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In general relativity, gravitational waves (GWs) exhibit two tensor modes, while alternative the-
ories predict up to six polarization modes. We investigate GW polarization constraints using a
model-independent parametrized post-Einsteinian framework with space- and ground-based detec-
tors. Evaluating LISA, Taiji, TianQin, LIGO, Virgo, KAGRA, and Einstein Telescope (ET), we
analyze their capabilities and network performance. Taiji provides the best constraints among
space-based detectors, with LISA outperforming TianQin. Among ground-based detectors, LIGO
excels in vector modes, while ET offers the most comprehensive constraints. In network scenarios,
LISA+TJm performs best, and ET surpasses second-generation detector combinations. Multiband
observations alleviate scalar mode degeneracies, significantly enhancing ground-based detector per-
formance. Combined space- and ground-based observations yield robust constraints on GW polar-
ization, advancing tests of deviations from general relativity. Our findings highlight the potential of
future GW missions to refine our understanding of gravitational physics through precise polarization
measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past century, general relativity (GR) has been
rigorously tested through numerous solar system exper-
iments and astrophysical observations, with no defini-
tive evidence suggesting deviations from GR [1–3]. De-
spite passing all experimental tests, there are indications
that GR may need to be extended, particularly due to
the challenges posed by dark energy and dark matter
in cosmology [4, 5]. Gravitational waves (GWs) offer
a new avenue for testing GR, especially in the strong-
field regime where GWs are generated by compact ob-
jects [6]. One method to test GR is by detecting ad-
ditional polarizations of GWs. In GR, GWs only have
two tensor modes, whereas some alternative gravity the-
ories predict up to six polarization modes [7]. For in-
stance, Brans-Dicke theory predicts an additional scalar
mode [2, 8], while f(R) theory and Horndeski theory
propose two additional scalar modes [9–11]. Einstein-
Aether theory predicts five polarization modes [12, 13],
and some tensor-vector-scalar theories encompass all six
polarization modes [14, 15]. Therefore, detecting addi-
tional polarizations of GWs can help identify deviations
from GR, surpass current experimental limits, and reveal
the deeper nature of gravity.

Since LIGO first detected GW [16], nearly a hundred
GW events generated by compact binary coalescences
(CBCs) have been observed [17–19]. Testing GR with
these GW data has shown that all observed data are con-
sistent with GR so far [20–26]. With the commencement
of the fourth observation run (O4), more GW events are
expected to be detected, allowing for further testing of
GR. In general, to detect the polarization of transient
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GWs, more detectors are needed to obtain responses from
different directions, thereby enhancing detection capabil-
ities [27]. Ground-based detectors in the hertz frequency
band, such as LIGO [28], Virgo [29], and KAGRA [30],
collaborate to form a detector network to detect the po-
larization of GWs. For continuous GWs emitted by dis-
tant CBCs, a detector with directional change capabil-
ity is sufficient [27]. Space-based GW detectors in the
millihertz frequency band, such as LISA [31], Taiji [32],
and TianQin [33], consist of three spacecraft orbiting the
Sun/Earth in a triangular formation, making it possible
to detect additional GW polarizations due to the detec-
tor’s motion in space [34].

Besides determining whether the detector can theoret-
ically detect additional polarizations of GWs, it is also
crucial to ascertain whether the detected GW signal is
consistent with the predictions of GR. One approach is
to use a waveform model with purely phenomenological
parameters to represent possible deviations from GR and
to apply constraints to these parameters using observed
GW data [6]. Yunes and Pretorius proposed the param-
eterized post-Einstein (ppE) waveform [35], based on the
post-Newtonian (PN) approximation, which is suitable
for parameterizing the influence of alternative gravity
theories on non-GR polarizations. Most modified grav-
ity theories, such as Brans-Dicke theory, massive grav-
ity, and bimetric theory, can be described using the ppE
framework [36]. Although the ppE framework cannot pa-
rameterize all possible deviations from GR, it can test for
additional polarizations, providing a method to evaluate
the performance of detectors in testing GR [37–39].

Currently, some work utilizes the ppE framework
to constrain additional polarizations for testing GR.
Narikawa and Tagoshi discussed the potential of ad-
vanced ground-based GW detectors, such as LIGO,
Virgo, and KAGRA, in detecting general deviations be-
tween GWs and the predictions of GR using the ppE
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framework [40]. Huwyler et al. employed LISA to de-
tect massive black hole binaries (MBHBs) and test GR
by representing ppE waveforms with phase corrections
only [41]. References [6, 36] discussed the potential of
Taiji and TianQin in using MBHBs to test GR and pro-
vide constraints on non-GR parameters. For detector
networks, Nair et al. focused on the synergistic effect of
the Einstein Telescope (ET) and preDECIGO, demon-
strating enhanced sensitivity within a specific band [42].
In Ref. [43], Wang and Han used the LISA-Taiji network
to test the ppE parameters of deviations from the GR
waveform, indicating a significant improvement in the
detection of polarization amplitude through joint obser-
vations.

Based on our previous work [44–46], we investigate the
constraints from binary black holes (BBHs) for alterna-
tive configurations of space- and ground-based detectors
on the detection of additional GW polarizations. We
employ the ppE framework for model-independent test-
ing in GR by numerically calculating time-domain GW
signals that contain all polarizations. Space-based detec-
tors LISA, Taiji, and TianQin are used to observe massive
black hole binaries (MBHBs), while ground-based detec-
tors LIGO, Virgo, KAGRA, and the Einstein Telescope
(ET) observe stellar-mass binary black holes (SBBHs),
providing constraint results under different networks. We
also consider the combination of multiband observations.
The long-term observation of SBBHs by space-based de-
tectors helps break the response degeneracy of ground-
based detectors, thereby improving constraints. Using
the Fisher information matrix (FIM), we present the con-
straint results of several typical mass BBHs as a function
of redshift. Additionally, we discuss the potential effects
of multimessenger observations on enhancing parameter
constraints. Through systematic research, we compre-
hensively analyze the results of additional GW polariza-
tions constrained by space- and ground-based detectors
from multiple perspectives.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we in-
troduce time-domain GW signals and ppE parameters for
measuring additional polarizations within the ppE frame-
work. In Sec. III, we review the performance parame-
ters and alternative configurations of space- and ground-
based detectors, and analyze the response functions cor-
responding to different modes. In Sec. IV, we explain
the typical BBH sources selected in our paper and the
method for calculating the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
and FIM. In Sec. V, we present the constraint results
on ppE parameters, including observations from differ-
ent networks, multiband, and multimessenger observa-
tions. Finally, we summarize the results of our research
in Sec. VI.

