWs, ground-based detectors are ex-
pected to observe most binaries as quasicircular or with
very low values of eccentricity. Hence, the TaylorF2Ecc
waveform model is sufficient for the purposes of this
study. The waveform model accounts for the domi-
nant second harmonic of the GW signal and ignores the
eccentricity-induced higher harmonics that are subdom-
inant in the small-eccentricity limit. Spin contributions
are accounted for only in the circular part of the phase
(∆Ψcirc.

3.5PN) and neglected in the eccentric piece of the
phasing.

B. Parametrizing deviations from GR

This work focuses on the parametrized test of GR [33,
96–98]. In parametrized tests of GR, PN coefficients
are deformed around their GR values by introducing
TGR parameters at each PN order. These free parame-
ters encapsulate the GR deviation via the following re-
placements in the GW frequency-domain SPA phasing
[Eq. (16)]:

φGR
i −→ φi = φGR

i + δφi , (18a)

φlog,GR
i −→ φlog

i = φlog,GR
i + δφlog

i , (18b)

where GR denotes the PN coefficient value in general
relativity. It is more convenient to work with an alter-
native formulation in terms of dimensionless deviation
coefficients:

φGR
i −→ φi = φGR

i (1 + δφ̂i) , (19a)

φlog,GR
i −→ φlog

i = φlog,GR
i (1 + δφ̂log

i ) , (19b)

where δφ̂i and δφ̂log
i are the fractional deviation coeffi-

cients. We also extend the summation index in Eq. (16)
to i = −2 to allow for a dipole radiation term (the i = −1
term vanishes). GR deviations are only introduced in the
circular part of the SPA phase; the eccentric part (which
will source the systematic bias) is left as is.

The following deviation parameters are introduced in
Eq. (16):

{δφ̂−2, δφ̂0, δφ̂1, δφ̂2, δφ̂3, δφ̂4, δφ̂
log
5 , δφ̂6, δφ̂

log
6 , δφ̂7} .

(20)

3Different waveform models often use different definitions of
orbital eccentricity. One should ideally use a model-agnostic def-
inition of eccentricity when comparing eccentricity measurements
from different analyses [94, 95].

There is no deviation to the nonlogarithmic frequency-
independent term at 2.5PN order, as this term is degener-
ate with the coalescence phase and can be absorbed into
the redefinition of ϕc. The deviations at −1PN (δφ̂−2)
and 0.5PN (δφ̂1) orders are absolute deviations as the
GR values for those coefficients are zero:

φ−2 = δφ̂−2 , (21)

φ1 = δφ̂1 . (22)

The presence of a −1PN term is associated with the emis-
sion of dipole radiation, which is forbidden in GR [99,
100]. The excitation of additional fields can give rise to
dipole radiation, resulting in a faster decay of the bi-
nary’s orbit relative to GR [101, 102]. Since the leading-
order dipole term modifies the GW phase at −1PN order,
this term has a larger influence at lower GW frequencies
(when the binary separation is larger).

III. ESTIMATION OF STATISTICAL AND
SYSTEMATIC ERRORS

A. Statistical errors

In the large SNR limit, the statistical errors on bi-
nary parameters can be estimated using the Fisher in-
formation matrix framework [103–105]. This framework
readily estimates the 1σ errors in the binary parameters,
centered around the injected values. (See Refs. [106, 107]
for caveats associated with the use of the Fisher matrix.)

The inner product between two frequency domain sig-
nals h̃1(f) and h̃2(f) is defined as

(h1|h2) = 2

∫ fhigh

flow

h̃∗1(f)h̃2(f) + h̃1(f)h̃
∗
2(f)

Sn(f)
df, (23)

where Sn(f) is the one-sided noise power spectral density
(PSD) of the detector, and ∗ represents complex conju-
gation. The limits of integration in Eq. (23) are fixed by
the sensitivity of the detector and the properties of the
source.
For stationary, Gaussian noise and in the large-SNR

limit, the probability distribution of the waveform pa-
rameters θ given the data d(t) can be approximated as

p(θ|d) ∝ p0(θ) exp

[
−1

2
Γab(θa − θ̂a)(θb − θ̂b)

]
, (24)

where p0(θ) is the prior probability of the parameters

θ = {θa}. The θ̂a are the best-fit values that maximize
the Gaussian likelihood function and correspond to the
“true” values of the source parameters in the absence
of any bias. In Eq. (24), Γab is the Fisher information
matrix, which is defined by the inner product

Γab =

(
∂h

∂θa

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂h∂θb
)
. (25)
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The SNR ρ is defined via

ρ2 = (h|h) = 4

∫ ∞

0

|h̃(f)|2
Sn(f)

df . (26)

Since we are not interested in the source distance and sky
localization in this study, the parameter Â (which sets
the signal’s SNR) is not a parameter of interest; it decou-
ples completely from the rest of the Fisher matrix [105].

Using Eqs. (23) and (26), the Fisher matrix be-
comes [63]

Γab =
ρ2

I7/3

∫ fhigh

flow

f−7/3

Sn(f)
∂aΨ(f)∂bΨ(f)df , (27)

where I7/3 is

I7/3 =

∫ fhigh

flow

f−7/3

Sn(f)
df . (28)

If the prior probability p0(θ) follows a Gaussian distri-
bution, then the covariance matrix is

Σab = (Γab + Γ0
ab)

−1 , (29)

where Γ0
ab is the prior matrix. The 1σ width of the pro-

jected posterior probability distribution on the binary
parameter θa is given by the square root of the relevant
diagonal element of the covariance matrix:

σa =
√
Σaa . (30)

The parameters that describe our quasicircular, non-
precessing waveform model are

θa = {tc, ϕc, logM, log η, χ1, χ2, δφ̂i} . (31)

Here χ1 and χ2 are the dimensionless spin parameters
of the primary and secondary BHs, respectively; we as-
sume that the spins are aligned with the orbital angu-
lar momentum (χ1,2 ∈ [0, 1]). We use Gaussian priors
on ϕc and χ1,2 with zero means. The 1σ widths of the
(ϕc, χ1,2) prior distributions are given by δϕc = π and
δχ1,2 = 1, respectively. They are incorporated into the
Fisher matrix via the addition of the diagonal elements
Γ0
aa = 1/δθ2a. These priors on ϕc and χ1,2 improve the

conditioning of the Fisher matrix. No priors are used on
the δφ̂i or the other parameters.

