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In tests of gravity using gravitational waves (GWs), GW events analyzed are often selected based
on specific criteria, particularly the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). However, such event selection can
introduce bias into parameter estimation unless the selection effect is appropriately taken into ac-
count in the analysis. In this paper, we investigate how event selection with certain prior information
affects parameter inference within the scalar-tensor polarization framework, focusing on the mea-
surement of the scalar mode amplitude parameters. We find that for the Tensor+Scalar(dipole)
model, the amplitude of the scalar dipole radiation is overestimated when its true value is nonzero
while there is no false deviation in the absence of the scalar mode. The same bias is expected to
occur also for the Tensor+Scalar(quadrupole) model. However, error typically exceeds the bias as
the scalar quadrupole mode is difficult to be distinguished from the tensor mode.

I. INTRODUCTION

The standard theory of gravity, general relativity
(GR), is consistent with past experiments and observa-
tions (e.g., [1, 2]). However, the majority of these tests
have been carried out in weak gravitational fields, such
as those within the solar system. The first observation
of gravitational waves (GWs) in 2015 opened a new win-
dow for testing GR in strong gravitational fields [3, 4].
Since then, multiple GW signals from compact binary
coalescences (CBCs) have been detected by the LIGO-
Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) collaboration [5–7]. To date, GR
has undergone extensive testing in strong gravitational
fields (e.g., [8–10]), and no clear violation has been iden-
tified with the current level of observational precision.

The search for GW polarizations is a powerful tool for
testing gravity. In GR, GWs consist of only two ten-
sor modes: the plus mode and the cross mode. How-
ever, some modified theories of gravity predict that
GWs can have the scalar polarization mode in addi-
tion to the tensor modes due to the existence of addi-
tional scalar degrees of freedom [11, 12]. For instance,
in Einstein-dilaton Gauss-Bonnet gravity and dynamical
Chern-Simons gravity, GWs emitted from binary black
holes (BBHs) may contain scalar modes, as BHs can pos-
sess scalar charges [13, 14]. The number and types of
GW polarizations reflect the degrees of freedom inherent
to a gravitational field. Therefore, exploring the polar-
izations allows us to test GR with a focus on the degrees
of freedom of the gravitational field and to approach the
fundamental nature of gravity. The discovery of evidence
for non-tensor modes would signify a violation of GR, ne-
cessitating modifications to the theory.

The polarization modes of GWs have been investigated

through various methods. One category of tests does not
require a waveform model, they are known as null-stream
tests [10, 15–17]. These results predominantly support
the GR hypothesis. This method allows for hypothesis
comparison but has less sensitivity. On the other hand,
some studies assume theoretical waveforms. In pure po-
larization tests [18–20], the hypotheses that GWs possess
only the tensor, the vector, or scalar mode are evalu-
ated. The results strongly prefer the case of pure ten-
sor modes over the cases of pure scalar or vector modes.
However, most modified gravity theories predict a mix-
ture of the dominant tensor mode and subdominant non-
tensor modes. The mixed polarization tests with a pa-
rameterized scalar-tensor waveform model are performed
in [21, 22]. By parameterizing non-GR effects, we can di-
rectly constrain non-GR parameters with high sensitivity
and interpret the physical implications of the results more
clearly. The results are consistent with GR; however,
their precision is limited to approximately ∼ O(10−1),
compared to the tensor amplitude.
A straightforward extrapolation of the observational

constraints on gravity theories in the weak field regime
to the strong regime shows that the scalar mode ampli-
tude in the observed GW signal is suppressed to at least
O(10−2.5) relative to the tensor mode amplitude [23].
Therefore, a statistical search involving multiple GW sig-
nals is required to achieve higher sensitivity in testing.
However, when testing GR using GWs, analyzed signals
are often selected based on specific criteria, such as the
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), the detector network, and
the source properties. Such event selections, in general,
introduce parameter estimation biases, which we call sta-
tistical biases, unless the effect is properly accounted for
in the analysis process.
The process of selecting preferred events for analysis
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creates a mismatch between the statistical properties of
the ensemble of events used for the analysis and those of
the astrophysical population from which they have been
drawn, especially for the luminosity distance. For exam-
ple, selecting for high SNR introduces a strong correla-
tion between luminosity distance and orbital inclination
of the source (e.g., [24–28]), which is a property that is
not possessed by the natural population of GW sources.
Inferring the properties of observed sources without ac-
counting for this induced correlation leads to a bias in
the estimation of the inclination angle.

