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In gravitational-wave astronomy, extreme-mass-ratio-inspiral (EMRI) sources for the upcoming
LISA observatory have the potential to serve as high-precision probes of astrophysical environments
in galactic nuclei, and of potential deviations from general relativity (GR). Such “beyond vacuum-GR”
effects are often modeled as perturbations to the evolution of vacuum EMRIs under GR. Many
studies have reported unprecedented constraints on these effects by examining the inference of one
effect at a time. However, in a more realistic analysis, the simultaneous inference of multiple such
effects is required since the parameters describing them are generally significantly correlated with
each other and the vacuum EMRI parameters. Here, in a general framework, we show that these
correlations remain even if any modeled effect is absent in the actual signal, and that they cause
inference bias when any effect in the signal is ignored in the analysis model. This worsens the overall
measurability of the whole parameter set, challenging the constraints found by previous studies, and
posing a general problem for the modeling and inference of beyond vacuum-GR effects in EMRIs.

I. INTRODUCTION

EMRIs are binary GW sources comprising a stellar mass
compact object (CO) of mass µ orbiting a supermassive
black hole (MBH) of mass M . Their parameters are
expected to be constrained to sub-percent precision by the
ESA-NASA observatory LISA [1–6], enabling stringent
tests of GR and the measurement of perturbative “beyond
vacuum-GR” effects induced by modified gravity theories
or astrophysical environments [7–10].

EMRI waveforms are best modeled using black hole per-
turbation theory and self-force theory, where the Einstein
field equations are solved by treating the gravitational
field of the inspiralling CO as a perturbation to the Kerr
spacetime of the central MBH [11, 12]. At leading order
in the mass ratio µ/M , this approach reduces approxi-
mately to a set of flux equations describing the long-term
evolution of the system [13–17]. A beyond vacuum-GR
effect may then be introduced by directly solving the field
equations with the system’s stress-energy tensor altered
by this effect, or by including the expected modifications
due to the effect at the level of the fluxes (or the waveform
itself). The latter approach is far more popular in the
literature, due to its greater simplicity.

In flux-based models, the flux equations modified by a
general perturbative effect take the form

Ė = ĖGR(ψ) (1 + A(α)F(ψ,ϕ)) , (1)
L̇ = L̇GR(ψ) (1 + B(α)G(ψ,ϕ)) , (2)

where ĖGR, L̇GR are the leading-order model-dependent
fluxes of the energy at infinity, E, and the axial compo-
nent of angular momentum, L, respectively [18]. The
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fluxes are typically calculated in the Teukolsky formalism
[15]1 and depend only on the EMRI’s vacuum-GR param-
eter vector ψ, while AF , BG are the corrections induced
by the perturbative effect.2 The amplitude of the effect
is given by A, B, which in general can be functions of an
underlying parameter α (such that A, B → 0 as α → 0).
The remaining functional dependence of the effect on
any non-amplitude effect parameters ϕ is contained in
F , G, which may also depend on ψ. These modified fluxes
are then used in GR waveform models h(Ė, L̇) to gener-
ate beyond vacuum-GR waveforms (with the commonly
made assumption that the effect does not modify the
dependence of h itself on Ė, L̇, see for e.g. [21] and [22]).

This general framework has been utilized by many stud-
ies to model perturbative effects in EMRIs. For example,
Chamberlain et al. [23] found that the effect of GW
dipole radiation, predicted by some scalar-tensor modi-
fied gravity theories [24–27] (which perturbs the vacuum-
GR energy flux as Ė = ĖGR (1 + Bpndip) [28] with
p ≡ p(ψ), B ≡ α, ndip ≡ ϕ), can be constrained by LISA
to a precision several orders of magnitude better than
current ground-based GW detectors. More recently, Speri
et al. [29] found that the planetary migration torque of a
thin accretion disk surrounding an EMRI (which modifies
the angular momentum flux as L̇ = L̇GR (1 + A (p/10)n)
[21, 30] with p ≡ p(ψ), A ≡ α, n ≡ ϕ) is measurable by
LISA to ∼ 20% precision. Many other examples that set
similarly tight constraints on beyond vacuum-GR effects
can be found in the literature, e.g., [21, 30–34].