We perform a one parameter test in which only one of
the δφ̂i is varied along with the other system parame-
ters. If the GW signal is described by a specific modi-
fied theory of gravity, a deviation could appear in more
than one PN order. Ideally, all δφ̂i should be measured
simultaneously—along with other system parameters—
to test the true nature of the deviations [108]. Tests
in which all the δφ̂i are measured simultaneously are
called multiparameter tests. Considering current detec-
tor sensitivities, multiparameter tests give uninforma-
tive posteriors due to correlations between the δφ̂i and

the system parameters [109]. However, multiparameter
tests will be possible via multiband observations involv-
ing 3G ground-based detectors (Cosmic Explorer [110]
and Einstein Telescope [111]) and space-based detectors
(LISA) [112]. Moreover, principal component analysis
can solve the degeneracy problem by constructing cer-
tain linear combinations of the PN deviation parameters
that are better measured [113, 114]. However, as our goal
is to assess the role of systematic errors on GR tests, one-
parameter tests provide a good representative set for our
study.

B. Systematic bias

In addition to the statistical errors due to detector
noise, the parameters θa are also subject to systematic
bias due to modeling errors in the gravitational wave-
forms. Here we investigate the impact of eccentricity-
induced systematic biases on the deviation parameters
δφ̂i. To calculate this systematic bias we use the Cutler-
Vallisneri formalism [80]. Systematic biases are defined
as the difference between the “true” value of the param-
eter θTa (in the absence of any systematic bias) and the

“best-fit” value of the parameter θ̂a (the peak of the re-
covered Gaussian probability distribution obtained using
an approximate waveform):

∆θa = θTa − θ̂a . (32)

If the approximate waveform is written in terms of an
approximate amplitude (AAP) and approximate phase
(ΨAP),

h̃AP(f) = AAPe
iΨAP , (33)

and if the true waveform differs from the approximate
waveform by ∆A in amplitude and ∆Ψ in phase via

h̃T(f) = (AAP +∆A)ei(ΨAP+∆Ψ) , (34)

then the systematic error on the parameter θa is approx-
imated as [80]

∆θa ≈ Σab

([
∆A+ iAAP∆Ψ

]
eiΨAP

∣∣∣∣∂bh̃AP

)
. (35)

We neglect eccentric corrections to the amplitude by set-
ting (∆A = 0) in Eq. (35). Small eccentricity corrections
to the waveform amplitude will be less important com-
pared to phase corrections, as GW detectors are more
sensitive to the GW phase than to the amplitude. Using
Eq. (26), the systematic error ∆θa simplifies to [63]

∆θa =
ρ2

I7/3
Σab

∫ fhigh

flow

f−7/3

Sn(f)
∆Ψ ∂bΨAP df , (36)

where the covariance matrix Σab in Eq. (35) is calculated
using the approximate (quasicircular) waveform. Our ap-
proximate waveform is the standard TaylorF2 quasicir-
cular waveform up to 3.5PN order [Eq. (16)], with the δφ̂i
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introduced at each PN order. The ∆Ψ are the eccentric
corrections to the phase (∆Ψecc.

3PN) defined in Eq. (17).
The above statistical and systematic error formalism

is applied to the LIGO [6] and CE [110] detectors. The
LIGO noise PSD is taken from Eq. (4.7) of [115]. For CE
we use the noise PSD from Eq. (3.7) of [116]. The lower
frequency cutoff is chosen to be 10 Hz for LIGO and 5
Hz for CE. Since we use the inspiral waveform, the upper
frequency cutoff is chosen as the frequency corresponding
to the innermost stable circular orbit (fisco) of the rem-
nant BH [117–119]. This frequency depends on the two
component masses (m1 and m2) of the BHs, their dimen-
sionless spins (χ1 and χ2), and the source redshift z. See
Appendix C of [63] for the full expression. The reference
frequency f0 (at which the eccentricity e0 is defined) is
chosen to be 10 Hz for both LIGO and CE.

IV. BAYESIAN PARAMETER ESTIMATION
AND HIERARCHICAL INFERENCE

A. A review of Bayesian parameter estimation

In Bayesian inference [120], we infer the posterior prob-
ability density on model parameters θ given GW data. In
Sec. III, we used θ to represent the waveform parameters
that include both system parameters and TGR param-
eters. For clarity, in this section we represent system

and TGR parameters separately. Let us assume θ⃗j rep-
resents a set of system parameters for the jth event in
a BBH population. A quasicircular aligned binary sys-
tem is described by 11 parameters: two mass parameters,
two dimensionless spin parameters, luminosity distance,
two sky position angles, two binary orientation parame-
ters, and the coalescence time and phase. The δφ̂i are
the TGR null parameters. The parametric model for the

GW signal therefore is described by h(θ) ≡ h(θ⃗j , δφ̂i).
Note that in this section we assume the δφ̂i have univer-
sal values and do not vary by GW source.

Using Bayes’ theorem, the posterior probability distri-

bution for parameters θ⃗j and δφ̂i given GW data from
the jth event dj can be written as

p(θ⃗j , δφ̂i|dj) =
π(θ⃗j , δφ̂i)L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i)

p(dj)
, (37)

where π(θ⃗j , δφ̂i) is the prior probability of the parameters

θ⃗j and δφ̂i, and L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i) is the likelihood function of

the data dj given the model parameters θ⃗j , δφ̂i. The
term p(dj) in the denominator is called the evidence; it
is obtained by marginalizing the likelihood over the prior

p(dj) =

∫
π(θ⃗j , δφ̂i)L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i) dθ⃗j dδφ̂i . (38)

Since we are interested only in the shape of the posterior,
Eq. (37) can be expressed as

p(θ⃗j , δφ̂i|dj) ∝ π(θ⃗j , δφ̂i)L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i) . (39)

If dj → d = {d1, d2, · · · dN} is the set of data from N

independent observations and Θ⃗ represents the set of in-

dividual event system parameters θ⃗j from those same ob-

servations, i.e., Θ⃗ = {θ⃗1, θ⃗2, · · · θ⃗N}, the combined likeli-
hood is the product of the individual likelihoods:

L(d|Θ⃗, δφ̂i) =

N∏
j=1

L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i) , (40)

The posterior probability on δφ̂i given d can be computed

by marginalizing over the system parameters Θ⃗:

p(δφ̂i|d) =
∫
p(Θ⃗, δφ̂i|d) dΘ⃗ ,

∝
N∏
j=1

∫ [
π(θ⃗j , δφ̂i)L(dj |θ⃗j , δφ̂i) dθ⃗j

]
, (41)

where dΘ⃗ = dθ⃗1dθ⃗2 · · · dθ⃗N . Equation (41) is only valid
if the δφ̂i have the same value for all N events. If the δφ̂i

do not share common values across events but are drawn
from a common distribution for all the events, then the
population distribution of the δφ̂i is described by a more
general hierarchical Bayesian inference discussed next.

