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Magnetar vibrational modes are theorized to be associated with energetic X-ray flares. Regular
searches for gravitational waves from these modes have been performed by Advanced LIGO and
Advanced Virgo, with no detections so far. Presently, search results are given in limits on the
root-sum-square of the integrated gravitational-wave strain. However, the increased sensitivity of
current detectors and the promise of future detectors invite the consideration of more astrophysically
motivated methods. We present a framework for augmenting gravitational wave searches to measure
or place direct limits on magnetar astrophysical properties in various search scenarios using a set of
phenomenological and analytic models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Magnetars are a subclass of neutron stars observed
to possess magnetic fields with strengths of 1014G to
1015 G ([22]) and may be responsible for the highly
energetic emission of X-rays and soft γ-ray flares.
Presently, there are 30 known galactic magnetars1
found via these (and other) types of emission ([44]).
These flares are short duration and believed to be
due to interactions between the powerful magnetic
field and the exotic matter of the star ([54]).

The detailed internal structure of neutron stars,
and magnetars in particular, remains uncertain.
Gravitational wave (GW) observations of merging
extragalactic binary neutron star systems have al-
ready contributed to constraints on the neutron star
equation of state ([2, 3]). GWs emitted from iso-
lated galactic neutron stars would provide a promis-
ing new method to explore neutron star astrophysics.
The LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA network of GW detectors
has carried out a series of searches for GWs associ-
ated with magnetar X-ray flares ([1, 4, 5]). While no
detections have resulted, the increasing sensitivity of
the detectors begs the question whether such obser-
vations are likely in the near future, or with proposed
next-generation detectors such as Cosmic Explorer
(CE), Einstein Telescope (ET), or the Neutron Star
Extreme Matter Observatory (NEMO) ([6, 27, 50]).

Unlike binary neutron star mergers, the mech-
anism(s) for transient GW emission from isolated
neutron stars is uncertain. Given the uncertainties,
the GW searches to date have made few assumptions
regarding specific waveform models. However, a po-
tentially promising scenario associates GW emission

1 http://www.physics.mcgill.ca/~pulsar/magnetar/main.
html

in the form of f-modes with the extreme energy re-
lease from magnetars observed as giant X-ray flares,
with equivalent isotropic energies of 1044 - 1046 erg
([29, 30, 42]). In this paper, we explore the de-
tectability of these f-mode models. As detector sen-
sitivity improves, the probability of detecting a GW
signal from a non-compact-binary event increases,
and in the event such a signal is measured, complete
waveform models are necessary to perform analyses.
This is not intended to be the final word on how to
analyze these future events, rather a potential met-
ric for gauging astrophysical plausibility of future
candidates.

In previous analyses, short-duration, targeted
searches use the coherent analysis algorithm X-
Pipeline ([4, 5, 51, 58]). X-Pipeline is a tar-
geted, minimally-modeled, coherent search algo-
rithm. Data from multiple detectors are transformed
into time-frequency coherence maps, and the most
energetic clusters of pixels which still meet pipeline
coherence thresholds after data quality vetoes are
recorded. For a nearly monochromatic signal, one
might expect a detection to appear as a line of
constant-frequency pixels centered on the central fre-
quency of the signal with a narrow bandwidth of
only a few Hz. Given the astrophysical uncertainties
associated with magnetars and their potential GW
emission, we assume here that f-mode emission will
be identified by such a minimally-modeled search.
However, generic, un-targeted all-sky searches for
f-modes associated with pulsar glitches have previ-
ously been performed ([39]).

The processes believed to be associated with gi-
ant flares in particular are thought to be due to two
mechanisms: powerful magneto-hydrodynamic de-
formations within the interior of star triggered by
the cracking of the thin crust of the star and a re-
configuration of the exterior magnetosphere ([38]).
Magneto-hydrodynamic deformation models predict
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that a neutron star has fundamental equilibrium
states and can suddenly experience a reconfiguration
of the internal structure when changing to a differ-
ent state. This can release an enormous amount of
energy potentially emitted through flares or gravita-
tional waves created by the deformation ([18, 31]).
This deformation can be triggered by a large-scale
cracking of the crust ([53, 61]), which also serves
to provide a channel for the magnetohydrodynamic
wave to propagate from inside the star to the exte-
rior magnetosphere ([26, 38, 41]).

