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Lorentz symmetry is a fundamental property of Einstein’s theory of general relativity that one
may wish to test with gravitational wave observations. Einstein-æther theory is a model that intro-
duces Lorentz-symmetry breaking in the gravitational sector through an æther vector field, while
still leading to second-order field equations. This well-posed theory passes particle physics con-
straints because it modifies directly only the gravitational sector, yet it predicts deviations in the
inspiral and coalescence of compact objects. We here, for the first time, put this theory to the test
by comparing its gravitational wave predictions directly against LIGO/Virgo gravitational wave
data. We first construct a waveform model for Einstein-æther theory, EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT, through
modifications of the general relativity IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 model (used by the LIGO/VIRGO
collaboration). This model constructs a response function that not only contains the transverse-
traceless polarization, but also additional Einstein-æther (scalar and vectorial) polarizations simul-
taneously. We then use the many current constraints on the theory to construct non-trivial priors
for the Einstein-æther coupling constants. After testing the waveform model, we conduct parameter
estimation studies on two gravitational wave events: GW170817 and GW190425. We find that
these data are not sufficiently informative to place constraints on the theory that are stronger than
current bounds from binary pulsar, solar system and cosmological observations. This is because,
although Einstein-æther modifications include additional polarizations and have been computed
beyond leading post-Newtonian order, these modifications are dominated by (already-constrained)
dipole effects. These difficulties make it unclear whether future gravitational wave observations will
be able to improve on current constraints on Einstein-æther theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) are beginning to allow for
unprecedented ways to probe the gravitational interac-
tion in regimes in which gravity is strong and highly dy-
namical. Since the first detection in 2015, there have so
far been 90 GW events detected by the LIGO/Virgo Col-
laboration [1]. These waves originate from compact bi-
nary mergers and allow for the study of the astrophysical
objects that comprise them and for tests of fundamental
physics, such as tests of Einstein’s theory of general rel-
ativity (GR) [2]. Though this theory has passed every
test encountered to date, there are still reasons to be-
lieve that it might need to be extended [3, 4]. Thus, it is
imperative that GR be tested in previously unexplored
regimes.

One property of gravity that is especially interesting to
compare against experiment is Lorentz invariance. This
property is a general principle that states that exper-
iments are independent of the reference frame they are
performed in. Though Lorentz violation has already been
strongly constrained for matter interactions, violations
that couple only to the gravitational sector have not yet
been stringently constrained [3, 5]. Furthermore, there
are theoretical reasons to believe that Lorentz invariance
may not hold at all energies, and that Lorentz violation
may be induced by quantum gravity models [5]. All of
this provides a good motivation to search for and/or con-
strain Lorentz violation in the gravitational sector, since
any evidence of a violation would be clear evidence of

new physics.
The simplest theory that violates Lorentz symmetry

by introducing a single vector field while still leading to
second-order equations of motion is Einstein-æther the-
ory [6]. In this theory, spacetime is filled with a con-
gruence of timelike curves, the four-velocity of the æther
field [6]. This congruence establishes a preferred direc-
tion, implying that there is a locally determined state of
rest and breaking local Lorentz invariance [7]. Modifica-
tions to the gravitational action in this theory are reg-
ulated by four dimensionless coupling constants, which
determine the strength of the coupling of the æther field
four-velocity to the action. Hence, constraining these
coupling constants constrains the theory.

Einstein-æther theory has already been constrained
with a plethora of astrophysical observations. The most
stringent of these constraints comes from the simultane-
ous observation of GWs and a gamma ray burst from
the 2017 binary neutron star (BNS) merger. This event
placed tight observational bounds on the speed of the
tensor polarization of GWs, immediately restricting one
of the coupling constants of Einstein-æther theory to be
on the order of O(10−15) [8]. The lack of observational
evidence for gravitational “Cherenkov type” radiation fur-
ther places tight constraints on the speed of the GWs in
Einstein-æther theory, which can be related back to the
coupling constants [9]. Meanwhile, cosmological observa-
tions of the abundance of primordial Helium restrict the
amount by which the æther field can rescale the effective
value of Newton’s constant that appears in the Friedman
equation [10]. Solar system constraints on the preferred
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frame parameterized post-Newtonian (PN) parameters,
due to lunar laser ranging experiments and observations
of the solar spin axis, can be translated into constraints
on the Einstein-æther coupling constants [11, 12]. Fi-
nally, in recent work, observations of the damping of the
period of binary pulsar and triple systems have further
constrained Einstein-æther theory [13]. However, even
after combining all of these constraints there are still
large regions of parameter space that are not yet strin-
gently constrained.

The inspiral and merger of compact objects, as ob-
served with GWs, provide a new laboratory in which we
may place new constraints on Einstein-æther theory, con-
sidering the many modifications to GWs in this theory.
For instance, modifications to the amplitude and phase
of quadrupole radiation in this theory can be searched
for in GW data [14, 15]. Note that the quadrupole cor-
rection is partially degenerate with the chirp mass of the
binary system, since this also enters at leading-order in a
post-Newtonian (PN) expansion1 of the phase. Similarly,
the emission of dipole radiation due to the propagation of
vector and scalar modes is another signature of Einstein-
æther theory (though this particular signature is already
well constrained by binary pulsar observations) [14]. Fi-
nally, the mass of strongly gravitating objects is affected
by the æther field, in a way described by the “sensitivity”
of objects in this theory [13, 17]. This sensitivity enters
the Einstein-æther prediction of the gravitational wave-
form and it depends on the coupling constants of the the-
ory and the binding energy of the compact objects gen-
erating the GWs. If these signatures of Einstein-æther
theory are not observed in GW data, the coupling con-
stants of the theory can be constrained to smaller and
smaller values.

In this paper, we compare the predictions of Einstein-
æther theory for the GWs emitted in the inspiral of neu-
tron stars (NS) to all LIGO/Virgo data taken during
the O1, O2 and O3 observing campaigns to try to place
constraints on the coupling constants of the theory. To
execute this analysis the predictions of Einstein-æther
theory must first be encoded into a new waveform tem-
plate that can be directly compared with data. Building
off of the IMRPhenomD and IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 wave-
form templates, we construct a new waveform template
we call EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT. We first update the code we
are using, GW Analysis Tools [18], to be consistent with
LALSuite’s IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 waveform template
in GR. From there, we add the binary Love relations to
the IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 model so that we can search
for the symmetric combination of tidal deformabilities
instead of searching for each tidal deformability individ-
ually [19–21]. Next, we include the C-Love relations into
the model to obtain the compactness of each NS, given
the tidal deformability, and thus be able to compute the

1 A PN expansion is one in which all quantities are series-expanded
in small velocities and weak-fields [16].

binding energies and the sensitivities in Einstein-æther
theory [13, 21–24]. Finally, we add the Einstein-æther
corrections to the waveform model to 1PN order, as com-
puted in [15], which now explicitly depend only on the
coupling constants, the chirp mass, the symmetric mass
ratio, the inclination angle, and the tidal deformabilities,
leading to the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT model.

Once constructed, we use the new EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT
waveform model to conduct parameter estimation stud-
ies with Bayesian inference on the public LIGO/Virgo
data. In parameter estimation studies, previous knowl-
edge about the sampling parameters is encoded in their
prior and used to determine the correct sampling region
of parameter space. Therefore, we begin by construct-
ing a prior for the Einstein-æther coupling constants, de-
scribing in detail how each of the current constraints on
the theory affects the complicated shape of this prior.
We further use this prior to motivate our choice of a par-
ticular parameterization of the coupling constants. We
then test the capabilities of our waveform model by us-
ing it to recover synthetic (injected) data for GWs as
predicted both in GR and in Einstein-æther theory. Fi-
nally, we conduct parameter estimation studies on the
two BNS mergers so far observed with LIGO: GW170817
and GW190425.

We find that current LIGO/Virgo data is not suffi-
ciently informative to place constraints on Einstein-æther
theory that are stronger than other stringent observa-
tional bounds from solar system [11, 12] and binary pul-
sar [13] observations. That is, marginalized posteriors
on the Einstein-æther coupling parameters from gravi-
tational wave observations are statistically indistinguish-
able from their priors, even when the latter are enlarged
beyond what is allowed by current observational bounds.
This is because Einstein-æther modifications are domi-
nated by dipole radiation (which enter at -1PN relative
order in the waveform) and corrections to the binary’s
orbital energy (which enter at 0PN relative order in the
waveform). Dipole effects are already very well con-
strained by binary pulsar observations, because these bi-
naries are sufficiently widely separated that dipole modi-
fications can become large unless suppressed by the cou-
pling constants. Leading PN order corrections to the
orbital energy are highly correlated with the chirp mass,
therefore diluting any constraints.

Even though constraints placed with GWs cannot yet
surpass those from other experiments, it is possible that
future observations with more advanced detectors will
be able to better constrain Einstein-æther theory. For
instance, previous work predicted that third-generation
and space-based GW detectors may place comparable
constraints, or improve them by a factor of 2 [14]. This
work, however, was carried out in a now ruled-out region
of parameter space, before the coincident GW and elec-
tromagnetic observation of GW170817, which bounded
the speed of GWs to be essentially identical to that pre-
dicted in GR. Additionally, if the sensitivities of black
holes (BHs) in Einstein-æther theory were calculated,
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studies with BH binaries or mixed NS/BH binaries could
also be considered. Even without these two specific ad-
vancements, constraints from GWs will only improve over
time as more BNS mergers are observed and constraints
are stacked. Thus, our current work serves as an impor-
tant foundation for how such parameter estimation stud-
ies with GWs in Einstein-æther theory can be performed
in the fourth and fifth observing runs of the LIGO/Virgo
collaboration, and in the future with third-generation de-
tectors. Only by carrying out such studies will we be
able to determine whether future observations can place
competitive bounds on Einstein-æther theory relative to
binary pulsar and solar system constraints.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Sec. II we give a brief introduction to Einstein-æther the-
ory, describing the coupling constants of the theory and
the sensitivities of strongly gravitating objects. Here we
justify why these studies can currently only be performed
with BNS inspirals. Section III mathematically describes
GWs in Einstein-æther theory, presenting the Fourier
transform of the response function for an L-shaped GW
detector, so that we can understand what modifications
and extensions had to be made to current waveform
template models in Sec. IV to create and test the new
Einstein-æther waveform template, EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT.
To determine what priors to use for parameter estima-
tion, all current constraints on Einstein-æther theory are
collected in Sec. V. Once we have a prior, the waveform
template is tested on injected data in Sec. VI and finally
used on GW data from BNS inspirals in Sec. VII. Sec-
tion VIII discusses our results and potential future work.
There are four appendices included to facilitate repro-
ducibility. In Appendix A, we describe in detail the mod-
ifications we made to our code to make it consistent with
LALSuite’s IMRPhenomD_NRTidal waveform model. Ap-
pendix B provides more detail about the sensitivities in
Einstein-æther theory for the region of parameter space
we are considering and justifies why this region cannot be
extended. Appendix C gives the exact mathematical ex-
pressions used for one of the conditions in the prior, and
Appendix D contains plots that demonstrate the recovery
of injected parameters with our waveform template.

Conventions: Greek letters specify spacetime indices,
while Latin letters specify spatial indices only. The Ein-
stein summation convention and c = 1 is assumed. The
gravitational constant GN is explicitly listed because
there are other gravitational constants in Einstein-æther
theory and this allows us to keep track of which one is
which. Finally, following the conventions of much of the
earlier Einstein-æther literature, we use the metric sig-
nature (+,−,−,−).

II. EINSTEIN-ÆTHER THEORY

In this section, we present a brief overview of Einstein-
æther theory, following mostly [13]. We begin by intro-
ducing the action and the field equations, and then con-

tinue by discussing the sensitivities of compact objects,
which play a key role in our GW model.

A. Einstein-æther Coupling Constants

The general action of Einstein-æther theory is [25, 26]

S = Sæ + Smat, (2.1)

where Smat denotes the matter action and Sæ is the grav-
itational action of Einstein-æther theory:

Sæ = − 1

16πGæ

∫ √
−g d4x [R+ λ(UµUµ − 1)

+
1

3
cθθ

2 + cσσµνσ
µν + cωωµνω

µν + caAµA
µ

]
.

(2.2)
In this expression, the quantity Gæ is the “bare” gravita-
tional constant, related to Newton’s constant GN via

GN =
Gæ

1− (ca/2)
, (2.3)

g is the determinant of the metric, R is the four dimen-
sional Ricci scalar, λ is a Lagrange multiplier that en-
forces the unit norm of the æther’s four-velocity Uµ, and
{cθ, cσ, cω, ca} are dimensionless coupling constants. In
much of the earlier Einstein-æther theory literature, the
action was written in terms of different coupling con-
stants, namely {c1, c2, c3, c4}. However the constants
used here (which were defined in [26]) appear in many
of the physical quantities relevant to GWs in Einstein-
æther theory, so they are particularly convenient to us.
The two sets of constants can be related to each other
through

cθ = c1 + c3 + 3c2, (2.4a)
cσ = c1 + c3, (2.4b)
cω = c1 − c3, (2.4c)
ca = c1 + c4. (2.4d)

The rest of the terms in the action are the expansion
θ, the shear σµν , the vorticity (also called the twist)
ωµν , and the acceleration Aµ of the æther’s four-velocity.
These quantities are defined via

Aµ = Uν∇νU
µ, (2.5a)

θ = ∇µU
µ, (2.5b)

σµν = ∇(νUµ) +A(µUν) −
1

3
θhµν , (2.5c)

ωµν = ∇[νUµ] +A[µUν], (2.5d)

with hµν = gµν − UµUν a projector to directions orthog-
onal to the æther’s four velocity.

