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The recent breakthroughs regarding the detection of compact binary mergers via gravitational
waves opened up a new window to the Universe. Gravitational-wave models have been essential
to this success since they are necessary to infer the properties of the compact binary system from
the observational data. Next-generation detectors, such as the Einstein Telescope, will allow for
more observations of binary neutron star mergers with higher precision, making accurate waveform
models crucial in describing these systems. In this article, we propose a novel approach for con-
structing phenomenological waveform models informed by observational data. Using mock data
representing a one-year operation of the Einstein Telescope as our baseline, we demonstrate how
the results improve as more events are included in the calibration. This method offers a new and
complementary approach for developing sophisticated gravitational-wave models compared to classi-
cal techniques that employ analytical computations and numerical-relativity simulations. Improved
waveform models will then yield more accurate parameter estimation.

Introduction.— The discovery of the first binary neu-
tron star (BNS) merger GW170817 [1] by the Advanced
LIGO [2] and Advanced VIRGO [3] detectors opened a
new chapter in multi-messenger astronomy. Observations
of gravitational-wave (GW) signals from BNSs [4], poten-
tially in conjunction with their electromagnetic counter-
parts [5, 6], contribute to the understanding of the equa-
tion of state (EOS) governing supranuclear-dense matter,
e.g., [7–13] for recent reviews, to an independent mea-
surement of the expansion rate of our Universe, e.g., [14],
and allow us to study the formation of heavy elements,
e.g., [15, 16].

The analysis of these observations involves matching
the GW signals with theoretical predictions using a par-
ticular waveform model chosen a priori. These models
are typically based on the Post-Newtonian (PN) expan-
sion [17–21], which is a perturbative approach valid for
small velocities and large separations; on the effective-
one-body (EOB) formalism, which maps the two-body
problem into a single test particle in an effective met-
ric [22–41]; or on a phenomenological approach [42–48]
that takes PN and/or EOB information and, to cover the
final orbits before merger, calibrates their extensions to
numerical-relativity (NR) simulations [26, 42, 49–53].

Unlike binary black hole (BBH) systems, for BNSs, a
significant contribution to the phase, particularly in the
late inspiral, arises from the presence of finite-size or tidal
effects resulting from the deformation of one neutron star
as it responds to the external gravitational field of its
companion. The measure of this deformation is encoded
in the tidal deformability parameter Λ = (2/3)k2C

−5,
where k2 is the gravitational Love number (with typical
values around 0.2 to 0.3 depending on the EOS and the
star’s mass), and C = M/R is the compactness of the
star, with R being the radius and M being the mass [17,
54–56].

Tidal effects enter the phase at the 5PN order (i.e.,
proportional to (v/c)10) and are known analytically up to
7.5PN [18, 20, 21]. In this work, we will construct a wave-
form with a simple, extended pseudo-PN tidal part up to
9PN, whose unknown higher-order PN coefficients are left
as free parameters and are inferred through Bayesian in-
ference from the observed data, together with the source
parameters. The higher-order coefficients (HOCs) allow
a flexible representation of the tidal effects. Going to an
even higher PN representation would generally increase
the flexibility and accuracy of the model, but would also
increase the number of free parameters such that more
data would be needed to obtain sensible information. For
this reason, we restrict the current work to HOCs up to
the 9PN order, which introduces six parameters in addi-
tion to the unknown parameters that describe the other
properties of the observed sources, e.g., masses, spins,
luminosity distance, and inclination.

Traditionally, waveform model development has in-
volved a combination of improving the analytical knowl-
edge, e.g., through computing higher PN orders [17, 18,
20, 54], and advances in NR simulations [32, 57–59].
While NR simulations solve the Einstein’s Field Equa-
tions directly, their use is limited by their short dura-
tion (i.e., they only generate waveforms in the late inspi-
ral), computational cost, finite resolution, and the com-
plexity when simulating generic systems (e.g., precess-
ing or highly unequal mass mergers). For this reason,
it is unclear whether advances in NR would ensure that
the target accuracy necessary to interpret GW observa-
tions made by the third generation of detectors would be
reached, e.g., [60–62]. For this purpose, we propose a new
method for reconstructing the tidal phase using observed
data for the Einstein Telescope (ET) [61, 63–65].