Theoretical calculations have estimated the to-
tal energy released during a giant flare and predict
that the GW energy could be high enough to be de-
tectable by near-future detectors by assuming that
all available flare energy is released in the GW chan-
nel ([18]). Other, more detailed calculations give
GW energies far below what is detectable with even
proposed future GW detectors ([15, 38, 60]).

The vibrational modes excited within the neutron
star are believed to be predominately fluid pressure
modes. The fundamental ‘f-mode’ is the lowest or-
der (l = m = 2) pressure mode, allowing for the
possible generation of gravitational waves ([43]) ex-
pected to occur in the approximate range of 1 to 3
kHz ([53, 61]). These excitations are expected to be
short-lived. Pressure oscillations within the star are
expected to couple with the core and primarily de-
cay through GW emission, causing the oscillations
to last for O(0.1− 10 s) ([37]).

This paper is organized as follows: In Section II,
we discuss the various fitting functions and analytic
models that can allow us to create a fuller picture of
the gravitational waves from an f-mode. In Section
III we will explore how this picture can be used to
evaluate the plausibility of f-mode emission for de-
tection candidates identified in an umodeled search.
We note that in Section III A, we perform a similar
Bayesian analysis to that done by [16]. However, we
analyze over a larger frequency/damping time space
and focus more on direct parameter estimation and
future detector sensitivity. This section is also sim-
ilar to recent work done by [47]; however, we focus
on EOS-independent relations for f-modes from X-
ray flares and consider recovery in the context of an
initial, unmodeled search result. Finally, in Section
IV, we will explore how these measurements stand
to be improved with future detectors.

II. METHODS

If we consider a magnetar with a monochromatic
oscillatory mode at frequency νGW spontaneously
excited at time t = 0 and decaying with a timescale
τGW , then, following the logic of [23] and [24], we

can express the gravitational wave emission of an f-
mode as a damped sinusoid of the form in Equation
1

h(t) =

{
0 for t < 0

h0e
−t/τGW sin (2πνGW t) for t ≥ 0

(1)

The emission is then characterized by an ampli-
tude h0, a characteristic frequency, and a character-
istic damping time. While no model currently exists
that properly describes the parameters (mass, ra-
dius, magnetic field strength) of this system due to
the unknown neutron star equation-of-state (EOS),
attempts have been made to form EOS-independent
fitting functions to approximate these parameters.
These fitting functions utilize numerical simulations
to map such physical parameters to measurable
quantities.

A. Frequency and Damping Time Fitting
Functions

A variety of attempts have been made to com-
pute relationships between GW observables like fre-
quency and damping time and physical properties
like mass and radius. These typically involve per-
forming numerical simulations at a variety of differ-
ent EOS’s and finding a best-fit function that relates
these properties (see eg. [7, 9, 12, 20, 25, 34, 35, 56]).
We choose to consider the fitting functions of [8] as
most other calculations either arrive at similar re-
sults or they expand to include fast rotation – which
we do not consider as most known magnetars are
nowhere near this regime and the rotating fits con-
verge to the non-rotating models in the zero spin
limit. These fitting functions are shown in Equations
2 and 3 where M = M/1.4M⊙ and R = R/10 km.

νGW (kHz) ≈ 0.78 + 1.635

(
M

R
3

)1/2

(2)

1

τ(s)
≈ M

3

R
4

[
22.85− 14.65

(
M

R

)]
(3)

Assuming a mass range of [0.8 M⊙, 2.5 M⊙] and
a radius range of [8 km, 20 km], this model allows
f-modes to exist in the frequency range [1.22 kHz,
3.33 kHz] and damping time range [0.087 s, 10 s].
This includes cuts on the parameter space requir-
ing the damping time and frequency to be positive
(as the algebraic fitting functions would technically
allow negative values) and for the mass and radius
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to satisfy Buchdahl’s bound ([13]). Since the alge-
braic fitting functions would technically allow damp-
ing times as high as 2500 s, we place a cut when sam-
pling this parameter space that the damping time
must be less than 10 s as calculations predict damp-
ing times below this limit ([37]) and the numerical
simulations the fitting functions were drawn from do
not give damping times greater than this ([8]).

