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For gravitationally lensed type II signals, the phase of the dominant (2, 2) mode and the higher
order (3, 3) mode is offset by −π/12. Using this, we develop a test for type II imagery by allowing the
phases of the (2,2) and (3,3) modes to vary separately and introducing a new waveform parameter to
represent the phase offset between the two. We use simulated, low mass ratio, precessing signals to
show that the test can reproduce the −π/12 phase offset when detected by three detectors for H-L
optimal SNR ≳ 40 andM ≤ 30. We analyze GW190412 and GW190814 using this parameterization,
measuring the offset to be 0.13+0.22

−0.17 for GW190412 and −0.05+0.20
−0.22 for GW190814. We also measure

the Bayes Factor in support of no phase offset, log10 B∆φ=0, to be −0.14 for GW190412 and 0.21
for GW190814.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) are perturbations in space-
time that were predicted by Einstein’s Theory of General
Relativity (GR) in 1916 [1]. In September 2015, the Ad-
vanced Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Obser-
vatory (LIGO) recorded the first observation of gravita-
tional waves from a binary black hole merger (BBH) [2].
Since then, the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration has
announced 90 significant gravitational-wave events from
the three observing runs [3–6].

As the sensitivity of ground-based gravitational-wave
interferometers steadily improves, it is possible to mea-
sure increasingly subtle effects in the waveforms of ob-
served signals. One such opportunity is testing for the
existence of gravitationally lensed GWs: gravitational
waves that have been deflected after propagating near
massive objects [7, 8]. In this paper, we focus on strong
lensing in geometric optics, which forms multiple im-
ages with differing magnifications from a single source.
These images can be further categorized into three types
based on their solution to the lens equation: type I im-
ages consisting of local minimum solutions, type II im-
ages consisting of saddle point solutions, and type III im-
ages consisting of local maximum solutions [9–13]. Each
solution induces a different phase shift to the observed
gravitational wave; type II solutions are of particular in-
terest as the resulting lensed gravitational-wave signal is
not degenerate with other non-lensed waveforms. This
feature has been previously explored as a way to iden-
tify a lensed signal with a single image [10, 12, 13]. A
wide variety of different investigations of evidence of lens-
ing in recent gravitational-wave catalogs have been con-
ducted [14–18]; although multiple candidates have been
investigated [16, 18], no gravitational-wave signal has
been confidently identified as lensed.

In this work, we explore the measurability of the phase
shift expected to be induced in gravitationally lensed
type II images from compact binary mergers. For a type

II image, there is expected to be an observable −π/12 off-
set between the (2,2) mode and the (3,3) mode [12]. This
knowledge can be used to test if a single gravitational-
wave signal is a type II image, without requiring the
identification of the lens or a second image of the same
compact binary merger. To do so, we break down our
gravitational wave signal into a superposition of spherical
harmonics, examining only the dominant (l,m) = (2, 2)
mode and subdominant (3, 3) mode. (We make the as-
sumption that the (2, 2) mode is dominant and the (3,
3) mode is subdominant, as this is true for quasi-circular
compact binary mergers with an approximately equal
mass ratio.) We then allow the phases to vary separately,
adding a new “phase offset” parameter ∆φ to look for
the offset. This model was highly inspired by Capano
and Nitz, who used a model varying masses, spins, and
phase parameters between the (2, 2) and (3, 3) modes
to test the consistency in GR [19], though we only al-
low the phase to vary and consider lensing instead of GR
consistency.

To confirm the validity of this test, we perform
Bayesian parameter estimation of our model on a popu-
lation of simulated signals. In our test, we insert signals
with ∆φ = −π/12 to see what conditions are needed to
discover the phase offset through Bayesian sampling. We
do this for various sampling techniques, chirp masses, and
SNRs to get a comprehensive picture of what is needed
to confidently measure this offset. In addition to simu-
lated signals, we also analyze events GW190412 [20] and
GW190814 [21] for gravitational lensing, as they are the
most likely to have measurable differences between the (2,
2) and (3, 3) modes due to high SNR, low mass ratio and
specified localization areas. Our analysis of GW190814
is the first to highlight the potential of this event for
identifying type II images.