II. GRAVITATIONAL WAVE SIGNAL

In generalized modified gravity theories, metric pertur-
bations can have up to six independent degrees of free-

dom, resulting in six different polarization modes: two
tensor modes (+ and ×), two vector modes (X and Y )
and two scalar modes (B and L) [47]. For detectors, the
observed GW strain can be described as a linear combi-
nation of different GW polarizations, expressed as

h(t) =
∑
A

FAhA(t), (1)

where A = {+,×, X, Y,B, L} represents for the six po-
larizations, hA(t) is the input signal of GWs, and FA is
the angular response function.
The extended ppE framework is used to construct a

model-independent test for GR, including all GW polar-
ization modes [37]. The amplitude and phase of GWs can
be obtained separately from the measurement of pertur-
bations and energy evolution, and there exist simulta-
neous quadrupole and dipole radiation. The process of
CBC includes three phases: inspiral, merger, and ring-
down. Currently, the observed GW events are transient
and do not include the early inspiral phase [19]. More-
over, GR has passed all current experimental tests, indi-
cating that only tensor modes generated by quadrupole
radiation are present in the non-inspiral phase. The con-
tribution of dipole radiation in the early inspiral phase
can be greater than during the merger phase [36, 48].
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that tensor modes
dominate in quadrupole radiation, while vector and
scalar modes dominate in dipole radiation. Following
Refs. [36, 37, 47, 49], the GW waveform under the ppE
framework can be written as

h+ = AT (1 + cos2 ι)/2 cos(2Φ + 2Φ0),

h× = AT cos ι sin(2Φ + 2Φ0),

hX = AV cos ι cos(Φ + Φ0),

hY = AV sin(Φ + Φ0),

hB = AB sin ι cos(Φ + Φ0),

hL = AL sin ι cos(Φ + Φ0),

(2)

with

AT =
4

DL

(
GM
c2

)5/3 (ω
c

)2/3

,

AV =
αV

DL

(
GM
c2

)4/3 (ω
c

)1/3

,

AB =
αB

DL

(
GM
c2

)4/3 (ω
c

)1/3

,

AL =
αL

DL

(
GM
c2

)4/3 (ω
c

)1/3

,

(3)

where αV,B,L are the dimensionless ppE parameters,

M = (m1m2)
3/5/(m1 + m2)

1/5 is the chirp mass, m1

and m2 are the masses of BBH, DL is the luminosity dis-
tance, ι is the inclination angle, Φ =

∫
ωdt is the orbital

phase, ω is the orbital angular frequency, Φ0 is the initial
orbital phase, G and c are the gravitational constant and
the speed of light.
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FIG. 1. Comparison of time-domain GW waveforms under GR and ppE frameworks. The GW waveform of an MBHB with a
total mass of 105 M⊙ is observed by LISA over the year before coalescence. To clearly visualize differences, we set αD = 0.001,
αQ = 96/5, and αV = αB = αL = 0.15, ensuring AV = AB = AL. (a) displays the specific time-domain GW signal. (b) and
(c) show the GW waveforms from 415 days and 30 minutes before coalescence, reflecting the early and late inspiral phases,
respectively. (d) illustrates the ratio of the amplitude of additional modes to the tensor modes.

We only consider the dominant modes in different radi-
ations for the amplitude, and the contribution of different
radiations to the orbital angular frequency varies. Con-
sidering the influence of possible non-dominant modes,
the overall evolution of the orbital angular frequency can
be described by the contributions of dipole radiation and
quadrupole radiation [36, 49]:

dω

dt
= αDη

2/5GM
c3

ω3 + αQ

(
GM
c3

)5/3

ω11/3, (4)

where αD and αQ are the ppE parameters that describe
the orbital angular frequency contributions of dipole and
quadrupole radiation, η = m1m2/M

2 is the symmetric
mass ratio, and M = m1 +m2 is the total mass.

To describe the model-independent GW waveform, we
select five dimensionless ppE parameters to constrain pa-
rameters in alternative gravity theories. In the case of
GR, αD,V,B,L = 0 and αQ = 96/5. To ensure our analy-
sis remains independent of specific models, we treat these
ppE parameters as independent. Some theories exhibit
correlations between these parameters, potentially en-
hancing parameter constraints [36]. Thus, our results
are conservative, and the actual constraints may exceed
those presented here.

From Eq. (4), solving the evolution function ω(t) of
the orbital angular frequency over time analytically is

challenging. We determine t(ω) through integration::

t = t0 +

∫ ω(t)

ω(t0)

(
dω

dt

)−1

dω, (5)

which is shown in Refs. [36, 49]. Computational meth-
ods, such as the bisection method, iteratively solve for
the orbital angular frequency corresponding to a given
time point. By solving point by point, we obtain ω(t).
Using the above method, we input the calculated ω(t)
into Eqs. (1)-(3) to derive the final GW signal.
In order to better demonstrate the impact of ppE pa-

rameters on GW waveforms significantly, we set large
parameter values in Fig. 1. As shown in Fig. 1(b), there
is a notable amplitude difference between the ppE wave-
form and the GR waveform. This discrepancy arises be-
cause the GW frequency from dipole radiation equals the
orbital frequency of the BBH, whereas quadrupole radi-
ation operates at twice that frequency. This effectively
superimposes a waveform with half the frequency onto
the original GR waveform, resulting in amplitude mod-
ulation at twice the wavelength. Comparing Figs. 1(b)
and (c), the disparity between the ppE waveform and
the GR waveform is significant when the merger is dis-
tant but diminishes as the merger approaches, consistent
with our assumption in Eq. (2) to align with current GR
testing outcomes. In Fig. 1(d), the ratio of additional
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modes to tensor modes is visually depicted, showing a
gradual decrease over time, causing the ppE waveform to
progressively approach the GR waveform. From Eq. (3),
it can be seen that the amplitude of the tensor modes
varies with the power of 2/3 of the angular frequency,
while the additional modes varies with the power of 1/3.
The rate of amplitude increase for tensor modes is sig-
nificantly greater than for additional modes, resulting in
the ratio AV /AT ∝ ω−1/3 declining as angular frequency
increases.