Throughout this work, we assume geometric units
G = c = 1. MA denotes the mass of the primary
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component with tidal deformability ΛA, and MB is the
secondary mass with tidal deformability ΛB . Each star
has a dimensionless aligned spin component denoted by
χA and χB , respectively. The mass ratio is defined as
q =MA/MB ≥ 1. The total mass is thenM =MA+MB ,
and the normalized mass is XA,B =MA,B/M . The chirp
mass is defined as Mc = (MAMB)

3/5/M1/5.

Methodology.— For the creation of our mock data, we
assume as our default setup a triangular ET (∆), with
10-km arm-length [66] and placed in Limburg [61, 63–65].
We have cross-checked our results using the alternative
proposed design for ET consisting of two L-shaped detec-
tors (2L) with 15-km arm-length [66] (placed in Sardinia
and Lusatia), and when employing a 3G network of a tri-
angular ET [67] and the Cosmic Explorer [68, 69]. The
results of both analyses are presented in the supplemen-
tary material [70], and some important findings are also
referred to in the main text.

We simulate GW events from a catalog of 1000 sources
with masses assumed to follow the FLAT Q model distri-
bution of Ref. [71] (see supplementary material [70]). The
corresponding Λ is computed using as a common EOS,
the EOS from Ref. [13] yielding the largest likelihood
when comparing with current observational data and nu-
clear physics computations. From these, we further select
the N = 100 events with the highest signal-to-noise ra-
tio (SNR). Following this procedure, the catalog’s SNR
ranges from 74 to 456, with 99% events below SNR =
250, and 58% below SNR = 100, consistent with the ex-
pected number of cumulative BNS events detected per
year by ∆-ET [61].

The simulated signals are produced with the wave-
form model IMRPhenomXAS NRTidalv3, which employs
IMRPhenomXAS [72] as its BBH baseline and incorporates
the NRTidalv3 [46] tidal description. We employ an effec-
tive or pseudo-9PN extension to the 7.5PN tidal phase,
whose HOCs will be inferred during parameter estima-
tion. In the frequency domain, the 9PN and NRTidalv3

tidal phases are represented by the general form

ψT (x) = −cANewtκA(x)x
5/2PA(x) + [A↔ B] , (1)

where cA,B
Newt is the leading order PN constant, κA,B(x) is

the dynamical tidal parameter, and PA,B(x) is a rational
function (usually a polynomial for the PN representation,
a Padè approximant for NRTidalv3) of the PN parame-
ter or frequency x = (πMf)2/3. More details about these
waveform approximants can be found in the supplemen-
tary material [70].

Throughout this work, we assume that the BBH base-
line is well-modeled and sufficiently accurate. This as-
sumption, which also underlies the investigation of the
effect of dynamical tides in Ref. [73], is justified by the
fact that BBH waveforms can already be calibrated with
extremely accurate NR simulations [74]. As for phe-
nomenological models, we attach the 9PN phase to the

BBH waveform model. Here we use the spin-aligned
IMRPhenomXAS model, with the six HOCs (three for each
star) as additional free parameters. The approach of
extending the phase with the HOCs is reminiscent of
the framework of parametrized tests of general relativ-
ity (GR) [75–80]. However, in this work, we assume that
GR is the correct theory of gravity.

For the inference of the tidal phase, we perform
Bayesian parameter estimation (PE) using bilby [81, 82],
and the dynesty [83] sampler. Bayes theorem reads

p(θ⃗|d,Ω) ∝ L(d|θ⃗,Ω)π(θ⃗|Ω), where p(θ⃗|d,Ω) is the pos-

terior probability distribution of source parameters θ⃗
given the data d and model Ω, π(θ⃗|Ω) is the prior prob-

ability distribution, and L(d|θ⃗,Ω) the likelihood of ob-

taining d given parameters θ⃗ under the model Ω. To
reduce the computational cost of the analysis, the like-
lihood is calculated with the adaptive frequency reso-
lution method [84]. The distributions used in building
the catalog and the prior distributions for each param-
eter are provided in the supplementary material [70].
We set the minimum frequency to fmin = 5Hz, and
limit the analysis of the tidal phase up to the merger
of the two stars, where existing tidal models such as
IMRPhenomXAS NRTidalv3 are expected to be applicable.