In this paper, we investigate a possible bias in the
estimation of the scalar mode amplitude when partic-
ular events are selected for the analysis. The measure-
ment of the scalar mode amplitude can be affected by
the event selection through the bias on the inferred in-
clination angle mentioned above, because each polariza-
tion exhibits a distinct angular pattern of GW radia-
tion, characterized by a unique inclination-angle depen-
dence [29]. Sec. II presents the construction of a pa-
rameterized scalar-tensor waveform model by introduc-
ing non-GR parameters. In Sec. III, we perform injection
searches. First, we investigate the recovery of the inclina-
tion angle in pure polarization cases to see the tendency
of the bias for each mode individually. Second, based on
those results, we evaluate the effect of event selection on
parameter estimation for both the inclination angle and
the scalar mode amplitude in mixed polarization cases.
Finally, Sec. V is devoted to the discussions and conclu-
sions, with an outlook for future work. Throughout this
paper, we adopt geometric units, setting G = c = 1.

II. PARAMETRIZED SCALAR-TENSOR
WAVEFORM MODEL

In this section, we outline a parameterized framework
for scalar-tensor inspiral GWs from compact binary co-
alescences, following [21, 22]. In general, there are two
scalar modes: the breathing mode and the longitudinal
mode. However, since the antenna pattern functions of
the interferometric detector are degenerate for these two
modes, the framework adopts only the breathing mode as
the third polarization. Thus, the waveform model con-
sists of two tensor modes and the scalar breathing mode.

We begin by assuming the ℓ-th term in the multipole
expansion, expressed as follows [15],

h(ℓ)p (t) =
1

2
g(ℓ)p (ι)η(2−ℓ)/5 4M

dL
(2πMF)

ℓ/3
e+iℓΦ , (2.1)

where p runs over indices of each polarization, plus (+),

cross (×), and breathing (b) mode. g
(ℓ)
p (ι) is a function of

inclination angle ι, which describes the angular pattern
of GW radiation [29]. In Eq. (2.1), M is the chirp mass,
dL is the luminosity distance, η is the symmetric mass
ratio, F is the orbital frequency, and Φ is the orbital
phase. We consider the multipoles up to quadrupole.
Hence, the harmonic index is ℓ = 2 for the tensor modes

and ℓ = 1, 2 for the scalar dipole and quadrupole modes,
respectively. For these modes, we can write down the
polarization components explicitly,

h
(2)
+ (t) = −1

2

1 + cos2 ι

2

4M
dL

(2πMF)
2/3

e+i2Φ , (2.2)

h
(2)
× (t) = −1

2
i cos ι

4M
dL

(2πMF)
2/3

e+i2Φ , (2.3)

h
(1)
b (t) =

1

2
Ab1 sin ι η

1/5 4M
dL

(2πMF)
1/3

e+iΦ , (2.4)

h
(2)
b (t) =

1

2
Ab2 sin

2 ι
4M
dL

(2πMF)
2/3

e+i2Φ . (2.5)

Here, we introduce new parameters, Ab1 and Ab2, which
characterize the amplitude of the scalar dipole and
quadrupole radiation, respectively.
Furthermore, we modify the stress-energy tensor by

introducing a coupling parameter γ to account for the
coupling strength between a scalar field and metric. Us-
ing Eqs. (2.2)–(2.5), we calculate the GW energy flux,
which is corrected by the additional scalar radiation as

ĖGW = − d2L
16π

∫
dΩ

{
⟨ḣ2+ + ḣ2×⟩+ γ⟨ḣ2b1 + ḣ2b2⟩

}
= ĖGR

(
1 +

5

24
γA2

b1 (2πMF)
−2
η2/5 +

2

3
γA2

b2

)
,

(2.6)

where ĖGR represents the GW energy flux in GR. The
symbol ⟨· · · ⟩ denotes averaging over several periods of
GWs. From Eq. (2.6), the Fourier transform of the GW
signal in the stationary phase approximation [30–32] is
expressed as the sum of each polarization

h̃I(f) = h̃
(2)
+ (f) + h̃

(2)
× (f) + h̃

(1)
b (f) + h̃

(2)
b (f) , (2.7)

where

h̃
(2)
+ (f) = −F+

I

√
5π

96

M2

dL
(1 + cos2 ι)u

−7/2
2

×
[
1 + δA(2)

]
e−iΨ

(2)
GRe−iδΨ(2)