III. DETECTORS AND RESPONSE

A. Space-based detectors

FIG. 2. Configuration and location of space- and ground-
based detectors (not to scale). (a) and (b) depict alternative
orbital configurations of LISA, Taiji-p, Taiji-c, Taiji-m, Tian-
Qin I, and TianQin II [44]. The solid arrow on the constel-
lation plane represents the normal direction of the detector
constellation plane. (c) shows the geographical locations and
azimuth angles of LIGO, Virgo, KAGRA, and ET [50, 51].

In the 2030s, LISA, Taiji, and TianQin are scheduled to
launch triangular constellations consisting of three space-
craft. LISA and Taiji utilize heliocentric orbits, whereas

FIG. 3. The variation of the normal direction of the detec-
tor constellation plane during the observation period in the
ecliptic (λ, β) and equatorial (α, δ) coordinate systems. This
paper uses the obliquity of the ecliptic (ε2000 = 23◦26′21′′)
based on epoch J2000.0 for the conversion between these two
coordinate systems [52].

TianQin employs geocentric orbits. Various alternative
orbital configurations are available, as detailed in Figs. 2
and 3. LISA and Taiji, including three configurations,
have a leading or trailing angle of 20◦ relative to Earth,
with a 60◦ inclination between the constellation plane
and the ecliptic plane [31, 32]. Furthermore, the nor-
mal direction of the TianQin constellation plane remains
fixed, and TianQin follows a “three months on+three
months off” observation scheme [33].

Variations in the constellation plane determine how
GW sources appear in the detector coordinate system,
thereby influencing the response to different polariza-
tions. Additionally, detector sensitivity is directly in-
fluenced by the arm length, with LISA, Taiji, and Tian-
Qin having arm lengths of 2.5 × 106 km, 3 × 106 km,
and

√
3 × 105 km, respectively. Concerning the noise in

space-based detectors, we account for acceleration noise,
displacement noise, and foreground noise. Acceleration
noise and displacement noise contribute to the primary
power spectral density (PSD), as detailed in Refs. [53–
55]. Foreground noise originates from galactic binaries
within the Milky Way galaxy, creating a peak in the
frequency band of approximately 0.3-3 mHz, as demon-
strated in our previous work [44].
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B. Ground-based detectors

In contrast to the planned space-based detectors, the
ground-based detectors are currently operational, pri-
marily comprising the LVK collaboration, which in-
cludes LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA. These are all L-
shaped second-generation detectors with arm lengths of
4 km (LIGO), 3 km (Virgo), and 3 km (KAGRA), re-
spectively [28–30]. In this paper, we consider LIGO
to include three detectors: LIGO Hanford (H1) and
LIGO Livingston (L1), which are operational, and the
planned LIGO India (I1). Furthermore, we consider the
third-generation detector ET, which features a triangular
shape composed of three 10 km arms [56].

As the Earth rotates, ground-based detectors scan dif-
ferent sky regions, as illustrated in Fig. 3. Due to the
obliquity of the ecliptic, the sky regions scanned by space-
and ground-based detectors is not parallel. Ground-
based detectors, unlike their space-based counterparts,
are affected by various types of noise, including quan-
tum noise, seismic noise, gravity-gradient noise, thermal
noise, and others. For our study, we utilize the design
performance specifications of these detectors, and the
corresponding PSD can be referenced in LIGO Document
T1500293 and Refs. [57, 58].

C. Response function

FIG. 4. Relationship between the detector coordinate and the
GW coordinate [45].

A dual-arm Michelson interferometer detects GWs by
measuring the relative change in the length of its two
arms. We describe the detector’s response to GWs using
the method outlined in Refs. [27, 45]. As shown in Fig. 4,
the detector coordinates are constructed using orthogo-
nal unit vectors {x̂, ŷ, ẑ}, and the GW coordinates are
constructed using {p̂, q̂, ŵ}. Here, ŵ represents the prop-

agation direction of the GW, and the unit vector Ω̂ = −ŵ
represents the position of the GW source. In a triangular

detector, the angle γ between the two arms is 60◦, while
in an L-shaped detector, it is 90◦. For GWs, an addi-
tional rotational degree of freedom can be fixed by speci-
fying the polarization angle ψ, ultimately using {m̂, n̂, ŵ}
to describe the GW. The angular response function FA

in Eq. (1) can be expressed as

FA = DijeAij , (6)

where the polarization tensor eAij is described using the
orthogonal unit vectors mentioned above [27, 59]:

e+ij = m̂im̂j − n̂in̂j , e×ij = m̂in̂j + n̂im̂j ,

eXij = m̂iŵj + ŵim̂j , eYij = n̂iŵj + ŵin̂j ,

eBij = m̂im̂j + n̂in̂j , eLij = ŵiŵj .

(7)

And the detector tensor Dij can be writen as [60]

Dij =
1

2
[ûiûjT (f, û · ŵ)− v̂iv̂jT (f, v̂ · ŵ)], (8)

with

T (f, â · b̂) =1

2

{
sin c

[
f

2f∗
(1− â · b̂)

]]
× exp

[
−i f

2f∗

(
3 + â · b̂

)]
+ sinc

[
f

2f∗

(
1 + â · b̂

)]
× exp

[
−i f

2f∗
(1 + â · b̂)

]}
,

(9)

where sinc(x) = sinx/x, f∗ = c/(2πL) is the transfer
frequency and L is the arm length of the detector. The
transfer frequencies for space-based detectors are 19 mHz
for LISA, 16 mHz for Taiji, and 275 mHz for TianQin.
Due to the arm length, the transfer frequency of ground-
based detectors is significantly higher than their sensitiv-
ity frequency band.
The angular response functions FA(λ, β, ψ) or

FA(α, δ, ψ) are obtained by substituting the detector
and ecliptic/equatorial coordinates into Eqs. (6)-(9) us-
ing Euler rotation conversion. To present the angular
response function concisely, we introduce the combined
tensor and vector modes:

FT =

√
|F+|2 + |F×|2,

FV =

√
|FX |2 + |FY |2.

