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High-energy extensions to General Relativity modify the Einstein-Hilbert action with higher-order
curvature corrections and theory-specific coupling constants. The order of these corrections imprints
a universal curvature dependence on observations while the coupling constant controls the deviation
strength. In this Letter, we leverage the theory-independent expectation that modifications to the
action of a given order in spacetime curvature (Riemann tensor and contractions) lead to obser-
vational deviations that scale with the system length-scale to a corresponding power. Focusing on
gravitational wave observations, the relevant scale is the binary total mass, and deviations scale as
a power of mass p related to the action order. For example, p = 4, 6 arise in effective field theory for
cubic and quartic theories respectively. We incorporate this universal scaling into theory-agnostic
tests of General Relativity with current gravitational-wave observations, thus enabling constraints
on the curvature scaling without compromising the agnostic nature of these tests. This introduces a
flexible yet highly interpretable new paradigm for tests of General Relativity with gravitational-wave
catalogs.

INTRODUCTION

Searches for deviations from General Relativity (GR)
with gravitational waves (GWs) are hampered by the
vast landscape of alternative theories [1, 2] and the
scarcity of detailed predictions under any specific the-
ory. Faced with these challenges, most tests are framed
as theory-agnostic searches for generic deviations [3–7].
Although this approach has provided increasingly pre-
cise null tests, it forgoes physical expectations for the
likely behavior of realistic deviations, making constraints
harder to interpret and potentially less sensitive [8, 9].
However, even without reference to a specific beyond-
GR theory, general arguments limit how deviations may
manifest under broad theory classes. This presents an
opportunity for improving tests of GR with GWs.

In this paper, we exploit one such argument arising
from effective field theory: the magnitude of the beyond-
GR effect should scale with the spacetime curvature of
the source, e.g., [10, 11]. Since curvature is proxied by
mass, lighter systems should manifest larger—and hence
more measurable—deviations. In the context of binaries
observed with GWs, this expectation has been folded in
(though not directly inferred from) post-merger (ring-
down) constraints [12] and simulations of residual cross-
correlated power between detectors [13]. Here, we exploit
the fact that the curvature scaling will manifest within an
ensemble of observations to directly infer the curvature
dependence of GR extensions from the gravitational wave
strain without resorting to theory-specific assumptions.

We propose a search for deviations from GR in a cata-
log of GW observations that leverages this effective field
theory insight. Instead of committing to a specific the-

ory, we constrain expected morphologies from a large set
of potential theories at once. Deviations from GR are
linked to the leading power correction in the Einstein-
Hilbert action, e.g., [14–18], with a Lagrangian

L = LGR + λFγ(R, ϕ) , (1)

where LGR is the GR term, Fγ(R, ϕ) is some functional of
the curvatureR (and potentially other degrees of freedom
ϕ) scaling as Rγ , and λ is the dimensionful coupling co-
efficient.1 Dimensional analysis reveals that λ ∼ ℓ2(γ−1),
representing a theory-specific coupling governed by a
theory-specific length-scale, ℓ. Importantly, this scaling
is imprinted in (dimensionless) deviations from GR re-
gardless of the physical mechanism they induce.
For instance, consider beyond-GR theories with cu-

bic or quartic curvature corrections, γ = {3, 4}, and
no further degrees of freedom. Such theories introduce
tidal effects in black hole binaries, under the assump-
tion that the theory-specific length scale is smaller than
the lightest black hole. Such deviations first appear at
the 5th post-Newtonian (PN) order through tidal Love
numbers whose magnitude depends on the specific correc-
tion.2 Crucially, these deviations scale as λ/M2(γ−1) ∝
M−{4,6} [17, 19, 20], with M the binary total mass. Ad-
ditional degrees of freedom impact these scalings. For
instance, quadratic theories, γ = 2, with additional de-
grees of freedom yield hairy black holes with deviations

1 The functional Fγ(R, ϕ) could include any combination of cur-
vature tensors, and/or their derivatives (not just the Ricci scalar
R), derivatives of ϕ, and couplings that scale as ℓ−2γ .

2 Nominally 2PN effects are also introduced, but their contribution
is subleading to tidal effects if ℓ ≲ 5 km.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

07
04

3v
1 

 [
gr

-q
c]

  9
 J

ul
 2

02
4



2

in the inspiraling GW signal at either −1 or 2PN order
depending on the parity of the correction [21]. Now the
dimensionless deviation is (λ/M2(γ−1))2 ∝ M−4 with the
additional square power coming from the coupling of the
scalar degree of freedom and the metric tensor. In either
case, constraining the value of the mass exponent has
tremendous power in narrowing viable corrections.