From the PE analysis, we obtain a posterior distri-
bution over the source parameters and HOCs for each
event. Sampling over these posterior distributions, we
reconstruct the posterior for the 9PN polynomials P 9PN

A

and P 9PN
B , effectively inferring the posterior distribution

for P 9PN(x). Similarly, from the parameters’ prior, we
reconstruct the prior on P 9PN

A and P 9PN
B for each obser-

vation. Assuming that the variation of P (x) from the
spread in the modeled population is smaller than the un-
certainty of the measurement (cf. bottom panel of Fig. 1),
we consider a common P (x) when computing joint poste-
riors from multiple events by multiplying the individual
posteriors normalized to their corresponding prior. Since
both stars in the binary contribute to the full tidal sig-
nal, we can finally compute the joint posteriors for stars
A and B to obtain P 9PN

A∩B , which effectively doubles the
available information. The joint posteriors are obtained
by computing the normalized posterior of the average
value of PA(x) and PB(x).

Results.— Figure 1 shows the posterior on the tidal
phase function P (x) when combining an increasing num-
ber of events, randomly selected among the 100 analyzed
systems. We show 90% confidence intervals for the poste-
rior corresponding to each star, P 9PN

A and P 9PN
B , and to

the joint one, P 9PN
A∩B , as well. For completeness, we also

plot the NRTidalv3 Padè functions used to simulate the
signals, PNRT3

A,inj and PNRT3
B,inj . For a single event, the con-

fidence interval is relatively wide, in particular for large
x, reflecting the uncertainty in the PE results for a single
observation. However, we find that the injected values
lie inside the inferred confidence intervals.
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FIG. 1. The P (x) bands for N = 1, 50, and 100 events. This
includes individual contributions from stars A and B for each
event as well as their combined contributions from multiplying
their joint posteriors. The curves for NRTidalv3 used for the
injection are also plotted, up to the merger frequency. We
also include a secondary scale for the frequency f1.35M⊙ for a
canonical equal-mass system with component mass MA,B =
1.35M⊙ at the top.

For multiple events, the confidence bands for P (x) be-
come narrower, especially at large x, further constrain-
ing P (x) while still being centered around the injected
NRTidalv3 ones. As expected, the tightest constraint
for P (x) is achieved when all 100 events are combined.
For x ≳ 0.2 (which, for a canonical equal-mass system
with component masses MA,B = 1.35M⊙, corresponds
to f1.35M⊙ ≳ 2000Hz), the band for PA∩B deviates from
some of the injected values. This is attributed to the
fact that different events terminate at different merger
frequencies. In general, our findings imply that more ob-
servational data will lead to tighter constraints on P (x)
and, therefore, to the extraction of the tidal information
it represents. Moreover, the consistency of this result also
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FIG. 2. The absolute error between the inferred P 9PN
A∩B and

injected PNRT3
A∩B curves for N = 100 events. The 90% upper

bound is marked by the dashed black line. The PA∩B(x) for
the 6PN, 6.5PN, 7PN and 7.5PN orders calculated using the
catalog’s source parameters are also plotted.

proves the robustness of this approach when data from
multiple sources are combined.

We then compute the absolute deviation of the inferred
P 9PN
A∩B from the combined posteriors with respect to the

average injected signals, PNRT3
A∩B , for all 100 events. The

upper 90% bound of this error is shown in Fig. 2. We also
plot the absolute deviation between PA∩B(x) of known
PN orders (i.e., up to 6PN, 6.5PN, 7PN, 7.5PN, using
the source parameters in the catalog), and PNRT3

A∩B . At
lower frequencies, i.e., for x < 0.06 (f1.35M⊙ ≲ 300Hz),
the inferred P 9PN

A∩B achieves a smaller error than the
7.5PN order. It is also noticeable that for x ≤ 0.1
(f1.35M⊙ ≲ 800Hz), the integer PN orders, in general,
have smaller error than the half-integer PN orders. This
is due to the repulsive nature of the PN expression at
half-integer order and the oscillatory nature of the PN
expansion. Nevertheless, we see P 9PN(x) to approach
and even exceed the accuracy of the PN orders, espe-
cially at early inspiral and when we include more events
in the calibration. We also note that we generally find a
larger deviation in the results employing different PN or-
ders compared to the spread of P (x) (cf. bands in Fig. 2).
Hence, the presented data-driven approach can be em-
ployed to probe fundamental physical concepts directly,
e.g., the PN expansion of tidal effects. Similar results,
as the one presented in Fig. 2, can also be obtained for
the 2L-ET configuration without noticeable differences,
which agrees with the findings of [61] that the exact ET
configuration will have only a small effect on the ob-
tained results. When combining ET with CE, we find
smaller uncertainties but also become prone to biases in
our parameter estimation, as one would expect due to the
difference between the employed injection and recovery
waveform model and the assumption of a common P (x)
for all events; cf. [70].
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FIG. 3. The ratio ψ9PN
T /ψModel

T between the tidal 9PN
phase calculated using P 9PN

A,B and that of other tidal mod-
els NRTidalv3, NRTidalv2, and KyotoTidal calculated using
the catalog’s source parameters.