We discuss these results as follows. In Section II, we
discuss the specifics of our waveform that we used to
generate and sample signals. In Section III, we discuss
the results of our simulated tests. In Section IV, we dis-
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cuss the results of our tests on events GW190412 and
GW190814. Finally, in Section V, we compare our anal-
ysis to other results in the literature, and in Section VI,
we discuss general conclusions and future work.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

For a gravitational-wave signal associated with a com-
pact binary merger without lensing, we define the signal’s
source frame such that the z-axis is aligned with the di-
rection of the binary’s orbital angular momentum at a
given reference time. We define the inclination ι as the
angle between the observer’s line of sight and the z-axis of
the source’s center of mass frame, and ϕ is the azimuthal
angle of the observer with respect to this frame. We also
denote the direction of the observer from the source to
be −n̂, allowing us to define the + and × polarizations
of gravitational waves propagating in this direction such
that + is in the e⃗θ direction.
Using this coordinate system, we can express the + and

× polarizations of a gravitational wave signal h in terms
of merger parameters. In our case, we choose to do this
via decomposing the signal into a spin-weighted spherical
harmonic basis with spin weight −2. This decomposition
for a signal h at a luminosity distanceDL from the source
is given by

h+ − ih× =

1

DL

∞∑
l=2

l∑
m=−l

−2Y
lm(ι, ϕ)Alm(λ⃗)ei(Ψlm(λ⃗)+mφ),

(1)

where −2Y
lm is the spin-weighted spherical harmonic,

Alm is a function determining the amplitude of the (l,m)
mode of the signal and Ψlm is a function determining the

phase of the (l,m) mode of the signal. λ⃗ represents the in-
trinsic parameters of the merger: the masses m1,m2 and
spins χ⃗1, χ⃗2. We work in the frequency domain, defining
the reference frequency to be 20 Hz and thus the refer-
ence time as the time where the dominant mode is at 20
Hz; it is at this time that the phase φ is measured.
The predominant term in this sum is given by the

(2, 2) mode, the dominant quadrupole mode of the wave’s
signal. This quadrupole mode emits frequencies twice
that of the orbital frequency, while the higher order
modes emit at higher integer multiples of the orbital fre-
quency [22, 23]. As previously stated, we assume the
higher order amplitudes are weaker than the dominant
amplitudes, making them harder to measure. For this
reason, we only include the dominant (2, 2) mode and
the subdominant (3, 3) mode in the waveforms that we
will be using, since we expect these modes to have the
highest SNRs. In general, this formalism can be extended
to an arbitrary number of modes.

For strongly lensed type II images, however, there is a
slight difference in this decomposition than that in Equa-
tion 1. This happens because a type II signal experiences

phase shifts from its non-lensed counterpart. In these
shifts, the amount the phase of each mode changes com-
pared to the non-lensed signal varies with the value of
|m|. Thus, each mode of a type II image has its own
phase φm that varies between modes. This suggests that
we can test for lensing by varying φ between modes (l,
m), denoting each individual phase as φlm. In our model,
we vary φ22 and φ33 independently of each other to cal-
culate a new parameter, the phase offset:

∆φ = φ33 − φ22. (2)

For a non-lensed signal, ∆φ is just 0, because the phase
stays the same between modes. For a type II signal,
however, lensing shifts the phase of the (l,±2) modes
by π/4 from the non-lensed signal, while for the (l,±3)
modes it shifts the phase by π/6 [10, 24]. Thus, the total
offset between the two modes should be ∆φ = π/6 −
π/4 = −π/12, with a degeneracy every π/6 radians to
account for the degeneracy in the phase parameter. This
parameterization has previously been found to faithfully
model type II lensed images from binaries with little to
no precession and a reasonable approximation for signals
from highly precessing binaries [10].
This model thus provides a straightforward way to test

for type II images from gravitational lensing. We perform
Bayesian parameter estimation using a model containing
the (2, 2) and (3, 3) modes, allowing the phases to vary
separately. Thus, in addition to estimating the typical
compact binary merger parameters, we also estimate ∆φ,
to see if the signal shows this π/12 offset. We allow ∆φ
to vary uniformly between −π/6 and π/6 to ignore most
degeneracies. For the rest of the parameters, we use typ-
ical astrophysical priors (see Appendix A).
The waveform we used throughout this work is

IMRPhenomXPHM [25], which includes both precession ef-
fects and higher-order mode effects. We only include the
(2,2) and (3,3) modes, and modify the waveform with
a mode-dependent phase as explained above. To create
the modified waveform, perform our parameter estima-
tion, and create simulated signals, we used the Bilby
software package [26]. We used nested sampling through
the sampler Dynesty [27] to estimate the source param-
eters.