We note here that these relations do not give
unique solutions for all frequency/damping times.
A small part of parameter space (roughly between
2000 − 2700 Hz and damping times below around
0.23 s), the same frequency/damping time can cor-
respond to multiple mass/radius values. Due to the
dependence of the amplitude on these parameters,
one of these modes can be eliminated to some extent
by constraining the magnetic field if that informa-
tion is known.

B. Theoretically motivated amplitude model

Another function can describe the amplitude of
the oscillation. By modeling the oscillation as a re-
configuration of the internal magnetic field triggered
by some impulse, the energy of an f-mode oscillation
can be expressed as ([38])

Ef =
ϵ20c

4

128π2

α2
nB

4R4

qMMν2
(4)

where ϵ0 is vacuum permittivity. Here, αn repre-
sents the scale of the magnetic field reconfiguration,
with αn = 1 corresponding to a complete reconfig-
uration of the entire field, and the quantity qMM
is the effective mass of the oscillating mode, which
is dependent on the specific equation of state, the
mass, and the radius. The magnetic field strength
B here is a characteristic value of the surface mag-
netic field of the magnetar2.

We connect this energy to the peak amplitude in
Equation 1 via the gravitational wave luminosity as
a function of source distance given in equation 21 of
[45] when including a damping term, and integrating
from t = 0 to t = ∞ which gives Equation 5 as in
([28]).

h0 =
1

πdνGW

(
5G

c3
EGW

τGW

)1/2

(5)

2 This may not be the same magnetic field as estimated from
spindown measurements which assume a dipole field sub-
ject to magnetic braking. The spindown measurements are
where field strengths of order 1014 G come from, but this
surface field value may be different.

If we assume that all of the energy of the f-mode
is radiated as gravitational waves ([19, 55]), then we
can let Ef = EGW and combine Equations 4 and 5
to get a full description of the wave amplitude.

Given that αn, qM , and the magnetic field
strength B are degenerate with each other, we can
improve things by fixing B to the dipole magnetic
field strength estimated from measurements of the
spindown of the source magnetar ([44]); however,
this may not be the best choice since the surface field
and the dipole field may be quite different. Nonethe-
less, if we let these fields be comparable, this con-
straint would allow us to incorporate information on
the source magnetar into analyses and focus on the
ratio of the reconfiguration scale αn to the effective
mode mass qM which is related to the equation of
state ([38]). In the limit of a complete magnetic field
reconfiguration (αn → 1) and a mode mass in the
range 0.02 < αn < 0.07, the amplitude of an f-mode
oscillation computed using the above model agrees
with the results of numerical simulations for oscil-
lations due to magnetic re-configurations performed
by [36].

III. APPLICATIONS IN GW SCENARIOS

Previous work has predicted that galactic mag-
netar X-ray flares could excite f-modes with ener-
gies detectable by second-generation GW detectors
([18]); however, other calculations ([60]) suggest that
second-current detectors are unlikely to detect an
f-mode from a galactic flare. Nevertheless, in the
event search pipelines do find an astrophysical can-
didate, it is desirable to connect the putative candi-
date with astrophysical source parameters. We can
construct three levels of analysis for different degrees
of candidate strength. In the event the candidate is
of high enough amplitude to perform full parameter
estimation, we need to know what level of precision
source parameters can be extracted and what thresh-
olds need to be met to perform further analyses. In
the event a candidate event is detected, but too weak
for full parameter estimation, we need some method
of determining source parameters without full pa-
rameter estimation. Finally, in the event a search
returns no GW candidates, can we place any inter-
esting limits on astrophysical parameters?

A. Usage in a Full Detection

A full detection would take the form of a search
result with sufficiently high probability of an astro-
physical source. In this case, we consider how to
extract astrophysical information from the data. In
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particular, we can make statements on the consis-
tency of the signal with an f-mode with reasonable
astrophysical parameters.