B. Hierarchical Bayesian inference

In the hierarchical method [69, 76, 77], the TGR pa-
rameters δφ̂i are assumed to follow an underlying distri-
bution. In a particular modified theory of gravity, the
various δφ̂i will be functions of the system masses and
spins; so the values of the δφ̂i will vary from system to
system. Not knowing this functional dependence for a
generic modification of GR, the δφ̂i parameters are ap-
proximated as following a Gaussian distribution that is
characterized by the hyperparameters µi and σi; these
correspond to the mean and standard deviation com-
puted from N measurements of the δφ̂i. In principle, the
true probability distribution of the δφ̂i might be more
complicated than a Gaussian and might require, apart
from µi and σi, the measurement of higher moments.
But, for simplicity, we assume the underlying distribu-
tion to be a Gaussian. If the GW signal is consistent
with GR, the values of µi and σi should be consistent
with zero.

Given the data d = {d1, d2, · · · dN} from N observa-
tions, the joint posterior probability on µi and σi can be
written as

p(µi, σi|d) ∝ π(µi, σi)L(d|µi, σi) . (42)

Assuming no prior knowledge of the underlying distri-
bution (aside from the Gaussian assumption), the prior
π(µi, σi) on µi and σi is taken to be uniform. The prior
on µi is symmetric around zero, while the prior for σi is
positive. The priors for each µi and σi are wide enough
to include the range of individual systematic biases. The
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likelihood function L(d|µi, σi) is the product of the indi-
vidual event likelihoods

L(d|µi, σi) =

N∏
j=1

L(dj |µi, σi) . (43)

Equation (43) can further be expanded as

L(d|µi, σi) =

N∏
j=1

[ ∫
L(dj |δφ̂j

i )p(δφ̂i|µi, σi) dδφ̂i

]
.

(44)

The term L(dj |δφ̂j
i ) is the likelihood of δφ̂i for the jth

event. Since we assume no prior on the δφ̂i for individual
events, the likelihood L(dj |δφ̂j

i ) is the same as the pos-

terior probability p(δφ̂j
i |dj). The posterior probability

p(δφ̂j
i |dj) corresponds to the individual event posteriors

for δφ̂i which can be obtained by marginalizing over sys-
tem parameters.

The term p(δφ̂i|µi, σi) in Eq. (44) is the predicted pop-
ulation distribution of δφ̂i across events given the hyper-
parameters µi and σi. Ideally, the functional form of the
population distribution p(δφ̂i|µi, σi) will depend on the
theory of gravity considered. We assume p(δφ̂i|µi, σi)
follows a Gaussian distribution,

p(δφ̂i|µi, σi) = N (µi, σi) . (45)

Obtaining the posterior probability distribution
p(δφ̂j

i |dj) for a large number of events is computationally
expensive and time-consuming. To avoid these difficul-
ties, we assume that the posterior probability p(δφ̂j

i |dj)
for individual events follows a Gaussian distribution N
with mean µ̃j

i and spread σ̃j
i :

p(δφ̂j
i |dj) = N (µ̃j

i , σ̃
j
i ) . (46)

A Gaussian likelihood is a valid assumption for high SNR
signals; but for weak signals, it may not be true. We
use the Fisher information matrix to calculate the 1σ
widths σ̃j

i , following the procedure described in Sec. III.

The mean µ̃j
i is fixed by the systematic bias shift from

zero. We use the Cutler-Vallisneri formalism to calcu-
late the systematic bias on δφ̂i as explained in Sec. III B.
Note that we do not add additional scatter to the µ̃j

i due
to different noise realizations. The individual posteriors
δφ̂j

i are built only considering the biases caused by mis-
modeling. This is equivalent to zero-noise injection and
recovery studies. In reality, the “best-fit” value will not
be the “true value” of the parameter due to the differ-
ent noise realizations. This simplification will not alter
our qualitative conclusions, as the scatter in µ̃j

i is much
greater than what is expected from the additional scatter
due to different noise realizations.

The integral in Eq. (44) can be solved using Monte-
Carlo summation:

L(d|µi, σi) =

N∏
j=1

1

N sample
i

Nsample
i∑
k=1

p(δφ̂j,k
i |µi, σi) , (47)

where δφ̂j,k
i refers to the kth posterior sample for δφ̂i

drawn from the posterior p(δφ̂j
i |dj) for the jth event. For

each event, we draw N sample
i = 10000 samples of δφ̂j

i .
The joint posterior probability p(µi, σi|d) in Eq. (42)

can be calculated using Eq. (44) together with Eq. (45)
and Eq. (46). The individual posteriors on µi or σi can be
calculated by marginalizing over σi or µi (respectively).
The population distribution of p(δφ̂i|d) given data d can
be reconstructed by marginalizing over the inferred dis-
tributions of hyperparameters µi, σi:

p(δφ̂i|d) =
∫
p(δφ̂i|µi, σi)p(µi, σi|d) dµi dσi . (48)

V. HIERARCHICAL POPULATION
INFERENCE OF THE TGR PARAMETERS

A. Binary black hole population

1. Mass and spin distribution

We consider a population of BBHs analogous to that
observed in GWTC-3. We assume that the masses of
the primary BHs in the population follow the Power
Law + Peak model [13] (a mixture model of power law
and Gaussian distributions [121]). The model consists
of seven parameters: power law slope α, mixture frac-
tion λpeak, minimum (mmin) and maximum (mmax) BH
masses, mean (µm) and standard deviation (σm) of the