, (2.8)

h̃
(2)
× (f) = F×

I

√
5π

96

M2

dL
(2i cos ι)u

−7/2
2

×
[
1 + δA(2)

]
e−iΨ

(2)
GRe−iδΨ(2)

, (2.9)

h̃
(1)
b (f) = F b

I

√
5π

48
Ab1

M2

dL
η1/5(2 sin ι)u

−9/2
1

× e−iΨ
(1)
GRe−iδΨ(1)

, (2.10)

h̃
(2)
b (f) = F b

I

√
5π

96
Ab2

M2

dL
(2 sin2 ι)u

−7/2
2

× e−iΨ
(2)
GRe−iδΨ(2)

. (2.11)

Here, h̃
(2)
+ (f), h̃

(2)
× (f), h̃

(1)
b (f), and h̃

(2)
b (f) correspond to

the quadrupole radiation of the plus mode and the cross
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mode, and the dipole and quadrupole radiation of the
scalar breathing mode, respectively. The functions FA

I
with A = {+,×, b} are the antenna pattern functions for
the I-th detector, which depend on sky localization and

the polarization angle [33]. In addition, Ψ
(ℓ)
GR represents

the GW phase of the ℓ-th harmonic mode defined by

Ψ
(ℓ)
GR = 2πftc − ℓΦc −

π

4
+

3ℓ

256
u−5
ℓ

7∑
i=0

ϕiu
i
ℓ , (2.12)

although only the ℓ = 2 mode exists in GR. Here, tc and
Φc are the coalescence time and phase, respectively. ϕi
are PN coefficients [34], and the reduced ℓ-th harmonic
frequency uℓ is defined as

uℓ =

(
2πMf

ℓ

)1/3

, (2.13)

where f = ℓF is the GW frequency. The correction terms
δA(ℓ) and δΨ(ℓ) account for the amplitude and phase
modifications due to the scalar mode back-reaction, and
are given by [22]

δA(ℓ) = − 5

48
Ã2

b1η
2/5u−2

ℓ − 1

3
Ã2

b2 , (2.14)

δΨ(ℓ) = − 5ℓ

3584
Ã2

b1η
2/5u−7

ℓ − ℓ

128
Ã2

b2u
−5
ℓ , (2.15)

where

Ãb1 =
√
γAb1 , (2.16)

Ãb2 =
√
γAb2 . (2.17)

In these calculations, we include terms up to the second-
order in Ab1 and Ab2.

Finally, we obtain the modified inspiral GW wave-
form, which contains the two tensor modes and one scalar
mode, as shown in Eqs. (2.8)–(2.11). We assume generic
modifications to the stress-energy tensor and the GW
energy flux, Eq. (2.6), without relying on a specific the-
ory. This model introduces four additional parameters:
Ab1 and Ab2, which characterize the scalar mode ampli-
tude, and Ãb1 and Ãb2, which contribute to both the
amplitude and phase correction terms. Note that these
four parameters correspond to the non-GR parameters
appearing in the parametrized post-Einsteinian frame-
work [14, 15, 35, 36]. The parameterized scalar-tensor
waveform enables a systematic search for the scalar po-
larization of GWs, covering many modified theories of
gravity.

III. PARAMETER ESTIMATION METHOD

The primary objective here is to investigate the param-
eter estimation biases in the polarization tests caused by
selecting only loud GW signals, using the parametrized
waveform constructed in Sec. II. The scalar-tensor wave-
form incorporates four independent non-GR parameters.

Among them, Ab1 and Ab2 appear in the waveform am-
plitude, as well as the other amplitude parameters such
as the luminosity distance and the inclination angle. It
is anticipated that Ab1 and Ab2 would correlate with the
ther amplitude parameters and the estimation of these
parameters would be affected by the mismatch between
the intrinsic source distribution and the prior distribu-
tion for luminosity distance.
Our analysis is based on Bayesian inference,

which computes the posterior probability distribution
p(θ|d,M) according to the Bayes’ theorem [30, 37, 38]:

p(θ|d,M) =
p(θ|M)p(d|θ,M)

p(d|M)
, (3.1)

where p(θ|M) is the prior probability distribution,
p(θ|d,M) is the likelihood, and p(d|M) is the evidence.
M represents the hypothetical model, which in this case
corresponds to the scalar-tensor waveform model. d =
{dI}NI=1 is the set of the GW strain data observed by
each detector labeled by I, and θ is the set of the wave-
form model parameters given by the standard 11 source
parameters for an aligned-spin binary along with the ad-
ditional four non-GR parameters,

θ = {m1,source,m2,source, χ1, χ2, dL, ι, α, δ, ψ, ϕref , tc,

Ab1, Ab2, Ãb1, Ãb2} , (3.2)

wherem1,source andm2,source are the source-frame masses
of the heavier and lighter objects, respectively. Each
object has a dimensionless spin χ1 and χ2 assuming an
aligned spin binary. α and δ are the right ascension and
declination, respectively. Additionally, ψ is the polariza-
tion angle, ϕref is the phase at the reference frequency
fref = 20 Hz, and tc is the coalescence time.