(10)

According to Ref. [27], the angular response functions of
combined tensor mode FT , combined vector mode FV ,
breathing mode FB , and longitudinal mode FL are inde-
pendent of the polarization angle ψ. In this section, we
study the response of different modes using these four
independent modes of ψ and the six basic modes for
subsequent research and calculations. On this basis, we

https://dcc.ligo.org/LIGO-T1500293/public
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FIG. 5. Angular response functions for the combined tensor mode FT , combined vector mode FV , breathing mode FB , and
longitudinal mode FL at LISA detector coordinates (ϕd, θd). The left panel shows the response functions for GWs at 1 mHz,
where the breathing and longitudinal modes are almost identical. The right panel displays the response at twice the transfer
frequency, 2f∗ = 38 mHz, where the degeneracy between the breathing and longitudinal modes is broken at higher frequencies.

calculate the angular response functions for two differ-
ent frequencies in the LISA detector coordinates to plot
Fig. 5.

According to Eq. (9), at the low-frequency limit f ≪
f∗, T → 1 leads to FB = −FL [27]. Ground-based de-
tectors operate within sensitivity frequency bands below
the low-frequency limit, making it impossible to distin-
guish between these two modes. Moreover, space-based
detectors may break through the low-frequency limit and
resolve this degeneracy. Figure. 5 shows that at the low-
frequency limit, the angular response functions for the
breathing mode and longitudinal mode are degenerate
at every position. Beyond the transfer frequency, the
optimal response position of the breathing mode shifts
from ϕd = 45◦, 135◦, 225◦, 315◦ to ϕd = 90◦, 270◦. This
shift, which differs from the longitudinal mode’s optimal

response position, makes it possible to break the degen-
eracy of these two modes.
As shown in Fig. 5, the optimal response positions

of the combined tensor mode and the combined vector
mode change with frequency. The optimal position for
the combined tensor mode shifts from a direction per-
pendicular to the constellation plane to a direction closer
to it. For the combined vector mode, the optimal posi-
tions at ϕd = 90◦ and ϕd = 270◦ disappear as frequency
increases. In summary, at frequencies beyond the low-
frequency limit, there is no degeneracy among the modes,
and the optimal response positions generally are not over-
lapped.
Figure 5 illustrates the response at two specific fre-

quencies. To further examine the relationship between
response and frequency, we introduce the averaged an-
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gular response function averaged over the source loca-
tions [27]:

RA(f) =
1

4π

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

|FA|2 sin θddθddϕd, (11)

where A = {T, V,B, L} denotes four modes independent
of ψ. We also introduce effective strain noise to measure
the detector’s sensitivity to different modes varying with
frequency:

hAeff (f) =

√
Sn(f)

RA(f)
, (12)

where Sn(f) is the noise PSD of the detector.

FIG. 6. The averaged response functions RA(f) and effective
strain noise hA

eff (f) of LISA’s four modes vary with frequency.

We calculate RA(f) and hA
eff (f) for each frequency point

through integration. The purple vertical dashed line repre-
sents LISA’s transfer frequency f∗ = 19.1 mHz, and the black
dashed line is a fitting approximation of RA(f) (cf. Ref. [27]).

After our calculations, we derive the averaged re-
sponse functions and effective strain noise for LISA’s four
modes, as shown in Fig. 6. At the low-frequency limit,
the averaged response function remains constant, with
RT = RV = 2(sin2 γ)/5 and RB = RL = (sin2 γ)/15.
As the transfer frequency approaches, RA starts to de-
crease, showing three distinct damping trends. RT and
RV diverge with increasing frequency, similar to RB and
RL. Additionally, RT and RB show differences at the

low-frequency limit. As the frequency increases, the val-
ues of those two modes tend to converge. Note that while
the average value of these two modes is the same, their
responses at individual positions differ, preventing de-
generacy between RT and RB .
Based on Ref. [27], we analyze the detector’s capability

to detect various polarizations using the response func-
tion. For ground-based detectors, the sensitive frequency
band is below the transfer frequency, preventing the dis-
tinction between the breathing mode and the longitu-
dinal mode. Space-based detectors, however, can break
this degeneracy at non-low-frequency limits. In Sec. V,
we simulate GW signals to evaluate the performance of
ground- and space-based detectors in constraining polar-
ization.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Data analysis

In general, the SNR ρ of GW can be defined as

ρ2 = (h|h), (13)

where the inner product (·|·) generalizes the time-domain
correlation product and is conventionally defined as

(a|b) = 4Re

[∫ ∞

0

ã∗(f)b̃(f)

Sn(f)
df

]
, (14)

where ã(f) and b̃(f) are the Fourier transforms of a(t)
and b(t) respectively. In our study, we consider four-
teen GW parameters in total, including ppE parameters,
which are

ξ = {tc,m1,m2, z, ι,Φ0, ϕe, θe,

ψ, αQ, αD, αV , αB , αL},
(15)

where tc is the coalescence time, z is the redshift of the
source, (ϕe, θe) is the sky position, representing ecliptic
(λ, β) or equatorial (α, δ) coordinates.
For assessing the limitations of the detector on differ-

ent polarizations and the uncertainty in estimating all
parameters, we use the FIM method, defined as

Γij =

(
∂h

∂ξi

∣∣∣∣ ∂h∂ξj
)
, (16)

where ξi represents the parameter in Eq. (15). For high
SNR, the inverse of the FIM, Σ = Γ−1, is the variance-
covariance matrix, with the diagonal elements represent-
ing variance [61, 62]. Thus, the uncertainty ∆ξi of the
parameters is given by

∆ξi =
√

Σii. (17)

When calculating the FIM in Eq. (16), we use the nu-
merical differentiation approximation from Refs. [44, 63].
Additionally, for the observation network, the total SNR
and FIM are obtained by summing the inner products
calculated by each detector.
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FIG. 7. Multiband observation of BBHs with ground- and space-based detectors. The vertical axis represents the dimensionless
characteristic strain

√
fSn(f). The BBH curve is derive from Ref. [53] and is intended for illustration purposes only, not

for calculation purposes. For luminosity distance selection, we set SBBH at z = 0.01 (DL = 44.6 Mpc) and MBHB at
z = 1 (DL = 6.8 Gpc). The cyan line represents the space detection source, while the olive line represents the ground detection
source. The three vertical dashed lines represent the transfer frequencies of the three space-based detectors.

B. BBH source selection

Space- and ground-based detectors have different sen-
sitive frequency bands, resulting in the detection of var-
ious GW sources. For BBH sources, ground-based de-
tectors primarily observe SBBHs capturing the complete
CBC process of three phases, whereas space-based detec-
tors mainly observe that of MBHBs. Additionally, space-
based detectors can detect SBBHs, as many SBBHs in-
spiral in the low-frequency band before merger, enter-
ing the sensitivity band of these detectors. The different
BBH sources we selected are presented in Fig. 7.