If we include an inclination term in our model to
differentiate plus and cross polarizations, we can use
the fitting functions as full model for full parameter
estimation. For example, using the Bilby Markov-
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) infrastructure ([10])
and the LALInference package ([57]), we can per-
form simulated injections to attempt to identify the
range of parameter space where a signal injected into
noise can be recovered. A range of signals was gener-
ated using the model presented above and coherently
injected into simulated, Gaussian, detector noise us-
ing packages in LALInference using noise sensi-
tivity estimates for the third observing run ([14]).
Source orientation and sky location were chosen to
maximize the signal strength in both of the LIGO de-
tectors at a distance of 10kpc, corresponding roughly
to the center of the galaxy – and to SGR 1935+2154,
an interesting magnetar since it has emitted fast ra-
dio bursts as well as X-ray flares (see [40]). We then
used Bilby to attempt to recover the parameters of
the injected signals.

Injections were performed over a somewhat physi-
cally motivated parameter space, with masses rang-
ing from 1.0 to 2.6 M⊙, radii ranging from 10 to
14 km, and surface magnetic field strengths rang-
ing from 1014 to 1017 G – which is beyond what is
generally considered possible, but may not be that
optimistic in light of more recent measurements (see
[49]). All injections were performed assuming a fixed
distance of 10 kpc – a distance consistent with the
center of the galaxy, an optimal inclination angle,
and a fixed sky location, chosen to maximize the
antenna response in both LIGO detectors. This rep-
resents a best-case detection scenario such that the
limiting factors of recovery would be intrinsic source
parameters. This is also consistent with previous
GW searches ([4, 5]).

For our simulated recoveries, the prior distribu-
tions for the core parameters were as follows: mass
was uniform from 0.5 to 3.0 M⊙, radius was uniform
from 8 to 16 km, and the magnetic field was log uni-
form from 1013 to 1017 G. We also assumed a full
magnetic field reconfiguration such that αn = 1.

A general quantity used to reflect the amplitude
of a signal is hrss (Equation 6). This quantity can
be directly compared to the noise ASD for the de-
tectors.

h2
rss =

∫ ∞

−∞
|h+(f)|2 + |h×(f)|2 df (6)

Each injection recovery produced a log Bayes fac-

tor 3 for how well the model was preferred over noise.
The set of injections, organized by the frequency of
the damped sinusoid and the hrss of the waveform,
and colored by this log Bayes factor, are shown in
Figure 1. The color scale here was fixed to be cen-
tered on a log Bayes factor of 8. This value of 8 is
typically chosen as the threshold of ‘strong evidence’
([33]). In this regime, injections that were recovered
are colored red, and those that were not recovered
are blue. This gives an approximate hrss threshold
of 3 × 10−23 Hz−1/2. Casting this into a frequency-
independent picture, Figure 2 shows how the signal-
to-noise log Bayes factor directly compares to the
SNR of the injections and shows the clear recover-
ability threshold SNR of 8. This is similar to the
thresholds estimated by [16].

In terms of recovery accuracy, above an SNR of
8, the injected mass and radius were within the
90% confidence limit (CL) but the width of that
limit was frequency-dependent due to detector sen-
sitivity. For example, one injection with (M,R) =
(1.0M⊙, 14km) at a frequency of about 1600Hz with
a magnetic field of 30 × 1015G had an SNR of 13.
This injection was recovered with a 90% confidence
interval (M,R) = (1.13+0.18

−0.18M⊙, 14.9
+0.9
−1.0km). An-

other injection with (M,R) = (1.8M⊙, 14km) at a
frequency of about 1900 Hz with a magnetic field of
30 × 1015G had an SNR of 16. This injection was
recovered with (M,R) = (1.9+0.5

−0.4M⊙, 14.7
+1.1
−1.4km).

The difference in SNR here is due to the effect of
the mass and the frequency on the amplitude.

Since real detector noise contains non-Gaussian
elements, the use of Gaussian noise here means this
represents an optimistic scenario, and any attempts
to recover a signal from real data will likely see a
higher hrss threshold for recovery. The analysis done
here is meant to form a baseline for later examina-
tion of predicted sensitivity curves of future detec-
tors (see Section IV).