The likelihood is assumed to be a Gaussian noise likeli-
hood, computed under the assumption that the detector
noise is stationary and Gaussian. It is expressed as

p(d|θ,M) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

∑
I

⟨dI − hI(θ)|dI − hI(θ)⟩
}
,

(3.3)

where the angle bracket ⟨· · · | · · · ⟩ denotes the noise
weighted inner product defined by

⟨a|b⟩ = 4Re

∫ fmax

fmin

a∗(f)b(f)

Sn,I(f)
df . (3.4)

Here, Sn,I(f) is the noise power spectral density and I la-
bels the detector. I runs over three detectors, I = {LIGO
Hanford, LIGO Livingston, Virgo}. The power spectral
densities adapted are the O4 design sensitivity of each
detector [39, 40]. The lower cutoff frequency fmin is set
to 20 Hz, while the upper cutoff frequency fmax is set
to the innermost stable circular orbit (ISCO) frequency
for the Schwarzschild BH. The upper cutoff frequency is
given by fmax = (6

√
6π(m1,source + m2,source))

−1, since
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our theoretical waveform is valid only for the inspiral
phase. Note that, in general, the upper cutoff frequency
can vary depending on the spins of the binary compo-
nents and the underlying theories of gravity. However,
the Schwarzschild ISCO frequency is commonly adapted
as the upper cutoff frequency under the assumption that
it is predominantly determined by the total mass. For
simplicity, we adopt this approach in our analysis.

We perform Bayesian inference using the Bilby soft-
ware and the Dynamic Nested Sampling [41, 42]. The
sampler settings are based on Ref. [43]. Specifically, we
set the number of live points (nlive) to 1500, the sampling
method to acceptance-walk and the number of walks to
200. Note that we confirmed that this nlive value is suffi-
cient to ensure convergence of the sampling. For the GR
template waveform of the inspiral phase, we use Tay-
lorF2 [44], as implemented in LVK Algorithm Library -
LALSuite [45]. The noise for each detector is created
using its respective noise power spectral density.

We consider two cases: the pure polarization case and
the mixed polarization case. To assess the effect of event
selection on parameter estimation for the amplitude pa-
rameters of each mode, we first investigate the recovery
of the inclination angle for the pure tensor case and the
pure scalar case individually as a guide for the mixed
polarization cases considered later.

Here, the pure tensor (scalar) polarization case refers
to GW signals containing only the tensor (scalar) polar-
ization. In this analysis, we inject 50 GW signals for each
inclination angle ι = π/6, π/4, π/3, π/2 using the param-
eter sets shown in Table I. The right ascension α and the
declination δ are sampled uniformly in directions to mit-
igate the dependence on the antenna pattern function, as
our goal is to evaluate the effects of event selection and
the correlation between the inclination angle and the lu-
minosity distance. e fix the spin parameters to zero for
both the injection and template waveforms, because the
parameters that we want to estimate are those at the
Newtonian order in amplitude and are not significantly
affected by spins in phase. For simplicity, the ampli-
tude and phase correction terms associated with Ãb1 and
Ãb2 are excluded, as we are solely focused on recovering
the inclination angle in each pure polarization case; thus,
Ãb1 = Ãb2 = 0.

The priors for the GR parameters are applied by de-
fault priors for an aligned-spinning BBH system in the
Bilby software [43, 46] as in Table II, except for the
spin parameters as mentioned above. We fix χ1,2 = 0
by applying the delta-function prior for the simplicity of
calculations. For the additional non-GR parameters, we
adopt uniform priors within the range [−1, 1] under the
assumption that the magnitude of the scalar mode ampli-
tude is smaller than that of the tensor mode amplitude.
Indeed, Eqs. (2.8)–(2.11) are derived by adapting this
assumption. The prior for the luminosity distance is em-
ployed by the uniform distribution in comoving volume
and source frame time.