Varying the action with respect to the metric, the
æther field, and the Lagrange multiplier (and eliminating



4

this last from the equations) gives the modified Einstein
field equations [13]

Eαβ ≡ Gαβ − Tæ
αβ − 8πGTmat

αβ = 0 (2.6)

and the æther equations

Æµ ≡
[
∇αJ

αν −
(
ca −

cσ + cω
2

)
Aα∇νUα

]
hµν = 0.

(2.7)

In these expressions, Gαβ is the usual Einstein tensor,
the matter stress-energy tensor is Tαβ

mat, and the æther
stress-energy tensor is

Tæ
αβ = ∇µ

(
J µ
(α Uβ) − Jµ

(αUβ) − J(αβ)U
µ
)

+
cω + cσ

2
[(∇µUα) (∇µUβ)− (∇αUµ) (∇βU

µ)]

+ Uν (∇µJ
µν)UαUβ

−
(
ca −

cσ + cω
2

)[
A2UαUβ −AαAβ

]
+

1

2
Mσρ

µν∇σU
µ∇ρU

νgαβ , (2.8)

with

Jα
µ ≡Mαβ

µν∇βU
ν , (2.9)

Mαβ
µν ≡

(
cσ + cω

2

)
hαβgµν +

(
cθ − cσ

3

)
δαµδ

β
ν

+

(
cσ − cω

2

)
δαν δ

β
µ + caU

αUβgµν . (2.10)

Linearizing these field equations and perturbing about
Minkowski space results in propagation equations for the
gravitational wave polarization tensor, which can be clas-
sified into a transverse-traceless (spin-2) part, a vector
(spin-1) part, and a scalar (spin-0) part. Henceforth, we
shall refer to these different spins as the tensor, vector
and scalar parts respectively of the gravitational wave
polarization. The speeds with which these polarizations
propagate are given by [27]

c2T =
1

1− cσ
, (2.11a)

c2V =
cσ + cω − cσcω
2ca(1− cσ)

, (2.11b)

c2S =
(cθ + 2cσ)(1− ca/2)

3ca(1− cσ)(1 + cθ/2)
. (2.11c)

B. Sensitivities

The æther field in Einstein-æther theory couples to
matter indirectly via the metric perturbation. In regions
where these perturbations are great, as around strongly

gravitating bodies, their effect is more important. Hence,
the mass of strongly gravitating objects is affected by the
æther field. This coupling depends on the relative veloc-
ity between the æther field and the object, γ ≡ uαU

α,
with uα the four-velocity of the object. In most situa-
tions, including the inspiral of two widely separated ob-
jects, this quantity γ will be small compared to the speed
of light. Thus we can Taylor expand the mass of a grav-
itating body about γ = 1 [13]:

µ(γ) = m̃

[
1 + σ(1− γ) +

1

2
σ′(1− γ)2 + ...

]
, (2.12)

where m̃, σ, and σ′ are constants. The quantity σ is often
referred to as the “sensitivity” and σ′ its derivative [13,
28]:

σ ≡ −d lnµ(γ)
d ln γ

∣∣∣
γ=1

, (2.13a)

σ′ ≡ σ + σ2 +
d2 lnµ(γ)

d(ln γ)2

∣∣∣
γ=1

. (2.13b)

Computing the equations of motion for a binary system
leads to the definition of an “active” mass for each object
mA, related to the constant m̃A via mA = (1 + σA)m̃A.
This is done such that the Newtonian limit of Einstein-
æther theory agrees with Newtonian gravity, with a
rescaled gravitational constant GAB = GN/[(1+σA)(1+
σB)] [28].

The sensitivities play a key role in the GWs emitted by
binary systems in Einstein-æther theory. This is because
not only do they appear in the Hamiltonian (and, there-
fore, in the equations of motion) of binaries, but they
also enter the fluxes of radiation that back-react on the
binary, forcing it to inspiral faster than it would other-
wise. Unfortunately, the sensitivities of black holes (BHs)
have not yet been calculated, but they are known for neu-
tron stars (NSs)[13]. For these objects, the sensitivities
range between 10−8 and 1 depending on the region of pa-
rameter space considered for the coupling constants (see
Sec. IV C and Appendix B for more detail). The sensitiv-
ities also vary depending on the mass and radius of the
NS (and thus on the equation of state (EoS)). Given that
we can only model the sensitivity of NSs, henceforth we
focus exclusively on GW events produced by binary NS
inspirals, namely GW170817 and GW190425.

The calculation of the sensitivity of NSs is highly non-
trivial. To solve for this quantity in terms of Einstein-
æther parameters, Gupta et al. [13] solved the field equa-
tions through linear order in the NS’s velocity and ex-
tracted the sensitivity from the asymptotic fall off of the
metric and æther field. This calculation was done both
for (tabulated) realistic EoSs, as well as for the Tolman
VII phenomenological EoS. The latter has the advantage
of allowing for an analytic solution to the field equations
at zeroth-order in velocity, which then renders the cal-
culation of the sensitivities semi-analytical. When com-
pared to the numerical solutions using the other EoSs, the
Tolman VII results are highly accurate, and in fact, the
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sensitivities present an approximately universal behavior
(with less than 3% variation between EoSs studied) when
written in terms of the stellar binding energy ΩA.

With this at hand, Gupta et al. were able to find
an analytic representation of the sensitivities [13]. First,
rescaling to a more convenient parameter in the descrip-
tion of GWs, one defines the sensitivities sA for body A

in a binary system via [28]

sA ≡ σA
1 + σA

. (2.14)

Then, carrying out a small binding energy expansion us-
ing the Tolman VII EoS, one finds

sA =
(3α1 + 2α2)

3

ΩA

mA

+

(
573α3

1 + α2
1 (67669− 764α2) + 96416α2

2 + 68α1α2 (9α2 − 2632)

25740α1

)
Ω2

A

m2
A

+
1

656370000cωα2
1

{
−4α2

1 (α1 + 8) [36773030α2
1 − 39543679α1α2 + 11403314α2

2]

+ cω[1970100α
5
1 − 13995878400α3

2 − 640α1α
2
2(−49528371 + 345040α2)− 5α4

1(19548109 + 788040α2)

− 16α2
1α2(1294533212− 29152855α2 + 212350α2

2) + α3
1(2699192440− 309701434α2 + 5974000α2

2)]
} Ω3

A

m3
A

+O
(
Ω4

A

m4
A

)
, (2.15)

where α1 and α2 are the preferred frame parameter-
ized post-Newtonian parameters for Einstein-æther the-
ory, namely [29],

α1 = 4
cω(ca − 2cσ) + cacσ
cω(cσ − 1)− cσ

, (2.16a)

α2 =
α1

2
+

3(ca − 2cσ)(cθ + ca)

(2− ca)(cθ + 2cσ)
, (2.16b)

and ΩA/mA is the ratio of the stellar binding energy to
the NS mass mA. For the Tolman VII EoS, the compact-
ness of the star, C := mA/RA, where RA is the radius of
the star, can be expressed in terms of this ratio [13],

C = − 7ΩA

5mA
+

35819α1Ω
3
A

85800m3
A

+O
(
Ω4

A

m4
A

)
(2.17)

for small compactnesses and binding energies. The
leading-order terms of the expansion of the sensitivity
in Eq. (2.15) agrees with that derived by Foster [28]. In-
verting this relationship, one finds the binding energy
over the mass as a function of compactness

ΩA

mA
= −5

7
C − 18275α1C

3

168168
+O(C4). (2.18)

Our Einstein-æther waveform model relies on know-
ing the sensitivities sA, but as shown in Eqs. (2.15)
and (2.18), these depend ultimately on the compactness.
We can relate the compactness of each star to their tidal
deformabilities as follows. First, following previous work
on nuclear astrophysics with GWs [8, 30–32], we will sam-
ple the GW likelihood by varying the symmetric tidal

deformability Λs = (Λ1 + Λ2)/2 (among many other pa-
rameters). From Λs, we can obtain Λa = (Λ2 − Λ1)/2
using the binary Love relations [21, 23], and from Λs and
Λa we can easily obtain Λ1 and Λ2. Now, from the latter
two quantities, we will obtain the compactness through
the approximately universal C-Love relations [21, 23]

CA(ΛA) = 0.2496Λ
−1/5
A

1 +
∑3

i=1 aiΛ
−i/5
A

1 +
∑3

i=1 biΛ
−i/5
A

, (2.19)

where the fitting coefficients are

ai = {−919.6, 330.3,−857.2}, (2.20)
bi = {−383.5, 192.5,−811.1}. (2.21)

From the compactness, we can then evaluate the stellar
binding energy, and from that, the sensitivities. The logic
is outlined in Fig. 1.

The binary Love and C-Love relations feature heavily
in the construction of our waveform model, but they are
known to only be approximately EoS insensitive. In fact,
their variability is about 10% [33]. One can include this
variability in Bayesian parameter estimation, and then
marginalize over it, as done for example in [33]. We will
here not include it, however, because the statistical error
in the extraction of the symmetric tidal deformability
dominates over any systematic error introduced by this
variability, as shown in [21], at least in the current GW
detector era.
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Λs Λa Λ1,Λ2

C1, C2
Ω1
m1

, Ω2
m2

s1, s2

Eq. (4.5) Eq. (4.3), (4.4)

Eq. (2.19)

Eq. (2.18)Eq. (2.15)

FIG. 1. A flow chart of computing sensitivities from the pa-
rameter sampled on (symmetric tidal deformability, Λs). We
use the binary Love relations, the C-Love relations, the Tol-
mann VII EoS, and the equation for sensitivities as a function
of the binding energy to mass ratio. These sensitivities will
then be used in the waveform as described in section III B.

III. GWS IN EINSTEIN-ÆTHER THEORY

In this section, we review the work of [15] and [?
] to construct expressions for the GW polarizations of
Einstein-æther theory for a quasi-circular inspiraling bi-
nary composed of non-spinning NSs. We then present
the Fourier transform of the response function in explicit
form, ready for use in parameter estimation and data
analysis.

A. GW Polarizations in Einstein-æther theory

Following the example of many other studies [15, 25,
34, 35], we begin by considering linear perturbations to
a background Minkowski metric, ηµν = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1),
and linear perturbations to a stationary æther field:

hµν = gµν − ηµν , w0 = U0 − 1, wi = U i. (3.1)

The one-form h0i and the vector wi can be uniquely
decomposed into irreducible transverse and longitudinal
pieces, while the spatial components of the metric pertur-
bation hij can be uniquely decomposed into a transverse
traceless tensor, a transverse vector, and transverse and
longitudinal traces [34]:

wi = νi + ν,i, (3.2a)
h0i = γi + γ,i, (3.2b)

hij = ϕij + 2ϕ(i,j) +
1

2
Pij [f ] + ϕ,ij (3.2c)

where the quantity Pij := δij∆ − ∂i∂j is a transverse
differential operator, the quantity ∆ := δij∂i∂j is the
flat-space spatial Laplacian, and F := ∆f is a scalar.
The transverse vector and tensor fields here satisfy the
divergence-free condition,

∂iγi = ∂iνi = ∂iϕi = 0, ∂jϕij = 0, (3.3)

and the field ϕij is also traceless, ϕ i
i = 0. Note that

we also make the conventional gauge choice, ϕi = 0 and
ν = γ = 0 [34].

With these convenient decompositions in hand, we
would like to use the formula for GW polarizations in
generic modified theories of gravity provided by [36].
However, that work made the implicit assumption that
all polarizations of the GW travel at the same speed,
specifically the speed of light, and this assumption does
not hold for Einstein-æther theory. We extended the
work of [36] in [37] to accommodate for theories that
allow for modes with different and arbitrary speeds. In
that work, we also explicitly computed the expressions
for GW polarizations in Einstein-æther theory by insert-
ing Eqs. (3.2) and (2.11) into our general formula. We
found that

h+ =
1

2
ϕije

ij
+ , h× =

1

2
ϕije

ij
×, (3.4a)

hb =
1

2
F, hL = (1 + 2β2)hb, (3.4b)

hX =
1

2
β1νie

i
X , hY =

1

2
β1νie

i
Y , (3.4c)

where

β1 = −2cσ
cV

, (3.5)

β2 =
ca − 2cσ

2ca(1− cσ)c2S
, (3.6)

and eij+ = eiXe
j
X − eiY e

j
Y and eij× = eiXe

j
Y + eiY e

j
X are

combinations of basis vectors, defined in the orthogonal
basis for GWs propagating in the eZ direction:

eX = (cosϑ cosφ, cosϑ sinφ,− sinϑ) , (3.7a)
eY = (− sinϑ, cosφ, 0) , (3.7b)
eZ = (sinϑ cosφ, sinϑ sinφ, cosϑ) . (3.7c)

Equation (3.6) corrects a small minus sign error in [15]
that has since been addressed. Aside from that, our re-
sults in Eq. (3.4) agree with those of Eq. (3.28) in [15],
which were computed in a different way (i.e. starting
from the time-like geodesic deviation equation and work-
ing with the linearized Riemann tensor in terms of the
metric perturbation; see [15] for more details).