III. SIMULATED SIGNALS

To test the ability of our model to recover offsets
between the (2,2) mode and (3,3) mode, we inject
IMRPhenomXPHM waveforms with a known phase offset
into colored Gaussian noise with spectra representative
of detector data from the LIGO [28] and Virgo [29] de-
tectors during the third observing run to simulate a type
II image. We focus on three parameters that impact the
measurability of ∆φ – the chirp mass M, signal SNR
(i.e. luminosity distance dL), and the number of detec-
tors used to analyze each signal. Our injection investi-
gations can be split into two different SNR regimes: ex-
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tremely high SNRs (SNR ≳ 100)and “typical” SNRs (10
≲ SNR ≲ 50). Additional analysis details for the results
in this section can be found in Appendix A.

A. General Results

In our study of the typical SNRs, we found the peaks
of ∆φ are better constrained when three detectors are
used in an analysis, as shown in Figs. 1 and 2. Physi-
cally, this is consistent with our expectations. The value
of the phase φ22 and the polarization angle ψ are de-
generate with one another, implying that the value of ψ
must be well-constrained in order to measure ∆φ well. In
addition, ψ is degenerate with the sky position parame-
ters, α and δ. If only the two LIGO detectors are used,
without Virgo, the position of the signal cannot be well
constrained, as is shown clearly in Fig. 1, where the pos-
sible sky positions follow a large shape, corresponding to
a poorly constrained ∆φ. With Virgo’s data, however,
the sky position can be constrained into a single peak, as
is shown in Fig. 2, and this corresponds to a better con-
strained ∆φ. Thus, the use of three detectors is essential
for constraining ∆φ, as it allows for the constraining of
the sky localization parameters, ψ, and thus φ22 and ∆φ.

In fact, even at extremely high SNRs, this pattern
holds. In Fig. 3, we see that even at SNR 100, two
detectors alone cannot determine the sky localization
well enough to fully exclude ∆φ at 0, corresponding to
a poorly constrained sky position. This contrasts with
the three detector case in Fig. 4, in which we were able
to produce clear peaks at ∆φ ≈ ±π/12, exactly as ex-
pected from the π/6 degeneracy in ∆φ, corresponding
to the clear peak in sky position. Thus, even if instru-
mental improvements allow for the detection of signals at
higher SNR, the requirement of multiple detectors would
hold. Alternatively, if a next generation detector devel-
oped that could determine sky localization on its own,
such as the proposed Einstein Telescope [30], such a de-
tector could relax the need for multiple detectors to con-
strain the phase offset.

B. Ratio of Posterior to Prior Accessible Range by
SNR

For signals injected at typical SNRs, the results are
visualized in Fig. 5, which depicts the percentage of the
∆φ prior covered by the 90% credible interval. All results
use the precessing prior, with results using two detectors
represented by dashed lines and those using three detec-
tors represented by solid lines. In general, we find results
consistent with expectation, with higher SNRs and lower
M leading to a better constraint of the phase offset. In
addition, we can see the significant improvement the use
of three detectors consistently has on specifying our re-
sults, as is most pronounced with the 50% difference at
SNR 50 for M = 30M⊙.

In general, we find that the signals are typically too
quiet for SNRs at 30 or below to constrain ∆φ beyond the
prior at a significant level. However, we find that at SNR
40, we can constrain the result to 25% of the prior for
M = 15M⊙, with a similar constraint for M = 30M⊙ at
SNR 50. This implies that we should be able to yield ev-
idence of gravitational lensing for type II images at SNR
≳ 40, with M ≤ 30M⊙ (assuming a small enough mass
ratio so differences between the two modes are notable,
the signal has enough precession to break the degeneracy
between φ22 and ψ, and the signal was measured with
three detectors). This SNR and M limitation means
that current GW signals are generally too quiet to yield
a proper constraint of ∆φ. However, as interferometer
technology continues to advance, we expect to observe
signals that can be reasonably tested for type II imagery
using this method.