The use of flux corrections with the power-law form
Apn (where p is the evolving dimensionless separation of

1 See, e.g., Eqs (1)–(3) in [16] or Eqs (3.26)–(3.28) in [17].
2 The evolution Q̇ of the Carter constant [19] (the third conserved

quantity in Kerr orbits [20]) is neglected here, since Ė, L̇ are more
commonly modified in such treatments. Still, all of our arguments
extend straightforwardly to the inclusion of Q̇.
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FIG. 1: A schematic depiction of Case I with the sig-
nal manifold S (red surface) embedded in the template
manifold T (black box) (left) and Case II with T (black
surface) ⊂ S (red box) (right). The blue cross represents
the true signal s, the black stars are the posterior modes,
and the green triangle is the template that shares the
signal parameters restricted to T .

the orbit) is especially prevalent in the literature. This
form enables one to gauge the post-Newtonian (PN) order
at which the effect becomes relevant (through n), and
its strength with the vacuum-GR evolution (through A).
Power-law models implicitly treat the effect in an orbit-
averaged way, i.e., the manifestation of the effect on
the timescale of orbital motion is neglected, and the
accumulated effect is described on the longer radiation-
reaction timescale as a secular “drift” from vacuum-GR
orbital evolution. However, such modeling may strip the
effect of any unique features, introducing correlations with
the vacuum-GR parameters and other modeled effects,
which may be simultaneously present in the realm of
modified gravity theories [35] or environment-rich EMRIs
[21]. While most current studies set constraints on such
effects in isolation, a more realistic analysis would thus
have to account for these correlations.

Here, we develop a general mathematical framework to
demonstrate some of the main challenges posed by the
joint analysis of multiple perturbative effects in EMRI
modeling and inference. Through a Fisher information
matrix (FIM) analysis of the standard GW parameter
likelihood,3 we study two main cases: Case I, in which
the signal s ∈ S (where S is the image space of a putative
“true” model) also lies in the template manifold T (the
image space of the analysis model); and Case II, in which
it does not.4 Case I has the subcases S ⊆ T (e.g., a
null test of GR; left panel of Fig. 1) and S ̸⊆ T (e.g.,
a mismodeled null test), while Case II has the subcases

3 The FIM approximation is oft viewed as inferior to full likelihood
sampling in GW analysis studies, but it is a perfectly viable tool
for the analysis of local correlations if not higher-order likelihood
moments, and its reliability is also much easier to ensure than
that of sampling in the regime of strong correlations.

4 In reality, detector noise ensures Case II, but we neglect it here
as its interaction with parameter inference is well understood.

T ⊂ S (e.g., a neglected effect; right panel of Fig. 1) and
T ̸⊂ S (e.g., a mismodeled effect). After establishing the
generic cases, we illustrate our results with a taxonomy of
representative examples, comment on their consequences
for various themes in EMRI modeling and inference, and
discuss possible ways to minimize their impact on the
science output of EMRI observations with LISA.

II. GENERAL RESULTS

To unify the treatment of Cases I and II, we define
the unique waveform model h(θ) whose parameter set is
the union of the signal and template parameter sets, and
whose restrictions to those sets are the signal and template
models hS and hT respectively. The GW likelihood corre-
sponding to h is L(θ|s) = exp{−1/2⟨s − h(θ)|s − h(θ)⟩}
(where ⟨·|·⟩ is the detector-noise-weighted inner product
on the space of fixed-length time series [2]). The FIM of
L is written in terms of waveform derivatives as [36]

Γij(θ) =
〈

∂h
∂θi

∣∣∣ ∂h
∂θj

〉
=

〈
∂h
∂Ė

∂Ė
∂θi

+ ∂h
∂L̇

∂L̇
∂θi

∣∣∣ ∂h
∂Ė

∂Ė
∂θj

+ ∂h
∂L̇

∂L̇
∂θj

〉
, (3)

and is evaluated at the maximum-likelihood estimate
θML. The inverse FIM, Σ = Γ−1, is then by definition
the covariance matrix of the normal approximation to L.