An intuitive understanding of these different GW po-
larizations in Einstein-æther theory can be gleaned from
considering their impact on a ring of test particles. In
modified theories of gravity, the most general GW has
up to six polarization modes. This includes two each of
tensor, vector, and scalar type. The two tensor polariza-
tions, h+ and h×, are the plus and cross modes familiar
from GR. The two vector polarizations, hX and hY , are
labeled for the plane in which they would make a ring
of test particles oscillate for a wave propagating in the
z-direction (see Fig. 2). Finally, the two scalar polariza-
tions, hb and hL, are called the breathing and longitudi-
nal modes for the way in which they would make a ring of
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FIG. 2. The oscillation of a ring of test particles when each
of the six possible polarizations of a GW in Einstein-æther
theory passes through, propagating in the z-direction. The
solid black line represents the ring at times ωt = 0, π, the
dashed blue line represents the ring at time ωt = π/2, and
the dotted orange line shows ωt = 3π/2.

test particles oscillate in and out or longitudinally along
the direction of propagation (again see Fig. 2).

We continue to follow [15] to compute the GW polar-
izations that appear in Eq. (3.4) specifically for a binary
system. We will not repeat that calculation here, but
the details can be found in [15]. That paper assumes
that the detectors are far away from the source and solves
the linearized Einstein-æther field equations to derive ex-
pressions for ϕij , νi, γi and F in terms of the Einstein-
æther coupling constants, the mass quadrupole moment,
the trace-free mass quadrupole moment, the renormal-
ized versions of these quantities, the renormalized mass
dipole moment and the renormalized current quadrupole
moment. Reference [15] then focuses on two non-spinning
compact objects in a quasi-circular orbit to find expres-
sions for these multipolar moments in terms of typical
binary system parameters (for example, the binary chirp
mass and orbital frequency of the system). Unlike pre-
vious work, Ref. [15] allows the center of mass of the
binary system to not be comoving with the æther, essen-
tially letting their relative velocity be nonzero, V i ̸= 0.
We will again choose to set V i = 0 since we know it must
be V i ≈ O(10−3), given the peculiar velocity of our own
galaxy relative to the cosmic microwave background, and
we consider this to be negligible compared to the other
Einstein-æther modifications [28, 35].

B. The Response Function

Parameter estimation on actual data from advanced
LIGO, advanced Virgo, or KAGRA requires the Fourier
transform h̃(f) of the response function h(t) for an L-
shaped GW detector. From [38], we can write the latter
as

h(t) =
∑
N

FN (θ, ϕ, ψ)hN (t), (3.8)

where N ∈ {+,×, b, L,X, Y } and FN (θ, ϕ, ψ) are the an-
gle pattern functions, which depend on the polar, az-
imuthal and polarization angles (θ, ϕ, and ψ, respec-
tively) 2:

F+ ≡ 1

2

(
1 + cos2 θ

)
cos 2ϕ cos 2ψ

− cos θ sin 2ϕ sin 2ψ, (3.9a)

F× ≡ 1

2

(
1 + cos2 θ

)
cos 2ϕ sin 2ψ

+ cos θ sin 2ϕ cos 2ψ, (3.9b)

Fb ≡ −1

2
sin2 θ cos 2ϕ, (3.9c)

FL ≡ 1

2
sin2 θ cos 2ϕ, (3.9d)

FX ≡ − sin θ (cos θ cos 2ϕ cosψ − sin 2ϕ sinψ) , (3.9e)
FY ≡ − sin θ (cos θ cos 2ϕ sinψ + sin 2ϕ cosψ) . (3.9f)

Through the stationary phase approximation (SPA),
one can compute the Fourier transform of the response
function, namely

h̃(f) =

∫
h(t)e2iπftdt. (3.10)

Doing so, we have reproduced Eq. 5.7 of [15], and then
collect terms by the FN functions of Eq. (3.9). We
also choose to separate contributions to these expressions
from the ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 1 orbital harmonics. We do so
because the ℓ = 1 harmonics are multiplied by an overall
amplitude factor that depends on the coupling constants
and that is of O(10−5) relative to the overall amplitude
of the ℓ = 2 harmonic, when one saturates current con-
straints. Ultimately, we arrive at

h̃(f) =
∑
N

∑
ℓ=1,2

h̃N,ℓ(f)FN , (3.11)

with the expressions for h̃N,ℓ given by3

2 Figure 2 of [39] and Figure 11.5 of [38] illustrate how these angles
relate the orientation of the detector and the source.

3 To use these expressions in the IMRPhenomD waveform model, we

need to convert to the convention of that paper, which defined
the Fourier transform as h̃(f) =

∫
h(t)e−2iπftdt [40], instead of

as in Eq. (3.10). To transform these expressions to those used in
the code, one can simply take i→ −i.



8

h̃(+,2)(f) = A(2)(f)
[
(1 + cos2 ι)

]
eiΨ(2)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

T ), (3.12)

h̃(×,2)(f) = A(2)(f) [2i cos ι] e
iΨ(2)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

T ), (3.13)

h̃(b,2)(f) = A(2)(f)

[
1

2− ca

(
3ca(Z − 1)− 2S

c2S

)
sin2 ι

]
eiΨ(2)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

S ), (3.14)

h̃(L,2)(f) = abLh̃(b,2)(f), (3.15)

h̃(X,2)(f) = A(2)(f)

[
β1

cσ + cω − cσcω

1

2cV

(
S − cσ

1− cσ

)
sin(2ι)

]
eiΨ(2)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

V ), (3.16)

h̃(Y,2)(f) = A(2)(f)

[
iβ1

cσ + cω − cσcω

1

cV

(
S − cσ

1− cσ

)
sin(ι)

]
eiΨ(2)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

V ), (3.17)

h̃(b,1)(f) = A(1)(f)

[
2i

(2− ca)cS
sin ι

]
eiΨ(1)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

S ), (3.18)

h̃(L,1)(f) = abLh̃(b,1)(f), (3.19)

h̃(X,1)(f) = A(1)(f)

[
iβ1

cσ + cω − cσcω
cos ι

]
eiΨ(1)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

V ), (3.20)

h̃(Y,1)(f) = A(1)(f)

[
− β1
cσ + cω − cσcω

]
eiΨ(1)e−i2πfDL(1−c−1

V ), (3.21)

with common amplitude and phase functions given by

A(2)(f) = −1

2

√
5π

48

√
(2− ca)

(1− s1)(1− s2)

1

DL
G2

NM̄2κ
−1/2
3

(
GNπM̄f

)−7/6
[
1− 1

2

(
GNπM̄f

)−2/3
η2/5ϵx

]
, (3.22)

Ψ(2)(f) =
3

64

(1− s1)(1− s2)

(2− ca)
κ−1
3

(
GNπM̄f

)−5/3
[
1− 4

7

(
GNπM̄f

)−2/3
η2/5ϵx

]
+ 2πf t̄c − 2Φ(tc)−

π

4
, (3.23)

A(1)(f) = −1

4

√
5π

48

√
2− ca

(1− s1)(1− s2)

1

DL
∆sG2

NM̄2κ
−1/2
3 η1/5

(
GNπM̄f

)−3/2
[
1− 1

2

(
2GNπM̄f

)−2/3
η2/5ϵx

]
,

(3.24)

Ψ(1)(f) =
3

128

(1− s1)(1− s2)

(2− ca)
κ−1
3

(
2GNπM̄f

)−5/3
[
1− 4

7

(
2GNπM̄f

)−2/3
η2/5ϵx

]
+ 2πf t̄c − Φ(tc)−

π

4
. (3.25)

Note that the ℓ = 1 harmonic only affects the additional
non-GR polarizations.

The quantities in these expressions that we have not
yet explicitly defined are given in [15], but we repeat their
definitions here for completeness:

abL = 1 + 2β2, (3.26a)
t̄c = tc +DL, (3.26b)

M = (m1 +m2)η
3/5, (3.26c)

Z =
(α1 − 2α2)(1− cσ)

3(2cσ − ca)
, (3.26d)

ϵx =
5∆s2

32κ3
C, (3.26e)

∆s = s1 − s2, (3.26f)

κ3 = A1 +A2S +A3S2, (3.26g)

where

S = s1µ2 + s2µ1, (3.27a)

µA =
mA

(m1 +m2)
, (3.27b)

η =
m1m2

(m1 +m2)2
, (3.27c)

and

A1 =
1

cT
+

2cac
2
σ

(cσ + cω − cσcω)2cV
+

3ca(Z − 1)2

2(2− ca)cS
,

(3.28a)
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A2 = − 2cσ
(cσ + cω − cσcω)c3V

− 2(Z − 1)

(2− ca)c3S
, (3.28b)

A3 =
1

2cac5V
+

2

3ca(2− ca)c5S
, (3.28c)

C =
4

3cac3V
+

4

3ca(2− ca)c3S
. (3.28d)

For convenience, we also have defined a new quantity

M̄ = (1− s1)(1− s2)MM̄ = (1− s1)(1− s2)M. (3.29)

Now that we have the mathematical expressions for the
Fourier transform of the response function separated out
into these convenient pieces, corresponding to the ℓ = 2
and ℓ = 1 contributions to each of the different polariza-
tions of the GW, we can implement them in a waveform
model, as we shall describe in the next section.

IV. AN EINSTEIN-ÆTHER WAVEFORM
TEMPLATE

To compare gravitational wave predictions from
Einstein-æther theory directly with data, we need an
Einstein-æther waveform model. This section starts with
a basic description of GW Analysis Tools (GWAT), the
code used for this analysis. Next we follow [41] and
update GWAT to incorporate the IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2
model for binary NS mergers. Finally, we describe
the additions that were made to the GWAT implementa-
tion of the IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 model to create the
EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT model, which is capable of model-
ing coalescing NSs in Einstein-æther theory. Throughout
this section, we compare output from our code to previ-
ous work to demonstrate its functionality and validity.

A. GWAT Implementation of BBH Waveform Models
in GR

The code used for the parameter estimation analysis
that will be presented in this paper was built off of GWAT,
a set of tools for statistical studies in GW science devel-
oped by Scott Perkins and collaborators at the University
of Illinois Urbana Champaign [18]. This software allows
the user to select different waveform templates and per-
form parameter estimation on binary BH systems using
Bayesian inference (for a review of how parameter esti-
mation is done in GW science, see e.g. [30]). To gather in-
dependent samples for the posterior, GWAT uses a Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampler, aided by parallel
tempering and a mix of jump proposals. For example,
for the un-tempered chains, 30% of jumps are proposed
with differential evolution and 70% of jumps are proposed
along the eigenvectors of the Fisher matrix.
GWAT contains several waveform templates available for

use, but for the purposes of this paper, we started de-
velopment from the IMRPhenomD model [40, 42]. This

waveform is defined in GR with an 11-dimensional pa-
rameter space, spanned by the parameter vector θ⃗ =
{α′, sin δ, ψ, cos ι, ϕref, tc, DL,M, η, χ1, χ2}, where α′ and
δ are the right ascension and declination angles of the bi-
nary in the sky, ψ is the polarization angle with respect
to Earth-centered coordinates, ι is the inclination angle
of the binary, ϕref is the phase at a reference frequency
(fref, chosen to be consistent with LALSuite), tc is the
time of coalescence, DL is the luminosity distance, M is
the chirp mass of the binary, as defined in Eq. (3.26c), η
is the symmetric mass ratio, as defined in Eq. (3.27c),
and χ1 (χ2) is the dimensionless spin of the heavier
(lighter) object. The dimensionless astrophysical param-
eters are sampled from uniform priors in the following
regions: α′ ∈ [0, 2π], sin δ ∈ [−1, 1], ψ ∈ [0, π], cos ι ∈
[−1, 1], ϕref ∈ [0, 2π], χ1 ∈ [−.01, .01], χ2 ∈ [−.01, .01].
The dimensionful astrophysical parameters have the fol-
lowing priors: tc has a flat prior that is restricted to be
within 0.1 seconds of the trigger time of the event, DL

is sampled uniformly in the volume defined by the range
[5, 300] Mpc, and instead of using a prior uniform in M
and η, we use a prior uniform in m1 and m2 in the range
[1, 2.5]M⊙ for NSs.