Gaussian, and a smoothing factor δm. Defining Λ⃗m =
{α,mmin,mmax, δm, µm, σm, λpeak},

p(m1|Λ⃗m) = (1− λpeak)P + λpeakG , (49)

where P is the power law distribution

P ∝ m−α
1 S(m1,mmin, δm)Θ(mmax −m1) , (50)

and G is the Gaussian distribution

G ∝ exp

(
− (m1 − µm)2

2σ2
m

)
S(m1,mmin, δm) . (51)

Here S(m1,mmin, δm) is a smoothing function that rises
from 0 to 1 as mass increases from mmin to mmin + δm,

S(m1,mmin, δm) =
1

1 + ef(m−mmin,δm)
, (52)

where

f(m′, δm) =
δm
m′ −

δm
m′ − δm

. (53)

We take the values of the Λ⃗m parameters to be the me-
dian values for the GWTC-3 population [13]: λpeak =
0.04, α = 3.4, mmin = 5.08, mmax = 86.85, µm = 33.73,
σm = 3.56, δm = 4.83.
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FIG. 2. Eccentricity distributions for the BBH populations
considered in this study. The Powerlaw distribution assumes
a PDF with distribution e−α

0 with power law index α = 1.2.
The Loguniform (α = −1) distribution has the largest number
of sources with higher eccentricities e0 > 10−3 (measurable in
CE), followed by the Zevin [122] and Powerlaw distributions.

The mass ratio of BBHs in the population is assumed
to follow a power law distribution,

p(q|β,m1,mmin, δm) ∝ qβS(qm1,mmin, δm) . (54)

The value of β is taken to be 1.08. The spin direc-
tions of both BHs are assumed to be aligned with the
orbital angular momentum of the binary. The spin mag-
nitudes are drawn from the Default spin model distri-
bution [13, 121]. In that model, the magnitudes of the
two dimensionless spin parameters χ1,2 are drawn from
a Beta distribution:

p(χ1,2|αχ, βχ) ∝ χ
αχ−1
1,2 (1− χ1,2)

βχ−1 , (55)

where αχ and βχ are the shape parameters that deter-
mine the mean and variance of the distribution. The
values of these parameters are restricted to αχ > 1 and
βχ > 1, to ensure nonsingular component spin distribu-
tions. Beta distributions are generally convenient dis-
tributions for the range [0, 1], which is the allowed pa-
rameter range for BH spins. The values are αχ = 1.6,
βχ = 4.11.

2. Eccentricity distribution

At design sensitivity LIGO is expected to detect∼ 220-
360 BBHs per year [123, 124]. Most of the detected BBHs
are expected to have very small eccentricities at 10 Hz.
However, a handful may still possess small to moderate
eccentricities. The future third-generation detector CE
is expected to detect a very large number of BBHs, ∼
104–105 per year [123, 124]. Additionally, CE is more

sensitive at lower frequencies, where binaries can retain
larger eccentricities. Hence, more eccentric BBHs are
likely to be detected by CE.
Applying the minimum-information assumption to the

underlying astrophysical eccentricity distribution, we
draw the eccentricity samples from one of the following
eccentricity distributions (shown in Fig. 2):

1. Loguniform: The probability density function
(PDF) of the eccentricity is proportional to e−1

0 .
The range of the distribution is e0 ∈ [10−7, 0.2]. 4

2. Zevin: An expected astrophysically motivated ec-
centricity distribution based on cluster simulations
is given in Fig. 1 of Zevin et al. [122]. Note that
Fig. 1 of Ref. [122] contains two eccentricity dis-
tributions (at 10 Hz) plotted by dashed and solid
lines. We use the eccentricity distribution shown
by the dashed lines. It represents the intrinsic
eccentricity distribution of the considered popula-
tion. We will refer to this as the Zevin eccen-
tricity distribution from here onward. Similar to
the Loguniform and Powerlaw distributions, we
restrict the Zevin distribution to the range e0 ∈
[10−7, 0.2]. Note that this distribution is based on
cluster simulations that are subject to multiple as-
sumptions. We draw the eccentricity samples from
the marginalized one-dimensional eccentricity dis-
tribution and do not account for the correlations
between eccentricity and other source parameters,
assuming them to be small. Note that the ratio of
systematic to statistical errors strongly depends on
the eccentricity value and is weakly dependent on
other binary parameters [see, e.g., Eq. (57)]. There-
fore, the assumption of small correlations (if any)
is unlikely to affect our results significantly.

3. Powerlaw: The PDF is proportional to e−α
0 with

the eccentricity range e0 ∈ [10−7, 0.2]. We choose
α = 1.2; this produces a power law model that (i)
does not deviate significantly from the other two
and (ii) preserves at least a few high eccentricity
sources (with e0 > 10−3).

3. Redshift distribution

Sources are distributed uniformly in comoving volume
according to the following redshift distribution:

p(z) ∝ 1

1 + z

dVc
dz

, (56)

where dVc

dz is the comoving volume element at redshift z.

The factor (1+ z)−1 converts the detector frame time to

4The upper limit of the eccentricity distribution is restricted
to e0 ≤ 0.2 because our waveform model becomes less accurate for
e0 > 0.2.
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the source frame time. The observed population of BBHs
shows evidence for the evolution of the merger rate with
redshift [13]. However, those results are valid for z ≲ 1;
in our study we distribute sources up to z = 2.5, where
those estimates may not apply. The choice of redshift
distribution is likely to have a negligible effect on our
analysis.

B. Analysis

We draw a population of 105 BBHs from the Powerlaw
+ Peak distribution, the Beta distribution, and one of the
three eccentricity distributions: Loguniform, Powerlaw,
Zevin. These BBHs are distributed uniformly in a co-
moving volume up to redshift z = 2.5. We calculate the
SNR for these sources using the LIGO design sensitivity
curve. These sources have SNR ∼ O(1–50) in the LIGO
band. Since LIGO and CE at design sensitivities are ex-
pected to detect 220− 360 or 8.6× 104 − 5.4× 105 BBHs
per year (respectively) [123], we set an SNR threshold of
12 as a detection criterion to ensure that we are in a high
SNR regime where Fisher matrix estimates are expected
to be reasonably accurate. 5 Out of 105 BBHs, 458
sources pass this SNR criterion for LIGO. Since we in-
troduce TGR parameters in the inspiral part of the wave-
form, we select only inspiral-dominated events that have
sufficient numbers of GW cycles in the detector band. To
enforce this, we impose an additional condition that the
total mass of each event satisfies M ≤ 60M⊙. We find
that 326 (out of 458) sources pass the mass criteria. Only
these BBHs take part in the further analysis. We use the
same population for CE. In CE, these sources have SNR
O(400–1500). Since CE will detect many more events,
its population will be different than LIGO’s [125]. How-
ever, for ease of comparison between the LIGO and CE
posteriors—and to reduce computational costs—we have
chosen to analyze the same BBH population for both
LIGO and CE.