A. Case I results

We first examine Case I with S ⊆ T , such that s =
h(θML). The subcase S ̸⊆ T requires the restriction
of all quantities to T , but is otherwise identical. As a
representative example, we consider a flux-based EMRI
model modified by two beyond vacuum-GR effects:

Ė = ĖGR(ψ)
(
1 + Σ2

k=1Ak(αk)Fk(ψ,ϕk)
)

, (4)
L̇ = L̇GR(ψ)

(
1 + Σ2

k=1Bk(αk)Gk(ψ,ϕk)
)

, (5)

which yields the corresponding FIM Γ(ψ, α1,ϕ1, α2,ϕ2).
Case I is then obtained by letting one of the effects, say
k = 2, vanish in the signal. While the FIM is singular at
α2 = 0, in the limit α2 → 0 in s, the rows and columns
of the FIM corresponding to the components of ϕ2 will
vanish in proportion to α2, making ϕ2 unmeasurable.
Equivalently, the precisions (Σϕ2ϕ2)1/2 to which ϕ2 can be
measured blow up as α2 → 0. The implied presence of an
unmeasurable parameter set ϕ2 in the analysis model will
make the inference of the full parameter space inefficient.
The setup also highlights a more important consequence,
i.e. all correlation coefficients ρij ≡ Σij/(ΣiiΣjj)1/2 are
O(1) as one of the effects vanishes (α2 → 0, without loss
of generality), as we show in Appendix A.

Such finite correlations between the otherwise well-
constrained parameter set (including the vacuum-GR
and other perturbative effects’ parameters) with ϕ2 near
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α2 = 0 imply that constraints on them will also generally
degrade in proportion to these correlations. This holds
even when A2, B2 (and their derivatives A′

2, B′
2, if appli-

cable) vanish at different rates, which can represent a
broad class of beyond vacuum-GR models.

B. Case II results

Correlations between parameters also significantly im-
pact inference in Case II, where the signal contains an
effect that is neglected or mismodeled. We restrict to the
subcase T ⊂ S for simplicity,5 and partition the param-
eters θ more generally as (ψ,φ), where the φ describe
an effect that vanishes for some values φ0. The signal
is s = h(ψs,φs) ̸∈ T , for some φs ̸= φ0. Note that
the analysis waveform model is now not h ≡ hS but its
restriction to T , i.e., hT (ψ) ≡ hS(ψ,φ = φ0). Its corre-
sponding likelihood LT yields the maximum-likelihood
estimate (ψML,φ0). The FIM on T is then the submatrix
Γψψ of the “FIM” Γ on S, evaluated at (ψML,φ0).

Cutler and Vallisneri [37] showed that the inference
bias ∆ψ ≡ ψML −ψs is given to leading order by

∆ψ = (Γψψ)−1 · ⟨(∂ψhT )(ψML)|s − hT (ψs)⟩, (6)

in our notation. The original application of Eq. (6)
is to estimate ψs given ψML, and thus relies on ap-
proximating the waveform difference s − hT (ψs) as
hS(ψML) − hT (ψML). This approach breaks down here
since T ⊂ S, but is not actually needed since we as-
sume that ψs is known instead (and wish to estimate the
bias ∆ψ). We simply use the fact that to leading order,
both the waveform derivatives and the FIM are invariant
as (ψML,φ0) → (ψs,φ0) (the whole approach is invalid
anyway if one is not in the linear-signal regime).