For all CBC processes, since additional polarizations
contribute more significantly in the inspiral phase and
Eq. (2) does not apply to the merger and ringdown
phases, our waveform model concentrates on the inspi-
ral phase before the binary reaches the innermost stable
circular orbit (ISCO). The frequency of ISCO is given
by [36]

fISCO =
c3

6
√
6πGM

. (18)

Ground-based detectors typically observe SBBH GWs
entering the frequency band a few seconds to minutes
before merger. Thus, we select three typical SBBHs with
equal mass ratios and total masses of 3 M⊙, 20 M⊙, and
100 M⊙, respectively. We calculate the waveforms for the
10 minutes leading up to ISCO. For MBHB sources ob-
served by space-based detectors, we select MBHBs with
three typical masses of 105 M⊙, 10

6 M⊙, and 107 M⊙,
calculating waveforms for the 3 months before reaching

ISCO. For multiband observations, we extend two types
of SBBHs with masses of 20 M⊙ and 100 M⊙ to the low-
frequency band. Those waveforms last for a year before
reaching 0.1 Hz. After 0.1 Hz, those SBBHs would take
3 months (20 M⊙) and 6 days (100 M⊙) to enter the
ground-based detector observation frequency band, pro-
viding an opportunity to study multiband observations.

TABLE I. Parameter distribution used in calculation [45].
U [a, b] represents a uniform distribution from a to b.

Parameter Distribution

Ecliptic Longitude λ U [0, 2π] rad

Ecliptic Latitude β arcsin(U [−1, 1]) rad

Equatorial Longitude α U [0, 2π] rad

Equatorial Latitude δ arcsin(U [−1, 1]) rad

Polarization ψ U [0, 2π] rad

Initial Phase ϕ0 U [0, 2π] rad

For the selection of sky positions for BBH sources, we
use identical parameters for each source, generating 100
distributions consistent with Table I. To study the influ-
ence of inclination angle, we consider 45 different incli-
nation angles, resulting in 4500 calculations of SNR and
FIM for each BBH source, with the results presented in
Secs. VA and VB. Finally, for selecting fiducial values
for the ppE parameter, we set it to 10−4 (cf. [36]).
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V. CONSTRAINTS ON PARAMETERS

A. Results with inclination

We specifically examine the relationship between the
uncertainty of ppE parameters and the inclination angle.
According to Eq. (2), we can define the distribution of
inclination of the tensor mode pT (ι) as

pT (ι) ∝
√
((1 + cos2 ι)/2)

2
+ (cos ι)

2
. (19)

Similarly, we can determine that the distributions of vec-
tor mode pV (ι) and scalar mode pS(ι) are

pV (ι) ∝
√
(cos ι)

2
+ 12,

pS(ι) ∝
√
(sin ι)

2
+ (sin ι)

2
.

(20)

We present the distributions of those three modes in
Fig. 8.

FIG. 8. The distributions of the inclination for tensor mode
pT (ι), vector mode pV (ι) and scalar mode pS(ι). All distri-
butions have been normalized.

From Fig. 8, it is evident that the distribution of scalar
mode with inclination is opposite to that of tensor and
vector modes, reaching its maximum value at ι = π/2 and
minimum at ι = 0, π. From the perspective of inclination
angle influence alone, the scalar mode is superior to the
other two modes at ι = π/2, while tending towards 0
at ι = 0, π. Tensor and vector modes exhibit the same
trend of change, with tensor modes showing a greater
amplitude of variation. Furthermore, we calculate the
SNR and FIM to obtain the results for the uncertainty
of the ppE parameters, as shown in Fig. 9.

As the distribution in Fig. 8, the variation of the scalar
mode with inclination in Fig. 9 is opposite to other
modes. Furthermore, due to the distribution of scalar
mode being zero at ι = 0, π, there is almost no signal near
those two values, resulting in the parameter uncertainty
of the scalar mode in Fig. 9 approaching infinity. In ad-
dition, considering the low-frequency limit, the ∆αB and

FIG. 9. Relationship between SNR and parameter uncer-
tainty with inclination angle variation. The vertical axis is
represented in logarithmic scale. SNR is calculated based on
the GR case, and each line in the graph represents the median
value. The results for ∆αB and ∆αL are identical, so only
one is shown. The left panel includes LISA (solid line) and
TianQin (dashdot line), while the right panel includes LIGO
(solid line) and ET (dashdot line).

∆αL of a 105 M⊙ MBHB with low-SNR are smaller than
that of a 107 M⊙ MBHB with high-SNR. Moreover, due
to the superior sensitivity of LISA compared to TianQin
and the lower transfer frequency of LISA, the ∆αB and
∆αL of LISA are significantly better than that of Tian-
Qin. For the degeneracy caused by arm length, ground-
based detectors cannot distinguish between the breathing
mode and the longitudinal mode, so the ∆αB and ∆αL

are much greater than that of space-based detectors and
becomes invalid.
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Besides the scalar mode, a higher SNR signifies a more
robust signal, typically leading to reduced parameter un-
certainties. In our calculations, SNR is calculated based
on the GR case, where the contribution of tensor modes
outweighs that of other modes. Thus, the SNR value is
primarily influenced by the tensor modes. In contrast to
tensor and scalar modes, the uncertainty of the vector
mode is notably higher at ι = π/2 in TianQin. This is
because TianQin’s fixed orientation restricts the response
function’s variability at that specific angle, leading to a
pronounced increase in ∆αV near ι = π/2.

The transfer frequency not only directly impacts the
degeneracy between breathing and longitudinal modes
but also affects other aspects. The transfer function T
is directly related to frequency, providing constraints be-
yond the low-frequency limit. αQ and αD determine the
variation of the orbital angular frequency, and the in-
fluence of T can reduce parameter uncertainty. There-
fore, the ∆αQ of 105 M⊙ MBHB is smaller than that
for a 106 M⊙ MBHB, and ∆αD for both MBHBs also
varies with the relationship near ι = π/2. Because of the
low-frequency limit, ground-based detectors are not af-
fected by T , causing the uncertainties ∆αQ and ∆αD for
SBBHs to depend entirely on SNR. This section focuses
on presenting and analyzing the relationship between the
uncertainty of ppE parameters and the inclination angle
for two typical space-based and ground-based detectors.