It is computationally challenging to obtain the poste-
riors on the individual δφ̂j

i using a full Bayesian analy-
sis. Hence, we resort to a semianalytical computation of
these statistical and systematic errors (via Fisher matrix
methods). Note that the Fisher analysis shows very good
agreement with Monte Carlo simulations for low-mass
systems with high SNR [126], but can sometimes overes-
timate the parameter uncertainties compared to Bayesian
estimates for higher-mass systems [107]. Therefore, one
should in principle use full Bayesian analyses for more
robust parameter inference, especially for LIGO systems
where SNRs are O(12–50). For each source in the BBH
population, we calculate the statistical and systematic
errors on δφ̂i according to the methods in Secs. III and

5We consider single detector configurations throughout this pa-
per as bounds on GR deviations (of the type discussed here) scale
straightforwardly with the number of detectors.

III B for both LIGO and CE. A few outlier sources with
very large statistical errors were removed from the anal-
ysis. This left 303 sources in our BBH population. For
each source we construct one-dimensional Gaussian pos-
teriors for δφ̂i, p(δφ̂

j
i |dj) = N (µ̃j

i , σ̃
j
i ). The Fisher matrix

determines σ̃j
i , and the Cutler-Vallisneri formalism deter-

mines µ̃j
i . If there is no systematic bias, the means µ̃j

i of
the individual Gaussians should peak at zero. The sys-
tematic bias shifts the means of the individual Gaussians
away from the GR values (zero).

Next, our task is to obtain the combined likeli-
hood over these events. To calculate the population
level likelihood—which is assumed to be a Gaussian
N (µi, σi)—we use hierarchical Bayesian inference as ex-
plained in Sec. IVB. We use GWPopulation [127] for the
hierarchical Bayesian framework and the Dynesty sam-
pler [128] to sample over µi and σi. As mentioned earlier
the priors on µi are assumed to be uniform and symmet-
ric around zero, and the priors on σi are assumed to be
uniform and positive.

C. Results and discussion

When applying hierarchical Bayesian inference in the
testing GR context, it is worth noting that µi and σi are
theoretical parameters that serve as proxies for the (un-

known) variation in the δφ̂j
i across the BBH population.

In the GR limit µi = 0 and σi = 0. Therefore, a GR
violation can be indicated by either an offset in the µi

from zero or nonzero values for the σi.

Figures 3 and 4 show the posterior probability densi-
ties for the hyperparameters µi (left panels) and σi (right
panels) corresponding to the different δφ̂i for observa-
tions in the LIGO band. The three different posteriors
correspond to the three eccentricity distributions shown
in different colors. The vertical black lines represent the
GR values (zero). The vertical lines in the respective
colors bound the 90% credible interval.

For example, the posteriors for the 0PN hyperpa-
rameter µ0 exclude zero at the ≳ 88%, ≳ 97%, and
≳ 99% credible level for the Powerlaw, Zevin, and
Loguniform eccentricity distributions (respectively), in-
dicating a clear deviation from GR (but actually due to
the eccentricity-induced bias). Additionally, the σ0 pos-
terior excludes the GR value (zero) at ≳ 99.99% credi-
bility for all three eccentricity distributions. This indi-
cates that the scatter in the mean values of the individu-
ally measured δφ̂j

0 cannot be explained by detector noise
alone. In our case (where the injected values of the in-

dividual δφ̂j
i are taken to be zero), it is evident that the

eccentricity-induced systematic bias is showing up as a
false deviation from GR. As a summary, Table I lists the
credible level at which the GR value (zero) is excluded
for the µi posteriors shown in Figs. 3, 4, 5, and 6. We
do not show the credible levels for the σi posteriors as
they all exclude zero with ≥ 99.99% credible level.
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FIG. 3. Posteriors on the hyperparameters µi (left panels) and σi (right panels) for the leading-order TGR parameters δφ̂i as
measured with a single LIGO detector. Panels refer to the 0PN, 1PN, 1.5PN, and 2PN deviation parameters (top to bottom).
The three colors represent the three eccentricity distributions considered in Fig. 2. The vertical black line indicates the GR
value (zero). The dashed (colored) lines represent the 90% credible interval for each posterior. Most posteriors exclude the
GR value, indicating a (false) deviation from GR. For each eccentricity distribution we combine data from 303 sources with
SNR ≥ 12 and M ≤ 60M⊙.
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FIG. 4. Posteriors on hyperparameters µi and σi for the higher-order TGR parameters δφ̂i (2.5PN log, 3PN, 3PN log, 3.5PN)
as measured by LIGO. The bottom row shows the -1PN order (dipole) parameter. Conventions are as in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 5. Posteriors on the hyperparameters µi (left panels) and σi (right panels) for the leading-order δφ̂i parameters as
measured with a single CE detector. Conventions are as in Fig. 3.
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µi µ0 µ1 µ2 µ3 µ4 µlog
5 µ6 µlog

6 µ7 µ−2

eccentricity distribution credible level (%)

LIGO

Powerlaw 88 87 90 91 26 78 46 68 66 91

Zevin 97 95 95 96 71 92 85 85 84 93

Loguniform 99 99 99 99 41 99 92 70 69 99

CE

Powerlaw 98 98 97 93 95 95 70 22 90 98

Zevin 99 99 99 99 99 93 67 90 10 99

Loguniform 99 99 99 99 99 99 41 85 18 99

TABLE I. The credible levels at which the µi posteriors in Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 exclude the GR values (zero). (Those figures
indicate the 90% credible intervals by dashed vertical lines.) We do not show the credible levels for the σi posteriors as they
all exclude the GR values (zero) at a > 99.99% credible level. The credible levels are rounded to the nearest percent.

The three eccentricity distributions show different
shifts in the µi and σi posteriors from zero. The shift in
the µi posteriors depends on both the magnitude and the
sign of the systematic biases in the individual δφ̂j

i pos-
teriors; these in turn depend on the number of eccentric
sources, the eccentricities of those sources, and the corre-
lations of the δφ̂i with the eccentricity and other source
parameters. The shift in the σi posteriors depends on
the spread of the systematic biases.