B. Usage in a Marginal Detection

A marginal detection may take the form of a
search result where a pixel cluster is identified by
X-Pipeline as a candidate, but the probability of an
astrophysical source is near or just below the thresh-
old for proper detection. In this case, full parame-
ter estimation is unlikely and analyses are limited to
what could be allowed given the time-frequency win-
dow identified by the search. Estimates of the signal
morphology can be made with an unmodeled, coher-
ent signal reconstruction algorithm like BayesWave

3 All log Bayes factors reported in this paper are natural log.
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FIG. 1: Frequency space representation of injection
recoverability for the LIGO H1-L1 network at O3

sensitivity ([14]). Each point represents one
injection, identified by the frequency and hrss of

the signal and the signal-to-noise log Bayes factor
of the recovery. The hrss threshold for recovery is

around 3× 10−23 Hz−1/2 and frequency
independent. The color scheme of the log Bayes

factor is truncated at 22 to emphasize the recovery
point despite many injections recovered with log

Bayes factors of > 106

([17]) which attempts to reconstruct a signal coher-
ent between different detectors using Morlet–Gabor
wavelets.

Under a hypothetical analysis, we can use Monte
Carlo techniques to generate random samples based
on physically motivated source distributions and
check if these could match the time-frequency win-
dow of the marginal candidate. Without amplitude
restrictions (as search algorithms rely nearly entirely
on coherence statistics), the frequency window of the
marginal candidate can be used to place constraints
on what astrophysical parameters would allow such
a candidate. Figure 3 shows what the mass-radius
restriction looks like for frequency windows centered
on different central frequencies of 1.5, 2.0, and 2.5
kHz. Including damping time constraints could al-
low analyses to focus in on where in the mass-radius
band the source could exist, but determining damp-
ing time from the time duration of the trigger is
not an obvious task. The triggers show the pre-
cise amount of time that the loudest 1% of pixels
were clustered together, which is not necessarily the
decay time of a damped sinusoid. We can make
weaker estimates for an analysis, such as limiting the
damping time to be less than twice the reported du-
ration. Additionally, reconstruction algorithms like
BayesWave can be used to estimate the damping
time from the reconstruction. If there is a candidate

FIG. 2: Matched-Filter SNR vs log Bayes factor for
a range of signals injected into simulated Gaussian

noise for the LIGO H1-L1 network at O3
sensitivity ([14]). Injected signals ranged in mass,
radius, and magnetic field strength, but given a
known distance of 10 kpc. The log Bayes factor

sharply increases at an SNR of 8.

FIG. 3: Allowed parameter space for a signal given
frequency limits from a targeted, unmodeled

search. Narrow frequency windows around central
frequencies of 1500, 2000, and 2500 Hz show clear
mass-radius relations that can be extracted from a
potential marginal detection. Marked regions are

when we constrain the damping time to
0.3 s < τ < 0.4 s.

duration of several tens of seconds, it is unlikely that
it could be adequately explained by this model.

C. Usage in a Non-Detection

In the event that there are no confident candi-
dates returned by the search, astrophysical informa-
tion can still be extracted from the non-detection.
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FIG. 4: Example results using non-detection hrss

50% upper limits from one target of the O3
magnetar search with an estimated source distance
of 3.8 kpc, assuming a magnetic field of between

1015 to 1016 G (far greater than the estimated field
strength of the original source). The red region
shows the maximum allowed hrss limits when

forcing the mode mass fraction to be 0.046 for the
SLy equation of state (as calculated in [38]) and

the magnetic field reconfiguration scale to be 1 for
a complete field reconfiguration. Projections of

these upper limits onto future detector sensitivities
are also shown.

Previous searches have placed limits on the hrss of
the signal via injections at different frequencies. In
our hypothetical analysis, we can use these limits to
constrain the amplitude of a signal and sample our
physically motivated parameter space with the only
restriction being that the hrss at some frequency is
below the upper limits set by the search and a maxi-
mum damping time of 10s. Since the source distance
is likely known, this primarily can place limits on the
three degenerate terms: magnetic field strength B,
scale of magnetic reconfiguration αn, and oscillation
mode mass fraction qM .

If the dipole magnetic field estimated from spin-
down measurements is assumed to be equal to the
surface magnetic field that modulates the amplitude
of the f-mode, some of the degeneracy of the model
can be removed. In this case, αn and qM may have
limits placed. Further constraints can be placed by
restricting the mode mass to values calculated for
modern equations of state allowing for limits to be
placed on the scale of magnetic reconfiguration.