We now reformulate the Cutler-Vallisneri approach for
the T ⊂ S case. By definition, ψML satisfies

⟨∂(ψ,φ)hS(ψ,φ = φ0)|ψ=ψML |s−hS(ψML,φ0)⟩ = 0. (7)

Note that the derivative vector reduces to
((∂ψhT )(ψML), 0), and is not generally equivalent
to (∂(ψ,φ)hS)(ψML,φ0), since the derivative of an effect
amplitude parameter does not generally vanish at φ0.

One may nonetheless proceed with the Cutler–Vallisneri
derivation [37] on the ambient manifold S rather than T .
Expanding hS(ψs,φ0) about (ψML,φ0) to first order in
(∆ψ, 0), and substituting into the maximum-likelihood
constraint (7), we find

⟨∂(ψ,φ)hS(ψ,φ = φ0)|ψ=ψML |s − hS(ψs,φ0)⟩ = ⟨∂(ψ,φ)hS(ψ,φ = φ0)|ψ=ψML |(∂(ψ,φ)hS)(ψML,φ0)⟩ · (∆ψ, 0)

⇒
[
⟨∂ψhS(ψ,φ = φ0)|ψ=ψML |s − hS(ψs,φ0)⟩

0

]
=

[
Γψψ(ψML,φ0) Γψφ(ψML,φ0)

0 0

]
·
[
∆ψ

0

]
. (8)

Once again, note that the outer product on the right side
is not the FIM on S, and in particular is non-invertible
since it has zero rows. However, as both sides of (8) have
the same zero rows (corresponding to φ), it simplifies to

⟨(∂ψhT )(ψML)|s − hT (ψs)⟩ = Γψψ(ψML) · ∆ψ, (9)
which is the Cutler–Vallisneri equation on T , as expected.

Although not immediately evident in Eq. (9), the corre-
lations between ψ and φ still affect the bias, but through
the signal s rather than the FIM on T (which does not
depend on φ in the first place). We perform further expan-
sions of s = hS(ψs,φs) and hS(ψs,φ0) about (ψML,φ0),
and a substitution into Eq. (8) gives[

Γψψ Γψφ
0 0

]
·
[

0
φs −φ0

]
=

[
Γψψ Γψφ

0 0

]
·
[
∆ψ

0

]
, (10)

where Γψψ and Γψφ are submatrices of the “FIM” on S,
evaluated at (ψs,φ0) instead of (ψML,φ0). Thus

∆ψ = (Γψψ)−1Γψφ · (φs −φ0), (11)

5 The subcase T ̸⊂ S requires more bookkeeping but is straightfor-
ward to extend, and will be addressed in follow-up work.

which describes to leading order the bias incurred when
performing inference with a template model that is a
nested submodel of the signal model.

Via the matrix inversion lemma [38], we may also write
the matrix (Γψψ)−1Γψφ in terms of submatrices of the
inverse FIM Σ = Γ−1:

(Γψψ)−1Γψφ = −Σψφ(Σφφ)−1, (12)

which shows the explicit relationship between the param-
eter biases ∆ψ and the parameter covariances Σψϕ. In
obtaining Eqs (11) and (12), we have thus explicitly high-
lighted the dependence of induced biases on correlations
between ψ and φ (through Σψφ), and on the value φs of
the neglected parameter in the signal.

III. EXAMPLES

We now consider a representative population of sig-
nals from specific but typical models for vacuum-GR
EMRIs and beyond vacuum-GR effects, to illustrate the
quantitative impact of these parameter correlations. The
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vacuum-GR model we use describes the adiabatic evolu-
tion of circular and equatorial EMRIs in Kerr spacetime
[17], as implemented in the FastEMRIWaveforms package
[39–41]. While eccentric and inclined Kerr models are
already available [16, 42], the current literature lacks mod-
els of environmental and modified gravity effects for such
generic Kerr orbits. Extensions to these orbits may be
important to fully gauge the implications of our analysis,
and are left to future studies.