We calculate the Savage-Dickey ratio [31] to estimate
the Bayes Factor, B∆φ=0 in support of the non-lensed
value, shown in the right panel of Fig. 5. For the
lensed hypothesis (H∆φ̸=0) and the non-lensed hypothe-
sis (H∆φ=0), B∆φ=0 is given by

B∆φ=0 =
p(D|H∆φ̸=0)

p(D|H∆φ=0)

= lim
∆φ→0

[
p(∆φ|D,H∆φ=0)

p(∆φ|H∆φ=0)

] (3)

for some data D. Hence, B∆φ=0 can be estimated by
taking the ratio of the prior to the marginalized posterior
at ∆φ = 0.

We find that log10 B∆φ̸=0 < −1 against zero phase off-
set can be easily achieved for lower mass BBH systems
that are observed by three detectors. Specifically, we
find strong support that rules out zero phase offset when
SNR > 25 for 30M⊙ and SNR > 20 for 15M⊙. Consis-
tent with Fig. 5, we do not confidently identify a non-zero
phase offset for the SNR range considered for systems of
45M⊙.

IV. ASTROPHYSICAL EVENTS

Based on the previously described limitations of this
test for type II images, we choose to further analyze
two astrophysical events from [6], GW190412 [20] and
GW190814 [21]. These two events are the most likely
to have measurable phase differences between the (2,2)
and (3,3) mode of the signal due to the high signal-to-
noise ratio, high mass ratio, and small localization area
for both events. Evidence for lensing was investigated for
GW190412 in a previous LVK publication [32], but no in-
vestigations of GW190814 have been published to date.
GW190814 is of particular interest for this study as it has
the highest “higher mode SNR” for any event detected
to date [33] and has been claimed to be lensed [34].
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FIG. 1: Example of analyses of a simulated signal with network SNR ∼50 that is observed only in the LIGO
Hanford and LIGO Livingston detectors. Left: corner plot showing the posterior for the phasing parameters of the
signal, including the phase-offset used in this work. Right: Inferred skymap for this simulated signal. Cross hairs in

each panel indicate injected values.
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FIG. 2: Example of analyses of a simulated signal with network SNR ∼50 that is observed in all three of the LIGO
Hanford, LIGO Livingston, and Virgo detectors. The same parameters (besides the addition of Virgo) are used as in

Fig. 1. Due to the addition of Virgo, the signal is well-localized. Left: corner plot showing the posterior for the
phasing parameters of the signal, including the phase-offset used in this work. Right: Inferred skymap for this

simulated signal. Cross hairs in each panel indicate injected values.

A. Parameter estimation results

We estimated the parameters of GW190412 and
GW190814 using the same waveform model and settings
as described for the simulation studies. The posterior

results for the (3,3) phase offset for both events can
be seen in Fig. 6. We measure ∆φ to be 0.13+0.22

−0.17 for

GW190412 and −0.05+0.20
−0.22 for GW190814. We would

expect ∆φ = π
12 ≈ 0.26 in the case of a type II lensed

signal. The 90% credible covers 74% and 80% of the
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and LIGO Livingston detectors. Left: corner plot showing the posterior for the phasing parameters of the signal,
including the phase-offset used in this work. Right: Inferred skymap for this simulated signal. Cross hairs in each

panel indicate injected values.

0.07+0.16
0.01

0.6

1.2

22
/

0.18+1.48
0.04

0.0
8

0.0
0

0.0
8

/

0.4

0.6

0.8

/

0.6 1.2

22 /
0.4 0.6 0.8

/

0.83+0.02
0.49

0h 21h 18h 15h 12h 9h 6h 3h 0h

0°

30°

60°60°

30°

0°

-30°

-60° -60°

-30°

 5° E
N

FIG. 4: Example of analyses of a simulated signal with network SNR ∼100 that is observed in the LIGO Hanford,
LIGO Livingston, and Virgo detectors. The same parameters (besides the addition of Virgo) are used as in Fig. 3.
Due to the addition of Virgo, the signal is well-localized. Left: corner plot showing the posterior for the phasing
parameters of the signal, including the phase-offset used in this work. Right: Inferred skymap for this simulated

signal. Cross hairs in each panel indicate injected values.