For each injection, the parameter sets in Table I give

SNRs in the range of approximately 20 − 100. Conse-
quently, the distributions of these 50 GW signals do not
follow the prior distribution shown in Table II.

TABLE I: The injected values for the pure polarization
case.

Parameter Injected values

m1,source 15 M⊙
m2,source 10 M⊙
χ1,2 0
dL 204 Mpc
ι {π/6, π/4, π/3, π/2}
α uniform in directions
δ uniform in directions
ψ 2.659 rad
ϕref 1.3 rad
tc 186741861.5 s

In the mixed polarization case, we focus on mea-
suring the inclination angle and the scalar mode am-
plitude by considering both the Tensor+Scalar(dipole)
model and the Tensor+Scalar(quadrupole) model, as the
injection and template waveform. We inject GW sig-
nals three times for each scalar mode amplitude, setting
Ab1(Ab2) = 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, while fixing Ab2(Ab1) = 0 and
removing Ab2(Ab1) from the estimated parameters. The
remaining parameters are identical to those used for the
pure polarization case shown in Table I, except for the
right ascension and declination, whose injection values
are set to α = 0.833 rad and δ = −0.7841 rad, which
give typical values of the antenna pattern functions. In
addition, we choose Ãb1 = Ãb2 = 0 and these parame-
ters are estimated in the analysis in contrast to the pure
polarization case. The injections are conducted for the
inclination angle ι = π/6, π/4, π/3, π/2. The prior set-
ting for the mixed polarization case is same as those in
the pure polarization case except for the non-GR param-
eters.

Note that the injected values of the scalar mode am-
plitude above are too large from the observational point
of view when considering modified gravity theories that
show the same properties in a strong gravitational field
as in a weak gravitational field [23]. However, our objec-
tive is to examine the effect of inference for inclination
angle on the estimation of the scalar mode amplitude.
The qualitative behavior of this effect is independent of
the specific value of the scalar mode amplitude. Thus,
the following results remain valid even for the smaller
amplitude.
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FIG. 1: The histograms of the inclination recovery for the case of pure tensor mode (blue) and pure scalar dipole
mode (orange). Each panel shows different inclination angle, π/6, π/4, π/3, π/2 from the top left to the bottom
right. The red line represents the injection value of the inclination angle.

IV. RESULTS

A. Inference of inclination angle for pure
polarization

Figure 1 shows the histograms of the median values of
the inclination angle obtained from the posterior proba-
bility distribution for each injection in the pure polariza-
tion case.

In the case of the pure tensor mode, cos ι ∼ 1 is more
preferred except when ι = π/2. This result can be at-
tributed to two primary factors. First, as mentioned ear-
lier, there is a correlation between the luminosity dis-
tance and the inclination angle. Broadly speaking, since
the amplitudes of both the plus and cross modes take the
same value when ι = 0 (or π), the amplitude of the GR

waveform is approximately proportional to A = cos ι/dL,
making it challenging to accurately estimate each param-
eter. Second, we adopt a uniform-in-comoving-volume
prior for the luminosity distance, while the sources are
assumed to distribute at the same distance. The uniform-
in-comoving-volume prior is expressed as p(dL|M) ∝ d2L
at low redshift, indicating that larger distances are more
likely to be favored. The combination of these two factors
influences the estimation of cos ι, leading to a preference
for cos ι ∼ 1. This behavior can be understood as fol-
lows: the posterior probability of cos ι for a given fixed
value of ι is obtained by integrating over the distribution
weighted by the prior [26],

p(cos ι) ∝ cos3 ι . (4.1)

Therefore, when there is a correlation between the incli-
nation angle and the luminosity distance, the posterior
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TABLE II: The prior settings. Here, M⊙ is the solar
mass, and tpeak = 186741861.5 is the same value as the
injected value shown in Table I.

Parameter Prior Range

M [M⊙] uniform [5, 50]
q = m2,source/m1,source uniform [0.125, 1]

χ1,2 delta function 0
dL [Mpc] uniform in the [10, 1500]

source frame
cos ι uniform [−1, 1]
α uniform [0, 2π]

sin δ uniform [−1, 1]
ψ uniform [0, π]
ϕref uniform [0, 2π]
tc [s] uniform [tpeak − 0.5, tpeak + 0.5]
Ab1 uniform [−1, 1]
Ab2 uniform [−1, 1]

Ãb1 uniform [−1, 1]

Ãb2 uniform [−1, 1]

probability of cos ι is proportional to cos3 ι.
However, when cos ι ∼, the correlation between the

inclination angle and the luminosity distance is weak [47,
48]. As a result, the inference of the inclination angle
(and consequently the luminosity distance) is improved,
and the medians are distributed closer to the true value
(the bottom right panel in Fig. 1). Similar results have
been reported in other studies [26, 49].