A. Signal and population models

As a representative set of signals, we consider 100
sources with redshifted primary masses M ∈ [106, 107]M⊙
distributed according to the EMRI population model M1
of Babak et al. [9], and uniformly distributed initial sepa-
rations p0 such that all sources are close to plunge after
evolving for T ∈ [3.0, 4.0] years in the LISA band. The
other signal parameters have a smaller impact on the
spread of our results, and are set to the same values for
all sources: redshifted secondary mass µ = 50M⊙; di-
mensionless MBH spin a = 0.9M ; initial azimuthal phase
Φ0 = 3.0; sky location θS = ϕS = 0.2; spin orientation
θK = ϕK = 0.8; and luminosity distance dL = 1.5 Gpc.
We further simplify the analysis by fixing the extrinsic
parameters {θS , ϕS , θK , ϕK , dL} in our templates to the
signal values. The vacuum-GR parameters that we infer
are thus ψ ≡ (M, µ, a, p0, Φ0). All sources have signal-to-
noise ratios > 20 in the long-wavelength LISA response
approximation [43] with a zero noise realisation.

In addition, we consider two beyond vacuum-GR effect
models in this work. First is the planetary migration
(PM) effect, which can be modeled as a perturbation
to L̇ as APM (p/10M)nPM [21, 29]. In Shakura–Sunyaev
α and β discs in the geometrically thin, optically thick
configuration, PM is expected to significantly alter the
evolution of EMRIs. To comment on the effectiveness
of descriptive modeling, we also examine the impact of
restoring a factor of Fm = (1 −

√
pin/p)m/4 to the PM

effect (where pin is the assumed inner edge of the disk and
m is a free parameter) [30]. The second effect is the time-
varying gravitational constant (GC), with expected tight
constraints from LISA EMRIs [23, 31]. The GC effect
also scales as a negative-PN order effect, perturbatively
added to L̇GR as AGC(p/M)nGC [29]. The net torque of
an EMRI perturbed by the PM and GC effects is thus

L̇ = L̇GR(ψ)
(
1 + APM

(
p

10M

)nPM Fm + AGC
(

p
M

)nGC)
,

(13)

such that (α1,ϕ1, α2,ϕ2) ≡ (APM, (nPM, m), AGC, nGC).

B. Case I examples

We first examine the joint analysis of the PM and
GC effects in signals that only have a significant PM
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FIG. 2: Relation between the degradation ratio rdeg(θi)
for the source parameters θi of 100 representative EMRI
signals, and their correlations ρAGC(θi) with the amplitude
of the GC effect (vanishing in the signal and unmeasurable
in the analysis). Top panel: PM parameters; bottom
panel: vacuum-GR parameters.

effect. Assuming an α-disk model in the sensitivity range
of LISA [29], the PM parameters of the signal are set
as (APM, nPM, m) = (1.92M6 × 10−5, 8, 0), where M6 ≡
M/(106M⊙), while the (unmeasurable) GC parameters
are set as (AGC, nGC) = (10−12, 4). The degradation
of measurement precision for parameter θi in the joint
analysis, relative to an analysis with a PM-only template,
can be quantified by the ratio of its standard deviations
in the two analyses: rdeg(θi) ≡ σjoint(θi)/σPM(θi), where
σ∗(θi) ≡ (Σii)1/2 in each analysis. As discussed earlier,
this degradation ratio is expected to increase for a given
θi if it has a higher correlation ρAGC(θi) ≡ ρiAGC with
the unmeasurable amplitude parameter AGC.

This trend is observed in Fig. 2, which plots rdeg against
ρAGC for the PM parameters (top panel) and the vacuum-
GR parameters (bottom panel) of our 100 representative
signals. The measurability of the PM parameters is highly
degraded due to their generally stronger correlations with
AGC, with rdeg(APM) > 10 in over 30% of the signals and
rdeg(nPM) > 6 in over 40% of the signals. Some of the
vacuum-GR parameters are also degraded significantly,
with rdeg > 3 for each of {M, a, p0} in around 40–60% of
the signals. Similar results are obtained even if nGC is
fixed in the template, as routinely done in modified gravity
studies (e.g., [23]) However, restoring the Fm factor to
the PM effect (and adding m = −12 to the parameter set)
reduces the parameter correlations as expected, such that
rdeg is now < 3 for all PM and vacuum-GR parameters
in around 90% of the signals.
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FIG. 3: Relation between the bias-to-precision ratio
rbias(θi) for the vacuum-GR parameters θi of 100 rep-
resentative EMRI signals, and their correlations ρAPM(θi)
with the amplitude of the PM effect (present in the signal
but neglected in the analysis).