Figure 4 shows an example of a comparison we
can make in the event of a non-detection in a hy-
pothetical analysis. Upper limits for the hrss for
a non-detection from a flare potentially associated
with 1 RXS J170849 (as done in [5]) at a dis-
tance of 3.8 kpc are compared to what the model

would allow for a magnetic field of 1015 to 1016 G.
The maximum allowed hrss meets the search up-
per limits at low frequencies in this example, which
might suggest that a low-mass, high-radius neutron
star (required for a lower frequency) is right at the
threshold of detectability. The upper limits are also
scaled to the predicted sensitivity of future detectors
([11, 14, 50, 52]). LIGO A+ (O5) and 3rd generation
detectors like Cosmic Explorer will have the poten-
tial to place strong exclusion limits on the allowed
parameter space in the event of non-detections. This
is a very optimistic scenario, as of the 30 known mag-
netars, only one has a magnetic field in this range,
and of the magnetars with known distances, only
about six are comparable to or nearer than this dis-
tance ([44]).

D. Something Unexpected

In the event a candidate is present that exists
outside of the parameter space allowed by f-mode
models, a few scenarios can be considered. A first
approach for an unexpected candidate would be to
attempt to extract a general waveform using an un-
modeled reconstruction algorithm like BayesWave
([17]). With a candidate reconstruction, the hrss and
the gravitatitonal-wave energy assuming isotropic
emission from the source trigger distance can be
calculated. From this energy estimate, energetics
arguments could be made about whether or not
the candidate is astrophysically plausible. [18] es-
timated the limits of energies that an internal mag-
netic reconfiguration could reach. The energy of an
f-mode is limited by the energy released by changes
in magnetic deformation, so a magnetic reconfigu-
ration that drives an f-mode cannot expend more
energy than available in the reservoir. If the en-
ergy of a candidate exceeds what can possibly be
stored in the deformation reservoir, it is unlikely to
be physical.

If a short-duration, monochromatic candidate is
found that occurs outside of the allowed frequency
space of this model, it may be possible to make ar-
guments that the candidate was due to a different
vibrational mode of the neutron star. While the
f-mode models considered here are believed to be
most likely for GW emission ([19, 43]), frequencies
above a few kHz are expected to be where one might
find higher order pressure modes (or p-modes) (us-
ing the notation of [8]). Frequencies below 1kHz are
where Alfvén modes are predicted that are poten-
tially associated with quasi-periodic oscillations ob-
served in electromagnetic measurements. However,
these are complex and have not been fully modeled
([36]). Crustal and shear modes are also hypothe-
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sized to occur in this range ([21, 46]), as are g-modes
with buoyancy as the restoring force ([48]), though
these are unlikely to decay via the emission GWs as
efficiently as the f-mode ([43]).

Another possibility is a candidate with appropri-
ate frequency and duration but with an amplitude
exceeding what the model allows. In the O3 mag-
netar search, the most significant candidate was a
short burst of bright coherent pixels between 1560
and 1608 Hz lasting 63 ms ([5]). The frequency
and duration fall right in the region expected for
an f-mode, but the burst candidate was excluded as
an astrophysical candidate for data quality reasons.
However, it is instructive to consider what it would
imply if the burst candidate had not been a data
quality artifact.

While the frequency constraint of 1560 - 1608 Hz
fits well within the model discussed here, a damping
time of 63 ms is below the minimum damping time
allowed by the model. If we consider the case where
less than one complete damping time was detected
by a search pipeline, then we could have a damping
time greater than this value. The source magnetar
for the triggering flare was SGR 1935+2154 which
has an estimated dipole magnetic field strength of
2.2 × 1014 G ([32]) and an estimated distance of
9.0 ± 2.5 kpc ([59]). If we sample this physically
motivated part of parameter space, we get a max-
imum hrss of ∼ 7 × 10−27 Hz−1/2 and a maximum
isotropic energy of 1.5 × 1031 ergs at 9.0 kpc. This
is well below the upper limit hrss set by the search
at 1.3 × 10−22 Hz−1/2 at 1600 Hz ([5]). If an as-
trophysically motivated model with the same time-
frequency shape as a candidate has an hrss over 4
orders of magnitude below the candidate, the can-
didate is either not astrophysical, or not described
by the f-mode model. The discrepancy here demon-
strates the ability of the model to help vet potential
candidates with a more astrophysical motivation.