On the other hand, in the case of the pure scalar dipole
mode, cos ι ∼ 0 is favored. This is also due to the two
factors mentioned earlier. The key difference is that the
amplitude of the scalar dipole radiation is proportional to
sin ι/dL. From a similar reasoning as in the pure tensor
mode case, the posterior probability of sin ι is given by

p(sin ι) ∝ sin3 ι . (4.2)

Hence, ι ∼ π/2 is more likely to be estimated.
Furthermore, all results indicate cos ι ∼ 0, regardless

of the injected inclination angle. This occurs because,
when the detector network is effectively sensitive to only
one polarization, the inclination angle and the luminos-
ity distance are completely degenerated, as the amplitude
ratio of each mode cannot be obtained [50]. In GR, there
are two polarizations, and the number of polarizations to
which detectors are sensitive depends on the orientation
of the source. However, in the pure scalar case, since
there is intrinsically only one polarization, the strong de-
generacy remains. Thus, cos ι ∼ 0 is strongly favored in
all results.

The results for the pure scalar quadrupole case are not
shown here, as they are similar to those for the pure scalar
dipole case. The amplitude of the scalar quadrupole
mode is proportional to sin2 ι/dL. Consequently, when
larger distances are preferred, larger values of sin2 ι are
also estimated, exhibiting the same qualitative behavior
as in the pure scalar dipole case.

The key observation is that in the cases of the pure
tensor and the pure scalar modes, opposite values of cos ι
are favored: cos ι ∼ 1 for the pure tensor mode, and
cos ι ∼ 0 for the pure scalar mode. This behavior results
from the inclination angle dependence of the amplitude:
cos ι/dL and sin ι/dL (sin2 ι/dL) for the tensor mode and
the scalar-dipole (-quadrupole) mode, respectively. In
the next section, we will examine how these properties
affect the estimation of the scalar mode amplitude in the
mixed polarization models.

B. Inference of inclination angle and scalar mode
amplitude for mixed polarization

Figure 2 shows the medians and error bars for the in-
clination angle and the amplitude of the scalar dipole
mode. Note that for the points with the same color in
the same panel, the injection values are identical and
the only variation is due to noise realization. Focusing
first on the measurement of the inclination angle (the
horizontal axis), we observe that cos ι is estimated more
accurately as Ab1 increases, except when ι = π/2. As
discussed in the previous section, the inclination angle
preference is opposite for the pure tensor and pure scalar
modes. When Ab1 is small, the inference is dominated
by the tensor mode, resulting in most estimates favor-
ing cos ι ∼ 1. As Ab1 increases, the scalar dipole mode
contributes more significantly to the parameter inference,
and pushes the medians of the inclination angle estimated
back toward the injected values. Thus, in the mixed po-
larization case, the inclination angle estimation reflects a
balance between the prior weights on the pure tensor and
pure scalar modes. When ι = π/2, the medians of the
inclination angle estimates are distributed around the in-
jected value. This is caused by the same reasons as in
the pure polarization cases, in which ι = π/2 is estimated
accurately.
Second, focusing on the estimation of the amplitude

of the scalar dipole mode (the vertical axis), we observe
that the amplitude of the scalar dipole emission is over-
estimated when Ab1 has a non-zero value, except for
ι = π/2. This overestimation arises from the overesti-
mation of cos ι. As discussed in the previous paragraph,
cos ι ∼ 1 is favored when the tensor mode is dominant,
leading to an underestimation of sin ι. To compensate for
this, Ab1 is overestimated, as the scalar dipole amplitude
is expressed as h̃b1(f) ∝ Ab1 sin ι. Notably, this over-
estimation does not occur when Ab1 = 0. In this case,
the injected GW signal contains only the tensor mode,
with no scalar dipole radiation. We can distinguish the
presence or absence of the scalar dipole component, pre-
venting false deviations.