B. Results with ppE parameters

We evaluate the performance of several typical BBHs
using different detectors and various parameters. The
results for different detectors and their networks are il-
lustrated in Fig. 10.

Regarding space-based detectors, Taiji, which shares a
similar configuration with LISA, surpasses LISA across
all metrics, demonstrating superior SNR and reduced pa-
rameter uncertainty. Moreover, TianQin’s distinct or-
bital configuration results in inferior performance com-
pared to LISA and Taiji. Additionally, the significant
rise in TianQin’s parameter uncertainty at ι = π/2, par-
ticularly in ∆αV , leads to the upper limit of the box plot
for ∆αV being substantially higher than its median value
in the comprehensive results presented in Fig. 10.

When considering the space-based detector network,
significant improvements are observed across all met-
rics compared to individual detectors. Since both LISA
and Taiji utilize heliocentric orbits, their network con-
figuration remains stable, maintaining a consistent an-
gle between the detectors. LISA and the three alterna-
tive orbital configurations of Taiji exhibit different an-
gles, which introduce variations in the outcomes. A
larger angular separation between the detectors corre-
lates with greater coverage of the sky area with high sen-
sitivity, resulting in differences in parameter uncertainty
under similar SNR conditions. Overall, the LISA+TJm
configuration achieves the most favorable results, with

LISA+TJp surpassing LISA+TJc, especially noticeable
in parameters like ∆αV and ∆Ω. Moreover, it is evident
that the LISA+TJ combination outperforms LISA+TQ,
and a network of three detectors surpasses two. For
more detailed analysis of space detector networks, refer
to Ref. [44].
Single ground-based detectors such as Virgo and KA-

GRA do not perform well in detecting additional polar-
ization parameters and accurately determining the sky
position of the source. This limitation arises because a
single detector has only one response angle, and a 10-
minute GW signal is relatively short compared to the
ground-based detector’s observational period (Earth’s ro-
tation period). In the ground-based detector’s coor-
dinate system, a 10-minute SBBH source travels only
2.5◦, whereas a 90-day MBHB source moves nearly 90◦

in the space-based detector coordinate system. Con-
sequently, the parameter uncertainty range for ground-
based detectors is larger. Furthermore, both LIGO and
ET have three detectors, but ET detectors are all copla-
nar, whereas LIGO’s are not. This situation is similar to
the superiority of LISA+TJm over LISA+TJc, where the
relative positions of LIGO’s three detectors offer greater
advantages compared to ET. Therefore, despite the SNR
of ET is one order of magnitude higher than LIGO, their
∆Ω values are still very similar.
Regarding the ground-based detector network, cur-

rently operational LVK cannot fully compensate for
the sensitivity differences between second-generation and
third-generation detectors. Compared to ET, LVK ex-
hibits a difference of one to two orders of magnitude in
the limitations of ppE parameters. Moreover, due to the
varied response angles of LVK, ∆Ω values are slightly
better than those of ET. The LVK+ET combination is
the most comprehensive, significantly enhancing network
sensitivity. For instance, ∆αQ and ∆αD can approach
the sensitivity level of space-based detector networks,
with ∆αV potentially surpassing them. Due to the arm
length, the ∆αB and ∆αL of the ground-based detector
network is four to six orders of magnitude higher than
that of the space-based detector network, making it im-
possible to distinguish between breathing and longitudi-
nal modes.

C. Results with redshift

In our previous calculations and analysis, we assume
fixed redshift: z = 0.01 for SBBH and z = 1 for MBHB.
Different redshifts also lead to variations in the GW sig-
nal, potentially impacting the final results. From Eq. (2),
the strain is inversely proportional to the luminosity dis-
tance, represented as h ∝ 1/DL ∼ 1/z. Roughly speak-
ing, as redshift increases, the strain decreases. Regarding
the ppE parameter ξ, the partial derivative of the strain
with respect to it, ∂h/∂ξ ∝ 1/z. Consequently, the FIM
is (∂h/∂ξ|∂h/∂ξ) ∝ 1/z2, and thus the uncertainty of
the ppE parameter scales as ∆ξ ∝ z. In other words, the
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FIG. 10. SNR and parameter uncertainty with space- and ground-based detectors. The vertical axis is represented in logarithmic
scale. The upper and lower horizontal lines in each box represent the 90% confidence interval. The edges of the box correspond
to the upper and lower quartiles, while the lines inside the box represent the median. The uncertainty of sky position is
expressed as ∆Ω = 2π| sin θe|(ΣθeθeΣϕeϕe − Σ2

θeϕe
)1/2 [64]. The left panel shows the results for the space-based detectors,

where TJ represents Taiji and TQ represents TianQin. In our calculations, there is no difference between the two alternative
orbital configurations for TianQin, so they are not labeled separately. The right panel displays the results for the ground-based
detectors, but due to the extremely poor positioning capabilities of individual Virgo and KAGRA detectors, their ∆Ω values
are not shown.

uncertainty of the ppE parameter is directly proportional
to the redshift:

∆ξ(z) = Kz +∆ξ(0), (21)

where K is a proportionality constant. We calculate the
results for SBBH and MBHB at different redshifts, as
shown in Table II.

From Eq. (21), it is clear that the uncertainty of the
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TABLE II. Proportional coefficient K corresponding to differ-
ent ppE parameters. We use logarithmic log(K) to represent
the results in the table.

Detector M [M⊙] ∆αQ ∆αD ∆αV ∆αB(αL)

105 -5.01 -8.59 -2.50 -0.82

LISA 106 -4.72 -8.84 -2.42 -0.35

107 -5.45 -10.13 -2.60 1.62

105 -5.30 -8.90 -2.79 -1.00

Taiji 106 -4.90 -9.06 -2.52 -0.66

107 -5.74 -10.42 -2.81 1.36

105 -4.91 -8.53 -2.25 0.92

TianQin 106 -4.43 -8.68 -1.98 2.32

107 -5.24 -9.95 -1.93 3.79

3 -1.90 -5.71 0.35 7.93

LIGO 20 -2.42 -6.83 -0.18 7.41

100 -2.52 -6.54 -0.15 7.38

3 -1.58 -5.42 2.56 10.09

Virgo 20 -2.13 -6.55 2.60 9.59

100 -2.19 -6.21 2.88 9.18

3 -1.44 -5.30 2.91 9.59

KAGRA 20 -2.11 -6.57 2.82 8.44

100 -1.89 -5.93 3.26 7.80

3 -2.94 -6.62 -0.85 7.08

ET 20 -3.37 -7.78 -1.29 6.62

100 -3.71 -7.81 -1.49 6.30

ppE parameters is proportional to the redshift. Addition-
ally, the rate of change in uncertainty with redshift varies
for different ppE parameters. Table II illustrates that the
influence of redshift on ∆αQ and ∆αD is negligible, as
most K values are less than 10−4. That is because these
two parameters are directly related to frequency, and the
change in GW amplitude due to redshift has a negligible
effect on frequency resolution. Moreover, ground-based
detectors exhibit relatively larger K values compared to
space-based detectors.