The ratio of systematic to statistical errors for an in-
dividual event scales as [29]

∆(δφ̂i)

σδφ̂i

∼ e20
M5/6

. (57)

Hence, for low-mass sources with high values of eccen-
tricity the ratio of systematic to statistical errors is large.
Moreover, low-mass sources have more GW cycles in the
detector’s frequency band, yielding larger systematic er-
rors and small statistical errors.

The visibility of systematic bias in the µi or σi posteri-
ors depends on the width of these posteriors. The width
of the µi and σi posteriors depends on the spread in the
systematic biases (µ̃j

i ) and the statistical uncertainties

(σ̃j
i ) in the individual posteriors δφ̂j

i . The overall sta-

tistical uncertainty scales as ∼ 1/
√
N with the number

of sources, where N = 303 in our BBH population. For
example, the combined statistical error is of the order of
0.02 on δφ̂0 (see Fig. 7); this is roughly ∼ 5 and ∼ 20
times smaller than the µ0 and σ0 values (respectively).
Therefore, the contribution of the combined statistical
errors from all events is negligible compared to the width
of the µ0 and σ0 posteriors. The primary contribution
to the width of the µi and σi posteriors comes from the
scatter in the systematic biases. Note that the peak of
the σi posterior is proportional to the scatter in the sys-
tematic biases. That means the farther from zero that
the σi posterior peaks, the wider the corresponding µi

and σi posteriors become. This can be observed from
Figs. 3, 4, 5, and 6.

The Loguniform eccentricity distribution has the high-
est number of eccentric sources (∼ 20) with measurable
eccentricity in the LIGO band (e0 ≳ 0.05); thus µ0,

µ1, µ2, µ3, µ
log
5 , and µ6 show inconsistency with GR

at a higher credible level compared to the PowerLaw and
Zevin distributions (see Table I). Posteriors for the σi
show inconsistency with GR at a higher credible level
than that of the µi posteriors. This is due to the larger
scatter in the systematic biases. For LIGO, all µi poste-
riors contain the mean of the injected systematic biases
within a 90% credible interval. However, not all σi poste-
riors recover the standard deviation of systematic biases.
This is expected because the peak of σi posteriors also
depends on the width of individual posterior σ̃j

i , and the

individual event posteriors δφ̂j
i have larger statistical er-

rors for LIGO. Therefore, some σi posteriors are not able
to recover the true spread in systematic biases.

The posteriors of µ4, µ
log
6 , and µ7 do not exclude zero

at a very high credible level. This is because some sys-
tematic biases are positive and some are negative, result-
ing in a mean close to zero due to cancellations. However,
the corresponding σi posteriors show a significant offset
from zero, indicating an inconsistency with GR for all ec-
centricity distributions. The posteriors on µ−2 and σ−2

(bottom row of Fig. 4) characterize constraints on the
dipole term; this PN coefficient is zero in GR but may be
nonzero in alternative theories of gravity. Currently, the
dipole term is the most precisely measured δφ̂i coefficient
in the GWTC-3 dataset [79]. The µ−2 and σ−2 posteri-
ors show a clear inconsistency with GR. Note that all σi
posteriors exclude the GR values at a significant credible
interval. This is due to the large scatter in the values of
the systematic bias.
Figures 5 and 6 show the corresponding posteriors on

the µi and σi hyperparameters as measured by a sin-
gle CE detector. Since CE is ∼ 10 times more sensitive
than LIGO and also sensitive to lower frequencies (≥ 5
Hz), the statistical errors on the δφ̂i are ∼ 10–100 times
smaller compared to those measured by LIGO. Since the
individual posteriors are narrower for CE, all µi and σi
posteriors recover the mean and standard deviation of
the injected values of the systematic biases, respectively.
The posteriors on (µ0, σ0), (µ1, σ1), (µ2, σ2), (µ3, σ3),

(µ4, σ4), (µlog
5 , σlog

5 ), and (µ−2, σ−2) exclude zero for
all three eccentricity distributions with ≳ 90% credible
level. Posteriors corresponding to the Loguniform distri-
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bution exclude zero with a higher credible level, followed
by the Zevin and Powerlaw distributions. The expla-
nation is the same as discussed above: the Loguniform
distribution has the most sources with relatively higher
eccentricity values. However, this is not always the case
for all δφ̂i, as the systematic bias also depends on other
source parameters like the masses and spins.

Since the systematic biases on the higher-order devia-

tion parameters (δφ̂6, δφ̂
log
6 , δφ̂7) are distributed on both

sides of zero, the µi posteriors for these higher PN-order
parameters do not exclude zero with a high credible level
(Fig. 6). However, the σi posteriors for these parame-
ters exclude zero with high credible levels for all three
eccentricity distributions; this is due to the sufficiently
large scatter in the systematic biases. Note that the µi

and σi posterior for CE peak at larger values compared
to LIGO. CE and LIGO can measure only a fraction of
a particular eccentricity distribution. CE can measure
eccentricities ≳ 5×10−3 at a 10 Hz GW frequency [129],
whereas LIGO-type detectors can measure eccentricities
≳ 0.05 at 10 Hz [63, 129, 130]. That means CE can
detect more sources for which eccentricity can be mea-
sured. Therefore, eccentricity-induced systematic bias
has a larger magnitude and larger spread for CE. This
causes the µi and σi posteriors to peak farther from zero
compared to the corresponding LIGO posteriors.

In summary, Figs. 3–6 show that if there are a few
measurably eccentric sources [O(10–20)] in the observed
population, unmodeled eccentricity will bias the hyperpa-
rameter inferences. This will become increasingly severe
as the catalog size increases, since the posteriors will be-
come narrower and the chances that a few sources will be
eccentric will also increase. Though there is no consen-
sus on the rates of eccentric sources in the community,
our results give insight into how the present test of GR
would respond to a catalog of BBH containing a few ec-
centric sources. Current constraints on PN parametrized
tests from GWTC-3 were obtained by analyzing around
35 events [79]. Therefore, it is likely that the current
catalog of sources that pass the criteria for inspiral tests
lacks measurably eccentric sources. Hence, the current
GWTC-3 results do not show any apparent deviations.