prior region for GW190412 and GW190814, respectively.
We find that log10 B∆φ=0 to be −0.14 for GW190412 and
0.21 for GW190814. Hence, while ∆φ is marginally con-
strained in both cases, neither result is strong enough
to confidently support the lack or presence of a phase

offset. This result agrees with previous investigations
of GW190412 that showed marginal support for being a
type II lensed signal [32]. For GW190814, our results
show marginal support in favor of zero phase offset and
hence, not a type II lensed signal.
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credible interval. All results use a prior assuming precession. Right: the Savage-Dickey ratio [31] of the non-lensed
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axes. Results show that results at SNR ≥ 50 and M ≤ 30M⊙, should yield a reasonable constraint of ∆φ both away
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B. Expected uncertainties

To investigate our phase offset results for these two
astrophysical events further, we can compare our re-
sults to the expected measurement uncertainty of ∆φ
based on the match between a waveform with zero off-
set and nonzero offset. We can use this to test a fam-
ily of signals with properties consistent with GW190412
or GW190814, in order to find the luminosity distance
threshold where the signals become loud enough to mea-
sure the phase offset. Given a true waveform h(θtrue),
the posterior can be estimated as a function of θ using
the SNR of h(θtrue), ρtrue, and the match between htrue
and some other waveform h(θ). The match between these
waveforms, ϵ(θ) is

ϵ2(θ) =
⟨h(θtrue)|h(θ)⟩2

⟨h(θ)|h(θ)⟩⟨h(θtrue)|h(θtrue)⟩
, (4)

where ⟨a|b⟩ denotes

⟨a|b⟩ = 4

(
R
∫ ∞

0

a(f)b∗(f)

S(f)
df

)
(5)

for a given power spectral density S(f). The posterior,
P (θ|D), is then given by [35]

P (θ|D) ∝ exp

[
− (1− ϵ2(θ))ρ2true

2

]
. (6)

Simulated posteriors generated with the above pre-
scription for true waveforms with properties consistent
with GW190412 and GW190814 at different luminosity
distances can be seen in Fig. 7. The estimated poste-
rior for a signal at a distance consistent with GW190412
or GW190814 is shown as a black solid line, with other
luminosity distances plotted with dotted lines.

Based on Fig. 7, we find that our GW190412 mea-
surement is more constraining than would be expected
based on the measurability of the phase offset alone;
reasons for this discrepancy could include the effects of
noise or additional correlations that we do not account
for when generating simulated marginalized posteriors.
Conversely, our measured uncertainty for GW190814 is
consistent with expectations. In both cases, we find that
these gravitational-wave events would have to have been
at much lower luminosity distances for ∆φ to be confi-
dently measured. These results qualitatively agree with
the complete simulations shown in Fig 5. While it will be
possible to confidently identify or rule out type II lensed
signals for sufficiently high SNR events, no event to date
has been identified with sufficient SNR in the (3,3) mode
to make an unambiguous identification of type II images.
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V. COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS RESULTS

Image type analysis of potentially lensed gravitational-
wave signals has been previously investigated in a variety
of situations, both by analyzing multiple images together
or looking at single images [36–38]. The analysis pre-
sented in this work differs most significantly from these
works in how we choose to parameterize the measurable
differences between different image types.

As an example of this difference, we can compare
this analysis to the recent investigation of GWTC-3
events [17] using the GOLUM pipeline [37, 38]. This anal-
ysis also investigated if there was support for phase dif-
ferences between the different spherical harmonic modes
but parameterized the offset using the Morse phase rather
than directly using the phase difference between differ-
ent spherical harmonic mode phases. However, the Morse
phase, nj is simply related to this phase offset, ∆φ, by
∆φ = πnj/6. In this way, the use of ∆φ can be treated
as a reparameterization of nj .
This parameterization is the most natural way to

model this specific problem and addresses a significant
issue with single-event analyses using Morse phase. A
significant benefit of using ∆φ is that it naturally al-
lows the use of cyclical prior that accounts for the fact
that type I and III images are indistinguishable for quasi-
circular, non-precessing signals when considering only a
single image [10]. If a cyclical prior is not used, the evi-

dence for a type I vs III image could be non-zero despite
the two scenarios being indistinguishable when the evi-
dence was estimated from finite number of samples. An
example of this aphysical behavior can be seen in the
GOLUM results [17], which show that for GW190412, the
Bayes factor in favor of a type III image over a type I
image is slightly larger than the Bayes factor in favor of
a type II image in favor of a type III image. The indis-
tinguishability of type I and III images in a single event
is also explicitly accounted for when using ∆φ as both
scenarios would result in ∆φ = 0. The choice of ∆φ is
hence of more interest than the specific image type for a
single-event analysis. For these reasons, ∆φ is the pre-
ferred parameterization for this analysis compared to nj .
In addition, this analysis is similar to that presented in