C. Case II examples

We now consider the analysis of PM-affected EMRI
signals using vacuum-GR templates. As in the Case I ex-
amples, the PM parameters are set as (APM, nPM, m) =
(1.92M6 × 10−5, 8, 0). Using the leading-order bias es-
timate (11) with φs = (1.92M6 × 10−5, 8) and φ0 =
(0, 0),6 we find that the bias-to-precision ratio rbias(θi) ≡
|∆θi|/σGR(θi) for all vacuum-GR parameters ψ is > 10
for around 80% of the analyzed signals, as shown in Fig 3.
Thus, a considerable fraction of the analyses incur signifi-
cant (10σ or higher) biases. Also, rbias tends to be higher
for a given parameter if it is more correlated with the
neglected amplitude parameter APM; this dependence is
explicitly evident from Eq. (11).

Along with biases, note that Case II generically leads
to multimodalities in inference, with the posterior modes
corresponding to any template whose difference from s
is orthogonal to T [37, 44, 45] (as depicted in Fig. 1).
Beyond its inconveniencing of posterior sampling in GW
inference, this phenomenon severely hinders the prospects
of searching for EMRIs in LISA data [45]. In the context
of a joint analysis of multiple perturbative effects, the
degree of multimodality is likely to increase with the
number of effects under consideration (both modeled and
unmodeled). However, the linear-signal framework we
adopt here describes only local correlations, and is thus
unsuitable for a study of multimodality.

6 For a power-law effect, nPM is a redundant degree of freedom in
φ0 since APM = 0, but the bias estimate does not depend on any
choice of nPM since the corresponding columns of Γψφ are zero.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Consequences for EMRI science

1. The ppE formalism

We now highlight how our analysis extends to other cur-
rent themes in the modeling and analysis of LISA EMRIs.
The parametrized post-Einsteinian (ppE) formalism [46] is
a popular framework for modeling modified gravity effects
at the level of the waveform. When constraining multiple
such effects simultaneously, the modified template would
(by natural extension) take the form

h̃(f) = h̃GR(f) (1 + ΣkAkuak ) exp
[
i
(
ΣkBkubk

)]
(14)

in our notation, where h̃GR(f) is the vacuum-GR
waveform with u ≡ fπ(Mµ)3/5/(M + µ)1/5 and
{Ak, Bk, ak, bk} the k-th effect’s ppE parameters.

With the formalism developed in Section II A, we now
show that an effect modeled by the ppE parameters will
have non-zero (and potentially large) correlations with
all other parameters, despite it being absent in the true
signal. We focus on the k = 2 effect vanishing in the signal,
such that the corresponding amplitudes A2, B2 → 0. The
partial derivatives of h̃(f) with respect to (a2, b2) also
vanish proportionally to (A2, B2):

∂h̃(f)
∂a2

= A2 × ua2H, (15)

∂h̃(f)
∂b2

= B2 × iub2(1 + A1ua1 + A2ua2)H, (16)

where

H = h̃GR(f) ln (u) exp
[
i
(
B1ub1 + B2ub2

)]
. (17)

Since the Fourier transform commutes with partial
derivatives ( ˜(∂h) = ∂h̃) in the standard matched-filtering
inner product [2] (weighted by detector noise with power
spectral density Sn(f)), we have

Γij =
〈

∂h

∂θi

∣∣∣∣ ∂h

∂θj

〉
= 2

∫ ∞

0

(∂ih̃)†∂j h̃ + (∂j h̃)†∂ih̃

Sn(f) df.