At ι = π/2, some cases indicate that the median of
Ab1 takes a negative value, or the error bar is large. This
is attributed to the degeneracy between the polarization
angle and the scalar dipole amplitude, which leads to the
bimodal posterior distribution for Ab1, shown in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 2: The medians and the error bars of the inclination angle and the amplitude of the scalar dipole mode. Each
panel shows the different injected value of the inclination angle. From top right to bottom left,
ι = π/6, π/4, π/3, π/2. The colored dots are the medians, and each color corresponds to each injected value of the
amplitude of the scalar dipole mode. The vertical red line and horizontal colored line represent the injected value of
the inclination angle and the scalar dipole amplitude. The light colored lines indicate the error bars with the 90%
credible interval.

When the polarization angle changes as ψ → ψ+π/2, the
sign of the tensor mode reverses due to the polarization-
angle dependence of the antenna pattern function. To
maintain the overall signal amplitude, the scalar mode is
inferred to have a negative sign. This phenomenon does
not occur when the scalar mode amplitude is relatively
small compared to the tensor mode amplitude, as the
adjustment of the scalar mode cannot reproduce the true
signal. ι = π/2 makes the tensor mode amplitude smaller
and the scalar mode amplitude larger; therefore, we can
see such a property there.

The case of the TensorScalar(quadrupole) model is
shown in Figs. 4 and 5. Most results show that the error
bars for the scalar quadrupole amplitude are constrained
by the prior range [−1, 1]. In this case, since both modes

share the same phase evolution, the parameter inference
of the scalar mode is more difficult. Consequently, the
results provide little information about Ab2.

However, with regard to the estimation of the incli-
nation angle, we observe similar behavior to the Ten-
sorScalar(dipole) model. As the scalar mode ampli-
tude increases, the median of the inclination angle ap-
proaches the true value in the ι ̸= π/2 case. When
ι = π/2, the amplitude of the tensor mode becomes
small and that of the scalar mode is large. In addi-
tion, the sign of the scalar mode amplitude is opposite to
that of the tensor mode when Ab2 > 0 (see Eqs. (2.7)–
(2.11)). Since the phase evolution of the two modes
is the same, they cancel each other. Accordingly, the
SNRs take small values and the result in the left panel
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FIG. 3: The posterior probability distributions of the
polarization angle ψ and the scalar dipole amplitude
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in the 2-dimensional plots. The blue dotted lines
represent 90% credible interval in the 1-dimensional
plots. The values written in black are the medians and
errors.

of Fig. 5 is less informative. Consequently, the injection
search result with the negative scalar quadrupole am-
plitudes of Ab2 = 0,−0.1,−0.3,−0.5 in the right panel
of Fig. 5 shows that the medians of the inclination an-
gle are distributed around the true value as seen in the
Tensor+Scalar(dipole) mode. This is also due to the ten-
dencies observed in the pure polarization cases.

V. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we investigate the effect of the event se-
lection using high SNR signals on parameter estimation
in the scalar-tensor polarization search. The parameter-
ized scalar-tensor waveform based on Ref. [22] assumes
that the GR waveform is modified due to the changes
in the energy loss rate. This modification is character-
ized by the non-GR parameters: the coupling parame-
ter γ, and the amplitude parameters of the scalar dipole
mode Ab1, and the scalar quadrupole mode Ab2. Correc-
tions arising from the scalar mode radiation are incor-
porated into both the tensor mode and the scalar mode,
characterized by the combination of Ãb1 =

√
γAb1 and

Ãb2 =
√
γAb2. This waveform model allows for testing

GR with a focus on the scalar polarization without as-
suming any specific theory of modified gravity.

In Sec. IVA, we analyzed the recovery of the inclina-
tion angle for the pure tensor mode and the pure scalar
mode when focusing on loud events. In the pure tensor
case, cos ι ∼ 1 is favored, whereas cos ι ∼ 0 is favored in
the pure scalar case. This behavior arises from two fac-
tors: the correlation between the inclination angle and lu-
minosity distance, and the uniform-in-comoving-volume
prior on the luminosity distance, which differs from the
injected source distribution. Since the amplitudes of the
tensor mode and the scalar mode are proportional to
cos ι/dL and sin ι/dL, respectively, each mode prefers the
opposite side of cos ι. The Tensor+Scalar model is inves-
tigated in Sec. IVB. When the amplitude of the scalar
dipole mode has a non-zero value, Ab1 is overestimated
due to the underestimation of sin ι. In contrast, when
Ab1 = 0, it is possible to distinguish whether the scalar
dipole radiation is present. As a result, the false devia-
tion does not occur.