Capano and Nitz [19]. In that paper, the authors allow
multiple parameters to vary between the (2, 2) and (3, 3)
modes, including the chirp mass, mass ratio, spins, and
phase, with a focus on looking for effects not predicted by
GR. In particular, their treatment of the phase offset ∆φ
as the absolute difference between the two modes phase
is the same as ours. In our case, however, we do not
expect lensing to affect other parameters outside of the
phase, and so we fix all non-phase parameters between
the two modes. This allows us to focus on the relevant
parameter for lensing, leading to better measurements.
Thus, looking for evidence of just the mode phase dif-

ference directly as a continuous parameter is advanta-
geous, as this allows us to estimate the support for a type
II lensed signal in the measurable parameter space. Fur-
thermore, this can be generalized to generic phase shifts,
allowing one to identify shifts not predicted by general
relativity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We conclude that we have successfully developed a new
search method for gravitationally lensed type II images
in individual GW events by searching for a phase offset of
−π/12 between the dominant (2, 2) mode and the higher
order (3, 3) mode in signals. In particular, we have found
that for a precessing signal with a low mass ratio detected
by three detectors, we can recover the phase offset rea-
sonably when M ≤ 30M⊙ and H-L optimal SNR ≥ 50.
We note as well the importance of constraining the sky
location in this test, as at least three detectors must be
used to reasonably constrain the phase offset. We note
that more work can be done in fully characterizing the
regime in which this test could feasibly detect gravita-
tional lensing for type II images. For example, further
work could examine how different mass ratios and spins
affect the ability to detect the phase offset, or could ex-
amine offsets between even higher order modes ((2,2) and
(4,4) for example) .
Our results from analyzing GW190412 and GW190814

are in line with our expectations of the simulated anal-
ysis; neither result contains conclusive evidence for or
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FIG. 7: Simulated posteriors based on match between waveforms at different distances for simulated events
consistent with the properties of GW190412 and GW190814. Black lines indicate which simulated distance is most
consistent with the measured properties of the real event. In the case of GW190412, these simulations suggest that
the value of ∆φ is not expected to be well-constrained while ∆φ is expected to be weakly constrained. In both

cases, closer (higher SNR) events in the future with similar properties are expected to constrain ∆φ.

against type II images, with GW190412 having only
marginal support for such lensing and GW190814 hav-
ing only marginal support against such lensing. How-
ever, the posteriors for the phase offsets agree qualita-
tively with the results of our simulated waveforms, with
neither having high enough SNRs to constrain the phase
offset. We also find that the optimal scenario to evalu-
ate the evidence of type II images is loud, well-localized
events with low masses (assuming that the mass ratio
is significant enough to detect higher order modes).The
loudest events observed with three or more detectors in
upcoming observing runs are, hence, the best candidates
to investigate for type II lensing.

We thus highlight the importance of increasing the sen-
sitivity of the gravitational wave detectors and increasing
the number of gravitational wave detectors in looking for
lensing. Both well-constrained sky location and higher
signal SNRs are needed to probe individual events for
type II imagery successfully. These high SNR signals
needed to identify lensing will become commonplace once
the next generation of gravitational-wave detectors come
online[30, 39], allowing for the unequivocal identification
of type II lensed signals.
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Appendix A: Analysis details

In our analysis, we used several simulated waveforms,
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Parameter Type Prior for Precession
m1 Constraint 5 M⊙ ≤ m1 ≤ 60 M⊙
m2 Constraint 5 M⊙ ≤ m2 ≤ 60 M⊙
M Uniform 10 M⊙ ≤ M ≤ 60 M⊙
q Uniform .1 ≤ q ≤ 1
a1 Uniform 0 ≤ a1 ≤ .9
a2 Uniform 0 ≤ a2 ≤ .9
θ1 Sine 0 ≤ θ1 ≤ 2π radians
θ2 Sine 0 ≤ θ2 ≤ 2π radians
ϕ12 Uniform 0 ≤ ϕ12 ≤ 2π radians
ϕjl Uniform 0 ≤ ϕjl ≤ 2π radians
dL Uniform