B. Extending the GWAT Implementation of BBH
Waveform Models to BNS inspirals in GR

As mentioned in Sec. II, constraints on Einstein-æther
theory can currently be studied only with signals from
BNS inspirals. Thus, as a first step, the GWAT implemen-
tation of the IMRPhenomD model has to be extended to
include finite-size BNS effects. This extension requires
modifications to the GW amplitude and phase, which
we implemented following the IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2
model [43]. The exact form of these modifications can
be found in Appendix A, but in essence, they are charac-
terized by the mass-weighted tidal deformability Λ̃, which
is defined by [44],

Λ̃ =
8

13

[(
1 + 7η − 31η2

)
(Λ1 + Λ2)

+
√
1− 4η

(
1 + 9η − 11η2

)
(Λ1 − Λ2)

]
. (4.1)

Therefore, in addition to the BH astrophysical param-
eters of Sec. IV A, θ⃗ must now also include the tidal
deformabilities of each NS, Λ1 and Λ2, increasing the
dimensionality of the parameter space to 13. Another
important modification is the smooth filtering of the sig-
nal at the end of the inspiral, which is accomplished with
a Plank taper function. This is implemented to avoid in-
cluding the merger phase of the BNS coalescence, whose
phenomenological analytic description does not yet ex-
ist and which would otherwise be present because the
IMRPhenomD model includes merger and ringdown.

To compare our code with LALSuite, we first generated
100 different random combinations of source parameters,
and then we computed their respective waveforms in GWAT
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and in LALSuite. We then calculated the relative frac-
tional difference between the amplitudes computed with
both codes

ALAL −AGW

Aavg
=

2(ALAL −AGW )

ALAL +AGW
, (4.2)

where ALAL is the amplitude calculated by LALSuite
and AGW is the amplitude calculated by GWAT. The dif-
ference in the phase computed by the two programs was
calculated via ΨLAL−ΨGW . The relative amplitude and
phase differences are below 0.001% and constant across
frequency, which will thus not affect our parameter esti-
mation studies.

As we explained in Sec. II B, however, the Einstein-
æther modifications to the waveform model will require
knowledge of the sensitivites, which are functions of the
compactness, and through the Love-C relations, func-
tions of the individual tidal deformabilities. To extract
the individual tidal deformabilities, we will use the binary
Love relations [21, 23]. The symmetric and antisymmet-
ric combinations of the NS tidal deformability [21, 23]:

Λs =
Λ2 + Λ1

2
, (4.3)

Λa =
Λ2 − Λ1

2
, (4.4)

can be related to each other through nearly EoS-
insensitive relations Λa = Λa(Λs). The most recent in-
carnation of this relation is4

Λa = Fn(q)
1 +

∑3
i=1

∑2
j=1 bijq

jΛ
−i/5
s

1 +
∑3

i=1

∑2
j=1 cijq

jΛ
−i/5
s

Λα
s , (4.5)

where Fn(q) is the Newtonian limiting-control factor, q is
the mass ratio with m2 ≤ m1, and {n, α} are constants,
given by

Fn(q) =
1− q10/(3−n)

1 + q10/(3−n)
, q =

m2

m1
, (4.6a)

n = 0.743, α = 1, (4.6b)

while the coefficients {bij , cij} are given by

bij =

−14.40 14.45
31.36 −32.25
−22.44 20.35

 , (4.7)

cij =

−15.25 15.37
37.33 −43.20
−29.93 35.18

 , (4.8)

which were obtained by fitting 100 EoSs that obey phys-
ical constraints [21].

4 Note that the exponent on Λs in Eq. (4.5) is negative, which
corrects a small typo in Ref. [21] that those authors also corrected
recently.

Using the binary Love relations, we can then sample
the waveform on all astrophysical parameters plus just
Λs, reducing the dimensionality of the parameter space
to 12. Moreover, from the sampled value of Λs, we can
also compute Λa from the binary Love relations, and from
these two quantities, we can recover Λ1 and Λ2. All of
this, however, requires that we choose a prior for Λs. We
here choose an uniform prior in (10, 104). However, for
the set of EoSs used to generate the binary Love relations,
Λs and q are also related by the approximate inequality,

q ≥ 1.2321− 0.124616 ln(Λs) , (4.9)

which can be obtained by fitting data from Ref. [21].
Therefore, any point that does not satisfy the above con-
straint does not pass the prior and is rejected.

To validate our GWAT implementation of the binary
Love relations, we computed Λa(Λs, q) for three different
values of q = {0.5, 0.75, 0.9} and 250 randomly generated
values of Λs each. Figure 3 compares our results to the
data published in [21]. Observe that the relative frac-
tional difference is below 5% in all cases, which confirms
that our implementation is correct.

Given the agreement between our code and previ-
ous work, we conclude that our GWAT implementation of
IMRPhenomD_NRT can successfully perform parameter es-
timation for BNS inspirals, sampling on the symmetric
tidal deformability.

C. Extending the GWAT Implementation of BNS
Waveform Models in GR to Einstein-æther Theory

With the GR groundwork in place, we now implement
Einstein-æther modifications to the IMRPhenomD_NRT
model, thus generating the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT model.
We will describe here what these modifications are and
how we will implement them in GWAT.

As we discussed in Sec. III B the Einstein-æther modi-
fications to the inspiral part of coalescence include correc-
tions to the amplitude and phase of the Fourier transform
of the plus and cross GW polarizations, as well as the in-
troduction of the Fourier transform of the four additional
GW polarizations present in this theory (Eqs. (3.12)–
(3.25)). We extend the IMRPhenomD_NRT model by in-
troducing these modifications to the inspiral portion of
coalescence. Beginning at the merger, a Planck taper
function takes the amplitude of the response function
to zero, ending the waveform model, because both the
IMRPhenomD_NRT and the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT models do
not include the merger or post-merger portions of coales-
cence for NSs5.

5 The EoS of NSs is not yet known, so there are different possible
outcomes of a binary NS merger including stable NSs, hyper-
massive NSs, supra-massive NSs, and BHs[45]. Thus, any model
of the merger or post-merger portions of coalescence is not accu-
rate for NS binaries.
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FIG. 3. Comparison between the binary Love relation imple-
mented in GWAT (points in blue) and that computed in [21]
(points in black) for three different values of q. Beneath, the
relative fractional differences (for q = 0.50, q = 0.75, and
q = 0.90 respectively) demonstrate that the GWAT implemen-
tation is correct.

Since the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT model is new, there
does not yet exist any other code infrastructure that has
implemented Einstein-æther modifications to a coales-
cence model. We therefore implemented it all within the
GWAT code as follows. Given a point in the 16-dimensional
parameter space of

θ⃗ = {α′, sin δ, ψ, cos ι, ϕref, tc, DL,M, η, χ1, χ2,Λs,

ca, cθ, cω, cσ},

the code first computes sensitivities, since they play a
prominent role in all of the Einstein-æther modifications
discussed above. The logic for this calculation is outlined
in Fig. 1 and proceeds as follows. From the symmet-
ric combination of the tidal deformabilities Λs, the code
uses the binary Love relations to find the antisymmet-
ric combination of the tidal deformabilities Λa, and from
these two quantities, the individual tidal deformabilities
Λ1 and Λ2 (see discussion in Sec. IV B). From the lat-
ter two, the code uses the C-Love relations to compute
the individual compactnesses C1 and C2 (see Sec. II B).
Finally, from the compactnesses and the Einstein-æther

coupling constants, the code computes the sensitivities
s1 and s2 (see Eqs. (2.15) and (2.18)).

For validation purposes, the inverse of the Love-C re-
lation, C(Λ) as computed by the GWAT implementation,
is shown in the left panel of Fig. 4 for 100 random tidal
deformabilities (ranging between 1 and 104). Comparing
this to the data from [21], we can compute the relative
fractional difference, shown in the left-bottom panel of
Fig. 4. Observe that the relative fractional difference is
at most 0.5%, due mostly to interpolation error.

The s-C relation, s(C), as computed by the GWAT im-
plementation, is plotted in the right panel of Fig. 4.
First, for direct comparison to [13], we fix the Einstein-
æther coupling constants to {ca, cθ, cω, cσ} = (10−4, 4 ×
10−7, 10−4, 0) and compute sensitivity for 250 random
values of compactness. As before, the relative fractional
difference between the GWAT sensitivities and that of the
original paper are shown in the right-bottom panel of
Fig. 4. Observe again the relative fractional difference
is at most 5%, once more validating our implementa-
tion6. We then compute sensitivity for 500 random val-
ues of compactness when the Einstein-æther parameters,
{ca, cθ, cω, cσ}, are also varied. These coupling constants
are randomly drawn from the complicated region of pa-
rameter space allowed by current constraints on the the-
ory (described in detail in Sec. V). Note the wide range of
sensitivities possible for a single compactness when these
coupling constants are varied. Furthermore, Appendix B
discusses the magnitude of sensitivities in a wider region
of parameter space that will become useful later.

Once the sensitivities have been evaluated, we can then
proceed to evaluate all of the other Einstein-æther quan-
tities that appear in the Fourier transform of the re-
sponse function. Explicitly, this includes the quantities
{cS , cV , β1, Z,S,A1,A2,A3, C, κ3, ϵx,M̄} as defined in
Eqs. (2.11c),(2.11b),(3.5), (3.26d)–(3.27a), and (3.28a)–
(3.29). With these Einstein-æther quantities computed,
the response function can be put together by first evaluat-
ing the amplitude and phase of each of the GW polariza-
tions on a frequency array, and then linearly combining
the product of the latter with the antenna patterns.

We want to take advantage of the full machinery of
IMRPhenomD_NRT that has already been successfully im-
plemented in GWAT. Thus, we promote the chirpmass, M,
to the Einstein-æther scaled version, M̄ (Eq. (3.29)), ev-
erywhere in IMRPhenomD_NRT. We then use this wave-
form template to compute the amplitude, ANRT (f), and
phase, ΨNRT (f), of the plus and cross GW polarizations
such that

h̃+,NRT (f) = ANRT (f)(1 + cos2 ι)eiΨNRT (f), (4.10)

6 Note that though there is good agreement in the range of com-
pactnesses relevant for this study, this agreement does not hold
in the small C limit. As described in Sec. II B, the sensitivity
calculation depends on the Tolmann VII EoS. While this ana-
lytic EoS is physically reasonable for realistic NS compactnesses,
the justification for this model breaks down for very small C.
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FIG. 4. Left: Compactness as a function of Λ computed by GWAT for 100 random combinations of source parameters and
compared to data from [21]. The relative fractional difference between these two data sets is plotted below and serves as a test
of the C-Love relations in our code. Right: Comparing the sensitivity as a function of compactness computed by GWAT with
that published in [13]. For direct comparison, we follow the example of [13] and fix the Einstein-æther coupling constants to
{ca, cθ, cω, cσ} = (10−4, 4 × 10−7, 10−4, 0), plotted in blue. The relative fractional difference between these points and those
from [13] is shown below. Though these points are computed using different EoSs (APR4 in [13] and Tolmann VII in GWAT),
they differ by less than 5% for realistic values of compactness for NSs. We also compute sensitivity as a function of compactness
varying the Einstein-æther parameters in the full range of parameter space allowed by current constraints (for a description of
this allowed region, see Sec. V). These points are plotted in orange and represent the typical values of sensitivity we expect to
appear in the waveform.

h̃×,NRT (f) = ANRT (f)(2i cos ι)e
iΨNRT (f). (4.11)

This introduces uncontrolled remainders at higher orders.
However, since the Einstein-æther waveform has not yet
been computed to those orders, it is reasonable to use
the “promoted” IMRPhenomD_NRT version for higher or-
der terms. Note that the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform
template is only accurate to 0PN 7.

Now we are ready to construct the amplitude and
phase of all of the different GW polarizations in Einstein-
æther theory in GWAT for EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT. We will do
this by adding the appropriate corrections to the already
computed ANRT and ΨNRT . First for the plus and cross
modes,

h̃+,EA(f) = AEA(f)(1 + cos2 ι)eiΨEA(f), (4.12)

h̃×,EA(f) = AEA(f)(2i cos ι)e
iΨEA(f), (4.13)

where

AEA(f) = ANRT (f) +A(2)(f)−A0PN (f), (4.14)
ΨEA(f) = ΨNRT (f) + Ψ(2)(f)−Ψ0PN (f) + ΨcN (f).