The entire tidal phase ψ9PN
T can also be computed us-

ing the inferred combined posteriors for P 9PN
A,B (x), and

compared against other existing tidal models, such as
NRTidalv3 [46], NRTidalv2 [45], and KyotoTidal [42]
calculated using the source parameters of the catalog.
Taking the ratio ψ9PN

T /ψModel
T between the waveforms,

as shown in Fig. 3, we observe that the 90% confidence
interval for ψ9PN

T /ψModel
T for NRTidalv2 and KyotoTidal

already deviates from unity at low frequencies (x ≳ 0.02
or f1.35M⊙ ≳ 70Hz) but agree well with the injected
NRTidalv3 waveforms even at later frequencies. These
results highlight that already, with about one year of
observational data, the presented data-driven approach
becomes competitive with state-of-the-art techniques for
modeling GW signals. Hence, using a conjunction of
data-driven, analytical knowledge, and NR simulations
yields great potential to further improve our understand-
ing of the BNS coalescence and to accurately extract GW
source properties.

Outlook.— We have presented a novel, data-driven
method to construct phenomenological BNS waveform
models by leveraging information about the tidal phase
from binary neutron star coalescences using ET obser-
vations. We have demonstrated the feasibility of this
approach by combining data from one hundred simu-
lated ET detections to calibrate and constrain unknown
higher-order coefficients in a pseudo-PN tidal waveform.
This number of detections with the employed SNRs mim-
ics roughly one year of operation for ET.

Our approach assumes that the BBH baseline wave-
form is accurate and well modeled, and that the tidal
contributions are dominated by the (2,2)-mode. In
the future, the method could be further improved by
including higher-order modes in the tidal contributions,
e.g., by rescaling the inspiral part proportional to the
m-mode, and through identification and mitigation of

systematic uncertainties in the waveform models [60, 62],
which become more significant for high-SNR events,
and, for instance, with the inclusion of more complicated
physics. Overall, our method complements traditional
approaches for waveform modeling and provides a new
avenue for future developments. Used in synergy with
existing methods, one will hopefully be able to reach
the necessary accuracy to make full use of the next
generation of GW detectors. Such an improvement
will then enable us to provide accurate information on
astrophysical, cosmological, and nuclear-physics proper-
ties, e.g., through well-measured neutron star masses,
refined knowledge about the EOS of neutron stars, and
improved constraints on the Hubble constraints.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL TO
A DATA-DRIVEN APPROACH FOR EXTRACTING TIDAL INFORMATION FROM NEUTRON STAR

BINARY MERGERS OBSERVED WITH THE EINSTEIN TELESCOPE

I. EMPLOYED WAVEFORM MODELS

The phase in the NRTidalv3 model is given by

ψNRT3
T = −cANewtκA(ω̂)x

5/2PNRT3
A (x) + [A↔ B] , (2)

where x = (ω̂/2)2/3 = (πMf)2/3 is the PN parameter (or frequency), the coefficient cANewt depends on XA,B , κA(ω̂)
is the dynamical tidal parameter, and PNRT3

A (x) is a Padé approximant ansatz. Some of the coefficients of PNRT3
A (x)

are selected to be constrained by the 7.5PN, while the rest of the coefficients are calibrated to a large set of NR
simulations, including high-mass-ratio systems across various EOS.

In this work, we assume a 9PN extension to the analytical 7.5PN tidal phase (which we attach to the IMRPhenomXAS
BBH model, obtaining IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal)

ψ9PN
T =− cANewtκA(ω̂)x

5/2P 9PN
A (x; cA3 , c

A
7/2, c

A
4 ) + [A↔ B] , (3)

with the rational function P 9PN
A being a polynomial given by

P 9PN
A (x; cA3 , c

A
7/2, c

A
4 ) = 1 + cA1 x+ cA3/2x

3/2 + cA2 x
2 + cA5/2x

5/2 + cA3 x
3 + cA7/2x

7/2 + cA4 x
4. (4)

The six additional free parameters (cA,B
3 , cA,B

7/2 , c
A,B
4 ) are the HOCs, which we infer via parameter estimation (PE).