VI. COMBINED BOUNDS ON THE TGR
PARAMETERS INCLUDING THE EFFECT OF

ECCENTRICITY

We next consider the projected bounds set by LIGO
and CE on the deformation coefficients δφ̂i when ec-
centricity is included as a waveform parameter (rather
than treated as an unmodeled bias). As one would
expect, inclusion of another dynamical parameter de-
grades the overall parameter estimation precision. How-
ever, the resulting bounds—though slightly worse—are
more realistic and free of eccentricity-induced system-
atic errors. Further, combining information from mul-
tiple events should further improve the bounds. We use

two methods of combining the events: (a) multiplying
individual likelihoods under the assumption that the in-
dividual δφ̂i take the same value for all events; and (b)
hierarchically combining the events assuming δφ̂i across
events follow a Gaussian distribution characterized by
hyperparameters µi and σi.

A. Multiplication of likelihoods

For the population of 303 BBHs synthesized in the pre-
vious section, we compute the bounds on the different
TGR parameters δφ̂i. Each ith TGR parameter is con-
sidered one at a time, along with the system parameters
(including the eccentricity e0). The eccentricities for 105

sources are drawn from the Loguniform eccentricity dis-
tribution as discussed above. This gives us 303 Gaus-
sian posteriors for each of the δφ̂i. These posteriors are
free from any eccentricity-induced systematics; i.e., the
mean of these posteriors is centered around zero. Since
we assume that each δφ̂i takes the same value (zero) for
all events, we multiply the likelihoods of the individual
events to obtain the combined bounds. Since the like-
lihood function of the jth source is a Gaussian of the

form ∝ e−
1
2 (δφ̂i−0)2/(σ̃j

i )
2

, the combined statistical error
on the parameter δφ̂i from N individual sources in the
BBH population is

1

σ2
δφ̂i

=

N∑
j=1

1(
σ̃j
i

)2 . (58)

Note that in the limiting case where all N sources are
identical, the combined constraint is expected to improve
by a factor of

√
N . Figure 7 shows 90% upper bounds

on the δφ̂i from the 303 BBHs as measured by a single
LIGO or CE detector. The filled markers show the mea-
sured bounds on δφ̂i when the eccentricity is also con-
sidered as a parameter. The unfilled markers represent
the bounds on δφ̂i for a population of otherwise identical
binaries in circular orbits. The blue diamonds show the
90% upper bounds from the GWTC-3 [79] analysis per-
formed by the LVK Collaboration. For LIGO, the bounds
on the TGR parameters with i ≥ 0 are O(10−2–10−1).
For CE, the bounds on the i ≥ 0 TGR parameters are
O(10−3–10−2). The leading-order parameter bounds for
CE show a greater improvement (relative to the LIGO
bounds) compared to the bounds on the higher-order
TGR parameters. For CE, the bounds on the leading-

order TGR parameters (δφ̂0, δφ̂1, δφ̂2, δφ̂3, δφ̂4, δφ̂
log
5 )

are ∼ 8–20 times better than the LIGO bounds for both
the eccentric and circular cases. For the higher-order PN

deviation parameters (δφ̂6, δφ̂
log
6 , δφ̂7), the improvement

in the CE bounds (relative to LIGO) is mild (improv-
ing by a factor of ∼ 2–4). The dipole (-1PN, i = −2)
term is the most tightly constrained. The bound on the
dipole term for circular binaries is |δφ̂−2| ≲ 10−5 for
LIGO and |δφ̂−2| ≲ 4 × 10−7 for CE. The dipole bound
in CE improves by a factor of ∼ 30–40 with respect to
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FIG. 7. 90% upper bound on the testing GR parameters δφ̂i from 303 BBHs in our simulated population. The bounds are
obtained by assuming that the δφ̂i take the GR values (zero) for all events. The green triangles represent the projected bounds
for LIGO at design sensitivity, while the orange circles show the projected bounds for the 3G CE detector. The filled symbols
correspond to bounds obtained with eccentric waveforms (including e0 as a parameter). Unfilled symbols show bounds in the
circular case. The eccentricity samples for 105 BBHs are drawn from the Loguniform distribution with e0 ∈ (10−7, 0.2). The
blue diamonds represent the 90% upper bound from the GWTC-3 [79] analysis.

LIGO bound. Note that the GWTC-3 analysis consid-
ered O(35) events, while this study obtained combined
bounds from 303 events.

When the δφ̂i are measured along with the eccentric-
ity parameter, the bounds on the leading-order TGR pa-
rameters become weaker by a modest factor of ∼ 1–2 for
both LIGO and CE. Inclusion of eccentricity in the pa-
rameter space degrades the dipole bound by a factor of
∼ 3–4. For the higher-order deviation parameters, the ec-
centric bounds are comparable to their circular counter-
parts. This is because the higher-PN-order TGR param-
eters become dominant at higher GW frequencies, while
the orbital eccentricity is a low-frequency effect. Hence,
the eccentricity affects the bounds on the dipole term and
leading-order TGR parameters most but has only a mild
impact on the higher-order TGR parameters.

B. Hierarchical inference

In this section, we obtain constraints on the TGR pa-
rameters δφ̂i by hierarchically combining the individual
events. We consider the same population of 303 BBHs as
discussed in the previous section. The individual posteri-
ors are free of any systematics, and the hyperparameters
take the values µi = 0, σi = 0. Hence, the measurement

accuracy of the µi and σi depends only on the statis-
tical uncertainties of the individual δφ̂i posteriors. We
perform a hierarchical Bayesian analysis on this BBH
population as explained in Sec. IVB. This is done for
LIGO and CE, with each of the ten TGR parameters
considered one at a time. We consider separately the
cases of circular and eccentric orbits (with e0 as a source
parameter in the latter). This involves a total of 40 inde-
pendent analyses. Note that the 303 BBHs are a subset
of the 105 BBHs drawn from a population analogous to
the observed GWTC-3 population and that also pass the
SNR and mass criteria discussed above. In the eccentric
case we choose the Loguniform distribution (described
in Sec. VA2) with e0 ∈ (10−7, 0.2).