(4.15)

7 For the PN accuracy of the IMRPhenomD_NRT model, see [40–42,
46].

ANRT and ΨNRT are the amplitude and phase computed
by IMRPhenomD_NRT as described above. A(2) and ψ(2)

are given in Eqs. (3.22) and (3.23). A0PN and Ψ0PN are
the 0PN contributions present in both IMRPhenomD_NRT
and A(2),Ψ(2) respectively that are subtracted off so as
not to be double counted. Explicitly,

A0PN (f) = −
√

5π

96

1

DL
G2

NM̄2
(
GNπM̄f

)−7/6
, (4.16)

Ψ0PN (f) =
3

128

(
GNπM̄f

)−5/3
+ 2πf t̄c

− 2Φ(tc)−
π

4
. (4.17)

Finally, ΨcN is a term that depends on the speed of the
GW polarization,

ΨcN ≡ −2πfDL(1− c−1
N ) (4.18)

for N ∈ {T, S, V }. Since the plus and cross modes are
tensor polarizations, Eqs. (3.12) and (3.13) show that the
ΨcN term should be −2πfDL(1− c−1

T ).
EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT similarly computes the other

terms in the response function that come from the sec-
ond harmonic of the orbital period (h̃N,2 with N ∈
{b, L,X, Y } from Eqs. (3.14)-(3.17)). For example, fol-
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lowing Eq. (3.14),

h̃(b,2) = AEA

[
1

2− ca

(
3ca(Z − 1)− 2S

c2S

)
sin2 ι

]
eiΨEA ,

(4.19)

where AEA and ΨEA are defined as in Eqs. (4.14)
and (4.15), with ΨcN = −2πfDL(1 − c−1

S ). For each of
the two scalar modes, h̃(b,2) and h̃(L,2), ΨcN depends on
the scalar speed, cS , and likewise for each of the two vec-
tor modes h̃(X,2) and h̃(Y,2), ΨcN depends on the vector
polarization speed, cV .

For the terms that come from the first harmonic of
the orbital period (h̃N,1 with N ∈ {b, L,X, Y } from
Eqs. (3.18)-(3.21)), EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT computes a new
amplitude and phase, AEA,1 and ΨEA,1. Since there is
no ℓ = 1 component of amplitude in IMRPhenomD_NRT,
AEA,1 is simply equivalent to A(1) as defined in
Eq. (3.24). Meanwhile,

ΨEA,1(f) = ΨNRT (f/2) + Ψ(1)(f)−Ψ0PN,1(f)

+ ΨcN (f) (4.20)

where

Ψ0PN,1(f) =
3

256

(
2GNπM̄f

)−5/3
+ 2πf t̄c

− Φ(tc)−
π

4
(4.21)

and ΨcN is defined the same as in the ℓ = 2 case
(Eq. (4.18)).

Finally, EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT linearly combines each
h̃N,ℓ with the appropriate antenna pattern function,
FN , to construct the full waveform. In the limit
that the Einstein-æther coupling constants go to zero8,
EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT reduces to IMRPhenomD_NRT. We
demonstrate this by comparing the two waveform tem-
plates for 100 randomly generated combinations of source
parameters, varying each of the parameters in the 16-
dimensional parameter space except for the Einstein-
æther coupling constants, which are fixed to small val-
ues. We draw these parameters from the same priors
described in Secs. IVA and IV B. The relative fractional
difference in the amplitude and the difference in the phase
are below 0.001% and constant across frequency. Hence,
we conclude that our Einstein-æther waveform template
is consistent with GR in the limit that the coupling con-
stants go to zero.

8 Setting the coupling constants identically to zero can lead to
nans in the code because of the many instances of nans in the
mathematical expressions due to 0/0 numerical problems. In
order to take the GR limit without introducing nans, we set the
coupling constants to very small values: ca = 1.0 × 10−30, cθ =
2× 10−30, cω = 2× 10−30, cσ = 0.

V. CURRENT CONSTRAINTS ON THE
THEORY

Several theoretical and experimental results have
placed constraints on Einstein-æther theory and its cou-
pling constants. In this section, we discuss the most
stringent constraints so that we can use them to con-
struct non-trivial priors for each of the Einstein-æther
parameters in two separate parameterizations of the the-
ory. We also explain why the second parameterization
is more convenient for analysis of GW data and will be
used throughout the rest of this work.

A. Summary of Existing Constraints

Let us begin with theoretical constraints. In order to
avoid gradient instabilities and ghosts, the squared speed
of the GW polarizations must be positive [27, 47],

c2T > 0, c2V > 0, c2S > 0. (5.1)

Furthermore, if we consider a plane wave solution of the
linearized field equations with wave vector (k0, 0, 0, k3),
the energy densities of the different modes [34, 48]

ET =
1

8πG
k23|A|2, (5.2a)

EV =
1

8πG
k23|A|2

cσ + cω(1− cσ)

1− cσ
, (5.2b)

ES =
1

8πG
k23|A|2ca(2− ca), (5.2c)

must be positive. Since c2T > 0 ⇒ (1 − cσ) > 0,
Eqs. (5.2b) and (5.2c) immediately imply

cω ≥ − cσ
1− cσ

, (5.3a)

0 ≤ca ≤ 2, (5.3b)

respectively. We refer to Eqs. (5.1) and (5.3) together as
the stability conditions, since they are both required to
have stable Einstein-æther GWs.

Now we turn to constraints on the Einstein-æther pa-
rameters due to experimental results. The most strin-
gent of these constraints comes from the simultaneous
observation of GWs from a NS binary merger and the
corresponding short gamma ray burst, GW170817 and
GRB170817A. This event placed observational bounds
on the speed of the tensor polarizations of GWs: −3 ×
10−15 < cT − 1 < 7 × 10−16 [8]. Given the sim-
ple dependence of c2T on cσ, these observations restrict
cσ ≈ O(10−15). Thus, we will henceforth set cσ = 0,
dramatically simplifying many of the expressions and re-
ducing the total parameter space from 16 to 15.

Another observational bound on Einstein-æther the-
ory derives from the observation of high-energy cosmic
rays. In Einstein-æther theory, the amount of energy
atmospheric cosmic rays have is higher than that in
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GR because GWs and æther field excitations can endow
cosmic rays with more energy through a gravitational
“Cherenkov type” process [9]. By considering the amount
of energy observed in high energy cosmic rays, one can
place an upper limit on how efficient this Cherenkov pro-
cess can be, further constraining the coupling constants
of Einstein-æther theory. This was done separately for
tensor-like, vector-like, and scalar-like excitations, as-
suming that all speeds cN (with N = T, V, S) are sublu-
minal. The constraints obtained in [9] with these assump-
tions are very strict and we will refer to them hereafter as
the Cherenkov constraints. They are often summarized
in the literature ( [13, 49] and others) as9

c2N ≳ 1−O(10−15) , (5.4)

because the constraints give very strict conditions on
{ca, cθ, cω, cσ} that must be satisfied if c2N < 1. It is
very challenging, though not impossible, to pick a point
in parameter space that satisfies the latter. For a more
careful summary of what the constraints are and how we
applied them in our code, see Appendix C.

Another constraint on Einstein-æther theory derives
from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN). The Lorentz-
violating æther field of Einstein-æther theory rescales the
effective value of Newton’s constant that appears in the
Friedman equation [6, 10, 50],

Gcosmo =
GN (1− ca/2)

1 + cθ/2
. (5.5)

However, observations of primordial 4He from BBN re-
strict [10] ∣∣∣Gcosmo

GN
− 1
∣∣∣ ≲ 1

8
. (5.6)

Inserting Eq. (5.5) into this requirement and simplifying
leads to the two inequalities

cθ +
8ca
7

≲
2

7
, (5.7a)

cθ +
8ca
9

≳ −2

9
. (5.7b)

This constraint becomes simpler in certain regions of pa-
rameter space, as will be described in the next section.

There are three more experimental constraints that
should be discussed here, all of which lead to bounds
on the preferred-frame PN parameters α1 and α2, which
were defined in Eq. (2.16). With the constraint that
cσ = 0, these parameters simplify to

α1 = −4ca, (5.8a)

α2 = −2ca +
3ca(cθ + ca)

(2− ca)cθ
. (5.8b)

9 Note also that cN > 1 is allowed. This does not violate causality
in Lorentz-violating theories such as Einstein-æther theory.

Two of the constraints arise from solar system observa-
tions. The first one comes from the close alignment of the
solar spin axis with the total angular momentum vector
of the solar system, which restricts [12]

|α2| ≲ 4× 10−7. (5.9)

The second one comes from lunar laser ranging obser-
vations, which bound −1.6 × 10−4 < α1 < 2 × 10−5 to
(1-σ) [11]; for simplicity, this bound can be conservatively
stated as

|α1| ≲ 10−4 (5.10)

as done in several previous papers [3, 13, 49]. This
choice will not affect our results (as discussed later). The
bounds in Eqs. (5.9) and (5.10) will be referred to as solar
system constraints. Finally, combining these constraints
with observations of the damping of the orbital period of
certain binary pulsars and the triple binary pulsar places
the even tighter bound [13]:

−1.6× 10−5 ≲ α1 ≲ 4.6× 10−6 (5.11)

to 1-σ uncertainty.

B. Priors on (ca, cθ, cω) from existing constraints

Now that we have introduced all of the main con-
straints on the theory in the previous subsection, let us
now study how they lead to a prior on the coupling con-
stant parameter space of Einstein-æther theory. One way
to do so is via rejection sampling of the constraints, i.e. to
evaluate a given constraint millions of times by sampling
uniformly on {ca, cθ, cω} and rejecting those choices of
these parameters that violate the given constraint. We
will start by sampling each of these parameters in the
arbitrarily chosen region [−3, 3] and show how the pa-
rameter space shrinks with the addition of constraints.

Let us first focus on the stability constraints. Equa-
tion (5.3) requires that ca be restricted to the range [0, 2]
and cω be positive, as shown in the top left panel of Fig.
5, which we generated via rejection sampling. Similarly,
Eq. (5.1) disallows cθ ∈ (−2, 0) because, from Eq. (2.11c)
with cσ = 0,

c2S =
cθ(1− ca/2)

3ca(1 + cθ/2)
, (5.12)

which by Eq. (5.1) must be positive. Equation (5.3)
required already that ca ∈ [0, 2] and this implies that
(1− ca/2)/3ca ≥ 0 always. Thus, c2S ≥ 0 requires that

cθ
(1 + cθ/2)

≥ 0 , (5.13)

which implies cθ ≥ 0 or cθ < −2, leading to the shape of
the top right panel of Fig. 5.

Let us now focus on the Cherenkov constraint, which
through rejection sampling leads to the constraints on
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parameter space shown in the bottom left panel of Fig.
5. To better understand these constraints, consider first
the Cherenkov bound cS ≥ 1, which leads to

c2S =
cθ(1− ca/2)

3ca(1 + cθ/2)
≥ 1 ⇒ 1− ca/2

3ca
≥ 1 + cθ/2

cθ
.

(5.14)

Using the stability restriction of Eq. (5.13), the above
expression becomes

1− 2ca
3ca

≥ 1

cθ
. (5.15)

At this point we must keep careful track of negative signs
since both cθ and (1− 2ca) can be either positive or neg-
ative in the region of parameter space considered. There
are four possible combinations with their respective ver-
sion of the inequality. For example, consider cθ < 0 and
ca > 1/2. Then Eq. (5.15) becomes

1− 2ca
3ca

cθ ≤ 1 ⇒ cθ ≥ 3ca
1− 2ca

. (5.16)

Therefore, in the bottom right corner of the (cθ, ca) cor-
relation of the bottom left panel of Fig. 5, all the points
accepted in our rejection sampling must fall above the
line 3ca/(1 − 2ca). The other accepted points in this
panel can be explained similarly.

Let us now focus on the BBN constraints of Eqs. (5.7a)
and (5.7b). The lower bound on cθ [Eq. (5.7b)] is min-
imized when ca is maximized, and since ca ∈ [0, 2], this
implies that

cθ ≳ −2. (5.17)

The stability conditions, however, already required the
condition cθ < −2 or cθ ≥ 0 from Eq. (5.1). Since cθ <
−2 and cθ ≥ −2 cannot simultaneously be true, we must
have that cθ ≥ 0. Thus, the BBN constraint becomes

cθ ≥ 0, cθ +
8ca
7

≲
2

7
. (5.18)

Adding this BBN constraint immediately restricts any
sampling to the top left corner of the cθ-ca parameter
space in the bottom left panel of Fig. 5, and adds an
upper bound along the line (2 − 8ca)/7, resulting in the
bottom right panel of Fig. 5.

Let us now finally discuss solar system constraints, di-
viding them into two separate cases, as described in pre-
vious work [13, 49, 51]. In the first case, α1 ≲ 10−4

(but not α1 << 10−4), which saturates the solar sys-
tem constraint of Eq. (5.10). In this region of parameter
space, which we will denote region 1, ca ≈ O(10−5) and
cθ ≈ 3ca(1 +O(10−3)) in order to satisfy α2 ≲ 4× 10−7

from Eq. (5.9). In this limit, the Einstein-æther coupling
constants become

{ca, cθ, cω, cσ} = {ca, 3ca(1 + δcθ), cω, 0}, (5.19)

≈ {O(10−5),O(10−5), cω, 0},

where δcθ ≈ O(10−3) and the only restriction on cω
is that it is positive.. One might wish to assume that
δcθ << 1 and thus ignore this term and set cθ = 3ca ex-
actly; however, inserting this expression into Eq. (5.14)
shows that when ca ̸= 0, the Cherenkov constraint,
c2S ≥ 1, is no longer satisfied. In this regime, when
ca ≈ O(10−5), the BBN constraint [Eq. (5.18)] is au-
tomatically satisfied (because when cθ = 3ca the BBN
constraint becomes ca ≲ 2/29), so previous papers did
not mention it in association with this region.