In the Tensor+Scalar(quadrupole) model, however, the
results for the scalar amplitude measurement are unin-
formative. Since both modes share the same phase evo-
lution, there is less sensitivity to Ab2. Regarding incli-
nation angle estimation, we found that cos ι is inferred
more accurately as the scalar mode amplitude increases
in both cases. This indicates that the interplay of the
characteristics of each pure polarization case determines
the accuracy of the inclination angle estimation in the
mixed polarization model.

Our results indicate that performing tests of GR using
Bayesian inference with selected GW events can be prob-
lematic unless selection effects are properly accounted for
in the analysis procedure. The mismatch between the
source distribution and the prior distribution may lead
to biased results. To address this issue, we propose sev-
eral approaches to mitigate the selection bias. First, con-
ducting statistical searches with multiple GW signals can
eliminate the bias introduced by event selection, as the
sources will effectively be distributed according to the
prior. Furthermore, this approach is beneficial for im-
proving the parameter estimation sensitivity. Given that
the scalar mode amplitude in the GW signals is smaller
than the tensor mode amplitude, as suggested by the so-
lar system experiments [23], statistical methods are par-
ticularly crucial to enhance the sensitivity to the scalar
polarization modes for the GW signals detected by the
second-generation detectors.

Another approach to mitigate selection bias is to ap-
propriately model the selection process and incorporate
it into the prior. For example, if certain preferences exist
for the analyzed GW events, such as those based on the
SNR or the detector network, appropriate modeling of
the prior would help address the bias.

On the other hand, when the SNR is sufficiently high,
the likelihood dominates over the prior in parameter in-
ference. In this case, the analysis results become inde-
pendent of the prior, allowing for unbiased results even



9

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

cos ι

−1.00

−0.75

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00
A
b2

tensor + scalar quadrupole, ι = π/6

Ab2 = 0.5

Ab2 = 0.3

Ab2 = 0.1

Ab2 = 0

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

cos ι

−1.00

−0.75

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

A
b2

tensor + scalar quadrupole, ι = π/4

Ab2 = 0.5

Ab2 = 0.3

Ab2 = 0.1

Ab2 = 0

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

cos ι

−1.00

−0.75

−0.50

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

A
b2

tensor + scalar quadrupole, ι = π/3

Ab2 = 0.5

Ab2 = 0.3

Ab2 = 0.1

Ab2 = 0

FIG. 4: The medians and the error bars of the inclination angle and the amplitude of the scalar quadrupole mode
for ι = π/6, π/4, π/3.

from a single GW signal. Notably, the third-generation
detectors such as the Einstein Telescope [51] and Cos-
mic Explorer [52] are expected to detect GW events with
SNRs approximately ten times higher than those of the
current observed events, enabling more precise and un-
biased analyses. However, since parameter estimation is
influenced by various factors other than SNR, such as the
source orientation and the number of detectors, it is diffi-
cult to determine a definitive SNR threshold for obtaining
unbiased results. We leave the quantitative evaluation of
the issue for the future work.

In our analysis, only the inspiral phase is considered, as
the constructed scalar-tensor waveform is valid only for
this stage. The scalar-tensor waveform for the merger
and ringdown phases remains poorly understood and
challenging to parametrize. If it becomes possible to
analyze an entire inspiral-merger-ringdown signal within
the parameterized framework developed based on the
GR inspiral-merger-ringdown waveform [53], more pre-
cise tests of the polarization could be performed, hough

the precision of the amplitude parameter measurements
largely depends on the SNR. Additionally, we assume an
aligned spin waveform and neglect higher-order modes for
simplicity. Both assumptions influence the analysis, as
higher-order modes and spin misalignment can break the
degeneracy between the inclination angle and luminosity
distance, e.g., [48, 54–57], improving the measurement of
the scalar mode amplitude. Furthermore, our analysis
considers a GW detector network consisting of three de-
tectors. The participation of additional detectors such
as KAGRA [58–60] and LIGO India [61], would enable
more accurate and precise parameter inference, partic-
ularly for the sky localization, the luminosity distance,
the inclination angle, and polarizations [27, 29, 62]. Ex-
panding the detector network would facilitate tests of
GR that account for additional GW polarizations, such
as the vector-tensor and the scalar-vector-tensor polar-
izations, because testing multiple polarizations requires
at least the same number of detectors as the number of
polarization modes in principle [29]. Therefore, expand-
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FIG. 5: The medians and the error bars of the inclination angle and the amplitude of the scalar quadrupole mode
for |Ab2| = 0, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5 at ι = π/2.

ing the detector network along with developing statistical
methods without selection bias is crucial for searching for
additional GW polarizations with high precision and ac-
curacy.
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