(18)

It is then straightforward to see that A2 factors out of
every row and column of the FIM that involves a2, while
B2 factors out of every row and column that involves
b2. Thus, similar to the argument in Section II A and
Appendix A, the correlations between a2 or b2 and all
other parameters are O(1) as the k = 2 effect vanishes.
At the same time, the precisions to which a2, b2 can be
measured blow up in the same limit, and so the inference
of other parameters is generally worsened as well, which
can severely hinder joint inference.

Even if a2, b2 are held fixed in the template, the corre-
lations may still be large, owing to the mathematically
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similar form of the modeled perturbations. Separately,
depending on the correlations between the parameters, a
generic GR-consistent effect (like PM) may show up as a
finite ppE parameter in the inference of Eq. (14), giving
rise to false alarms of deviations from GR (as also dis-
cussed in the context of flux-level modifications in Speri
et al. [29]). The formalism developed in this paper can
be readily employed to study the severity of such generic
false alarms on tests of GR (see [47] for a review).

2. The EMRI secondary spin

To meet the science requirements of LISA, the long-
term evolution of vacuum-GR EMRIs must be described
accurately up to first post-adiabatic (1PA) order [11, 14]
when expanding in the small mass ratio ε ≡ µ/M , i.e.,
models must include all O(ε) corrections to the leading-
order adiabatic (0PA) evolution [16, 17]. The spin χ of the
secondary mass becomes relevant at this order [48]. For a
circular and equatorial EMRI with a spinning secondary,
the energy flux model can be written as [49]

Ė = Ė0PA(ψ0) + εĖSF(ψ0) + εĖχ(ψ0, χ) + O(ε2), (19)

where ψ0 is the 0PA vacuum-GR parameter set, Ė0PA is
the adiabatic flux, and the 1PA term has been split into
two: Ėχ, which contains all contributions from χ, and
ĖSF, which contains all other self-force corrections.

Eq. (19) can be cast in the form of Eq. (1), with ĖGR ≡
Ė0PA + εĖSF, F ≡ Ėχ/(Ė0PA + εĖSF), and (ψ, A,ϕ) ≡
(ψ0, ε, χ). Since ε ≪ 1 for an EMRI, χ is generally poorly
constrained, if at all measurable (in the same way that
(Σϕϕ)1/2 → ∞ as A → 0). This was observed by Burke
et al. [49], who found that χ in a circular Schwarzschild
EMRI is significantly better measured when ε = 10−4

than when ε = 10−5. Previous studies also drew similar
conclusions on the overall measurability of χ [50, 51]. At
the same time, the correlations between χ and ψ0 do
not vanish in general, which would degrade the inference
precision of the latter relative to using a template model
with no secondary spin (this was not examined in [49]).

B. Directions forward

Strong correlations among beyond vacuum-GR effects
in EMRIs typically arise due to simplistic models of those
effects. The most direct way forward is thus to improve
the modeling end, e.g., by adding detail to the description
of the PM effect as shown earlier, or as attempted in
[52]. Note that improved modeling of such effects still
does not guarantee their decoupling in inference, simply
because many of them are inherently perturbative (small-
amplitude) and secular (long-timescale) in nature; see,

e.g., [53, 54]. In contrast, if an effect manifests as a
transient resonance [14, 55–58], it is likely to be more
distinguishable from secular-type effects.

If more detailed models are not available (be it due to
modeling difficulty or the actual simplicity of the effect),
there are limited solutions on the analysis end. In similar
spirit to “agnostic” parametric tests of GR, one could
construct a beyond vacuum-GR model with only a single
set of effect parameters, to perform a null test of the
vacuum-GR hypothesis and to measure any potential
deviation (e.g., the ppE formalism, or parametrised tests
of GR used in ground-based observing [59–61]). The
functional dependence of the model on these parameters
would attempt to generically describe most perturbative
deviations (e.g., a power law, or perturbations to PN
coefficients). In the context of the LISA global fit strategy
[62–64], this scheme would be more practically viable
than the additive modeling of multiple effects; however,
it would be subject to the usual pitfalls when introducing
arbitrary degrees of freedom into a physical model [65].
For example, any such model will be far more sensitive
to some effects than others, potentially leading to severe
selection bias. Furthermore, if multiple effects are truly
present in the signal, the approach hinges strongly on our
ability to find and interpret the multiple posterior modes.