Let us now discuss a second way to satisfy the solar
system constraints by setting α1 ≪ 10−4. In this re-
gion of parameter space, which we will denote region 2,
Eq. (5.8a) tells us that ca ≪ 10−4 and cθ is essentially
unconstrained if one forces ca ≲ 10−7, other than by the
BBN constraint. In this case, the BBN constraint simpli-
fies to 0 ≤ cθ ≤ 2/7, which is consistent with what was
reported in [13, 49]. Thus, in this limit, the Einstein-
æther coupling constants are

{ca, cθ, cω, cσ}= {ca, cθ, cω, 0} (5.20)

≈ {O(10−7),O(10−1), cω, 0}

where the only restriction on cω is that it is positive.
Notice that this equation defines a region that does not
overlap with the region defined in Eq. (5.19).

One can show analytically that in region 2 of param-
eter space, Z = 1 + O(ca), κ3 = 1 + O(c

7/2
a ), s = O(ca)

and ϵx = O(c
5/2
a ), assuming a finite, nonzero cθ and cω,

which were taken to be independent from ca for the pur-
poses of this expansion. Furthermore, for ca ≈ 10−7,
c
5/2
a ≈ 10−18 and c

7/2
a ≈ 10−25. Therefore, these quan-

tities barely differ from their values in the GR limit10:
Z = 1, κ3 = 1, s = 0, and ϵx = 0. On the other hand, in
region 1 where we take cθ ≈ 3ca, Z = 4/3 +O(ca), κ3 =
1 + O(ca), s = O(ca), and ϵx = O(ca). Recall that in
region 1, ca ≈ O(10−5). Hence, the Einstein-æther mod-
ifications to GWs in region 2 of parameter space are neg-
ligible compared to those in region 1. Therefore, for the
remainder of this work, we will consider only region 1.

Restricting our attention to region 111, we examine the
combined constraints. With the addition of the solar sys-
tem constraints, we arrive at the left panel of Fig. 6. We
can see that ca ≈ O(10−5) and is uniformly distributed,
as expected, and the correlation between ca and cθ gives
a clear diagonal line on the parameter space. Further-
more, adding the bound on α1 from binary pulsar and
triple systems results in a Gaussian distribution of ca
(and hence cθ) as in the right panel of Fig. 6.

10 Note that if ca is exaclty zero, the quantities {Z, κ3, s, ϵx} are
identical to their GR limit, even for a nonzero cθ, cω . This implies
that if ca were restricted to exactly zero, GW data would not be
able to constrain Einstein-æther theory.

11 Recall that in region 1, α1 ≲ 10−4 but it is not true that α1 <<
10−4.
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FIG. 5. Plots demonstrating the effect of successively adding current constraints on Einstein-æther theory to the prior in the
c parameterization. Each parameter was sampled uniformly in the region [−3, 3] (the bottom right panel is shown in a smaller
range simply so that it is visible). Points that did not obey these constraints were rejected. The constraints were applied in the
following order (beginning in the top left corner and ending in the bottom right corner): positive energy conditions, Eq. (5.3);
positive speeds of different GW polarizations, Eq. (5.1); Cherenkov constraint, Eq. (5.4); BBN constraint, Eq. (5.18).

C. Priors on (α1, α2, c̄ω) from existing constraints

In this subsection, we discuss the priors on a simpler
reparameterization of the theory in terms of {α1, α2} in-
stead of {ca, cθ} and in terms of a new parameter c̄ω
instead of cω. We will work a lot with this parametriza-
tion in the next section because, as you will see here, the

priors are simpler and the GW observables depend more
cleanly on them.

Let us first discuss this new parameter c̄ω. In the previ-
ous sections, we saw that cω is unconstrained from (0,∞)
and that both cases cω → 0 and cω → ∞ limit to GR.
Since we cannot realistically sample across an infinite
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FIG. 6. Plots showing how the addition of the solar system and binary pulsar constraints affect the prior in region 1 of parameter
space. In this region, we sample uniformly on ca, δcθ, and cω as described in Eq. (5.19). Both plots include all the constraints
of Fig. 5 as well as the solar system constraints, Eqs. (5.9) and (5.10). The plot on the right further adds the constraint from
binary pulsar and triple systems, Eq. (5.11).

range, we will define a new variable,

c̄ω =
1

1 + cω
, (5.21)

such that as cω → 0 then c̄ω → 1, and as cω → ∞ then
c̄ω → 0. With this new parameter, the range of the prior
becomes c̄ω ∈ [0, 1] and one is able to cover the entire cω
range.

Let us now discuss the shape of the priors when we
impose all existing constraints. To do so, we sample uni-
formly on {α1, α2, c̄ω}, and reject those points that vio-
late the constraints on Einstein-æther theory described in
Sec. VA. We start by sampling each of these parameters
in the regions

α1 ∈ [−0.25, 0.25], (5.22a)
α2 ∈ [−0.025, 0.025], (5.22b)
c̄ω ∈ [−1, 1], (5.22c)

and show how this parameter space shrinks with the
addition of constraints.

Let us begin by discussing the stability conditions of
Eq. (5.3). Using the definition of α1 when cσ = 0, one
then finds that −8 ≤ α1 ≤ 0, while c̄ω > 0 as expected
and shown in the top panel of Fig. 7 through rejection
sampling. As we will see later, this is the only constraint
that will have any impact on c̄ω. Further, requiring that
the propagation speeds of the GW polarizations be real
[Eq. (5.1)] we can derive a constraint on α2. Let us then

rewrite cS in terms of the α1 and α2 to find

c2S =
α1

α1 − 8α2
. (5.23)

Since we know that −8 < α1 < 0, the numerator of the
above equation is negative. Thus, to obtain c2S ≥ 0, we
need the denominator of the above equation to also be
negative, which implies that

α2 ≥ α1

8
. (5.24a)

This explains the relationship between α1 and α2 in the
top right panel of Fig. 7.

Let us now consider the Cherenkov constraints of
Eq. (5.4). Requiring that the scalar speed be larger than
unity now translates to

c2S =
α1

α1 − 8α2
≥ 1 ⇒ α1 ≤ α1 − 8α2, (5.25a)

since the denominator of the first expression is negative.
This immediately leads to α2 ≤ 0. This restriction to
negative α2 is the only difference between the top right
panel of Fig. 7 and the bottom left panel of Fig. 7.

Let us now study the BBN constraint. Rewriting
Eq. (5.18) in terms of α1 and α2, gives two inequalities

α2 ≥ α1

2

(
α1 + 2

α1 + 8

)
, (5.26a)

α2 ≳
α1

8

(
4α1 + 1

α1 + 1

)
. (5.26b)
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The second constraint is much tighter and results in the
curved line visible in the bottom right panel of Fig. 7.

Let us then close by discussing solar system con-
straints. Since these are bounds on α1 and α2 directly, it
is easy to see how they shrink the allowed range for those
parameters in the left panel of Fig. 8. Note that because
we are sampling linearly in α1, this is automatically the
region 1 of parameter space discussed in the previous sec-
tion (where α1 ≈ O(10−4)). We do not have to enforce
any extra conditions on cθ to be in region 1 when we sam-
ple in this parameterization. Finally, we add the binary
pulsar and triple system constraint on α1. This takes α1

from a uniform distribution in the allowed region to a
Gaussian distribution as seen in the right panel of Fig.
8. It has no impact on α2 or c̄ω.

Due to the simpler priors in this reparameterization,
and the fact that sampling linearly in α1 is equivalent to
sampling in region 1 of parameter space, we will use this
parameterization of the theory for the remainder of the
paper.

VI. VALIDATION OF EINSTEIN-ÆTHER
MODEL THROUGH PARAMETER ESTIMATION

STUDIES WITH INJECTIONS

As confirmation that our Einstein-æther waveform
template can successfully recover source parameters from
GW data, we performed parameter estimation studies on
injected data. This section describes those studies, first
for data constructed in GR, and then for data constructed
in Einstein-æther theory.

A. GR Injection

We begin by constructing a set of injections in GR. We
use the IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform template and source
parameters similar to the GW170817 event. We “ob-
serve” this data in a three detector network comprised
of Hanford, Livingston and Virgo O2-O3 type senstivity
for Hanford and Livingston and an optimistic O4 model
for Virgo [52] sensitivities, respectively. The distance to
the source was rescaled such that the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) of the synthetic data as measured by this detec-
tor network is 32.4, matching the GW170817 event [8].
Explicitly, the parameters used are listed in table I. The
Einstein-æther parameters, {α1, α2, c̄ω}, were not speci-
fied, because they are not part of the IMRPhenomD_NRT
injection. However, it is useful to note that in the GR
limit, α1 → 0, α2 → 0 and c̄ω → 0 or12 c̄ω → 1.

We then ran an MCMC exploration of the likelihood
to perform parameter estimation on this data set, using

12 c̄ω → 0 or equivalently cω → ∞ leads to khronometric grav-
ity [26], which reduces to GR if the remaining three coupling
constants are set to 0 simultaneously.

α′ sin(δ) cos(ι) tc DL M̄ η χ1 χ2 Λs

3.42 -.37 -.82 3.0 63 1.188 0.25 .003 -.002 242

TABLE I. Source parameters used for injections. The
Einstein-æther parameters were not explicitly set for the GR
injection, and were set to nonzero values listed in Eq. (6.1)
for the Einstein-æther injection. Note that in the GR case,
M and M̄ are equivalent.

the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform template as our re-
covery model. The code randomly draws points in the
15-dimensional13 parameter space of

θ⃗ = {α′, sin δ, ψ, cos ι, ϕref, tc, DL,M, η, χ1, χ2,Λs,

ca, cθ, cω},

using the priors described in Secs. IV A, IV B, and VC.
Unfortunately, for the Einstein-æther coupling constants,
the posteriors were identical to the priors. This means
that the prior was more restrictive than the likelihood
and we did not learn any new information from the anal-
ysis. However, if the most restrictive of the constraints
were removed, the posterior was distinct from the prior.
In this way, one can attempt to place constraints on the
Einstein-æther parameters from GW data that, even if
not competitive with the most restrictive constraints to
date, is at least independent of other experimental mea-
surements. Hence, throughout the remainder of this pa-
per, the prior used for the Einstein-æther parameters in-
clude the stability conditions, the Cherenkov constraint,
and the BBN constraint (Eqs. (5.1), (5.3), (5.4), and
(5.18)), but it excludes the solar system constraints and
the constraint on α1 from the triple system (Eqs. (5.9),
(5.10), and (5.11)).

As a test of the code, we performed parameter esti-
mation on the same injected data three different times.
In each test, the MCMC began sampling from a different
seed point, but all three converged to the same posteriors.
The Gelman-Rubin statistic was also used to test conver-
gence [53]. This method takes the square root of the ratio
of two estimates of the variance in the MCMC chains to
compute a quantity commonly denoted by R̂. The nu-
merator of this ratio overestimates the variance and the
denominator underestimates it, but both converge to the
true value as the number of samples increases. There-
fore, R̂ → 1 from above as the number of samples goes
to infinity. Reference [54] recommends that R̂ ≤ 1.1 be
the condition for convergence. Comparing chains from
our three injections, the maximum R̂ = 1.001 < 1.1.
Therefore, we are reasonably confident that the MCMC
is exploring the parameter space appropriately and con-
verging properly.

Next we compare the posteriors recovered to the in-
jected parameters. For everything but the Einstein-æther

13 Recall that cσ is set to zero.
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FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 5 but for (α1, α2, c̄ω) parameterization uniformly sampled in the region described by Eq. (5.22). Again,
the constraints were applied in the following order (beginning in the top left corner and ending in the bottom right corner):
positive energy conditions, Eq. (5.3); positive speeds of different GW polarizations, Eq. (5.1); Cherenkov constraint, Eq. (5.4);
BBN constraint, Eq. (5.18).

specific parameters, plots of the posterior distributions
recovered from these injections are compared to the in-
jected values in Appendix D (labeled as “GR Injec 1-
3”). All were consistent with the injected value, with the
chirp mass exhibiting a bias due to correlations with the
α1 Einstein-æther parameter. This correlation is better
exhibited in Fig. 9, which shows a corner plot in the α1–
M̄ plane. Clearly, the injected value is a point in the

top-right corner of the covariance panel, which is poorly
recovered by the analysis. The reason for this is that the
α1 = 0 line in the α1–M̄ plane is strongly disfavoured by
the prior (as discussed already in Sec. V C). This pushes
the posterior away from the injected value of α1, which
can be compensated for through a different choice of chirp
mass.