Note that these coefficients do not necessarily have to be identical to the ones that would be derived purely from the
PN formalism: this extension is treated as a pseudo-PN tidal phase.

II. PRIOR CHOICES

TABLE I. Injection and recovery prior distributions for the different source parameters for IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal. The
distributions used for the injection are the same as in the priors unless otherwise stated. Most parameters are represented by
uniform distributions U . Note that UMA and UMB indicates uniform distributions for MA and MB , respectively. UAS denotes
uniform distribution in aligned spins, and UCoVol means uniform in comoving volume.

Parameter Distribution

MA,B [M⊙] (injection only) UMA(1.0, 2.0)UMB (1.0, 2.0)q2

Mc [M⊙] (prior only) U(Mn;inj
c − 0.05,Mn;inj

c + 0.05)
1/q (prior only) U(0.5, 1.0)
χA,B UAS(0, 0.15)
DL [Mpc] UCoVol(10, 1000)
δ Cosine
α U(0, 2π) (periodic)
θjn U(0, π)
ψp U(0, π)
ϕc U(0, 2π) (periodic)
ΛA,B (prior only) U(0, 5000)
cA,B
3 (prior only) U(−1000, 1000)

cA,B
7/2 (prior only) U(−4000, 8000)

cA,B
4 (prior only) U(−15000, 4000)

We show in Table I the different distributions used for the injection of IMRPhenomXAS NRTidalv3 and recovery of
the source parameters of IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal.

III. 2L-ET AND ET&CE NETWORK

In this section, we add the results for our combined posteriors using an ET in the 2L configuration. We observe
in Fig. (left panel) similar results to the ∆ configuration, but with the inferred confidence band for P (x) slightly
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shifted towards larger values with respect to the injected curves.

102 103
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FIG. 4. Left panel : The confidence band of the joint posterior of P 9PN(x) for N = 100 events using the 2L-ET configuration,
together with the injected NRTidalv3 curves. We observe a slight shift of the band towards larger values of P (x).
Middle panel : The confidence band of the joint posterior of P 9PN(x) for N = 100 events using the ET+CE configuration,
together with the injected NRTidalv3 curves. We also observe a (larger) shift of the band towards larger values of P (x).
Right panel : The confidence band of the joint posterior of P 9PN(x) for N = 100 events using the ET+CE configuration. In
this case, we inject and recover with the same IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal model, but this time, the dynamical tidal effects and
spin dependence are excluded, as well as the mass-ratio dependence of the PN coefficients. No bias is visible, indicating that
the source of the bias is due to the difference between the injection and recovery waveform models.

For an ET+CE configuration, we find an even larger shift with respect to the injected values, as shown in the
middle panel of Fig. . We attribute this bias primarily to systematics in the employed waveform models. More
explicitly, we employ IMRPhenomXAS NRTidalv3 for the creation of the mock data, but the pseudo-PN tidal model
IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal for recovering the injected data. The finite accuracy of the 9PN representation to model
the NRTidalv3 tidal effects will necessarily lead to small biases that will increase when events get combined. Using
a higher PN expansion, with additional parameters, would reduce this effect but, on the other hand, increase the
dimensionality of the problem and to less stringent constraints. For this reason, we have decided to stick to a 9PN
representation, while further quantifying the necessary pseudo-PN order that one has to employ for a given number
of detections would be needed.

In addition, other effects (presumably less dominant) could also introduce small biases, e.g., the selection bias
associated with including only the events with the highest SNRs, which the ET+CE detectors are more likely to
detect. Furthermore, this can also be due to correlations between the source parameters (i.e., the masses) and the
HOCs. We note that the known PN coefficients up to 7.5PN already have an explicit XA,B-dependence, and the exact
relationship between the true 9PN coefficients and XA,B remains unknown.
To validate our results, we perform injection-recovery runs for all events with IMRPhenomXAS 9PNTidal. However,

we restrict the model by excluding dynamical tidal effects and spins, as well as restricting the mass ratio dependence
of the known PN coefficients to q = 1.0. This way, we avoid biases due to the different waveform models, reduce
the possible influence of a non-constant P (x) for different sources of the simulated population, and minimize possible
selection biases influencing dynamical tides and spins-tidal effects. Using the same methodology used previously, we
combine the recovered posteriors for P 9PN

A,B to a posterior that describes the injected values well (see right panel of
Fig. ). Accounting for all the sources of bias is a non-trivial task, which would require a large number of additional
PE runs, which we reserve for a future study.
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