An alternative strategy could be to rely on population-
level studies. A catalog of detected sources might provide
combined evidence for the presence of global effects (e.g.,
the time-varying gravitational constant) over local ones
(e.g., accretion disks), thus decoupling them within a hier-
archical Bayesian framework (e.g., [66]). Such approaches
and others will be needed to circumvent the problems
caused by effect correlations and to unlock the full poten-
tial of EMRIs as high-precision probes of modified gravity
and astrophysical environments.
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Appendix A: Parameter correlations for a beyond
vacuum-GR EMRI do not vanish if an effect is absent

We show here that all correlation coefficients ρij ≡
Σij/(ΣiiΣjj)1/2 are O(1) as one of the effects vanishes
(α2 → 0, without loss of generality). For α2 and each
component of ϕ2, we have for all other parameters θ:
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Γθθ = ⟨O(1)|O(1)⟩ = O(1) (A1)
Γθα2 = ⟨O(1)| A′

2(α2) × O(1) + B′
2(α2) × O(1)⟩ = ϵ′

2 × O(1) (A2)
Γθϕ2 = ⟨O(1)| A2(α2) × O(1) + B2(α2) × O(1)⟩ = ϵ2 × O(1) (A3)

Γα2α2 = ⟨A′
2(α2) × O(1) + B′

2(α2) × O(1)| A′
2(α2) × O(1) + B′

2(α2) × O(1)⟩ = (ϵ′
2)2 × O(1) (A4)

Γα2ϕ2 = ⟨A′
2(α2) × O(1) + B′

2(α2) × O(1)| A2(α2) × O(1) + B2(α2) × O(1)⟩ = ϵ′
2ϵ2 × O(1) (A5)

Γϕ2ϕ2 = ⟨A2(α2) × O(1) + B2(α2) × O(1)| A2(α2) × O(1) + B2(α2) × O(1)⟩ = ϵ2
2 × O(1), (A6)

as α2 → 0, where

ϵ′
2 ≡

{
A′

2 if B′
2 = O(A′

2)
B′

2 if A′
2 = o(B′

2)
, (A7)

ϵ2 ≡

{
A2 if B2 = O(A2)
B2 if A2 = o(B2)

, (A8)

with (A′
2, B′

2) denoting ∂α2(A2, B2), x = O(y) denot-
ing lim supα2→0(|x|/|y|) < ∞, and x = o(y) denoting
limα2→0(x/y) = 0. In short, ϵ′

2 factors out of every row
and column of Γ that involves α2, while ϵ2 factors out of
every row and column that involves a component of ϕ2.

Then we observe that

Σij =
(
Γ−1)

ij
= 1

|Γ|
Cij =⇒ ρij = Cij√

CiiCjj

, (A9)

where C is the cofactor matrix of Γ (since Γ is symmetric).
From the above scaling relations, we have

Cθθ = (ϵ′
2)2ϵ2d

2 × O(1) (A10)
Cθα2 = ϵ′

2ϵ2d
2 × O(1) (A11)

Cθϕ2 = (ϵ′
2)2ϵ2d−1

2 × O(1) (A12)
Cα2α2 = ϵ2d

2 × O(1) (A13)
Cα2ϕ2 = ϵ′

2ϵ2d−1
2 × O(1) (A14)

Cϕ2ϕ2 = (ϵ′
2)2ϵ2d−2

2 × O(1), (A15)

where d is the dimensionality of ϕ2. It follows trivially
from Eq. (A9) that ρij = O(1) for all i, j.
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