Posteriors on the Einstein-æther parameters are pre-
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FIG. 8. Similar to Fig. 6 but for (α1, α2, c̄ω) parameterization uniformly sampled in the region described by Eq. (5.22). Both
plots include all the constraints of Fig. 7 as well as the solar system constraints, Eqs. (5.9) and (5.10). The plot on the right
further adds the constraint from binary pulsar and triple systems, Eq. (5.11).

sented in Figs. 10 and 11. The posterior distribution for
α1 is distinct from the prior and shifted towards the in-
jected value. However, given the shape of the prior, note
again that α1 = 0 is possible, but there are fewer com-
binations of α2 that allow α1 to have this value. This
is what pushes the peak of α1 slightly away from the
injected value of zero. The posterior distribution for
c̄ω includes both possible GR limits, but seems to fa-
vor the limit c̄ω → 0. It is easier to understand why if
we translate these points into the {ca, cθ, cω} parameter
space14. Looking at a corner plot of the ca-cω plane for
all three injections as compared to the prior (Fig. 12), we
can see that small values of cω are only allowed when ca
is also small. Examining the Einstein-æther quantities
that are important to the likelihood, we find analytically
that ϵx(cω) has an interesting shape (Fig. 13). This func-
tion is very large for small cω, and then quickly drops to
very small values as cω increases. Plotting this curve for
three different values of ca, we see that the larger the
ca, the larger the region of cω space in which ϵx is very
large. Given that the size of ϵx will determine the dipole
contribution to the phase and amplitude of the wave-
form (Eqs. (3.23) and (3.22)), it makes sense that large
ϵx would be disfavored for a GR injection. This seems
to explain the disallowed region in the ca-cω covariance
plot. Translating back to c̄ω, very small cω ≈ 0 corre-
sponds to c̄ω ≈ 1. Hence, the lack of support for c̄ω = 1

14 Recall that by Eq. (5.21) c̄ω = 1 is equivalent to cω = 0.

in Fig. 11 is explained. Note that this dip at c̄ω = 1 did
not happen in the case when all constraints were applied,
probably because it was already ruled out by the binary
pulsar and the triple system constraints.

Finally, note that we ran this parameter estimation on
injected data with the entire waveform, and separately
with just the ℓ = 2 contribution to the waveform. The
posteriors in both cases were identical. This is not sur-
prising, as the ℓ = 1 contribution should be suppressed
compared to the ℓ = 2 contribution given how small ∆s
is when s ≈ O(10−3) (see Eq. (3.24) for how this impacts
the waveform and Appendix B for a description of why
we expect s to be of this order). However, if we include
the ℓ = 1 contribution, the code takes at least twice as
long to run, because of all the extra terms in the model
that are required to evaluate the likelihood. In the in-
terest of efficiency, and since it makes no difference, for
the remainder of the paper, we do not include the ℓ = 1
contribution to the waveform.

B. Non-GR Injection

The next test of the waveform template involved re-
covering injected data when the values of the Einstein-
æther parameters are distinct from those in GR. To
test this we constructed a set of injection data with the
EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform template and Einstein-
æther parameter injected values set to

α1 = −0.245, (6.1a)
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α2 = −6.586× 10−8, (6.1b)
c̄ω = 0.163453. (6.1c)

These values were chosen because they satisfy the com-
plicated Einstein-æther prior and are as distinct as pos-
sible from the GR injection (for α1). All the other source
parameters were the same as in the GR injection and are
listed in Table I.
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FIG. 13. A plot of ϵx (Eq. (3.26e)) as a function of cω for
three different values of ca. From the shape of this curve,
we can see that for small values of cω, ϵx is very large. This
will make the dipole contribution to the GW very large. If ϵx
above some cutoff is disfavored by GW data, then these small
values of cω will also be disfavored.

Again, we ran an MCMC to perform parameter esti-
mation on this data set, using the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT
waveform template as our recovery model. Plots of the
posterior distribution recovered from this injection com-
pared to the injected value are in Appendix D (this is the
“EA Injec” data set). All of the posteriors are consistent
with the injected parameters. The only posterior that
dramatically changes from the recovery of a GR injec-
tion, is that of the chirp mass. We can see from Fig. 14
that when the value of α1 is at the other edge of the
prior, the posterior on the chirp mass is biased in the
other direction.

As for the Einstein-æther parameters, shown in Figs.
15 and 16, the posterior for α1 is only slightly different
when the injection is an EA signal from when it is a GR
one, while the posteriors for α2 and cω remain approxi-
mately the same. This implies that observations similar
to the GW170817 event are not sufficiently informative to
distinguish between a GR and an EA model. The small
shift in the posterior of α1, however, also implies that
future signals at a higher SNR might be able to begin
to distinguish EA and GR effects. From this, we con-
clude that the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT model is functioning
as expected for both GR and non-GR cases.

VII. CONSTRAINTS ON EINSTEIN-ÆTHER
THEORY WITH GRAVITATIONAL WAVE

EVENTS FROM O1–O3

Once the waveform template has undergone testing, we
are able to use it to recover the source parameters from
GW events. To date, there have been two BNS merg-
ers well above the detection threshold: GW170817 and
GW190425 [8, 32]. In this section, we describe the pa-
rameter estimation studies we have conducted with these
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covered from an injection of a GW in Einstein-æther theory.
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a GW in Einstein-æther theory compared to an injection in
GR. These look identical.

two events. We remind the reader again that we have not
considered GW events produced by binaries with one or
more BHs, because the Einstein-æther sensitivities have
not yet been calculated for these objects, and these sensi-
tivities enter the dominant Einstein-æther modifications
to the GR waveform.

We performed parameter estimation on both events,
using data from the Gravitational Wave Open Science
Center [55]. The priors used for the IMRPhenomD param-
eters15 were those described in Sec. IV A. Note that be-
cause of the good sky localization for GW170817, we were
further able to narrow the priors on the right ascension
and declination for this event to α′ ∈ [3.4, 3.5] and sin δ ∈
[−.4,−.3]. For both events, the prior on the symmetric
tidal deformability, Λs, was the same as that given in
Sec. IVB. Finally, the prior on the Einstein-æther param-
eters was the less restrictive prior described in Sec. VI,
which included the stability conditions (Eqs. (5.3), (5.1)),
Cherenkov constraints (Eq. (5.4)), and the BBN con-
straint(Eq. (5.18)). The complicated shape of this prior
is shown in the bottom right panel of Fig. 7.

We will start by examining the results we obtain when
we analyze the GW170817 event. We perform three dif-
ferent parameter estimation studies on this data, starting
the MCMC from three different seed points. The poste-
riors from each run are identical, giving us good reason
to believe that the MCMC explored the space adequately
and converged. Visual inspection of the MCMC chains
suggests the analysis has converged to a stable distribu-
tion. Furthermore, the Gelman-Rubin statistic for these
runs gave an R̂ = 1.0009 < 1.1, which also indicates
convergence.

We plot the posteriors we obtain when we analyze the

15 θ⃗ = {α′, sin δ, ψ, cos ι, ϕref, tc, DL,M, η, χ1, χ2}

GW170817 event directly on top of LIGO’s for convenient
comparison (Fig. 17)[31]. Note that the prior we use for
the χ1 and χ2 parameters is narrower than that used by
LIGO. If we use the same prior as LIGO’s for χ1 and χ2,
our posteriors for these parameters match LIGO’s and
the results for all the other parameters are statistically
consistent with our previous posteriors. Comparing the
plots in Fig. 17, we find that all the posteriors for the
GR parameters are consistent with LIGO’s except for
the chirp mass. Given what we saw with this parame-
ter in the injection studies (Fig. 9 and Fig. 14), this is
not surprising. Correlations between the Einstein-æther
parameter α1 and the chirp mass tend to dramatically
increase the width of the posterior on the latter param-
eter and expand it asymmetrically. Furthermore, if the
injected value of α1 is on the edge of the prior, the re-
covery of chirp mass will be skewed by the correlation.
This widened posterior on chirp mass is explicitly demon-
strated for the GW170817 event in Fig. 18.

The posteriors for the Einstein-æther parameters are
shown in Figs. 19 and 20. There is no improvement
over the prior aside from a slight disfavoring of c̄ω = 1
(equivalent to cω = 0). The reason for this was ex-
plained in Sec. VI. We did not expand the prior on the
Einstein-æther parameters further to explore wider re-
gions of parameter space because numerical instabilities
and floating-point errors in the waveform calculation pre-
vented us from performing the inference analysis. Fur-
thermore, the sensitivity model breaks down for certain
combinations of the Einstein-æther coupling constants
outside the priors we have chosen (see Appendix B for
more detail).

For the GW190425 event, the Einstein-æther pos-
teriors were no more informative (they were identical
to those obtained from the analysis of the GW170817
event). This is not surprising given the lower SNR of
this signal. The combined SNR of GW170817 was es-
timated to be 32.4 (accounting for the SNR in each of
the three detectors, LIGO Hanford, LIGO Livingston
and Virgo), while the SNR of GW190425 was just 12.9
(in the LIGO Livingston detector) [8, 32]. The SNR of
the GW170817 detection was about 2.5 times larger than
that of GW190425. We expect statistical error to be in-
versely proportional to SNR. Therefore, as the SNR in-
creases, the statistical error decreases. Thus, it makes
sense that posteriors from GW190425 do not contain
more information than those from GW170817.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

The posteriors shown in the previous section represent
the first direct search for Einstein-æther modifications in
GW data. Our study is also one of the first tests to com-
pare LVC data to a waveform with the GR transverse-
traceless polarization and with additional non-GR polar-
izations simultaneously, as predicted from a specific mod-
ified theory. While this study was unable to place tight
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FIG. 17. Comparison of our posteriors with those published by the LIGO/Virgo (LVC) collaboration for six of the source
parameters of GW170817. All are consistent except for the chirp mass, which, as discussed in the text, is shifted due to
Einstein-æther correlations. Our spin posteriors are also different from LVC’s because of our use of a small spin prior.

constraints on the Einstein-æther parameters, there is
still a lot to learn from it. Our analysis reveals the com-
plications that may arise in modified theories with mul-
tiple coupling constants to constrain, especially if any of
those constants is degenerate with astrophysical parame-

ters. Our analysis further demonstrates that constraints
from the absence of a dipole term in GW radiation may
continue to dominate other constraints from GW obser-
vations. Finally, this work summarizes all of the current
constraints on Einstein-æther theory, giving a careful de-
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scription of each region of parameter space and how sensi-
tivities in this theory are affected in those regions. From
this study, it is clear that region 1 of parameter space (as
described in Sec. V B) will be accessible to GW studies
before region 2 is.

The results of this study prompt the question: what
might improve the constraints that GW data can place
on Einstein-æther theory? There are several possible av-
enues to approach this question. Firstly we can consider
the types of events that are being studied. It is pos-
sible that there are certain combinations of astrophys-
ical source parameters that are better for constraining
this theory than others. We only considered source pa-
rameters similar to those detected with BNS mergers
to date. Perhaps there is some type of “golden event”,
that if we were fortunate enough to observe it, would
greatly constrain the theory further. A good candidate
for such a golden event is a mixed compact binary con-
sisting of a low-mass BH and a neutron star. The anal-
ysis of such a system would require first the calculation
of Einstein-æther sensitivities for BHs. We can also con-
sider what might be achieved with future events and fu-
ture GW detectors. As detectors continue to improve and
higher SNR events are detected, how will constraints on
Einstein-æther theory change? It seems reasonable to
expect some improvement that scales as 1/SNR, but it
is unclear exactly how much the posteriors will change,
because of the strong correlations between the Einstein-
æther parameters and other system parameters (like the
chirp mass). Furthermore, as more BNS events are de-
tected, constraints from each event can be combined,
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FIG. 19. The posteriors for α1 and α2 from GW170817 plot-
ted over the prior. Three separate runs are shown here and
they all converge to the same answer, which is indistinguish-
able from the prior.
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FIG. 20. The posteriors for c̄ω from GW170817 plotted over
the prior. Again three separate runs are shown that are all
consistent with each other and indistinguishable from the
prior aside from a slight disfavoring of c̄ω = 1 (reason ex-
plained in Sec. VI).

since the value of the Einstein-æther coupling constants
must be consistent across all events. On the order of 10
BNS events are predicted for the LVC fourth observing
run, O4, starting later this year [56].

Another possible consideration is improvement of the
waveform template itself. This waveform template was
built off of IMRPhenomD_NRT, which was fit to numerical
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relativity simulations in GR. There have so far been no
numerical relativity simulations of binary NS mergers in
Einstein-æther theory. It is possible that fitting a wave-
form template to NR simulations in this theory would
make it more accurate and better able to constrain the
theory. However, developing such a simulation comes
with its own set of challenges, and we doubt that the
modifications would be so large to improve constraints
beyond what has already been achieved with binary pul-
sar and solar system observations.