Figure 8 shows the resulting two-dimensional
marginalized posterior distributions for µi and σi
in the LIGO case. The contours represent the 90%
credible region. Solid lines represent the probability
distribution for eccentric binaries, while dashed lines
represent the distribution for their circular counter-
parts. All contours include µi = 0, σi = 0 (except the
dipole contour in the eccentric case). The trends in
the constraints are similar to the bounds obtained by
multiplying the likelihoods: the leading-order δφ̂i are
better measured than the higher-order δφ̂i, and the
dipole term δφ̂−2 is the best-measured parameter.
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FIG. 8. Joint probability distributions for the hyperparameters µi and σi that characterize the 10 TGR parameters. The
contours represent the 90% credible region set by measurements with a LIGO-like detector operating at design sensitivity. We
combine the 303 BBH events as discussed in Sec. V. The solid contours consider the case of eccentric binaries; dashed contours
represent the circular case.
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FIG. 9. Joint probability distributions for the µi and σi hyperparameters in the case of a single CE detector. Conventions are
the same as Fig. 8.

The inclusion of eccentricity in the parameter space
degrades the measurement of µi and σi. The joint poste-
riors of µi and σi for the δφ̂i with i = (0, 1, 2, 3, 5 log) are
affected more compared to the other δφ̂i. The δφ̂−2 term
is affected the most due to the inclusion of eccentricity in
the parameter space. This is because the eccentricity is
a low-frequency effect and has a comparatively stronger
correlation with the dipole and leading-order PN coeffi-

cients. Therefore, the eccentricity affects those δφ̂i which
are dominant at lower frequencies. The dipole term is
the most precisely measured term; the combined bounds
are O(10−4–10−5) for LIGO. Since the peak of µi and
σi posteriors depends on the width of individual posteri-
ors, few sources with large statistical errors on individual
δφ̂−2 can lead µ−2, and σ−2 posteriors peak away from
zero. This is what happens for the dipole contours in
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the eccentric case. If sources with σδφ̂−2
> 0.005 are

removed from the population, the (µ−2 − σ−2) contour
includes (0, 0). We have checked this explicitly.
Figure 9 shows the corresponding 90% contours for

CE. The constraints for CE improve by O(10–100) com-
pared to LIGO. The improvement for δφ̂−2 is the largest.
The inclusion of eccentricity generally affects the δφ̂i

constraint as in the LIGO case: the leading PN orders
i = (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 log) are affected most, higher PN orders
i = (6, 6 log, 7) are mildly affected, and the dipole term
is affected the most.

Note that we model the distributions of the individ-
ual δφ̂i by a Gaussian distribution characterized by hy-
perparameters µi and σi. We obtain joint posteriors on
the µi and σi by sampling over them. Some of the µi

and σi can have correlations with the hyperparameters
governing the astrophysical population. Simultaneously
inferring the astrophysical population when testing GR
can provide more stringent constraints on the µi and
σi parameters and avoids any false deviation from GR
due to prior assumptions about the astrophysical param-
eters [131].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We studied how the presence of eccentricity in a de-
tected population of BBHs affects parametrized tests of
GR. Assuming a quasicircular waveform model for an ec-
centric BBH introduces a systematic bias on the TGR
parameters δφ̂i. These biases on the individual δφ̂i pos-
teriors become a more serious issue for a catalog of mul-
tiple events. Combining the δφ̂i posteriors from multiple
events reduces the statistical uncertainty on the popula-
tion level parameters by∼ 1/

√
N , whereN is the number

of events. Hence, even small systematic biases (which
might otherwise have been within the statistical errors
for individual events) can become significant.

We modeled a BBH population analogous to that ob-
served in GWTC-3, while also considering three eccen-
tricity distributions. We used hierarchical Bayesian infer-
ence to produce combined constraints from the 303 sim-
ulated BBH events that pass our detection criteria. This
assumes that the TGR parameters δφ̂i follow a common
underlying distribution. This distribution is taken to be
a Gaussian characterized by hyperparameters µi and σi
corresponding to the means and standard deviations.

We show that the systematic biases in the individual
event posteriors cause the posteriors for µi and σi to ex-
clude the GR values (zeros) for the TGR parameters;
this exclusion indicates a false GR deviation induced by
the neglect of eccentricity in the waveform model. The
shift in the µi posteriors depends on the magnitude and
sign of the systematic biases—which in turn depends on
the eccentricity and other source parameters, as well as
correlations between the TGR parameters and source ec-
centricity. The peak of the µi posteriors is given by the
mean of the systematic biases from the individual event

posteriors (provided the individual posteriors have sim-
ilar widths). The peak of the σi posteriors is roughly
proportional to the standard deviation in the individ-
ual systematic biases. For those TGR parameters that
have systematic biases that are almost evenly distributed
about zero, the σi posteriors provide a better indicator
of the bias. In comparison to LIGO, the µi and σi poste-
riors for CE typically exclude the GR values at a greater
credible level. Hence, systematic biases are an even big-
ger concern for 3G detectors like CE and ET.
In addition to considering the eccentricity-induced sys-

tematic bias, we also used our simulated BBH population
to compute the projected combined bounds on the TGR
parameters including eccentricity as a source parameter.
We compare these bounds on TGR parameters with the
bounds obtained from the same BBH population with cir-
cular orbits. We obtained these combined constraints by
multiplying the individual likelihoods assuming that each
δφ̂i takes a common value (zero) across all events. For
both LIGO and CE, including eccentricity in the param-
eter space degrades the combined bounds on the leading-
order TGR parameters by a modest factor of ≲ 2; eccen-
tricity has a mild effect on the higher-order TGR param-
eters. The dipole term has the most tightly constrained
bound. The inclusion of eccentricity degrades the dipole
bound by a factor of ∼ 3–4. We also computed the hier-
archically combined bound, assuming the TGR param-
eters can take independent values for each event across
the BBH population. The hierarchically combined con-
straints on the TGR parameters follow a trend similar to
the case where the likelihoods are multiplied.
LIGO (CE) at design sensitivity is expected to detect

220–360 (8.6 × 104–5.4 × 105) BBHs per year [123]. In
LIGO’s current observing run (O4), it is plausible that
a few of the detected BBHs could have non-negligible
eccentricity. Previous TGR analyses used quasicircular
waveform models [79]. If the same analyses are used for
O4 or future observing runs, there is a risk of falsely
claiming a GR violation when combining information
from multiple events. Our study attempts to improve
the understanding of eccentricity-induced systematic er-
rors when performing parametrized tests of GR using a
population of detected binary black holes.
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