In this Letter, we exploit the expected curvature/mass
scaling in the context of deviations in the post-Newtonian
inspiral phase of binary black-hole coalescences. We in-
corporate the mass dependence into hierarchical tests of
GR and infer both the magnitude and the curvature de-
pendence of measured deviations. Using observations
from the third LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA [22–24] GW tran-
sient catalog [25, 26], we confirm the validity of GR. We
further highlight the method’s ability to constrain the
curvature order at which a modification appears with
simulated observations.

CONSTRAINING THE CURVATURE
DEPENDENCE WITH GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

Combining information from a catalog of GW observa-
tions in a theory-agnostic way amounts to characterizing
the distribution of putative deviations [27–29], with GR
recovered under vanishing deviations for all sources. This
hierarchical framework can incorporate arbitrary num-
bers of deviation parameters [30], astrophysical parame-
ters [31], and selection effects [32]. In all cases so far, the
deviation population has been modeled as a (potentially
multidimensional) Gaussian, whose mean µ and variance
σ2 are global parameters, independent of source prop-
erties. This framework provides a powerful null test of
GR, which is recovered for µ = σ = 0, see Ref. [33] for
inference caveats; however, it does not impose any struc-
ture on the scale of the deviations as a function of source
parameters.

We extend the hierarchical framework to incorporate
the expectation that the magnitude of deviations scales
with source curvature by anchoring the deviation distri-
bution to the total binary (source-frame) mass M . We
achieve this by reparametrizing µ and σ as

µ = µ0

(
M

10M⊙

)−p

, σ = σ0

(
M

10M⊙

)−p

, (2)

where µ0 and σ0 control the magnitude of the conditional
mean and spread of the GR deviation at M = 10M⊙.
The curvature scaling order, p, is directly related to the
index, γ in Eq. (1), as either p = 2(γ − 1) in the absence
of additional fields or p = 4(γ − 1) in their presence. In
this notation, p = 4 corresponds to quadratic curvature
corrections with additional degrees of freedom or cubic
corrections in their absence while p = 6 implies quartic
corrections. Propagation effects, such as modifications

to the GW dispersion relation [34, 35], impose source-
independent deviations and, thus, p = 0. Even when
the deviation distribution is not Gaussian, this method
will still identify a violation of GR [29] and, if the shape
of the distribution is unchanged over the binary mass
range, also identify the scaling, p. Irrespective of p, GR
corresponds to µ0 = σ0 = 0.
While this framework can be applied to any test that

infers both the deviation and the system total mass
(such as correlated power among detectors [13, 36]), we
turn our attention to the post-Newtonian phase devia-
tion test [9, 37–40]. Deviations at the (k/2)PN order
are inferred by varying the respective phasing coefficient
by some (dimensionless) fractional deviation, δφk [40].
Since GR is recovered when δφk = 0 and the parameter
is dimensionless, this is a null test that should follow a
curvature scaling as we have described. Below, we con-
sider deviations from −1PN up to 3.5PN order, including
logarithmic terms [25, 26].
Following Refs. [7, 25, 26], we consider the 20 observa-

tions from the second and third LIGO-Virgo observing
runs with a false-alarm-rate of less than 1/1000 yr and
with an estimated inspiral signal-to-noise ratio greater
than 6. Individual-event posteriors were computed in
Refs. [7, 25, 26] with a modified form of the SEOBNRv4
waveform [9, 41–44] and released in Refs. [45, 46]. To
mitigate against systematic bias due to incorrect astro-
physical assumptions, we jointly model the distribution
of the GR deviation parameter and the system masses
and spins with the astrophysical population models and
selection function [31]. Based on Ref. [32], we assume
that there are no direct selection effects for the magni-
tude of the deviation. We infer the population distribu-
tion of each post-Newtonian term separately with uni-
form hyperpriors on µ0 ∈ [−30, 30], σ0 ∈ [0, 100], and
p ∈ [−1, 8], chosen so as to remain agnostic on the mag-
nitude and character of the curvature scaling.

The expected inference structure depends on a num-
ber of considerations. Observations of signals spanning
10−100M⊙ in total mass [25, 26] have yielded no evi-
dence for a violation of GR [7]. Among those, constraints
are generally stronger for lighter signals with more inspi-
ral cycles [47], however, there are more observed signals
at M ∼ 60M⊙ [48]. Importantly, for p > 2 lighter sys-
tems are expected to manifest larger deviations. Absent
a detected deviation, we expect those systems to provide
the overall strongest constraints. This expectation plays
out in the results below.