Another way of thinking about the burst candi-
date is that to get the astrophysically motivated
model to match the amplitude set by the upper lim-
its of the search, the magnetic field strength would
need to be increased by about 2 orders of magnitude
and the distance reduced to about 4 kpc. While not
astrophysically feasible as an f-mode event for the
targeted magnetar (SGR 1935+2154 at 9.0±2.5kpc),
the burst candidate would not be unfeasible within
the context of this f-mode model for a magnetar at
the distance of 1 RXS J170849 (3.8 kpc) but with
a magnetic field of ∼ 1016 G, which is at the very
upper limit of what magnetars could reach in some
estimates ([49]). Likewise, if it were due to magnetar
with 1015 G at a distance of 10 pc – which is about
100 times closer than the nearest magnetar, it could
also be consistent with the model.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The relationship between SNR and log Bayes fac-
tor shown in Section III A allows us to estimate sen-
sitivity to potential signals for future detectors. Us-
ing predicted noise thresholds ([11, 14, 50]), we can
quantify how future detectors will improve searches
for these signals.

Figure 2 shows that at a matched-filter SNR of
about 8, the log Bayes factor spikes to nearly 10
for injection recovery. We can compute what signal
parameters would give a particular SNR using fu-
ture detector noise curve estimates to investigate the
prospects for future observing runs. Figure 5 shows
the frequency-distance parameter space for a giant
flare-induced f-mode with a fixed surface magnetic
field strength of 1016G and magnetic reconfiguration
scale of 1, allowing the mass, radius, and mode mass
to vary, where at least 10% of samples in a distance-
frequency bin have an SNR greater than 3. This 3σ
threshold was chosen to correspond to the p-value
threshold used for potentially interesting X-pipeline
clusters to follow-up on, which is about 1% ([51]).
A giant flare from a high-magnetic field magnetar is
similar to what was observed from SGR 1806-20 –
though it has a slightly weaker field strength ([30]).
The strong frequency dependence is primarily due to
the frequency dependence of the sensitivity curves
of the detectors. This parameter space represents
what searches might expect to see in the event of
a possible candidate: a known source distance, and
a frequency space for the candidate. By comparing
a potential candidate with the potential detection
ranges for different detectors, we can make astro-
physical arguments about why a signal may or may
not be an f-mode. The loudest candidate from the
O3 search ([5]) described in Section III D is included
for comparison.

Here, we have demonstrated applications for a
more complete description of the gravitational wave
emission from neutron star f-modes associated with
magnetar X-ray flares. We have shown that in simu-
lated LIGO noise, full MCMC reconstruction may be
possible above a matched-filter SNR of 8 which oc-
curs at an hrss of around 3×10−23Hz−1/2. We have
shown the limits that could be placed on a mass-
radius relation in the event of a marginal detection
with just frequency information. We have demon-
strated how non-detections may be able to constrain
the astrophysical parameter space as sensitivity im-
proves. We have also explored how this model can
be used to vet potential candidates using astrophys-
ically motivated predictions. Lastly, we have shown
how the available search space will improve with the
increased sensitivity of future detectors.
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FIG. 5: Regions of the distance-frequency
parameter space that future detectors could be
sensitive to assuming a complete magnetic field

reconfiguration and source magnetic field strength
of 1016 G. The parameter space used in section III
was sampled and binned in signal frequency and

distance. The fraction of samples in each bin with
an expected SNR above a threshold of 3 was

calculated, and the region where at least 10% meet
this threshold are shaded. The strong frequency
dependence is primarily due to the frequency
dependence of the sensitivity curves of the

detectors. Potential detections can be compared to
such a calculation to vet the plausibility of a real

signal. The loudest candidate from the O3 search is
marked as a dotted box and falls squarely within

the Cosmic Explorer and NEMO detection
thresholds. This suggests that for such a candidate
to have been from a magnetar f-mode with realistic
source parameters, the detector would have needed
to be at third generation detector sensitivity. Due

to the considerable similarity in this frequency
regime between Cosmic Explorer and the Einstein
Telescope, only the Cosmic Explorer estimate is

shown to represent these third generation detectors
([27, 50]). It is also worth noting that NEMO has
very similar sensitivity to these signals as the third
generation detectors in this frequency space ([6]).
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