The K for ∆αV is significantly larger compared to the
first two parameters. Space-based detectors typically
have K values around 10−2. In contrast, ground-based
detectors like Virgo and KAGRA have K values around
102. LIGO and ET perform better, with K < 1 in most
cases. Those observations are consistent with the analy-
sis in last section, explaining these differences based on
detector performance.

Due to the degeneracy in ground-based detectors, ∆αB

(∆αL) exhibits significantly large K values, exceeding
106. In contrast, space-based detectors, which break
this degeneracy, yield noticeably better results. The re-

lationship between the frequency range of MBHBs and
the transfer frequency determines the results in Table II.
Smaller mass MBHBs exhibit lower frequencies closer to
the transfer frequency, enhancing the resolution of these
two modes and leading to smaller K values. The results
are similar for different detectors: Taiji has the smallest
transfer frequency, while TianQin has the largest, corre-
sponding to their respective K values.

D. Multiband observation

Space-based detectors can not only observe MBHBs,
but also SBBHs. Among tens of thousands of sources, a
small number of SBBHs increase in frequency rapidly and
merge into the ground-based detector frequency band
within a short period, enabling multiband observations
by both space- and ground-based detectors [65]. We cal-
culate FIM for two typical SBBHs observed across mul-
tiple frequency bands and compared their results with
those observed only by ground-based detectors, as shown
in Fig. 11.
Multiband observations provide a significant enhance-

ment to ground-based detectors, particularly in resolv-
ing the degeneracy between the breathing and longitudi-
nal modes. The addition of space-based detectors effec-
tively breaks the degeneracy, allowing multiband SBBH
observations to limit ∆αB and ∆αL to levels comparable
with space-based detector observations of MBHB. Ad-
ditionally, multiband observations greatly improve the
performance of Virgo and KAGRA in ∆αV , reducing
them by nearly three orders of magnitude, approaching
the levels achieved by LIGO and ET. Furthermore, the
∆αV level of the ground-based detector network remains
higher than that of the space-based detector network, so
the improvement from multiband observations is not as
significant.
Regarding ∆αQ and ∆αD, multiband observations

have varying improvements for SBBH depending on the
mass. The results for SBBH with M = 20 M⊙ do
not show significant improvement, while those for M =
100 M⊙ show some improvement. Due to the high sensi-
tivity of ET, multiband observation does not significantly
improve ET and LVK+ET, it significantly enhances the
performance of only second-generation detectors. Within
the space-based detector frequency band, although both
types of SBBH have a duration of one year, their fre-
quency variation ranges differ. Specifically, the frequency
variation for M = 20 M⊙ SBBHs is 46 mHz, whereas for
M = 100 M⊙ it increases to 78 mHz. Greater frequency
variations lead to stronger constraints, thereby affecting
the observed improvements. Moreover, longer observa-
tion times result in larger frequency variations. While
four-year observations generally outperform one-year ob-
servations, this improvement is not significant. This is
because the further away from the merger, the smaller
the frequency change over the same time period. For
example, in calculations for SBBH with M = 100 M⊙,
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FIG. 11. The uncertainty of ppE parameters in multiband
observations. The vertical axis is represented in logarithmic
scale. For simplicity, we use points to represent the median,
with error bars above and below indicating the 90% confidence
interval. In the left panel, the total mass of the SBBH source
is M = 20 M⊙, while in the right panel, it is M = 100 M⊙.
To save computational resources, only a subset of the sources
are calculated, resulting in slight differences from Fig. 10.

the frequency change in one year leading up to 0.1 Hz is
78 mHz, but the change over four years is only 87 mHz,
indicating a minimal additional change of 9 mHz over
three years. Hence, our choice of a one-year observation
duration remains reasonable.

The performance of different space-based detectors sig-
nificantly affects the results of multi band observations,
for example, Taiji is superior to LISA. Moreover, the se-
lected cutoff frequency of SBBHs within the space-based
detector band is 0.1 Hz, lower than TianQin’s 0.28 Hz
transfer frequency. That disparity renders TianQin less
effective than LISA and Taiji in observing breathing and
longitudinal modes, resulting in a multiband observation

improvement for ∆αB and ∆αL that is two orders of
magnitude weaker compared to the other detectors. Con-
versely, TianQin exhibits significantly enhanced multi-
band observations for ∆αQ, ∆αD, and ∆αV , because
TianQin’s sensitivity within the selected SBBH frequency
band surpasses that of the other detectors, leading to su-
perior results. Overall, the addition of space-based de-
tectors compensates for the degeneracy of ground-based
detectors in scalar modes and also improves other as-
pects, enabling the observation results of SBBH to reach
the level of MBHB results.

E. Multimessenger observation

Apart from multiband observations using space- and
ground-based detectors, multimessenger observations,
which include the assistance of electromagnetic (EM) ob-
servations, can similarly enhance the performance of GW
observations. EM observations offer a unique perspective
about BBH sources distinct from GW observations. Ref-
erences [66–69] have demonstrated that mergers of MB-
HBs can emit EM radiation from accretion disks, while
mergers of SBBHs in active galactic nuclei can produce
jets, making both scenarios promising targets for EM de-
tectors. Accurate determination of the source’s sky po-
sition enables subsequent EM follow-up observations to
search for counterparts. The results of EM observations
can then serve as valuable priors to reduce uncertainties
in GW observations.
The EM effects produced by BBH mergers are ex-