(source frame)
10 Mpc ≤ dL ≤ 2dLinjected

θjN Sine 0 ≤ θjN ≤ 2π radians
δ Cosine 0 ≤ δ ≤ 2π radians
α Uniform 0 ≤ α ≤ 2π radians
ψ Uniform 0 ≤ ψ ≤ π radians
φ22 Uniform 0 ≤ φ22 ≤ 2π radians
∆φ Uniform −π/6 ≤ ∆φ ≤ π/6 radians

TABLE I: Priors for the simulated trials. Most of these
priors are standard astrophysical priors, with the dL
and masses prior changed to account for high SNR

signals and speed up trials.

Trial Luminosity Distances
High SNR Trials (All Masses) {50, 60, 75, 100, 150, 300}
Typical SNRs, M = 15 {210, 252, 315, 420, 630}
Typical SNRs, M = 30 {290, 384, 435, 580, 870}
Typical SNRs, M = 45 {510, 612, 765, 1020, 1530}

TABLE II: Luminosity Distance Parameters. The same
set of luminosity distance was chosen for the high SNR
trials, as we only cared about general results in this
case. For the typical SNR trials, we chose different
luminosity distances for each M to yield somewhat

consistent SNR values between the three chirp masses

varying the chirp mass M to see how our results changed
based on system masses and varying the luminosity dis-
tance dL in order to vary the signal SNR. In particular,
we ran our trials with M = 15M⊙, M = 30M⊙, or
M = 45M⊙. For our luminosity distances, we did two
different sets of trials. The first consisted of signals at
very high SNRs, with the same luminosity distances used
for each M value, so that we could see general results

without worrying about the constraints of quiet signals.
The second consisted of signals with more typical SNRs
roughly chosen to vary by 10 from 10 to 50, meaning dif-
ferent luminosity distances had to be chosen for different
M values. The values of dL for each trial are given in
Table II.
We kept all other parameters the same, choosing a pre-

cessing signal with a small mass ratio. We choose a mass
ratio small enough for differences between the (2, 2) and
(3, 3) mode to be notable [40]. We included precession in
our signal because of a degeneracy between the phase φ22

and the polarization angle ψ. For non-precessing signals,
this degeneracy is exact, leading to a less constrained
∆φ. For precessing signals, the precession of the system
modulates φ22 and ψ differently and the degeneracy is
broken, allowing us to constrain ∆φ.
In particular, we chose a mass ratio of q = 0.25. We

also used moderate spin parameters, equal spin magni-
tudes with a slight precession, with parameters a1 = 0.5,
θ1 = 0.5 radians, a2 = 0.5, θ2 = 0.5 radians, ϕ12 = 1.7
radians, and ϕjl = 0.3 radians. We chose arbitrary polar-
ization and sky location parameters that are within typ-
ical astrophysical ranges: ψ = 2.659 radians, θjn = 3π/8
radians, α = 1.375 radians, δ = −1.008 radians. Addi-
tionally, our reference time of 1239082062 and reference
phase φ22 = 0.5 radians were chosen such that the de-
tector noise we inject into is typical for the LIGO and
Virgo detectors in O3. Lastly, our injected phase offset
was ∆φ = −π/12 radians, as this is the offset in type II
signals.
For the trials, we sample using the prior shown in Table

I. We used typical astrophysical priors for the mass ratios,
spins, polarization parameters, right ascension, declina-
tion, and phase. We restricted our prior for our lumi-
nosity distance to be within twice the injected distance
and our prior for the masses to have a lower upper limit,
as this would allow our simulations to run faster with-
out changing the sampling results. In addition, our new
parameter ∆φ needed only to be sampled from −π/6 to
π/6, due to the effects of the π/6 degeneracy.
Additionally, for all trials, we sample each signal twice:

once using only data from the LIGO Hanford and Liv-
ingston detectors, and once using data from LIGO Han-
ford, LIGO Livingston, and Virgo detectors. This allows
us to note the number of detectors needed to reasonably
specify the value of ∆φ.
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