Figure 1 shows results for the −1PN deviation, related
to deviations due to a scalar field coupling to the Gauss-
Bonnet invariant, i.e., Einstein-scalar Gauss-Bonnet [21].
We discuss this order in detail, but obtain qualitatively
similar results for other PN orders. The constraints are
consistent with (µ0, σ0) = (0, 0) and, thus, GR.

To further understand the posterior, consider that, in
the absence of inferred deviations and denoting the most
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FIG. 1. Posterior distribution for the −1PN deviation pop-
ulation parameters inferred from the 20 GW observations
in GWTC-2 and GWTC-3 which pass the threshold crite-
ria [7, 25, 26], confirming consistency with GR, (µ0, σ0) =
(0, 0). Due to the non-detection of a violation, the con-
straint is dominated by MI ∈ [15, 25]M⊙ and the posterior
is bounded per Eq. (3) (lines). While the marginal posterior
for the scaling parameter, p, indicates preference for larger
values, it is a product of this bounded structure.

informative mass range as MI , the allowed values of
{µ0, σ0, p} correspond to deviations that would be un-
detectable at MI :

{µ0, σ0}
(

MI
10M⊙

)−p

∼ const. , (3)

where the constant represents the test sensitivity. To
determine MI , we split events based on their total mass
into 5M⊙ bins and compute the precision

P(M,p) ≡ 1

Σ2(M,p)
=

Nb∑
i=1

1

Σ2
i

(
Mi

10M⊙

)2p , (4)

where i runs over the Nb events within the bin with cen-
tral mass M , Σ2

i is the variance of the GR deviation of
an individual event marginalized over all other param-
eters, and Mi is the median total mass. The precision
corresponds to the total inverse variance scaled by the
expected value of the deviation in each mass bin; it there-
fore quantifies which mass range is more constraining.
For the −1PN order, the precision is maximized when
MI ∈ [15, 25]M⊙, resulting in the black lines in Fig. 1,
which track the general shape of the posterior.

Equation (4) qualitatively characterizes the inference:
constraints are improved either with more observations
or with better measurements. The M−2p term further
indicates that upper limits from heavier systems are less
informative than numerically similar upper limits from
lighter systems for p > 0. The funnel-like structure in
µ0 − p and σ0 − p is driven by Eq. (4) and leads the
marginal for p to prefer higher values (since lower values
are disallowed by the data). This feature is, however,
prior-dominated and will remain so until a deviation is
detected and (µ0, σ0) = (0, 0) is excluded.
In Fig. 2 we plot the distribution of deviations that are

consistent with observations for each PN order, i.e., the
posterior predictive distribution,

p(δφk|M,d) =

∫
dΛ p(Λ|d)π(δφ|Λ,M) , (5)

where Λ ≡ {µ0, σ0, p}, π(δφ|Λ,M) is the deviation Gaus-
sian distribution, p(Λ|d) is the posterior on Λ (cf., Fig. 1),
and d is the data. The integral is computed by averag-
ing Gaussian distributions π(δφ|Λ,M) over the posterior
p(Λ|d). We present Eq. (5) for p = 0, 4, 6 (blue, pur-
ple, and orange) as well as integrating over p (shaded).
The distributions are consistent with GR, δφk = 0. We
find overall similar behavior across PN orders. In each
panel, the upper sub-panel shows the precision P(M),
which in all cases is maximized at ∼20M⊙. For p ≥ 2,
corresponding to corrections for gravity in 4-dimensional
spacetimes [15, 49, 50], constraints are dominated by
lower total mass binaries.

DETECTABILITY OF SIMULATED VIOLATIONS

The current GW catalog does not exhibit evidence of
a deviation from GR, we therefore explore inference in
the presence of deviations with a simulated catalog of
N = 5000 observations. We consider the 0PN order and
simulate data with µ0 = 0, σ0 = 0.3, p = 4 per Eq. (2),
which is consistent with current constraints. For sim-
plicity, we adopt a mass distribution that matches the
current observations and apply no selection effects. With
this simulated catalog, we repeat the analysis and present
90% constraints on σ0 and p for varying numbers of de-
tections in Fig. 3 (blue). For reference, we compare to an
analysis that fixes p = 0 (orange), corresponding to the
standard procedure of Refs. [7, 31].