Another large avenue of possible future work would be
to extend this analysis to BHNS mergers or BBH merg-
ers, if Einstein-æther theory sensitivities were known for
BHs, as mentioned before. If that were accomplished,
the number of events that could be used for this study
would increase dramatically, even before the next ob-
serving runs begin. At the very least, one could make
assumptions about what the sensitivity for BHs in this
theory is likely to be, and then examine the BHNS
merger events. This would not place true constraints
on Einstein-æther theory parameters, because simplify-
ing assumptions would have been made, but it may give
some idea of what we might hope to learn from these
events in the future. Ultimately, there is still much that
could be investigated about GWs in Einstein-æther the-
ory. It would be especially useful to determine if there
is any point at which GW constraints on Einstein-æther
theory will surpass those from current experiments.
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Appendix A: IMRPhenomD_NRTidal Modifications

To minimize confusion for anyone attempting to
reproduce our code, we will describe here in detail the
modifications that were made to the IMRPhenomD
waveform template to make it consistent with
IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2.

Eq. 17 of Dietrich et. al gives the tidal phase correction
in the frequency domain [41]:

ψT (x) = −κTeff
39

16η
x5/2P̃NRTidalv2(x), (A.1)

with

κTeff =
3

16
Λ̃, (A.2)

where Λ̃ is the commonly used mass-weighted tidal de-
formability (Eq. (4.1)), η is the symmetric mass ratio
(Eq. (3.27c)), and

x =

(
ω̂

2

)2/3

= (πmfGW )
2/3

, (A.3)

since ω̂ = 2πmfGW, with m = m1 + m2, is the dimen-
sionless GW frequency. The last expression in Eq. (A.1)
is the Padé approximant (Eq. 18 of Dietrich et. al) which
is a function of x with eight numerical coefficients, four
of which were determined by fitting to data [43]:

P̃NRTidalv2(x) =
1 +

∑4
i=0 ñ1+i/2x

1+i/2

1 +
∑2

j=0 d̃1+j/2x1+j/2
. (A.4)

The coefficients are given in Eqs. 19-21 of the NRTidal
paper [41]. However, in order for our waveform to match
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i ñ1+i/2 d̃1+i/2

0 −12.615214237993088 −15.111207827736678

1 19.0537346970349 22.195327350624694

2 −21.166863146081035 8.064109635305156

3 90.55082156324926 0
4 −60.25357801943598 0

TABLE II. The coefficients of the Padé approximant used in
the tidal correction to the phase. To make our code consistent
with LALSuite it was necessary to use these exact numbers.

LALSuite as well as it does, we needed to use the same
number of significant digits. Hence, we took the values
of these coefficients directly from LALSuite’s code. We
copy them here in table II for convenience.

The tidal amplitude correction in the frequency do-
main is given by Eq. 24 of Dietrich et. al [41]:

ÃNRTidalv2
T = −

√
5πν

24

9m2

R
κTeffx

13/4 1 +
449
108x+ 22672

9 x2.89

1 + 13477.8x4
.

(A.5)

A Planck taper is used to end the inspiral waveform,
beginning at the merger frequency [43],

fmerger =
0.3586

2mπ

√
m2

m1

1 + n1κ
T
eff + n2

(
κTeff
)2

1 + d1κTeff + d2
(
κTeff
)2 , (A.6)

with n1 = 3.354× 10−2, n2 = 4.315× 10−5, d1 = 7.542×
10−2, d2 = 2.236 × 10−4, and reducing the amplitude to
zero by the time f = 1.2fmerger [43, 57]. The exact form
of this taper, ÃPlanck, can be found in Eq. 7 of [57]. We
repeat it here for convenience,

ÃPlanck =


1, f ≤ fmerger,

1
exp (z(f))+1 , fmerger ≤ f ≤ 1.2fmerger,

0, f ≥ 1.2fmerger,

(A.7)
where

z(f) =
fmerger − 1.2fmerger

f − fmerger
+
fmerger − 1.2fmerger

f − 1.2fmerger
.

(A.8)
Putting it all together, the final amplitude in the fre-
quency domain is [41],

Ã = (ÃBBH + ÃNRTidalv2
T )× ÃPlanck. (A.9)

The IMRPhenomD_NRTidalv2 waveform template also
accounts for spin-spin effects in the phase. The terms
added to the BBH baseline phase are [41],

ΨSS =
3x−5/2

128η

(
ψ
(1)
SS,2PNx

2 + ψ
(1)
SS,3PNx

3

+ψ
(1)
SS,3.5PNx

7/2
)
+ [(1) ↔ (2)] (A.10)

i 0 1 2 3 4
qi 0.1940 0.09163 0.04812 −0.004283 0.00012450

oi 0.003131 2.071 −0.7152 0.2458 −0.03309

TABLE III. The coefficients for the quadrupolar and octupo-
lar spin-induced deformabilities as a function of tidal deforma-
bility.

where (1) and (2) represent the two bodies in the binary
system (with m1 ≥ m2 as before). The 2PN and 3PN
terms were already implemented in LALSuite [58–60]:

ψ
(1)
SS,2PN = −50(C

(1)
Q − 1)µ2

1χ
2
1, (A.11)

ψ
(1)
SS,3PN =

5

84

(
9407 + 8218µ1 − 2016µ2

1

)
× (C

(1)
Q − 1)µ2

1χ
2
1, (A.12)

and the 3.5PN term was added by [41]:

ψ
(1)
SS,3.5PN = 10

[(
µ2
1 +

308

3
µ1

)
χ1 +

(
µ2
2 −

89

3
µ2

)
χ2

− 40π
]
(C

(1)
Q − 1)µ2

1χ
2
1

− 440(C
(1)
Oc − 1)µ3

1χ
3
1, (A.13)

where µ1,2 = m1,2/m as before, χ1,2 are the spins of each
body, and C(1,2)

Q and C(1,2)
Oc are the spin-induced deforma-

bilities for the individual stars which can be related to
the tidal deformability with the universal relations [61],

C
(1,2)
Q = exp

(
4∑

i=0

qi ln(Λ1,2)
i

)
, (A.14)

C
(1,2)
Oc = exp

(
4∑

i=0

oi ln(C
(1,2)
Q )i

)
, (A.15)

with coefficients in table III. We computed CQ and COc

for the specific case Λ1 = Λ2 = 350 to compare against
the values used for Fig. 7 of [41], and caught a small
typo in the caption of that image. The correct values,
which were used to create the plot, are CQ = 5.29 and
COc = 10.5.

Note that because the 2PN and 3PN spin-spin terms
were added to the code earlier, they are implemented in
a different way from the 3.5PN spin-spin term and the
tidal effects. To make our code consistent with LALSuite,
we had to follow their convention. Thus, the 2PN and
3PN spin-spin terms were added to the PN terms in the
inspiral only. This carries through to higher frequencies
via boundary conditions when the different parts of the
waveform are stitched together. Meanwhile, the 3.5PN
spin-spin term and the tidal modifications to the phase
and amplitude are added to the entire waveform so that
the underlying BBH model did not need to be recali-
brated.
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Appendix B: Order of Magnitude of the Sensitivity
Parameter

The implementation of the sensitivity model in GWAT
was tested in Sec. IVC and compared against previous
work [13]. However, this was done for the most restric-
tive prior on the Einstein-æther parameters (described
in detail in Sec. V C) and as discussed in Sec. VI, in this
region of parameter space the prior is more informative
than the likelihood. Thus, we also considered a slightly
less restrictive prior as outlined in Sec. VI. In this ap-
pendix we demonstrate how this new prior affects the
calculation of sensivities in Einstein-æther theory.

We begin by plotting sensitivity as a function of com-
pactness for 50,000 random values of compactness when
the Einstein-æther parameters are varied in the region
of parameter space relevant to this work (Fig. 21). Re-
call from Sec. VI, the prior includes the stability condi-
tions, the Cherenkov constraint, and the BBN constraint,
while it excludes the solar system constraints and the
constraint on α1 from binary pulsars and the triple sys-
tem. In this region, the sensitivities calculated are ap-
proximately three orders of magnitude larger than in the
region considered in previous work. This increase is con-
sistent with the increase in magnitude of α1 from one
region to the other since the dominant contribution to
sensitivity from the Einstein-æther coupling constants is
linear in α1 (recall Eq. (2.15) and the fact that α2 is much
smaller than α1).

One important consequence of working in a less re-
strictive region of parameter space is that it is possible
to select a combination of coupling constants with s ≥ 1.
Given the definition of s in terms of σ (Eq. (2.14)), s ≥ 1
is unphysical. Furthermore, when s > 1, there are quan-
tities in the waveform (namely A(2)(f), Eq. (3.22)) that
depend on

√
(1− s) that the code will fail to calculate.

Therefore, points with s ≥ 1 should also be rejected.
Note that in the region of parameter space we use in

this study, only 10 out of 50, 000 points had s ≥ 1. So
the problematic points are occurring with a frequency of
0.02% and can be safely removed from our data without
affecting our result. However, this issue only gets worse
as one moves to larger regions of parameter space and the
magnitude of α1 increases. We recommend that anyone
wishing to examine a less restrictive region of the param-
eter space thoroughly test the sensitivity model in that
region to ensure it does not break down.

To explicitly illustrate how much our result depends
on the sensitivity model, we performed parameter estima-
tion on the same injected data16 while computing the sen-
sitivity to different orders in the binding energy to mass
ratio. In Fig. 22, we compare three different runs with
s computed to {O(Ω/m),O(Ω2/m2),O(Ω3/m3)} respec-
tively. The difference in shape for the correlation between

16 The injected data was generated with the IMRPhenomD_NRT wave-
form template and used the source parameters listed in Table I.
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FIG. 21. Sensitivity as a function of compactness varying the
Einstein-æther parameters in the region of parameter space
used for this study. A comparison with Fig. 4 reveals that
in this region, the sensitivities are approximately three orders
of magnitude larger than in the most restrictive region of pa-
rameter space.

M̄ and α1 can be explained with Eqs. (2.15) and (3.29).
To explain this shape analytically, we will treat α2 as
negligible compared to α1 (a good approximation in the
region we sample in) and keep Ω/m constant. Then as
α1 is varied from [−.25, 0] the first term in Eq. (2.15)
is the largest and is positive, the second term is smaller
and negative, and the third term provides a very small
positive contribution. All three terms tend to zero as
α1 → 0. Adding these terms together order by order,
we get three different expressions for s and we can see
how they depend on α1. This same dependence appears
in the correlation plot between M̄ and α1 because of the
dependence of M̄ on s (Eq. (3.29)). Given how much our
posteriors depend on how many terms are included in the
sensitivity calculation, we recommend that the sensitiv-
ity model be further investigated (for instance, computed
to higher orders) before constraints are placed with GW
data.

Appendix C: Cherenkov Constraints

To summarize the constraints of [9], when cT < 1,

−cσ
2

< 5× 10−16, (C.1)

when cV < 1,∣∣∣2c2σ[c2σ − 2ca − (cσ + cω)]

(cω + cσ)
2

∣∣∣ < 7× 10−32, (C.2)

and when cS < 1,∣∣∣ (cσ − ca)
2

ca

∣∣∣ < 1× 10−30. (C.3)
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FIG. 22. The posteriors for M̄, α1 and α2 for injected data
when sensitivity is computed to different orders. This demon-
strates how much our results might depend on the sensitivity
model.

This last constraint only holds when∣∣∣2 [(cθ + 2cσ)/3− ca]

cω + cσ

∣∣∣ > 10−22 (C.4)

is also satisfied.
Note that all of the emission processes which would

place the constraints of Eqs. (C.1) - (C.3) vanish as the

ci’s tend to zero. However, the emission of two scalar
æther field excitations via an off-shell graviton propaga-
tor does not vanish in this limit and provides a bound on
the ratios of the ci for cS < 1, namely

∣∣∣2 [ca − (2cσ + cθ) /3]

cω + cσ

∣∣∣ < 3× 10−19. (C.5)

Together, Eqs. (C.1)-(C.5) are the conditions explic-
itly checked by GWAT as part of the prior. Any points that
meet the conditions for the constraint to be imposed (e.g.
cV < 1), but do not satisfy these equations (in this exam-
ple, Eq. (C.2)) are rejected. It is important to note that
because we are setting cσ = 0 identically, the constraint
of Eq. (C.2) will be satisfied for every combination of
the Einstein-æther parameters. Thus, for the prior, note
that cV < 1 is actually allowed. However, given that
cV = cω/2ca when cσ = 0, there are conditions in the
likelihood that disfavor cω < 2ca (or equivalently cV < 1)
in the posterior, as discussed in Sec. VI.

Appendix D: Recovery of Injected Parameters

In this section we present comparisons between pos-
teriors recovered with the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT wave-
form template and injected values (Figs. 23 and 24).
As described in section VI, this was done for two dif-
ferent cases: a GR case and a non-GR case. In
the GR case, the input data was constructed with
the IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform template which does not
specify the Einstein-æther parameters. In the non-GR
case, the EA injection, the input data was constructed
with the EA_IMRPhenomD_NRT waveform template and
the Einstein-æther parameters were given values distinct
from those in the GR case (no longer zero or 1).
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