pected to be detected by infrared, optical, and X-ray
observatories, and the results from these observatories
have different impacts on the enhancement of GW. For
simplicity, we consider an ideal scenario where EM ob-
servations accurately determine specific parameters, ig-
noring differences between EM detectors. According to
Refs. [44, 63], when considering the improvement from
EM observations, the corresponding row and column
in the FIM are removed to reduce the uncertainties of
other parameters in the GW data. That method assesses
the performance enhancement of GW observations under
ideal multimessenger conditions. We quantify these en-
hancements when EM observations perfectly determine
redshift, sky position, or inclination angle, comparing
them against results from GW observations alone. No-
tably, although this study only focuse on ppE parame-
ters, multimessenger observations also offer varying de-
grees of enhancement for time, mass, polarization, and
other parameters. For details on enhancements in non-
ppE parameters, refer to Ref. [44].
For LISA and Taiji, multimessenger observations

demonstrate notable enhancements primarily for MBHBs
with M = 107 M⊙. Determining the redshift or inclina-
tion angle through multimessenger observations can re-
duce ∆αV , ∆αB , and ∆αL by 15% to 24%. Determining
the sky position can reduce these parameters by 36% to
49%. Multimessenger observations yield even more sig-
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nificant improvements for TianQin, enhancing detection
capabilities across all three typical MBHB masses. When
the redshift, inclination angle, or sky position is accu-
rately determined, ∆αV can be reduced by 40% to 57%.
Furthermore, due to arm length, reductions in ∆αB and
∆αL are more modest, ranging from 9% to 17%.

For ground-based detectors, the impact of multimes-
senger observations on ∆αB and ∆αL is considerably
smaller compared to multiband observations, as it does
not resolve the degeneracy and thus is not considered fur-
ther. LIGO shows less significant improvement compared
to ET, due to its less diverse response angles. Determin-
ing the redshift or inclination angle results in a reduction
of ∆αV by 5% to 7%, with negligible changes observed
when determining the sky position. In contrast, ET ex-
hibits more substantial enhancements. When any one of
the three parameters is determined, ∆αV can be reduced
by 15% to 43%, with larger reductions for higher-mass
SBBHs. Moreover, multimessenger observations yield re-
markable improvements for Virgo and KAGRA, achiev-
ing reductions in ∆αV by 97% to 99.4%. This improve-
ment is only one order of magnitude lower than that of
LIGO and significantly surpasses the outcomes from GW
observations alone.

Multimessenger observations, whether for space- or
ground-based detectors, do not improve the other two
ppE parameters, ∆αQ and ∆αD. That is because these
two ppE parameters are directly tied to GW frequency,
where GW observation precision is highest. Theoret-
ically, multimessenger observations could enhance con-
straints on all ppE parameters, but in practice, some im-
provements are too marginal. Therefore, we only present
results where the parameter uncertainty is reduced by
more than 5%, with most unreported results being less
than 1%. In summary, multimessenger observations can
moderately enhance the performance of GW observa-
tions, providing stronger constraints on ppE parameters.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigate the expected targets for
constraining GW polarization using space- and ground-
based detectors within the ppE framework. Specifi-
cally, we adopt a model-independent ppE framework that
incorporates a GW waveform with all six polarization
modes, adhering to current GR test results. For space-
based detectors, we consider LISA, Taiji, and TianQin,
along with alternative orbital configurations, both indi-
vidually and in network scenarios. For ground-based de-
tectors, we include the currently operational LVK and
the third-generation detector ET, evaluated both individ-
ually and in network. Our analysis focuses on detector
performance across different polarization modes, empha-
sizing the response function’s perspective. Furthermore,
by simulating three typical masses of MBHB and SBBH,
we use the FIM to quantify ppE parameter constraints
for both space- and ground-based detectors, presenting

the results under different combinations. Furthermore,
we explore how multiband and multimessenger observa-
tions enhance ppE constraints, offering a comprehensive
analysis from diverse angles.

For space-based detectors, Taiji provides the best
constraints on GW polarization modes, with LISA per-
forming better than TianQin. Specifically, TianQin’s
constraints on scalar modes are significantly weaker than
those of LISA and Taiji, while the uncertainties in other
ppE parameters among the three detectors differ by less
than an order of magnitude. In network scenarios, the
combination of LISA+TJm performs slightly better than
other combinations, and the network of all three detec-
tors outperforms two-detector networks.

For ground-based detectors, the differences in con-
straints on frequency-related ppE parameters are minor,
but LIGO’s results for vector modes are substantially
better than those of Virgo and KAGRA, approaching
the level of ET. In network scenarios, the LVK combina-
tion does not surpass the results of ET alone, with the
LVK+ET network providing the best constraints. Over-
all, ground-based detectors are unable to distinguish be-
tween breathing and longitudinal modes and are signif-
icantly less capable of constraining scalar modes com-
pared to space detectors. Other than this, the constraints
on ppE parameters from space- and ground-based detec-
tors are comparable.

For multiband observation, it can effectively break
the degeneracies of ground-based detectors in breath-
ing and longitudinal modes, addressing the inability of
ground detectors to distinguish scalar modes. They also
improve the ability of Virgo and KAGRA to constrain
vector modes, reaching the level of LIGO, and offer cer-
tain improvements for other ppE parameters. Moreover,
TianQin brings the greatest improvement, followed by
Taiji, and LISA has the least improvement.

For multimessenger observation, it provides the
most significant enhancement for TianQin, bringing its
results for vector modes close to those of LISA. For
scalar modes, LISA and Taiji see greater improvements.
ET shows a larger improvement compared to LIGO, and
Virgo and KAGRA experience substantial enhancements,
with their results for vector modes approaching the level
of LIGO. Overall, both multiband and multimessenger
observations can enhance GW detection results to a cer-
tain extent, leading to better constraints on GW polar-
ization modes.

In future research, we plan to approach the study from
several aspects. First, we will use longer-duration GW
signals, which can contain more information, and con-
sider the non-light-speed propagation caused by different
modes, where vector and scalar modes may arrive before
or simultaneously with tensor modes [70]. Second, we
aim to delve into the effects brought by Time-Delay Inter-
ferometry (TDI) technology, as different TDI combina-
tions may result in subtle differences in the outcomes [71].
Additionally, we will consider various sources, examining
the impact of ppE parameters on unequal mass BBH sys-
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tems. Lastly, in the context of multimessenger observa-
tions, we will study the performance of EM detectors un-
der realistic conditions, providing results that are more
aligned with actual scenarios to enhance GW observa-
tions. In summary, through these in-depth studies, we
aim to advance the research on GW polarization modes,
evaluate detector performance more comprehensively and
in greater detail, and provide more valuable results.
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