Fewer observations are required to identify a deviation
from GR (σ0 > 0) than to constrain its curvature scaling.
For these simulations, σ0 = 0 is excluded at the 90% level
after∼100 observations, whereas data-driven (as opposed
to prior-dominated—c.f., discussion of Fig. 1) constraints
on p require O(500) observations (blue). A model with-
out curvature scaling (fixing p = 0) identifies a violation
of GR with a similar number of observations but provides
no information about its curvature scaling and infers a
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FIG. 2. Posterior predictive distributions, Eq. (5), for deviations across all PN orders (main panel) and the precision, P (top
sub-panel), as a function of binary total mass. We show results for fixed values of p = 0, 4, 6 indicative of different theoretical
models and when marginalizing over p. The 20 individual-event posteriors are shown in faint blue. The precision provides an
indication of where the most informative total mass is located for the different curvature orders, generally around ∼ 20M⊙.
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FIG. 3. Inferred curvature scaling p (top) and standard devi-
ation σ0 (sigma) at the 90% level as a function of the number
of simulated GW observations. The blue bounds correspond
to an analysis that infers the curvature index, p, whereas the
orange corresponds to fixing p = 0. The true values are shown
in black lines. For this population we infer a violation of GR,
i.e., σ0 > 0, starting at N ∼ 100 (grey vertical line), while
p = 0 and 6 are ruled out by the data after N ∼ 500 observa-
tions. Ffixing p = 0 misestimates the deviation.

lower value of σ0 ∼ 0.08 (orange). The addition of the
curvature dependence in the inference unlocks the capa-
bility to infer the curvature structure and characterize
the properties of a putative deviation. In this example,
we would be able to rule out propagation effects (p = 0)
and quartic curvature corrections (p = 6) after ∼500 ob-
servations. Although these exact numbers depend on the
mass distribution and simulated deviation, we expect the
general trends to be robust.

CONCLUSIONS

In this Letter, we have extended tests of GR with GW
inspirals to incorporate physical expectations for the cur-
vature dependence of extensions of GR. This approach
not only incorporates more physically realistic—albeit
still theory-agnostic—models, but also allows us to bet-
ter characterize the nature of the deviation by inferring
its scaling with spacetime curvature. We applied this
method to existing LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA observations,
finding consistency with GR. We also demonstrated, with

simulated signals, how the curvature dependence can be
constrained and thus provide clues about the properties
of the beyond-GR theory. Although we focused on PN
inspiral deviations, this method can be applied to any
test with a dimensionless deviation parameter.
Beyond constraining the curvature dependence, our

physical arguments suggest ways to either strengthen
confidence in a detected deviation or safeguard against
systematics, e.g., [51]. Firstly, if GR is found to be incor-
rect and the curvature scaling p is inferred to be an in-
teger, it will immediately inform on viable theories. Fur-
ther, extraction of p at different PN orders would not
only allow for consistency checks, but also—in case of
differences—to draw key information on potential theo-
ries. For example, it is possible that some specific PN
corrections are subleading, displaying a higher curvature
scaling than the majority of the other PN corrections due
to the underlying model under consideration (e.g., no
dipole radiation for equal-mass objects in scalar-tensor
theories). In all cases, different tests (e.g., PN phase and
ringdown) should give compatible results. This idea can
further be extended to multiparameter tests [52, 53].
Secondly, false deviations could be induced by miss-

ing physics [51], waveform systematics [54, 55], or detec-
tor glitches [56]. These effects often have specific mass-
dependent behavior, e.g., M−5/6 for eccentricity [57, 58]
or large deviations only present for heavy binary masses
due to glitches [59]. Therefore constraining the mass de-
pendence would help distinguish between such systemat-
ics and a genuine GR deviation under the effective-field-
theory framework.
Finally, the expectation that p ≥ 0 suggests that

the highest-curvature black holes, i.e., the lightest black
holes, will yield the strongest constraints. For exam-
ple, a O(0.1) deviation constraint from a 10M⊙ binary
is equivalent to a O(10−21) constraint from a 106 M⊙
system if p = 4—the expectation for cubic or quadratic
corrections with an additional degree of freedom. This
suggests that ground-based GW detectors, including the
next-generation Einstein Telescope [60, 61] and Cosmic
Explorer [62, 63] detectors, will provide deeper probes of
GR than observations of supermassive black holes with
pulsar timing arrays [64, 65], the Event Horizon Tele-
scope [66, 67] or LISA (beyond the extreme mass ra-
tio regime) [68, 69]. Modeling the curvature dependence
within these GW tests allows us to more deeply probe the
fundamental nature of gravity and/or invalidate whole
families of theories without resorting to theory-specific
models.
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